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L.  H.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES. 


OASES  m  16  L.  R  A. 


16  L.  R.  A.  33,  OLEMANS  v.  SUPREME  ASSEMBLY  R.  S.  G.  F.  131  N.  Y.  485, 

30  N.  E.  496. 
Breacb  of  ^rarraaty  In  insnraiice  policy. 

Cited  in  Foley  v.  Royal  Arcanum,  78  Hun,  226,  28  N.  Y.  Supp,  952,  holding  that 
false  answers  to  questions  the  answers  to  which  have  been  warranted,  avoid  con- 
tract; Schane  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  76  App.  Div.  274,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  582, 
holding  it  not  question  for  jury  whether  warranties  in  insurance  application  were 
material ;  Gaines  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  93  App.  Div.  531,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  821,  hold- 
ing policy  of  accident  insurance  rendered  void  by  breach  of  warranty  that  bene- 
ficiary was  wife  of  insured;  Hook  v.  Michigan  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  44  Misc.  480,  90 
K.  Y.  Supp.  56,  holding  that  answers  made  to  medical  examiner  must  be  sub- 
stantially true  or  policy  is  void ;  Webb  v.  Bankers'  L.  Ins.  Co.  19  Colo.  App.  458, 
76  Pac.  738,  holding  a  warranty,  in  an  insurance  application  that  applicants  had 
never  been  deelined  by  any  insurance  company  to  avoid  policy  if  false. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Globe  L.  Ins.  Asso.  v.  Wagner,  52  L.  R.  A.  649,  which  holds 
policy  not  avoided  by  false  statement  tliat  none  of  applicant's  brothers  dead. 

Cited  in  note  (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  833)  on  avoidance  of  insurance  contract  for  fail- 
ure of  insured  to  disclose  all  material  facts. 
»— A»  to  enciimbraaeea. 

Cited  in  King  v.  Tioga  County  Patrons  Fire  Relief  Asso.  35  App.  Div.  59,  54 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1057,  holding  false  answer  as  to  encumbrances  on  property  voids 
policy  because  answer  a  warranty. 
—  Aif  to  liealtli. 

Cited  in  Fidelity  Mut.  Life  Asso.  v.  McDaniel,  25  Ind.  App.  618,  67  N.  E.  645, 
holding  false  answer  that  insured  had  not  consulted  physician  since  date  of  orig- 
inal application  voids  policy;  Brady  v.  Industrial  Ben.  Asso.  79  Hun,  158,  29  N. 
Y.  Supp.  768,  holding  false  answer  as  to  health,  breach  of  warranty  voiding  pol- 
icy; Woehrle  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  21  Misc.  90,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  862,  holding 
false  answer  to  question  as  to  whether  insured  is  in  sound  health  voids  policy, 
although  he  may  not  know  it  to  be  untrue;  Boyle  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  Relief 
Asso.  95  Wis.  318,  70  N.  W.  351,  holding  untrue  answer  as  to  sound  health, 
though  believed  to  be  correct,  voids  policy;  Provident  Sav.  Life  Assur.  Soc.  v. 
Llewellyn,  7  C.  C.  A.  581,  16  U.  S.  App.  405,  68  Fed.  942,  holding  verdict  should 
have  been  directed  for  company  where  insured  shown  to  have  had  delirium  tre- 
mens, when  application  stated  that  he  had  not^  and  who  died  two  months  there- 
after of  heart  failure  after  debauch. 

Distinguished  in  Jennings  v.  Supreme  Council  L.  A.  Ben,  Asso.  81  App.  Div. 
87,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  90,  stating  that  answers  in  medical  examination  were  not 
vammties,  but  representations  as  to  their  truth  to  best  of  knowledge  and  belief. 
L.R.A.  An.  Vol.  III.— 1. 
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—  A«   to   applicsatlon    for   other   InsurAiieo. 

Cited  in  Silverman  v.  Empire  L.  Ins.  Co.  24  Misc.  402,  53  N.  T.  Supp.  407,  hold- 
ing false  warranty  as  to  declination  by  other  insurance  company  voids  policy; 
Clemans  v.  Supreme  Assembly  R.  S.  G.  F.  60  N.  Y.  S.  R.  520,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  348, 
holding  fraudulent  concealment  by  agent  of  insurance  company  that  application 
he  had  made  for  insured  to  another  company  had  been  declined  prevents  warranty 
from  being  false;  Robinson  v.  Supreme  Commandery,  U.  O.  Q.  C.  38  Misc.  100, 
77  N.  Y.  Supp.  Ill,  holding  answer  given  to  question  as  propounded,  in  regard  to 
other  insurance,  not  false  because  only  one  of  two  other  policies  carried,  men- 
tioned; Aloe  V.  Mutual  Reserve  Life  Asso.  147  Mo.  579,  49  S.  W.  553,  holding  false 
answer  to  question  whether  insured  had  applied  to  other  companies  and  been  de- 
clined voids  policy;  Kemp  v.  Good  Templars'  Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  46  N.  Y.  S.  R.  431, 
19  N.  Y.  Supp.  435,  holding  verdict  properly  directed  for  insurer  where  insured 
warranted  he  had  not  been  declined  by  any  other  company,  though  application  de- 
clined without  his  knowledge. 

Cited  in  noies  (56  L.R.A.  126,  127,  131,  136,  137)  on  forfeitura  of  life  insur- 
ance by  false  representations  as  to  previous  applications  for  insurance;  (16 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1259)  on  parol  evidence  rule  as  to  varying  or  contracting  written 
contracts,  as  affected  by  doctrine  of  waiver  or  estoppel,  as  applied  to  insurance 
policies. 

Distinguished  in  Jacobs  v.  Northwestern  Life  Assur.  Co.  30  App.  Div.  286,  51 
N.  Y.  Supp.  967,  holding  false  statements  inserted  by  agents  and  medical  exam> 
iners  after  correct  answer  by  insured,  as  to  applications  to  other  companies,  estop 
insurance  company. 
-—  A«  to  a-are. 

Cited  in  McCarthy  v.  Catholic  Knights,  102  Tenn.  362,  62  S.  W.  142,  holding 
policy  not  forfeited  when  insured  gave  false  answer  as  to  her  age,  when  it  appeared 
she  did  not  know  it. 
l^beB  Icno^rledffe  of  avent  impvted  to  principal. 

Cited  in  Desmond  v.  Supreme  Council,  C.  B.  L.  61  App.  Div.  94,  64  N.  Y.  Supp. 
406,  holding  knowledge  of  chief  examiner  of  insurance  company  that  application 
of  insured  to  another  company  had  been  declined  not  chargeable  to  insurer;  Levell 
V.  Royal  Arcanum,  9  Misc.  260,  30  K.  Y.  Supp.  205,  holding  that  knowledge  by 
committee  of  society  of  false  answers  by  insured  cannot  be  imputed  to  society; 
Bennett  v.  Massachusetts  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  107  Tenn.  377,  64  S.  W.  758,  holding 
that  insured  can  recover  premiums  paid  on  policy,  where  false  ailswers  written 
by  medical  examiner,  although  company  would  have  been  estopped  thereby;  Iver- 
son  V.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  151  Cal.  753,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  873,  91  Pac.  609, 
holding  false  answers  in  an  application  to  avoid  policy  though  known  to  be  false 
by  the  soliciting  agent  where  application  expressly  provides  against  authority 
of  agent  to  waive  conditions;  Mudge  v.  Supreme  Court  I.  0.  F.  149  Mich.  471,  14 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  283,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  686,  112  N.  W.  1130,  holding  knowledge  of 
agent  of  insurance  company  of  falsity  of  answers  in  an  insurance  application 
will  not  estop  insurance  company  where  insured  was  a  party  to  the  deception. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Dailey  v.  Preferred  Masonic  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  26  L.  R.  A. 
171,  which  holds  forfeiture  prevented  by  secretary's  knowledge  of  other  insurance; 
Stemaman  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  318,  which  denies  insurer's 
right  to  rely  on  warranty  by  applicant  that  answers  properly  recorded,  where 
medical  examiner  knew  otherwise;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mendenhall,  36  L.  R.  A.  374, 
which  holds  notice  to  insurance  agent  of  material  facts,  notice  to  company;  Home 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Hancock,  52  L.  R.  A.  665,  which  holds  statement  that  life  tenant  has 
fee-simple  title  to  insured  property  will  not  avoid  policy  where  agent  knew  facts. 
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Wittenbrock  ▼.  Parker,  24  L.  R.  A.  197,  which  holds  knowledge  by  one  member  of 
firm  of  lawyers  while  transacting  firm  business  imputed  to  other  members;  For- 
ward V.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  637,  which  holds  agent's  knowledge  of  bill 
of  sale  takes  same  out  of  operation  of  condition  as  to  title  and  encumbrances; 
Michigan  Shingle  Co.  v.  State  Invest.  Ins.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  319,  which  holds  for- 
feiture for  breach  of  warranty  of  clear  space  prevented  by  agent's  knowledge. 
Appeal  I  flndinar*. 

Cited  in  Langdon  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  199  N.  Y.  206,  92  N.  E. 
440  (dissenting  opinion),  on  lack  of  power  of  court  of  appeals  to  make  findings 
on  conflicting  evidence  to  support  judgment  on  theory  upon  which  it  was  not  de- 
cided in  court  below. 

16  L.  R.  A.  39,  McCARN  v.  INTERNATIONAL  &  G.  N.  R.  CO.  84  Tex.  352,  31 

Am.  St.  Rep.  51,  19  S.  W.  547. 
LImitatlOB  of  carrier's  Itabillty, 

Cited  in  Hartley  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  115  Iowa,  617,  89  N.  W.  88, 
holding  carrier  not  liable  for  horse  injured  on  connecting  line,  when  it  had  lim- 
ited its  liability  to  its  own  road;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilbanks,  7  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  495,  27  S.  W.  302,  holding  limitation  of  liability  to  its  own  line  does  not 
relieve  initial  carrier  from  liability  for  miscarriage  of  freight  by  connecting  line 
with  which  it  is  in  partnership;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  4  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  297,  23  S.  W.  626,  holding  carrier  not  liable  for  failure  to  deliver  cattle 
beyond  its  own  line,  if  contract  for  liability  limited  to  own  road;  Internationa) 

6  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Mahula,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  185,  20  S.  W.  1002,  holding  contract 
limiting  liability  to  loss  upon  its  ow^n  line  inures  to  benefit  of  each  carrier  to  end 
of  route;  St.  Louis,  L  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Ewing,  51  C.  C.  A.  687,  114  Fed.  1021 

(dissenting  opinion),  as  to  limitation  of  carrier's  ]iability  to  its  own  line;  Frch 
mont,  E.  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Union  State  Bank  v. 
Fremont,  E.  &  M.  Valley  R.  Go,)  66  Neb.  165,  59  L.  R.  A.  941,  footnote  p.  939,  sus- 
taining initial  carrier's  right  to  limit  liability  to  own  line;  Houston  &  T.  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Groves,  48  Tex.  Civ.  App.  47,  106  S.  W.  416;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Bryant,  36  Ind.  App.  344,  75  N.  £.  829, — holding  that  a  common  carrier 
may  contract  against  liability  for  loss  occurring  on  connecting  carriers'  lines; 
Texas  &  N.  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Gray,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  210,  99  S.  W.  1126,  sustaining  as 
to  interstate  commerce  a  contract  limiting  the  liability  of  each  carrier  on  its 
own  line. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Courteen  v.  Kanawha  Despatch,  55  L.  R.  A.  182,  which 
denies  carrier's  liability  for  accidental  destruction  of  property  while  in  warehouse 
on  pier,  awaiting  arrival  of  vessel  of  connecting  carrier ;  Taffe  v,  Oregon  R.  &  Nav. 
Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  187,  which  denies  initial  carrier's  liability  under  bill  of  lading  be- 
yond own  line ;  Kansas  City,  F.  S.  &  M.  R.  (!k>.  v.  Washington,  69  L.R.A.  65,  which 
holds  initial  carrier  checking  baggage  to  destination  on  through  ticket  liable  for 
loss  on  connecting  line;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  CoUidge,  67  L.R.A.  555, 
which  holds  that  delay  by  initial  carrier  in  transporting  goods  liable  to  injury 
by  climate  renders  it  liable  for  damage  to  goods  delivered  to  consignee  in  dam> 
aged  condition,  unless  it  shows  that  such  delay  did  not  produce  the  injury  in 
whole  or  part,  notwithstanding  delay  of  connecting  carrier. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  69)  on  liability  of  connecting  carrier  for  losa 
beyond  own  line. 

16  L.  R.  A.  43,  CLEMENTS  v.  LOUISIANA  ELECTRIC  LIGHT  CO.  44  La.  Ann. 

692,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  348,  11  So.  51. 
Svrvlval    of    action. 

Cited  in  American  Sugar-Ref.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  9  C.  C.  A.  120,  13  U.  S.  App.  681» 
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60  Fed.  513,  holding  that  action  for  negligently  causing  death  of  employee  survives 
for  acts  of  omission  as  well  as  of  commission. 
Liability    for   negrllffence. 

Cited  in  McGuire  v.  Vicksburg,  S.  &  P.  R.  Co.  46  La.  Ann.  1656,  16  So.  457, 
holding  railroad  liable  for  killing  man  not  seen  until  he  was  right  under  wheels, 
although  locomotive,  with  good  headlight,  was  moving  at  man's  walking  gait; 
Mitchell  V.  Raleigh  Electric  Co.  129  N.  C.  170,  55  L.  R.  A.  400,  85  Am.  St.  Rep. 
735,  39  S.  E.  801,  holding  each  of  two  electric  companies  using  same  poles  bound 
to  see  that  its  wires  properly  insulated  to  protect  servants  of  either  company; 
Henry  v.  Brackenridge  Lumber  Co.  48  La.  Ann.  964,  20  So.  221,  holding  master 
not  liable  for  death  of  employee  caught  in  belting  which  he  was  lacing,  where 
nothing  is  shown  as  to  how  accident  happened;  Rucker  v.  Sherman  Oil  &  Cotton 
Co.  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  420,  68  S.  W.  818,  holding  owner  of  uninsulated  electric 
wire  liable  for  killing  of  one  coming  in  contact  therewith,  while  lawfully  on  awn- 
ing; Geismann  v.  Missouri-Edison  Electric  Co.  173  Mo.  675,  73  S.  W.  654,  holding 
it  to  be  duty  of  electric  company  to  use  every  available  precaution  to  keep  wires 
properly  insulated;  Knowlton  v.  Dea  Moines  Edison  Light  Co.  117  Iowa,  456,  90 
N.  W.  818,  holding  electric  company  liable  for  death  of  person,  due  to  improper 
insulation  of  its  wires;  Snider  v.  New  Orleans  &  C.  R.  Co.  48  La.  Ann.  11,  18  So. 
695,  holding  failure  in  duty  to  employ  competent  motorman  not  sufficient  to  sup- 
port recovery  for  injury  due  to  collision,  unless  caused  thereby;  Weider  v.  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  108  La.  157,  32  So.  366,  holding  carrier  not  liable  on  account  of  speed 
of  train  or  failure  to  post  lookout,  where  injured  flagman  would  have  been  run 
over  anyway;  Anderson  v.  Seattle-Tacoma  Interurban  R.  Co.  36  Wash.  395,  104 
Am.  St.  Rep.  962,  78  Pac.  1013,  holding  company  liable  where  a  discharged  pas- 
senger came  in  contact  with  an  electrically  charged  third  rail;  Ohrstrom  v. 
Tacoma,  57  Wash.  127,  106  Pac.  629,  holding  city  liable  where  an  employee  was 
injured  by  coming  in  contact  with  an  exposed  live  wire  of  which  the  city  had 
notice;  Burnett  v.  Ft.  Worth  Light  &  P.  Co.  102  Tex.  33,  19  L.R.A. (N.S.)  605,  112 
S.  W.  1040,  holding  an  electric  company  not  liable  for  death  of  a  boy  trespassing 
upon  a  roof  though  death  is  caiised  by  defective  insulation  of  wires;  Greenville  v. 
Pitts,  102  Tex.  3,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  979,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  843,  107  8.  W.  50,  on 
duty  to  insulate  electric  live  wires;  Runyan  v.  Kanawha  Water  &  Light  Co.  68 
W.  Va.  611,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  432,  71  S.  E.  259,  holding  that  electric  light  com- 
pany is  liable  for  failure  to  keep  wires  on  iron  bridge  properly  insulated,  to  person 
who  is  injured  while  painting  bridge;  Blackburn  v.  Louisiana  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  128 
La.  332,  64  So.  865,  holding  that  where  it  is  doubtful  whether  person  killed  by 
accident  was  at  all  conscious  after  infliction  of  injury  amount  of  inherited  dam- 
ages will  be  necessarily  small. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Illingsworth  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  552, 
which  holds  reasonable  care  to  keep  electric  wires  safe  due  towards  persons 
licensed  to  approach  them;  Marino  v.  Lehmaier,  61  L.  R.  A.  812,  which  holds  vio- 
lation of  penal  statute  against  employing  children  of  certain  age  in  factory,  neg- 
ligence; Brown  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  745,  which  holds 
prima  facie  presumption  of  negligence  from  injury  to  boy  by  contact  with  exposed 
point  of  charged  wire  within  few  inches  of  small  roof  just  below  second-story  win- 
dow; Burt  V.  Douglas  County  Street  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  479,  which  holds  company 
liable  for  electric  shock  of  passenger,  due  to  imperfect  insulation;  Moran  v.  Cor- 
liss Steam-Engine  Co.  45  L.  R.  A.  267,  which  holds  employer  using  defectively 
insulated  wire  with  slight  current  liable  for  injury  to  employee,  due  to  outside 
•contact  with  dangerous  current;  Giraudi  v.  Electric  Improv.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  596, 
which  holds  failure  to  raise  electric  light  wires  on  roof  of  hotel  high  enough  to  pre- 
vent shock,  negligence;  Jackson  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  101,  which 
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holds  connection  of  barn  with  flagstaff  on  other  building  by  telephone  wire  renders 
company  liable  for  loss  of  bam  by  lightning  striking  flagstaff;  Frontier  Steam 
Laundry  Co.  y.  Connolly,  6S  L.R.A.  425,  which  holds  owner's  failure  to  comply 
with  ordinance  requiring  fireproof  shutters  on  brick  buildings  not  such  negli- 
gence as  to  render  him  liable  for  destruction  by  fire  communicated  through  unpro- 
tected windows  of  goods  in  his  possession  as  bailee. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.  R.  A.  400)  on  negligence  as  to  electric  wires  on  or  in 
buildings;  (46  L.  R.  A.  71^  99)  on  right  of  servant  to  recover  damages  from  per- 
sons other  than  his  master  for  injuries  received  in  performance  of  duties;  (5 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  260)  on  violation  of  police  ordinance  as  ground  for  private  action; 
(34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1089)  on  duty  of  company  maintaining  electric  wire  over  pri- 
vate property;  (100  Am.  St.  Rep.  521,  527)  on  duties  and  liabilities  of  electric 
corporations. 
^—  Proof. 

Cited  in  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Myane,  86  Ark.  563,  111  8.  W. 
987,  holding  violation  of  a  valid  ordinance  to  be  prima  facie  negligence;  Mize 
V.  Rocky  Mountain  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  38  Mont.  537,  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  659,  100  Pac. 
971,  16  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1189,  holding  same  as  to  violation  of  an  ordinance  regu- 
lating live  wires;  La  Dow  v.  Oklahoma  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  28  Okla.  31,  119  Pac. 
250,  holding  that  absence  of  insulation  on  electric  wire,  in  violation  of  ordinance 
is  prima  facie  evidence  of  negligence;  Winkleman  v.  Kansas  City  Electric  Light 
Co.  110  Mo.  App.  189,  85  S.  W.  99,  holding  where  one  comes  in  contact  with  a  live 
wire  and  is  injured  it  is  conclusive  proof  of  negligence;  Memphis  Consol.  Gas  & 
Electric  Co.  v.  Letson,  68  C.  C.  A.  453,  135  Fed.  972,  holding  where  a  customer  is 
killed  by  a  live  wire  company  creating  it  is  presumed  negligent. 

Cited  in  note  (113  Am.  St.  Rep.  1014)  on  presumption  of  negligence  from  hap- 
pening of  accident  causing  personal  injuries. 
Contributory    nearllgrenee. 

Cited  in  McLaughlin  v.  Louisville  Electric  Light  Co.  100  Ky.  189,  34  L.  R.  A. 
816,  37  S.  W.  851,  holding  contributory  negligence  not  shown  by  painter  coming 
in  contact  while  painting  house,  with  electric  wire  improperly  insulated,  used  for 
lighting;  Bemiss  v.  New  Orleans  City  &  Lake  R.  Co.  47  La.  Ann.  1675,  18  So.  711, 
holding  it  contributory  negligence  to  step  from  one  car  of  moving  train  to  another 
car  standing  near;  Perham  v.  Portland  Electric  Co.  33  Or.  472,  40  L.  R.  A.  808, 
72  Am.  St.  Rep,  730,  53  Pac.  14,  holding  workman  on  top  of  bridge,  killed  by  com- 
ing in  contact  with  electric  wires  carrying  high  voltage,  not  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  because  he  crossed  on  top  braces  of  bridge;  Mitchell  v.  Raleigh  Electric 
Co.  129  N.  C.  172,  55  L.  R.  A.  400,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  735,  39  S.  E.  801,  holding  em- 
ployee has  right  to  presume  electric  light  wires  properly  insulated;  Indiana 
Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  v.  O'Brien,  160  Ind.  276,  66  N.  E.  918,  holding  plaintiff 
not  required  to  negative  knowledge  of  defective  bridge  in  action  for  damages  for 
resulting  injury;  Potts  v.  Shreveport  Belt  R.  Co.  110  I^a.  6,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  452, 
34  So.  103,  holding  performance  of  dangerous  duties  of  lineman's  occupation  not 
of  itself  contributory  negligence;  Ryan  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  190  Mo.  635,  2 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  782,  89  S.  W.  866,  holding  that  one  is  not  negligent  in  attempting  to 
put  up  iron  pipes  near  live  electric  wires  where  they  appear  to  be  properly  in- 
sulated; Thomas  v.  Wheeling  Electrical  Co.  54  W.  Va.  400,  46  S.  E.  217,  holding 
that  one  taking  hold  of  a  defectively  insulated  wire  is  not  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  where  he  does  not  know  fact;  Tipton  v.  Racobs,  47  Ind.  App.  687,  95 
N.  E.  265,  to  the  point  that  person  whose  duty  brings  him  in  proximity  to  com- 
pany's electric  wires  has  right  to  believe  that  they  are  properly  insulated ;  Trout 
V.  Laclede  Gaslight  Co.  151  Mo.  App.  230,  132  S.  W.  68,  holding  that  in  order  to 
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constitute  contributory  negligence  on  part  of  lineman,  it  must  be  shown  that  he 
voluntarily  exposed  himself  to  danger;  Danville  v.  Thornton,  110  Va.  550,  66  S. 
£.  839,  holding  that  one  whose  duty  brings  him  into  close  proximity  wit^  elec- 
trical wire  is  not  guilty  of  contributor^^'  negligence  by  coming  in  contact  there- 
with, unless  done  unnecessarily  or  without  proper  precaution ;  Cumberland  Teleph. 
&  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hatter,  44  Ind.  App.  627,  89  N.  £.  912,  holding  that  complaint 
of  patron  of  telephone  exchange  for  damages  sustained  from  falling  in  such  ex- 
change because  of  darkness,  need  not  negative  knowledge  of  such  darkness;  Dar- 
sam  v.  Kohlmann,  123  La.  172,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  884,  48  So.  781,  holding  that  the 
imposition  of  a  duty  on  master  by  statute  does  not  abrogate  the  doctrine  of  con- 
tributory negligence. 

Cited  in  notes  (49  L.R.A.  67)  on  contributory  negligence  in  entering  or  re- 
maining in  employment;  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1134,  1138)  on  burden  of  proof  as  to 
contributory  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  Smart  v.  Louisiana  Electric  Light  Co.  47  La.  Ann.  873,  17  So. 
346,  holding  electric  light  company  not  liable  for  death  by  shock  from  wire,  of 
experienced  lineman  employed  to  alter  position  of  two  live  wires;  Lopes  v. 
Sahuque,  114  La.  1012,  38  So.  810,  holding  rule  of  contributory  negligence  not 
abrogated  though  negligence  is  the  violation  of  an  ordinance;  Morrison  v.  Lee, 
16  N.  D.  384,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  655,  113  N.  W.  1025,  holding  where  facts  relating 
to  contributory  negligence  are  not  in  dispute  and  but  one  inference  can  be  de- 
duced therefrom  question  of  contributory  negligence  becomes  one  of  law. 
Police  poiirer. 

Cited  in  State,  Cape  May,  D.  B.  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.,  Prosecutor,  v.  Cape  May,  59  N. 
J.  L.  403,  36  L.  R.  A.  655,  36  Atl.  696,  holding  ordinance  requiring  use_  of  fenders 
on  trolley  cars  reasonable. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Janes ville  Street  R. 
Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  759,  which  upholds  right  to  compel  guard  wires  for  uninsulated 
trolley  wires  crossing  telephone  wires. 
Breetlon  of  nrlres  c«rryliiir  danflrerouB  enrrent. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rutland  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Marble  City  Electric  Light 
Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  821,  which  holds  electric  light  company  entitled  to  injunction 
against  erection  of  wires  carrying  dangerous  current. 

16  L.  R.  A.  45,  VOREIS  v.  NUSSBAUM,  131  Ind.  267,  31  N.  E.  70. 
Contractu  of  married  ivomen  and  contracts  voidable  by  Btatnte. 

Cited  in  Leschen  v.  Guy,  149  Ind.  19,  48  N.  E.  344,  holding  that  notes  and  mort- 
gage execute^  by  married  woman,  for  which  shares  of  stock  were  issued  to  her 
husband,  should  be  canceled;  Bowles  v.  Trapp,  139  Ind.  56,  38  N.  E.  406,  holding 
married  woman's  contract  as  surety  for  husband,  known  to  one  advancing  money, 
voidable  though  note  reads  "for  my  sole  use  and  benefit;"  Dickey  v.  Kalfsbeck,  20 
Ind.  App.  293,  50  N.  E.  590,  holding  complaint  need  not  plead  statute  in  enforc- 
ing liability  of  married  woman  in  conveyance  of  her  separate  property;  Kniss  v. 
Holbrook,  16  Ind.  App.  231,  44  N.  E.  563,  holding  maker  of  note  given  for  patent 
right  not  absolutely  void  in  hands  of  innocent  purchaser;  Irwin  v.  Marquett,  26 
Ind.  App.  393,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  297,  59  N.  E.  38,  holding  check  given  for  winnings 
at  gambling  game  void;  John  C.  Groub  Co.  v.  Smith,  31  Ind.  App.  689,  68  K.  E. 
1030,  holding  action  not  maintainable  against  married  woman  as  accommodation 
indorser  of  husband's  note;  Quy  v.  Liberenz,  160  Ind.  529,  65  N.  E.  186,  holding 
wife,  signing  note  and  mortgage  with  husband,  surety  only,  where  husband  alone 
receives  consideration;  Field  v.  Campbell,  164  Ind.  401,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  301,  72 
N.  £.  260,  holding  that  married  woman  could  not  waive  her  defense  to  a  pro- 
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hibiied  surety  contract;  Harbaugh  ▼.  Tanner,  163  Ind.  579,  71  N.  £.  145,  holding 
where  married  woman  paid  indebtedness  for  which  she  was  surety  for  her  hus- 
band that  she  could  recover  exact  amount  so  paid;  Davis  v.  Neighbors,  34  Ind. 
App.  447,  73  N.  £.  151,  holding  fact  of  whether  wife  is  principal  or  surety 
is  to  be  determined  not  from  form  of  transaction  but  from  fact  of  who  received 
-consideration. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kitchen  v.  Chapin,  67  L.  R.  A.  914,  which  holds  married 
woman  liable  on  her  guaranty  of  note  owned  by  her  and  payable  to  her  order. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  230)  on  parol  evidence  to  contradict  written 
instrument. 
Batoppel  aarainat  utatntorr  defeane. 

Cited  in  Galvin  v.  Britton,  151  Ind.  14,  49  N.  E.  1064,  holding  estoppel  to  set- 
ting up  suretyship  shown  where  married  woman  induced  party  dealing  with  her 
husband  to  rely  on  his  representations  as  to  his  ownership;  Qoff  v.  Hankins,  11 
ind.  App.  460,  39  N.  E.  294,  holding  married  woman  not  estopped  to  assert  pledge 
of  her  organ  as  surety  for  husband's  debt,  when  pledgee  knew  fact  of  ownership; 
Cole  V.  Temple,  142  Ind.  502,  41  N.  E.  942,  holding  married  woman  not  estopped 
to  assert  invalidity  of  note  and  mortgage  executed  as  surety  for  husband,  where 
it  appears  on  its  face  that  she  is  tenant  in  common;  Coats  v.  Gordon,  144  Ind. 
22,  41  N.  £.  1044,  holding  married  woman  not  estopped  under  statute  to  assert 
invalidity  of  mortgage  executed  by  herself  and  husband  as  tenants  by  entirety, 
though  knowing  it  to  be  invalid;  Ft.  Wayne  Trust  Co.  v.  Sihler,  34  Ind.  App.  151, 
72  N.  E.  494,  holding  where  person  dealing  with  a  married  woman  knows  she  is 
dealing  with  her  property  contrary  to  common  law  and  unauthorized  by  statute 
she  is  not  estopped  to  show  whole  transaction. 
Bfleot  as  to  boaa  flde  holders  of  statate  declariav  aotes  void. 

Cited  in  footfiote  to  Lynchburg  Nat.  Bank  v.  Scott  Bros.  29  L.  R.  A.  827,  which 
holds  usury  forming  part  of  renewal  note  discounted  at  legal  rate  not  available  de- 
fense. 

16  L.  R.  A.  49,  8AYRE  v.  PHILLIPS,  148  Pa.  482,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  842,  24  Atl.  76. 
Validity  of  Btatate*  la  revalatloa  of  trade  aad  poltee  poiver. 

Followed  in  Com.  v.  Zacharias,  3  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  264,  39  W.  N.  C.  409,  holding 
act  regulating  sale  of  drugs,  but  exempting  personal  representatives  and  widows, 
invalid;  Com.  v.  Zacharias,  181  Pa.  131,  40  W.  N.  C.  170,  37  Atl.  185,  discussing 
invalidity  of  that  part  of  act  prohibiting  carrying  on  of  retail  drug  store  without 
license,  but  excepting  widows  of  pharmacists;  Densmore  v.  Erie,  20  Pa.  Go.  Ct. 
518,  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  358,  holding  license  fee  for  riding  bicycles,  exacted  of  residents 
of  locality  only,  not  police  regulation,  and  invalid;  Ridley  Park  v.  Citizens'  Elec- 
tric Light  &  P.  Co.  7  Del.  Co.  Rep.  397,  9  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  619,  holding  that 
boroughs,  equally  with  cities,  can  impose  license  tax  on  electric  light  poles  erected 
in  borough  streets;  Clark's  Estate,  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct  435,  44  W.  N.  C.  472,  Affirm- 
ing 7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  11,  20  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  444,  41  W.  N.  O.  280,  holding  act  providing 
that  executors  and  trustees  may  include  in  account  amount  paid  for  bond  of 
surety  company  as  part  of  lawful  expense,  unlawful  discrimination  against  indi- 
viduals; Com.  V.  Mintz,  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  285,  holding  act  regulating  sales  to 
junk-shop  keepers  and  second-hand  dealers,  except  when  made  by  plumbers  and 
house  owners,  valid;  Wilkes-Barre  v.  Garabed,  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  367,  holding  that 
legislature,  by  incorporating  municipality,  imparts  to  it  powers  necessary  to  pro- 
tection of  persons  and  property,  including  power  to  prevent  playing  of  musical 
instruments  on  street;  Cairo  v.  Feuchter,  159  III.  162,  42  N.  E.  308,  holding 
license  fee  required  of  wholesale,  and  not  of  retail,  liquor  dealers  unreasonable; 
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State  V.  Montgomery,  94  Me.  201,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  386,  47  At].  165,  holding,  citi- 
zens of  one  state  can  go  into  another  state  to  engage  in  lawful  trade  without  moles- 
tation; Com.  V.  Densmore,  34  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  345,  upholding  act  requiring  li- 
censing of  automobiles,  excepting  machines  in  stock. 

Cited  in  Meadville  v.  Miller,  29  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  518,  14  Pa.  Diet.  R.  27,  holding  that 
a  police  regulation  must  act  on  all  persons  engaged  in  business  against  which  it 
is  directed;  Edgewood  v.  Scott,  29  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  160,  holding  that  police  power 
must  be  exercised  in  a  reasonable  manner;  Mahanoy  City  v.  Hersker,  40  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  65,  affirming  16  Pa.  Dist.  R.  325,  sustaining  an  ordinance  imposing  a 
license  fee  of  $3.00  per  pay  on  theatrical  exhibitions;  Com.  v.  Shafer,  32  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  500,  sustaining  an  act  authorizing  boards  of  health  of  cities  to  pro- 
vide  for  registration  of  journeymen  and  plumbers;  Frey  v.  Norristown,  22  Montg. 
Co.  L.  Rep.  119,  16  Pa.  Dist.  R.  137,  10  North.  Co.  Rep.  254,  holding  unconstitu- 
tional an  ordinance  forbidding  the  hanging  of  signs  over  street  by  any  persons 
except  innkeepers;  Mallie  v.  Yeadon,  10  JDel.  Co.  Rep.  533,  holding  that  ordinance 
requiring  payment  of  fee  of  one  dollar  for  permit  for  burial  of  body  is  not  revenue 
measure,  and  is  valid;  Fulton  v.  Norteman,  60  W.  Va.  569,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1201, 
65  S.  E.  658,  holding  an  ordinance  void  which  forbids  the  bringing  of  carcasses 
within  the  city  limits  for  manufacture  into  a  fertilizer  where  it  does  not  prohibit 
it  for  any  other  purpose  nor  prohibit  manufacture  of  carcasses  into  fertilizer; 
Com.  V.  Simm,  19  Pa.  Dist.  R.  733,  to  the  point  that  Act  of  April  13,  1868,  P.  L. 
982,  is  unconstitutional;  Carr  v.  State,  175  Ind.  266,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)'  1200,  93 
N.  £.  1071  (dissenting  opinion),  declaring  that  exempting  professionad  baseball 
players  from  operation  of  Sunday  laws  denies  equal  rights  and  privileges. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Bohen,  36  L.  R.  A.  618,  which  holds  ordinance  prohib- 
iting future  burial,  except  on  lots  already  purchased,  void  for  discrimination; 
Com.  use  of  Titusville  v.  Clark,  57  L.  R.  A.  348,  which  holds  void,  exemption  from 
license  tax  of  contractors  and  real-estate  dealers  only,  whose  business  less  than 
$1,000;  Knisely  v.  Cotterel,  50  L.  R.  A.  86,  which  sustains  statute  fixing  different 
rates  of  license  for  retailers,  wholesalers,  and  sellers  on  board  of  trade;  Broadfoot 
V.  Fayetteville,  39  L.  R.  A.  245,  which  sustains  statute  discriminating  in  favor 
of  nonresidents  of  city  as  to  allowing  stock  to  run  at  large ;  Carrollton  v.  Bazzette^ 
31  L.  R.  A.  522,  which  holds  ordinance  requiring  license  from  persons  who  "tem- 
porarily reside  in  city"  before  selling  goods  void  for  discrimination;  Harrodsburg 
V.  Renfro,  51  L.  R.  A.  897,  which  holds  void,  ordinance  imposing  greater  license 
fee  for  sale  of  liquors  on  main  street  of  town  than  elsewhere;  Re  Sipe,  17  L.  K  A. 
184,  which  holds  invalid,  ordinance  against  importing  goods  into  city  to  sell  at  auc- 
tion, except  on  paying  license  fee;  Re  Haskell,  32  L.  R.  A.  527,  which  sustains  li- 
cense for  specified  amount  for  retailers  having  fixed  place  of  business  in  city, 
though  heavier  than  that  charged  regular  dealers  at  fixed  places. 

Cited  in  notes  (40  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  281,  289)  on  discrimination  against  nonresi- 
dents, in  imposing  license  or  occupation  tax ;  ( 129  Am.  St.  Rep.  257 )  on  constitu- 
tional limitations  on  power  to  impose  license  or  occupation  taxes;  (19  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  302)  on  license  or  occupation  tax  on  hawkers,  peddlers,  and  persons  en- 
gaged in  soliciting  orders  by  sample  or  otherwise,  as  violating  the  commerce 
clause. 

Distinguished  in  0)m.  v.  Zacharias,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  477,  holding  act  regulating 
sale  of  drugs,  but  exempting  personal  representatives  and  widows  from  provi- 
sions, valid  police  regulation;  Com.  v.  Densmore,  29  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  218,  13  Pa.  Dist. 
R.  640,  upholding  a  provision  in  an  automobile  license  statute  that  it  shall  not 
apply  to  any  of  the  motor  vehicles  which  any  manufacturer  or  vendor  may  have 
in  stock  for  sale. 
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—  Peddlenu 

Followed  in  Wilcox  v.  Knoxville,  2  Pa.  Dist.  R.  721,  holding  borough  ordinance 
prohibiting  nonresidents  from  peddling,  void;  Shamokin  v.  Flannigan,  156  Pa.  43, 
26  Atl.  780,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  peddling  without  license,  excepting  per- 
sons selling  products  of  own  farm  or  garden,  invalid. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Hanoe,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  432,  holding  nonresident  merchant  solicit* 
ing  orders  within  state  not  peddler  under  statute  regulating  sales  by  peddlers; 
Com.  V.  Snyder,  182  Pa.  633,  38  Atl.  356,  holding  local  act  which  exacts  heavy  li- 
cense fee  of  peddlers,  but  excepts  those  dealing  exclusively  with  merchants  of  cer- 
tain county,  unjust  discrimination;  Com.  v.  Harmel,  166  Pa.  94,  27  L.  R.  A.  389, 
36  W.  N.  C.  4,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  92,  30  Atl.  1036,  holding  statute  regulating 
peddling  of  clocks  by  all  persons,  without  discrimination,  valid;  Danville  v. 
Weaver,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  769,  13  Lane.  L.  Rev,  86,  13  Lane.  L.  Rev.  246,  17  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  18,  2  Lack.  Legal  News,  198,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  peddling  in  streets, 
except  certain  kinds,  and  of  these  exacting  license  only  from  milk  peddlers,  valid; 
Com.  v.  Dunham,  4  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  77,  holding  act  prohibiting  sales  by  all  hawkers 
and  peddlers  in  certain  county  valid;  Port  Clinton  v.  Shafer,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  584, 
14  Lane.  L.  Rev.  29,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  69,  holding  ordinance  requiring  canvassers  and 
peddlers  to  take  out  license,  but  excepting  persons  soliciting  orders  for  manufac- 
tures beyond  state  boundary,  invalid;  Com.  v.  Wormser,  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  320; 
AllentoAvn  v.  Diefenderfer,  6  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  97,  7  Del.  Co.  Rep.  88;  Worm- 
ser V.  Allentown,  7  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  39,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  650;  South  Bethle- 
hem V.  Hackett,  12  Lane.  L.  Rev.  199;  West  Pittston  v.  Dymond,  8  Kulp,  14, — 
holding  borough  ordinance  prohibiting  peddling  without  license,  except  by  those 
holding  mercantile  licenses,  invalid;  Warren  v.  Lewis,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  177,  and  Com. 
v.  Hepner,  22  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  633,  holding  ordinance  permitting  sale  of  products  by 
farmers,  gardeners,  and  merchants  with  stores,  without  license  imposed  on  all 
others  of  locality,  invalid;  State  v.  Mitchell,  97  :Me.  73,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  481,  53 
Atl.  887,  holding  peddlers*  license  act,  exempting  from  its  provisions  residents  of 
towns  paying  taxes  on  stock  to  amount  of  $25,  void;  State  v.  Wright,  53  Or.  350, 
21  L.R^.(N.S.)  353,  100  Pac.  296,  holding  void  a  license  statute  placing  a  large 
peddler's  license  on  certain  harmless  articles  peddled  and  where  other  articles 
whether  harmless  or  not  could  be  peddled  unrestricted;  Ex  parte  Deeds,  75  Ark. 
545,  87  S.  W.  1030,  holding  unconstitutional  a  prohibitive  peddling  act  applying 
to  all  persons  except  resident  merchants  of  county. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Garbroski,  56  L.  R.  A.  670,  which  holds  void, 
statute  exempting  veterans  from  requirement  for  peddling  license. 

Cited  in  note  (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1076)  on  validity  of  license  tax  on  peddlers 
so  high  as  to  be  prohibitory. 

Distinguished  in  Com.  v.  Deinno,  20  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  372,  holding  act  forbidding 
hawking  and  peddling  in  certain  county,  but  excepting  those  selling  their  own 
manufactures,  valid;  South  Easton  v.  Moser,  14  Lane.  L.  Rev.  238,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
346,  holding  farmer  delivering  milk  to  customers  within  borough  limits  not  ped- 
dler within  ordinance;  Irwin  v.  Douglass,  30  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  107,  8  Pa.  Dist. 
R.  506,  holding  proviso  that  license  fee  shall  not  be  required  of  farmers,  in  or- 
dinance requiring  fee  of  peddlers,  etc.,  not  an  exception;  Warden's  License,  24 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  77,  holding  an  act  prohibiting  peddling  in  a  certain  county  to  be 
valid;  Mahanoy  v.  Olkin,  31  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  493,  sustaining  a  license  on  transient  re- 
tail merchants;  Phoenixville  v.  Eyrich,  42  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  243,  holding  that  ordi- 
nance prohibiting  sale  at  retail  without  license  on  streets,  of  goods,  wares  and 
merchandise,  etc.,  except  milk  is  valid  exercise  of  police  power. 

Cited  in  Mechanicsburg  v.  Koons,  18  Lane.  L.  Rev.  63,  holding  ordinance  prohib- 
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iting  any  person  from  doing  business  without  license,  but  exempting  those  selling 
to  local  business  men,  valid  as  tending  to  suppress  hurtful  competition;  Cohen  v. 
Plymouth,  7  Kulp,  102,  holding  ordinance  requiring  license  to  solicit  orders  for  tea 
and  coflfee  invalid;  Brownback  v.  North  Wales  (Pa.)  49  L.  R  A.  446,  46  Atl.  660, 
Affirming  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  230,  44  W.  N.  C.  260,  which  Reversed  16  Lane.  L. 
Rev.  511,  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  326,  holding  ordinance  requiring  license  fee  from  all  per- 
sons soliciting  orders  for  merchandise  from  house  to  house  valid. 
—  Anotloneers. 

Cited  in  Burnell  v.  Clark,  20  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  102,  holding  act  regulating  sale  of 
goods  at  auction  is  trade  regulation  discriminating  against  some  in  favor  of  other 
merchants;  Wormser  v.  Easton,  6  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  120,  holding  ordinances 
requiring  license  fees  from  merchants  selling  or  advertising  to  sell  their  goods  a» 
auction  consignment,  bankrupt,  assignment,  fire,  goods,  etc.,  invalid  discrimination.. 
Police  poiPf'er  of  n&nnleipalltleB. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  R.  Co's  Case,  27  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  115,  holding  a  borough 
to  have  police  power  under  general  welfare  clause  of  borough  act ;  Radnor  Twp.  v. 
Bell,  27  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  4,  holding  that  power  of  legislature  over  streets  and  high- 
ways may  be  delegated  to  local  municipalities. 

16  L.  R.  A.  61,  INGALLS  v.  HOBBS,  166  Mass.  348,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  460,  31  N. 

E.  286. 
Implied    iT«rr«iity    In   lease. 

Cited  in  Jamison  v.  Ellsworth,  115  Iowa,  91,  87  N.  W.  723,  holding  that  lessee  of 
farm  cannot  recover  for  insufficient  water  supply  when  no  claim  made  that  suffi- 
cient water  supply  impliedly  warranted;  Littlehale  v.  Osgood,  161  Mass.  343,  37 
N.  E.  375,  holding  question  as  to  implied  warranty  that  house  was  in  good  sani- 
tary condition,  not  having  been  raised  at  trial,  not  available  on  appeal;  Rubens 
V.  Hill,  115  III.  App.  573,  holding  that  lessee  cannot  remain  in  possession  and  de- 
fend at  end  of  term  in  action  for  rent,  that  premises  were  uninhabitable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Daly  v.  Wise,  16  L.  R.  A.  236,  which  holds  no  implied  cove- 
nant that  unfurnished  dwelling  leased  is  fit  for  residence ;  Angevine  v.  Knoz-Gk>od- 
rich,  18  L.  R.  A.  264,  which  denies  implied  warranty  that  house  leased  for  dwelling 
is  habitable. 

Cited  in  notes  (33  L.R.A.  456)  on  implied  covenant  in  lease  as  to  fitness  of 
property  for  purpose  intended;  (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  458)  on  implied  obligation  of 
landlord  to  repair,  and  implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  premises  for  purposes  for 
which  they  are  let;  (38  Am.  St.  Rep.  480)  on  what  justifies  tenant  in  abandoning 
leased  premises. 
SnbmlMiloii  of  eaujie  on  atlpnlatlon. 

Cited  in  Webber  v.  Cambridge  Sav.  Bank,  186  Mass.  316,  71  N.  E.  567,  holding 
where  case  was  submitted  on  an  agreed  statement  of  facts  with  provision  that 
court  draw  inference  as  warranted  that  appeal  presents  only  a  question  of 
law;  Harvard  Brewing  Co.  v.  Pratt,  185  Mass.  409,  70  N.  E.  435,  holding  where 
parties  agree  to  take  an  auditor's  report  the  only  question  for  court  is  whether 
auditor  was  bound  as  a  matter  of  law  to  come  to  a  difl'erent  conclusion. 

16  L.  R.  A.  63,  GEORGIA  SOUTHERN  &  F.  R.  CO.  v.  ASMORE,  88  Qa.  629,  15 

S.  E.  13. 
BJectlngr  paaaeniper  for  nonpnTment  of  fnre. 

Cited  in  Phillips  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  114  Ga.  288,  40  S.  E.  268,  holding  that  pas- 
senger cannot  be  lawfully  ejected  for  not  paying  extra  fare  when  company  made  it 
impossible  for  him  to  purchase  ticket;  Coyle  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  112  Ga.  126,  37 
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8.  £.  163,  discussing  question  whether  railway  obliged  to  carry  passenger  after 
ejection,  upon  offering  full  fare;  Central  R.  A  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Strickland,  00  Ga.  568, 
16  S.  £.  352,  holding  it  question  for  jury  to  determine  whether  passenger  has  used 
proper  diligence  in  attempting  to  procure  ticket  before  boarding  train;  Garrison 
▼.  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  97  Md.  354,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  462,  55  Atl.  371,  uphold- 
ing right  of  conductor  to  complete  ejection  of  passenger  refusing  to  pay  fare, 
although,  after  stopping  of  car,  friend  offers  to  pay;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Fleming, 
128  Ga«  243,  57  S.  E.  481,  10  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  921,  holding  where  failure  of  a 
passenger  to  obtain  a  ticket  is  not  due  to  negligence  of  carrier  that  passenger  may 
be  evicted;  Georgia  R.  k  Electric  Co.  v.  Davis,  6  Ga.  App.  646,  65  S.  E.  785,  hold- 
ing where  passenger  has  refused  a  rightful  demand  for  fare  he  cannot  avoid  expul- 
sion by  tendering  fare  after  train  has  been  stopped;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  81  C.  C.  A.  598,  152  Fed.  611,  10  A.  &  £.  Ann.  Cas.  939;  Gates  v.  Quincy, 
O.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  125  Mo.  App.  339,  102  S.  W.  50,--holding  passenger  having  re- 
fused to  produce  ticket  or  pay  fare  and  after  acts  beginning  an  expulsion  have 
been  made  a  tender  will  not  revive  rights  to  passage;  Phillips  y.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  R.  Co.  90  S.  C.  189,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1151,  73  S.  E.  75,  holding  that  ejecting 
passenger  at  regular  station  for  refusal  to  pay  fare  does  not  entitle  him  to  re- 
enter train  and  become  passenger  on  tendering  full  fare;  Harp  v.  Southern  R.  Co. 
119  Ga.  930,  100  Am.  St  Rep.  212,  47  S.  E.  206,  holding  where  passenger  loses  his 
ticket  the  loss  falls  on  passenger. 

Cited  in  notes  (16  L.R.A.  55)  on  payment  of  back  fare  for  distance  already 
ridden  as  condition  of  being  carried  further;  (31  L.R.A. (N.S.)  992)  on  sufficiency 
of  tender  of  fare  to  prevent  ejection;  (24  L.R.A.(N.S,)  768)  on  rights  of  pas- 
senger unable  to  get  ticket  before  train  starts. 

16  L.  R.  A.  65,  MANNING  v.  LOUISVILLE  A  N.  R,  CO.  95  Ala.  392,  36  Am- 

St.  Rep.  225,  11  So.  8. 
Rivbt  to  eject  paaseiiflreir. 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  60  111.  App.  573,  holding  passenger 
may  be  rightfully  ejected  from  train  if  he  refuses  to  pay  fare  between  stations 
for  which  he  holds  no  ticket;  McGhee  v.  Reynolds,  117  Ala.  420,  23  So.  68,  holding 
that  conductor  can  look  to  ticket  as  sole  contract  for  right  to  ride,  and,  if  void  on 
face,  can  expel  passenger  for  refusal  to  pay;  Pullman  Car  Co.  v.  Krauss,  145  Ala. 
402,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  106,  40  So.  398,  8  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  218,  holding  valid  a  rule 
of  a  sleeping  car  company  not  to  admit  to  its  cars  persons  afflicted  with  contagious 
disease;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Riney,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  402,  92  S.  W.  54,  hold- 
ing where  one  attempted  to  ride  on  an  expired  excursion  ticket  that  conductor 
might  expel  party  unless  he  would  pay  for  entire  distance  traveled  since  ex- 
piration; Wright  V.  Orange  &  P.  V.  R.  Co.  77  N.  J.  L.  778,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  573, 
73  Atl.  517,  holding  where  a  passenger  on  a  street  car  which  turns  back  before 
reaching  destination  elects  to  remain  on  car  for  return  journey  he  must  pay  his 
fare;  Shortsleeves  v.  Capital  Traction  Co.  28  App.  D.  C.  374,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  291» 
sustaining  right  of  a  street  railway  company  to  limit  point  of  transfer. 

Cited  in  notes  (16  L.R.A.  53)  on  right  of  passenger  to  pay  fare  after  train 
begins  to  stop  for  purpose  of  ejecting  him;  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  995)  on  sufficiency 
of  tender  of  fare  to  prevent  ejection. 

16  L.  R.  A.  56,  LIVERPOOL  &  L.  &  G.  INS.  CO.  v.  BOARD  OF  ASSESSORS,  44 

La.  Ann.  760,  11  So.  91. 
"Wkere  property  taxable. 

Followed  in  Parker  v.  Strauss,  49  La.  Ann.  1176,  22  So.  329,  holding  money  de- 
posited  in  bank  to  credit  of  nonresident  firm  to  purchase  cotton,  taxable. 
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Cited  in  Clason  v.  New  Orleans,  46  La.  Ann.  4,  14  So.  30G,  holding  money  of  non- 
resident firm  deposited  in  bank  to  its  credit  for  purchase  of  cotton,  taxable  where 
deposited;  Bluefields  Banana  Co.  v.  New  Orleans,  40  La.  Ann.  46,  21  So.  627,  hold- 
ing money  of  nonresident  corporation  in  hands  of  agent,  taxable;  State  eoj  rel. 
Mechanics  &  T.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Assessors,  47  La.  Ann.  1545,  18  So.  519,  hold- 
ing bonds  of  another  state,  held  there  as  security  for  insurance  company's  busi- 
ness, taxable  at  domicil  of  company;  Railey  v.  Board  of  Assessors,  44  La.  Ann. 
760,  11  So.  03,  holding  tax  on  "credits"  of  nonresident  void;  State  ex  rel.  Mechan- 
ics &  T.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Board  of  Assessors,  47  La.  Ann.  1508,  18  So.  462,  holding  pre- 
miums of  insurance  company  in  process  of  collection  taxable  where  collected;  New 
Orleans  v.  Stempel,  175  U.  8.  313,  44  L.  ed.  177,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  110,  holding  cred- 
its in  form  of  notes  secured  by  mortgages  in  possession  of  nonresident's  agent, 
to  be  reinvested  when  collected,  taxable  in  his  possession;  Holland  v.  Silver  Bow 
County,  16  Mont.  462,  27  L.  R.  A.  798,  39  Pac.  675,  holding  real  estate  mortgages 
owned  by  nonresident  not  taxable;  Pyle  v.  Brcnneman,  60  C.  C.  A.  411,  122  Fed. 
789,  holdijig  bank  deposit  taxable  at  depositor's  domicil;  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Board  of  Assessors,  115  La.  703,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1243,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  179, 
39  So.  846,  sustaining  right  of  domestic  state  to  tax  a  foreign  corporation  on 
loans  made  in  state  evidenced  by  notes  though  notes  are  taken  to  a  foreign  state ; 
Phoenix  Assur.  Co.  v.  Ludwig,  87  Ark.  469,  113  S.  VV.  34,  holding  that  a  foreign 
corporation  by  being  admitted  to  do  business  in  state  does  not  acquire  a  perma- 
nent domicil  in  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Grigsby  Constr.  Co.  v.  Freeman,  68  L.  R.  A.  349,  which 
holds  contractor's  outfit,  brought  into  state  for  use  for  several  montlis  in  con- 
structing railroad,  taxable  in  state;  Re  Whiting,  34  L.  R.  A.  232,  which  holds 
bonds  of  foreign  corporation  within  state,  though  owned  by  nonresident,  subject 
to  transfer  tax;  Myers  v.  Baltimore  County,  34  L.  R.  A.  300,  which  sustains  taxa- 
tion of  average  amount  of  live  stock  received  weekly  by  dealers. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1122)  on  nonresident's  bank  deposit  as  sub- 
ject of  local  taxation;  (69  L.R.A.  442)  on  situs,  for  taxing  purposes,  of  tangible 
personalty  of  domestic  corporations;  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  450,  456)  on  situs  of  per- 
sonal property  for  purposes  of  taxation. 

Distinguished  in  Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Assessors,  61  La. 
Ann.  1032,  45  L.  R.  A.  620,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  483,  26  So.  970,  holding  uncollected 
premiums  of  nonresident  insurance  company  not  taxable;  General  Electric  Co.  v. 
Board  of  Assessors,  121  La.  134,  46  So.  122;  National  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Board  of 
Assessors,  121  La.  113,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  313,  46  So.  117, — ^holding  an  open  account 
taxable  at  domicil  of  debtor  where  it  arose  out  of  business  carried  on  in  that 
state. 

16  L.  R.  A.  59,  DETROIT  v.  RENTZ,  91  Mich.  78,  61  N.  W.  787. 
Taxation  of  real  estate  mortflraaren  and  other  property. 

Cited  in  Savings  &  Loan  Soc.  v.  Multnomah  County,  169  U.  S.  428,  42  L.  ed. 
806,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  392,  holding  that  mortgage  interest  may  be  taxed  as  real 
estate,  though  held  by  nonresident;  Standard  Life  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Board  of  As- 
sessors, 96  Mich.  467,  65  N.  W.  112,  holding  act  attempting  to  provide  that  banks 
and  insurance  companies  shall  not  have  deducted  from  assets  amount  of  real 
estate  mortgages  contravenes  right  to  uniformity  of  taxation;  Standard  Life  & 
Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Assessors,  91  Mich.  518,  .52  N.  W.  17,  holding  that  value 
of  mortgages  assessed  as  real  estate  must  be  deducted  from  taxable  net  assets  of 
insurance  companies;  Latham  v.  Board  of  Assessors,  91  Mich.  513,  52  N.  W.  15, 
holding  that  assessors  must  assess  to  banks  the  mortgage  interests  they  hold, 
and  deduct  value  from  value  of  capital  stock;  Michigan  Sav.  Bank  v.  Detroit,  107 
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Mich.  248,  65  N.  W.  101,  holding  bank  should  have  appealed  for  review  of  illegal 
assessment  as  provided  by  law,  to  entitle  it  to  recover  taxes  paid  under  protest; 
Re  Merriam  (Bradley  v.  Merriain)  147  Mich.  C32,  9  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1100,  118  Am. 
St.  Rep.  501,  111  N.  W.  190,  11  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  119,  holding  a  note  secured  by  a 
mortgage  subject  to  transfer  tax  of  state  where  land  is  situated;  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  State,  128  Wis.  647,  108  N.  W.  557,  on  difference  between  an  indebtedness 
secured  by  mortgage  on  real  property  another  indebtedness,  for  purpose  of 
taxation;  Stumpf  v.  Storz,  150  Mich.  234,  23  L.R.A. (N.S.)  158,  130  Am.  St.  Rep. 
521,  120  N.  W.  018,  holding  the  taxation  of  mortgages  and  also  the  real  estate 
covered  by  the  mortgage  to  be  valid;  Teagan  Transp.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Assessors, 
139  Mich.  11,  69  L.R.A.  445,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  391,  102  N.  W.  273,  holding  uncon- 
stitutional for  lack  of  uniformity  a  statute  exempting  from  taxation  the  property 
of  corporations  engaged  in  maritime  commerce. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  San  Gabriel  Valley  Land  &  Water  Co.  v.  Witmer  Bros.  Co. 
18  L.  R.  A.  465,  which  holds  mortgage's  duty  to  pay  tax  not  discharged  by  assign- 
ment before  tax  levied ;  Allen  v.  National  State  Bank,  52  L.  R.  A.  760,  which  sus- 
tains right  of  state  to  tax  nonresident  mortgagee's  interest  in  land  within  state; 
Fuller  v.  Kane,  34  L.  R.  A.  308,  which  holds  stipulation  for  mortgagor  paying  all 
taxes  does  not  bind  him  to  pay  taxes  required  of  mortgagee  by  subsequent  stat- 
ute; Holland  v.  Silver  Bow  County,  27  L.  R.  A.  797,  which  holds  not  subject  to 
taxation,  real  estate  mortgage  owned  by  nonresident;  Liverpool  &  L.  &  6.  Ins.  Co. 
v.  Board  of  Assessors,  10  L.  R.  A.  56,  which  holds  nonresident  not  taxable  for  debt 
due  from  resident ;  Buck  v.  Miller,  37  L.  R.  A.  384,  which  holds  money  and  securi- 
ties retained  in  state  in  business  of  buying  and  selling  property  taxable  there- 
though  owner  domiciled  elsewhere;  Hamilton  v.  Wilson,  48  L.  R.  A.  238,  which 
holds  void,  statute  for  taxation  of  personal  judgments  with  specified  exceptions; 
Kingsley  v.  ^Merrill,  07  L.R.A.  200,  which  holds  taxation  of  solvent  credits  not 
double  taxation,  ttiough  tax  is  also  levied  on  debtor. 

Cite<l  in  note   (23  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   153)   on  taxation  of  mortgage  and  real  estate 
at  full  value  as  double  taxation. 

Distinguished  in  Holland  v.  Silver  Bow  County,  15  Mont.  462,  27  L.  R.  A.  798, 
39  Pac.  575,  holding  mortgages  and  other  securities  for  debt  held  by  nonresidents 
not  subject  to  taxation ;  Adams  v.  Colonial  &  U.  S.  Mortg.  Co.  82  Miss.  403,  100 
Ara.  St.  Rep.  033,  34  So.  482,  holding  money  of  nonresidents  loaned  in  state  not 
taxable;  Adams  v.  Colonial  &  U.  S.  Mortg.  Co.  82  Miss.  403,  17  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
153,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  633,  34  So.  482,  holding  statute  for  the  assessment  and 
taxation  of  money  loaned  applies  only  to  resident  lenders  of  money  such  as  have 
a  place  of  business  or  he  temporarily  located  in  this  state  or  whose  property  has 
a  situs  here. 

XecewnarT  foraaallties  for  valid  act. 

Cited  in  Colin  v.  Kingsley,  5  Idaho,  454,  38  L.  R.  A.  92,  49  Pac.  985,  dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  journals  of  both  hou.ses  must  show  affirmatively  that 
constitutional  provisions  regarding  passage  of  bills  complied  with;  Norman  v. 
Kentucky  Bd.  of  Managers,  93  Ky.  576,  18  L.  R.  A.  566,  20  S.  W.  901  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  bill  cannot  become  law  unless  two  fifths  of  all  mem- 
bers of  legislature  vote  for  it,  vote  taken  by  yeas  and  nays  and  entered  in  jour- 
nal; New  Hanover  County  v.  Armour  Packing  Co.  135  N.  C.  69,  47  S.  E.  411,  hold- 
ing journals  of  assembly  conclusive  evidence  of  passage  of  law ;  Wade  v.  Atlantic 
Lumber  Co.  51  Fla.  640,  41  So.  75,  holding  parol  evidence  not  admissible  to  dis- 
put  showing  of  legislative  journal. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R,  A.  342)  on  conclusiveness  of  enrolled  bill. 
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Taxea  a«  an  element  of  navvy. 

Distinguished  in  Green  v.  Grant,  134  Mich.  465,  96  N.  W.  583,  holding  an  agree- 
ment to  pay  tax  assessed  upon  mortgage  as  a  personal  tax  must  be  included  as 
interest  on  loan  secured  in  determining  usury. 

16  L.  R.  A.  81,  LATAH  COUNTY  v.  PETERSON,  3  Idaho,  398,  29  Pac.  1089. 
Public  TFay«  and  rlfrlit«  of  TFay. 

Cited  in  Towns  v.  Klamath  County,  33  Or.  232,  53  Pac.  604,  holding  act  provid- 
ing for  open  public  way  to  be  laid  out,  paid  for,  and  kept  in  repair  by  petitioner 
as  public  road,  valid;  Towns  v.  Klamath  County,  33  Or.  232,  53  Pac.  604,  uphold- 
ing statute  authorizing  taking  of  property  for  public  roads,  upon  petition; 
Chesapeake  Stone  Co.  v.  Moreland,  126  Ky.  664,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  481,  104  S.  W. 
762,  allowing  the  condemnation  of  land  for  a  private  tramway;  Westport  Stone 
Co.  V.  Thomas,  175  Ind.  324,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  651,  94  N.  E.  406,  holding  that 
lateral  railroad  to  stone  quarry,  which,  under  statute,  will  be  subject  to  govern- 
mental control  and  open  to  anyone  wishing  to  use  it,  is  a  public  use,  although 
number  requring  its  use  be  small;  Baillie  v.  Larson,  138  Fed.  180,  on  right  of 
owner  of  land  to  force  a  private  outlet  from  his  land;  Latah  County  v.  Has- 
further,  12  Idaho,  804,  88  Pac.  433^  holding  under  statute  that  by-roads  might 
be  opened  for  convenience  of  one  or  more  residents  of  road  district. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bradley  v.  Pharr,  19  L.  R.  A.  647,  which  denies  power  to 
construct  private  railroad  on  public  road;  Bell  v.  Lamborn,  20  L.  R.  A.  241,  which 
authorizes  taking  by  eminent  domain  of  right  of  way  to  carry  water  to  electric 
light  plant;  Wisconsin  Water  Co.  v.  Winans,  20  L.  R,  A.  662,  which  denies  water- 
supply  company's  right  to  condemn  land  for  pipe  line;  Ex  parte  Bacot,  16  L.  R.  A. 
686,  which  authorizes  condemnation  of  right  of  way  to  connect  manufacturing  es- 
tablishment with  railroad;  Paxton  &  H.  Irrigating  Canal  &  Land  Co.  v.  Farmers' 
&  M.  Irrig.  &  Land  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  853,  which  holds  condemnation  of  land  for  ir- 
rigating ditches  to  be  "for"  public  purpose;  Welton  v.  Dickson,  22  L.  R.  A.  496, 
which  denies  right  to  condemn  land  for  private  road  from  land  cut  off  from  pub- 
lic highway;  Clark  v.  Mitchell  County  Comrs.  66  L.R.A.  965,  which  upholds  stat- 
ute permitting  condemnation  of  private  property  for  establishing  private  road  or 
highway;  Arnsperger  v.  Crawford,  70  L.R,A.  497,  which  holds  acquisition  of  mere 
private  way  to  connect  private  estate  with  public  highway  not  a  purpose  for 
which  right  of  eminent  domain  may  be  delegated. 

Cited  in  notes  (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  650)  on  constitutionality  of  statute  conferring 
eminent  domain  on  private  person  or  corporation  or  other  than  railroad  for  spur 
or  lateral  track;  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  28,  99,  103,  110)  on  judicial  power  over 
eminent  domain. 

16  L.  R.  A.  85,  UNION  STOVE  &  MACH.  WORKS  v.  CASWELL,  48  Kan.  689, 
29  Pac.  1072. 
Second  appeal  in  50  Kan.  789,  32  Pac  362. 
Principal  debtor  bm  anrety. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Johnston,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  114,  24  S.  W.  861,  holding  exten- 
sion by  creditor  of  time  for  payment  of  indebtedness  due  from  firm  after  retire- 
ment of  partner  releases  him;  Miller  v.  Kennedy,  12  S.  D.  482,  81  N.  W.  906,  hold- 
ing agreement  by  mortgagee  with  purchaser,  against  objection  of  mortgagor,  to 
extend  time  of  payment  of  mortgage  assumed  by  purchaser  discharges  mortgagor ; 
Mulvane  v.  Sedgley,  63  Kan.  112,  56  L.  R.  A.  555,  footnote  p.  562,  64  Pac.  1038, 
holding  action  on  notes  and  to  foreclose  mortgage  security  barred  when  action 
against  purchaser  assuming  mortgage  barred  by  limitation;  Bowling  v.  Garrett, 
49  Kan.  520,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  377,  31  Pac.  135,  holding  purchaser  of  real  estate 
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assuming  mortgage  indebtedness  becomes  principal  debtor  and  mortgagor,  surety; 
Lang  V.  Patton,  43  Tex.  Civ.  App.  16,  93  S.  W.  519;  Iowa  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Schnose,  19  S.  D.  258,  103  N.  VV.  22,  9  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  255,— holding  where 
^antee  assumed  to  pay  mortgage  that  an  extension  of  time,  to  grantee  releases 
original  mortgagor;  Hofifman  v.  Habighorst,  49  Or.  397,  91  Pac.  20,  holding 
relation  of  creditor  and  debtor  to  exist  where  promise  is  made  to  surety  and 
thereafter  to  creditor  and  then  acted  on  by  creditor;  McKittrick  Dry  Goods  Co.  v. 
Goodman,  55  Fla.  369,  45  So.  995,  holding  that  a  collateral  obligation  of  one 
party  to  pay  debt  of  another  may  be  enforced  without  effecting  a  discharge  of 
original  obligor;  Fisher  v.  Spillman,  85  Kan.  553,  118  Pac.  65,  holding  that 
where  purchaser  agrees  with  vendor  to  pay  creditor  of  vendor  such  indebtedness, 
creditor  by  accepting  arrangement  becomes  creditor  of  such  purchaser,  and 
original  debtor  becomes  surety. 

Cited  in  note  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  666)  on  effect  upon  mortgagor's  obligation  of 
modification  between  mortgagee  and  subsequent  grantee. 

16  L.  R.  A.  90,  CENTRAL  TRUST  CO.  v.  MARIETTA  &  N.  G.  R.  CO.  61  Fed.  15. 
TKTben  receiver  bound  by  prevlons  aarreements* 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  De  Coursey,  82  Fed.  304,  holding  receiver,  not  party 
to  tariff  agreement  in  which  railroad  had  entered,  not  criminally  liable  for  failure 
to  follow  it;  Commercial  Pub.  Co.  v.  Beckwith,  167  N.  Y.  336,  60  N.  E.  642,  hold- 
ing that  receiver  of  publishing  company  who  adopts  its  contracts  incurs  its  obli- 
gations; Wightman  v.  Evanston  Yaryan  Co.  217  111.  381,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  258, 
76  N.  E.  502,  3  Ann.  Cas.  1089, — on  the  inability  of  court  to  compel  receiver  of 
a  railroad  to  carry  out  a  rate  contract. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bell  v.  American  Protective  League,  28  L.  R.  A.  452,  which 
denies  receiver's  liability  on  covenants  of  lease  as  assignee  of  term. 

16  L.  R,  A.  91,  RICHMOND  &  D.  R.  CO.  v.  SCOTT,  88  Va.  958,  14  S.  E.  763. 
ITeflTllKence  of  pawnenarer. 

Cited  in  Georgia  Southern  &  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Cartledge,  116  Ga.  170,  59  L.  R.  A. 

122,  42  S.  E.  405,  holding  negligent  act  of  mail  car  employee,  while  passing  let- 
ters out  under  grab  on  side  of  car,  proximate  cause  of  resulting  injury  to  hand; 
Benedict  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  86  Minn.  228,  57  L.  R,  A.  641,  91  Am.  St. 
Rep.  345,  90  K.  W.  360,  holding  one  thrusting  his  head  beyond  line  of  moving  car, 
whereby  his  head  comes  in  contact  with  post,  negligent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Carrico  v.  West  Virginia  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  50, 
which  holds  that  negligence  in  protruding  arm  from  car  window  will  not  prevent 
recovery  for  injury  if  danger  known  to  carrier;  Benedict  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  67  L.  R.  A.  639,  which  holds  exposure  of  body  beyond  side  of  moving  train, 
by  passenger  on  platform,  negligence;  Clark  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  36  L.  R.  A. 

123,  which  holds  slight  projection  of  elbow  from  car  window  while  passing  through 
tunnel,  negligence. 

Cited  in  note  (116  Am.  St.  Rep.  721)  on  negligence  of  passenger  in  projecting 
«  member  of  body  out  of  car  window. 
JTeirUirence  of  c«rrler. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kird  v.  New  Orleans  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  727, 
which  holds  construction  of  freight  platform  so  near  track  that  passenger's  elbow, 
protruding  slightly,  comes  in  contact,  gross  negligence;  Elliott  v.  Newport  Street 
R.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  208,  which  holds  passenger  permitted  to  ride  on  footboard  not 
bonnd  to  anticipate  danger  from  trolley  poles. 
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16  L.  R.  A.  94,  EDGERTON  v.  EDGERTON,  12  Mont.  122,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  557, 

29  Pac.  966. 
Collateral  attaek  on  Jadgrmenta. 

Followed  in  State  ex  rel.  Giroux  v.  Gironx,  19  Mont.  168,  47  Pac.  798,  holding 
decree  of  divorce  by  another  state  voidable  only. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Puritan  Min.  Co.  19  Mont.  47,  47  Pac.  337,  denying  right 
to  make  collateral  attack  on  judgment;  Haupt  v.  Simington,  27  Mont.  485,  94  Am. 
St.  Rep.  839,  71  Pac.  672,  holding  that  judgment  valid  on  its  face  cannot  be  at- 
tacked collaterally,  although  it  may  be  void  for  want  of  service  of  summons. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  235)  on  parol  evidence  to  contradict  written 
instrument. 
Husband's  liability  for  -vrlfe's  support. 

Cited  in  Baler  v.  Baier,  91  Minn.  170,  97  N.  W.  671,  holding  that  a  wife  who 
is  living  separate  from  her  husband  for  a  cause  justifying  her  in  so  doing  may 
maintain  an  equitable  action  against  him  for  an  allowance  for  her  separate 
support. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kirk  v.  Chin  strand,  56  L.  R.  A.  333,  which  holds  husband 
refusing  to  permit  wife  to  live  with  him  liable  for  her  support  where  she  chooses 
to  live. 

Cited  in  notes  (38  L.R.A. (N.S.)   956,  958)  on  power,  in  absence  of  statute,  to 
decree  alimony  or  maintenance,  independently  of  proceedings  for  divorce;    (77 
Am.  St.  Rep.  232)    on  wife's  right  to  maintain  separate  suit  for  maintenance 
independent  of  suit  for  divorce. 
Appeal  from  orders  for  payment  of  alimony. 

Cited  in  Lesh  v.  Lesh,  21  App.  D.  C.  485,  holding  order  for  payment  of  alimony 
pendente  lite  appealable. 

16  L.  R.  A.  103,  SPARROW  v.  POND,  49  Minn.  412,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  671,  52  N. 
W.  36. 

Levy  on,  and  sale  of,  crops. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.  R.  A.  258,  259)  on  crops  as  personal  property  for  purpose 
of  levy  and  sale;  (23  L.  R.  A.  452,  477)  on  sale  or  mortgage  of  future  crops. 
Products  belonjcringr  to  land. 

Cited  in  Kirkeby  v.  Erickson,  90  Minn.  300,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  411,  96  N.  W. 
705,  holding  wild  grass  part  of  realty;  Simmons  v.  Williford,  60  Fla.  361,  63  So. 
452,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  735,  to  the  point  that  fruit  growing  on  trees  are  parts  of 
realty  and  cannot  be  levied  upon  under  execution. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cannon  v.  Mathews,  69  L.R.A.  827,  which  holds  that 
replevin  lies  for  growing  strawberry  plants. 

Cited  in  note  (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  618)  on  passing  of  crops  by  deed,  devise,  or 
descent  of  lands. 

Distinguished  in  Simanek  v.  Nemetz,  120  Wis.  48,  97  N.  W.  608,  holding  crops, 
such  as  vegetables,  which  require  to  be  planted  or  sown  annually  are  no  part  of 
the  realty,  and  a  sale  of  such  growing  crops  operates  to  sever  it  from  the  realty. 

16  L.  R.  A.  106,  HERR  v.  LEBANON,  149  Pa.  222,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  603,  24  Atl. 

207. 
Proximate  cause  of  injury. 

Cited  in  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Columbia,  65  Kan.  400,  58  L.  R.  A.  404,  69  Pac. 
338,  holding  severe  gale  proximate  cause  of  grain  doors  being  blown  onto  tracks, 
which  resulted  in  derailment  of  engine,  and  injury;  Storey  v.  New  York,  29  App. 
Div.  321,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  580,  holding  mound  in  street,  caused  by  excavation  of  dirt, 
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obBtructing  view  of  child  and  driver  of  cart  approaching,  not  proximate  cause  of 
death  of  child,  run  over  by  cart;  Habecker  v.  Lancaster  Twp.  16  Lane.  L.  Rev.  180, 
9  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  656,  44  VV.  N.  C.  63,  holding  breaking  of  hold-back  strap  proxi- 
mate cause  of  horse  veering  to  one  side  into  unguarded  quarry  liole;  Cage  v. 
Franklin  Twp.  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  538,  holding  township  not  liable  for  injury  caused 
by  horse  balking  and  backing  70  feet,  over  unguarded  wing  wall  of  bridge ;  Closser 
"V.  Washington  Twp.  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  126,  holding  that  jury's  finding  that  proxi- 
mate cause  of  horse  backing  over  embankment  was  narrowness  of  way  and  absence 
of  guard  rails  justified  recovery ;  Dixon  v.  Butler  Twp.  4  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  340,  40  W. 
K.  C.  212,  holding  township  not  liable  for  death  caused  by  frightened  horses,  owing 
to  absence  of  rail  between  highway  and  railway  track;  Swanson  v.  Craudall,  2  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  89, 39  W.  N.  C.  26,  holding  keeping  of  revolver  in  drawer,  where  child 
found  and  discharged  it,  not  proximate  cause  of  resulting  injury;  Boone  v.  East 
Norwegian  Twp.  192  Pa.  209,  44  W.  N.  C.  285,  43  Atl.  1025,  holding  absence  of 
guard  rail  at  side  of  road  proximate  cause  of  accident,  where  horse  kicked  over  shaft 
and  went  down  embankment;  Card  v.  Columbia  Twp.  191  Pa.  270,  43  Atl.  217,  hold- 
ing township  not  liable  where  accident  occurred  by  traces  dropping  from  whiffletree, 
cauiiing  horses  to  run  away  and  throw  vehicle  over  unguarded  bank;  Schaeflfer 
V.  Jackson  Twp.  150  Pa.  150,  18  L.  R.  A.  103,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  792,  24  Atl.  629, 
holding  defect  in  highway  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  traveler  thrown  from 
buggj*,  where  buggy  wrecked  by  running  horse  before  defect  reached;  Conner  v. 
Fleer,  28  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  503,  holding  bars  on  windows,  preventing  one  from  escaping 
after  discovery  of  danger,  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  by  explosion;  Pautz  v. 
Plankinton  Packing  Co.  118  Wis.  51,  94  N.  W.  654,  holding  defective  wooden 
wheel,  causing  iron  wheel  to  break,  proximate  cause  of  injury  resulting  there- 
from; Wadesz  v.  Peoples  Bros.  30  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  21,  13  Pa.  Dist.  R.  335,  holding 
that  two  distinct  causes  unrelated  in  their  operation  cannot  be  concurring; 
Bumite  v.  Redstone  Twp.  37  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  455,  58  Pittsb.  L.  J.  51,  to  the  point 
that  if  two  distinct  causes  are  operating  at  same  time  to  produce  given  result, 
which  might  have  been  produced  by  either,  they  are  concurrent  causes;  Bowdcn 
V.  Derby,  99  Me.  212,  58  Atl.  993,  holding  where  two  causes  operate  at  the  same 
time  to  produce  a  result  which  might  be  produced  by  either,  each  is  the  proxi-. 
mate  cause;  Hoffman  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  II  North.  Co.  Rep.  101,  to 
the  point  it  is  only  when  causes  are  successive  and  unrelated  that  one  must  be 
taken  as  proximate  and  other  remote;  Conner  v.  Fleer,  12  Pa.  Dist.  R.  300, 
holding  bars  on  window  not  proximate  cause  of  an  injury  which  an  emph)yee 
could  have  escaped  by  having  jumped  out  through  window;  Rhine  v.  Phila- 
delphia, 24  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  567,  holding  where  one  was  pushed  from  walk  by  im- 
pact of  a  slipping  girl  behind  him  that  lack  of  a  guard  rail  was  not  proximate 
cause;  Curry  v.  Luzerne,  24  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  519,  holding  where  a  horse  became 
frightened  on  a  narrow  road  and  shied  over  an  unguarded  embankment  which 
should  have  been  guarded  that  the  lack  of  a  guard  was  proximate  cause  of  in- 
juries resulting;  Nichols  v.  Pittsfield  Twp.  209  Pa.  243,  58  Atl.  283,  holding 
municipality  not  liable  where  horse  became  frightened  and  ran  over  an  un- 
guarded embankment;  Russell  v,  Westmoreland  County,  26  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
430,  holding  that  street  is  to  be  provided  only  for  such  things  as  ordinarily  exist 
or  such  as  may  be  reasonably  expected  to  occur;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Justice,  80  Kan.  20,  101  Pac.  469,  holding  where  one  is  hurt  by  reason  of  icy 
condition  of  ground  near  track  over  which  railroad  had  no  control  that  railroad 
company  is  not  liable;  Merrill  v.  Los  Angeles  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  158  Cal.  506, 
31  L.R.A.{N.S.)  563,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  134,  111  Pac.  534,  holdincr  that  gas  com- 
pany is  liable  to  person  injured  by  explosion  of  gas  leaking  in  restaurant  even 
though  gas  was  exploded  by  failure  of  restauranter  to  extinguish  fire  in  build- 
L.R,A.  Au.  Vol.  111.-2. 
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ing;  Goldstein  v.  East  Fallonfield  Twp.  43  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  166,  holding  that 
question  of  negligence  of  town  is  for  jury  where  horse  takes  fright  at  piece  of 
tin  roof  lying  near  roadbed  and  backs  over  unguarded  precipice. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  836)  on  proximate  and  remote  cause;  (8 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  87)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  injury  to  person  or  property 
of  one  whose  horse  is  frightened  without  fault  of  either  upon  defective  highway; 
(18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1145)  on  what  injuries  may  be  deemed  proximately  caused 
by  absence  of  guard  rail  in  highway;  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  542,  744)  on  liability 
of  municipality  for  defects  or  obstructions  in  streets;  (103  Am.  St.  Rep.  293) 
on  municipal  liability  to  persons  injured  by  defects  in,  or  want  of  repair  of 
streets. 

Distinguished  in  Yoders  v.  Amwell  Twp.  172  Pa.  466,  37  W.  N.  0.  513,  61  Am. 
St.  Rep.  750,  33  Atl.  1017,  holding  township  not  relieved  for  failure  to  put  guard 
rails  on  bridge,  off  which  horse  backed  vehicle,  because  such  accident  could  not 
have  been  foreseen. 
Contributory  negrllireiice. 

Cited  in  Kitchen  v.  Union  Twp.  171  Pa.  167,  33  Atl.  76,  holding  township  not 
relieved  from  responsibility  by  reason  of  any  concurring  negligence  of  injured, 
when  accident  caused  by  frightened  horse  dashing  over  unguarded  bank;  Thayne 
V.  Scranton  Traction  Co.  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  455  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  hold- 
ing presence  of  passenger  on  rear  platform  contributed  to  accident  by  which  he 
was  injured. 

16  L.  R.  A.  108,  LANGENBERO  v.  DECKER,  131  Ind.  471,  31  N.  E.  190. 
Ijlmit  of  legrlBlatiTe,  exeovti-ve,  and  Judicial  poivers. 

Cited  in  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Backus,  133  Ind.  658,  33  N.  E. 
432,  and  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Backus,  133  Ind.  547,  18  L.  R.  A. 
743,  33  N.  E.  421,  denying  judicial  powers  to  state  board  of  tax  commissioners; 
Re  Sims,  54  Kan.  6,  25  L.  R.  A.  112,  footnote  p.  110,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  261,  37  Pac. 
135,  declaring  invalid,  statute  conferring  on  county  attorney  power  to  imprison 
for  contempt;  Ellis  v.  Steuben  County,  153  Ind.  92,  54  N.  E.  382,  upholding,  as 
not  imposing  judicial  power,  statute  requiring  county  surveyor  to  inspect  and  ac- 
cept drains;  Purnell  v.  Mann,  106  Ky.  116,  50  S.  W.  264,  sustaining  validity  of 
act  providing  for  election  of  county  commissioners  by  state  board  of  three  mem- 
bers; Vigo  County  v.  Stout,  136  Ind.  59,  22  L.  R.  A.  401,  35  N.  E.  683,  holding 
that  court  can,  by  order,  regulate  running  of  elevator  in  courthouse,  and  that 
county  officials  cannot  discontinue  its  use ;  Re  Huron,  68  Kan.  167,  36  L.  R.  A.  824, 
62  Am.  St.  Rep.  614,  48  Pac.  574  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  statute 
conferring  on  notary  public  power  to  commit  witness  for  contempt,  invalid;  People 
ea  rel.  MacDonald  v.  Leubischer,  34  App.  Div.  593,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  869  (concurring 
opinion)  holding  commissioner  appointed  by  another  state  to  take  deposition  has 
no  power  to  commit  witness  for  contempt;  Pratt  v.  Breckenridge,  112  Ky.  11,  65 
8.  W.  136,  holding  act,  so  far  as  providing  for  appointment  of  election  commission- 
ers by  legislature,  invalid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  ew  rel.  Kern  v.  Chase,  36  L.  R.  A.  105,  which  holds 
Torrens  law  unconstitutional  as  attempt  to  delegate  judicial  power  to  registrar  of 
titles ;  Re  Clark,  28  L.  R.  A.  242,  which  upholds  right  to  summarily  enforce  answer 
by  imprisoning  witness;  State  eo!  rel.  Ellis  v.  Thome,  55  ij.  R.  A.  956,  which  sus- 
tains statute  for  appointing  commissioners  by  circuit  judge  to  review  and  correct 
apportionment  of  state  and  county  taxes. 

Cited  in  note  (117  Am.  St.  Rep.  958)  on  courts,  tribunals  and  persons 
authorized  to  punish  contempts. 
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Distinguished  in  Indianapolis  v.  State,  172  Ind.  476,  82  N.  E.  687,  holding 
constitutional  a  statute  requiring  judges  to  appoint  appraisers  to  assess  benefits 
«nd  damages  in  street  improvement  proceedings. 

16  L.  R.  A.  116,  FRANK  v.  FRAYLOR,  130  Ind.  146,  29  N.  E.  486. 
SnretY'M  risbt  of  snbrogratlon  and  oontrlbiitloii. 

Cited  in  Zimmerman  v.  Gaumer,  162  Ind.  563,  53  N.  E.  829,  holding  that  one 
defendant,  assignee  of  jud^g^ent  he  has  paid,  cannot  have  execution  until  it  is 
judicially  settled  that  he  is  so  entitled  as  against  other  defendants;  Peirce  v. 
<3kirrett,  66  111.  App.  687,  holding  that  surety  who  has  paid  mortgage  can  assign 
his  right  of  subrogation  to  third  party;  Ogleby  v.  Todd,  166  Ind.  256,  76  N.  E. 
238,  holding  an  assignment  of  a  judgment  to  surety  made  on  margin  of  judg- 
ment record,  notice  of  rights  of  surety. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Great  Falls  Opera  House  Co.  46 
L.  R.  A.  285,  which  authorizes  surety  to  take  assignment  of  judgment,  paid  by 
him  as  basis  for  contribution  from  cosureties ;  Face  v.  Pace,  44  L.  R.  A.  469,  which 
sustains  right  of  surety  paying  obligation,  to  receive  dividend  on  entire  debt 
from  cosuretv's  insolvent  estate. 

Cited  in  notes  (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  611)  on  right  of  subrogation;  (68  L.R.A. 
^14)    on  extinction  of  judgments  against  principals  by  sureties'  payment. 

16  L.  R.  A.  119,  SANBORN  v.  DETROIT,  B.  C.  &  A.  R.  CO.  91  Mich.  538,  62  N. 
VV.  163. 
Report  of  second  appeal  in  99  Mich.  2,  57  N.  W.  1047. 
Ifesliireitce  in  not  arl'vins  slgpnals  at  croMiinars. 

Cited  in  Philadelphia  &  B.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Holden,  93  Md.  423,  49  Atl.  626,  holding 
failure  to  blow  whistle  at  station  2,000  feet  from  private  crossing  not  negligence 
as  to  one  using  crossing;  Lonergan  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  87  Iowa,  762,  17  L.  R.  A. 
258,  53  N.  W.  236,  holding  railroad  negligent  in  running  train  past  team  unload- 
ing on  railway  land,  without  ringing  bell  at  crossing  near  by;  Lau  v.  Lake  Shore 
-&  M.  S.  R.  Co.  120  Mich.  125,  79  N.  W.  13  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding 
bicyclist  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  not  dismounting  to  look  and  listen 
when  view  obstructed,  instead  of  assuming  signals  would  be  given;  Lepard  v. 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  166  Mich.  383,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1110,  130  N.  W.  668,  hold- 
ing section  men  not  entitled  to  benefit  of  statute  requiring  crossing  signals, 
although  under  statute  company  is  liable  in  damages  for  failure  to  give  signal. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Vandewater  v.  New  York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  772, 
which  holds  that  engineer's  failure  to  give  statutory  signals  at  crossing  will  not 
render  company  liable  per  se;  Butcher  v.  West  Virginia  &  P.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A. 
619,  which  holds  company  not  liable  for  failure  to  give  crossing  signal  unless  in- 
jury proximate  result;  Czech  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  302,  which 
holds  company  liable  for  failure  to  give  signals  at  particularly  dangerous  farm 
crossings,  when  required  in  exercise  of  reasonable  care;  Wragge  v.  South  Caro- 
lina &  G.  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  191,  which  holds  company  liable  for  failure  to  give 
crossing  signal,  contributing  to  collision;  Lillstrom  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  20  L. 
R.  A.  687,  which  holds,  as  highway  crossing  railroad,  road  openly  used  and  recog- 
nized as  such;  Stewart  v.  Cincinnati,  W.  &  M.  R.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  639,  which  holds 
railroad  company  continuing  farm  crossing  required  to  use  care  to  make  it  safe; 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Bodine,  56  L.  R.  A.  506,  which  requires  signals  for  pecu- 
liarly dangerous  special  train  at  private  crossing  used  by  public;  Reynolds  v. 
^reat  Northern  R.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  695,  which  denies  duty  to  signal  train's  ap- 
proach at  private  crossing  as  to  one  driving  on  highway  parallel  with  track. 
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Cited  in  note  (17  L.  R.  A.  254,  256)  as  to  whose  benefit  signals  by  approaching 
trains  are  required  by  statute  at  railway  crossings. 

Distinguished  in  Everett  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co*  100  Minn.  325,  9  L.R.A* 
(X.S.)  711,  111  X.  W.  281,  10  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  294,  holding  statutory  require- 
ment of  railway  company  to  signal  at  crossings  not  to  apply  in  benefit  of  one 
driving  on  road  parallel  to  railroad;  Heise  v.  Chicago,  Great  Western  R.  Co, 
141  Iowa,  95,  119  N.  W.  371  (dissenting  opinion),  on  duty  of  railroad  to  give 
signal  on  approaching  crossing. 
AdiuiiMlblllty  ot  evidence. 

Cited  in  Sanborn  v.  Detroit,  B.  C.  &  A.  R.  Co.  99  Mich.  2,  57  N.  W.  1047,  holding 
evidence  that  immediately  after  accident  it  was  talked  over  by  witnesses  that 
statutory  signal  not  given,  properly  rejected. 

16  L.  R.  A.  130,  STATE  v.  CUTSHALL,  110  N.  C.  538,  15  S.  E.  261, 
Jurisdiction  of  crime* 

Cited  in  State  v.  Buchanan,  130  N.  C.  662,  41  S.  E.  107,  holding  prisoner  en- 
titled to  show  crime,  charged  was  committed  in  another  state  by  evidence  of 
prosecution  tending  to  establish  such  defense;  State  v.  Hall,  114  N.  C.  912,  28  L. 
R.  A.  59,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  822,  19  S.  £.  602,  holding  that  one  shooting  across  bor- 
der  and  killing  person  in  another  state  cannot  be  convicted  of  murder  in  state 
from  which  shot  fired;  State  v.  Hall,  115  N.  C.  817,  28  L.  R.  A.  292,  44  Am.  St. 
Rep.  501,  20  S.  E.  729,  holding  that  one  shooting  across  border  and  killing  person 
in  another  state  cannot  be  extradited  as  fugitive  from  justice  from  state  where 
shot  fired  to  state  where  murder  committed;  Watson's  Petition,  19  R.  I.  345,  33 
Ati.  873,  holding  that  bigamy  can  only  be  committed  in  county  and  state  where 
6<XH)nd  marriage  takes  place;  State  v.  Ray,  151  N.  C.  712,  139  Am.  St.  Rep. 
1005,  66  S.  E.  204,  holding  under  statute  defining  bigamy  as  marriage  during 
life  of  spouse  state  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  of  bigamous  marriage  committed 
elsewhere  though  the  parties  return  and  cohabit  within  the  state. 

Cited  in  note  (28  L.  R.  A.  60)  on  locality  of  crime  committed  by  shooting  or 
striking  across,  state  boundary. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Caldwell,  115  N.  C.  803,  20  S.  E.  523,  holding  act 
valid  which  provides  for  punishment  in  county  where  death  happens  as  result  of 
violence  inflicted,  or  poison  administered,  without  state;  State  v.  Long,  143 
>..  C.  672,  57  S.  E.  349,  holding  bigamy  under  statute  where  man  having  lawful 
wife  marries  in  another  state  and  lives  with  second  wife  in  this  state. 
'Wlien  pemon  entitled  to  office. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Greene  v.  Owen,  125  N.  C.  215,  34  S.  E.  424,  holding 
elected  member  of  board  of  education  entitled  to  office  until  expiration  of  term, 
notwithstanding  amendments  changing  board;  W^alser  ex  rel.  Wilson  v.  Jordan,  124 
N.  C.  709,  33  S.  E.  139,  holding  clerk  of  court  elected  for  term  not  expired  entitled 
to  hold  his  office  as  property  under  law  of  land,  notwithstanding  amendments  abol- 
ishing ofiioe. 

16  L.  R.  A.  136,  PALMERI  v.  MANHATTAN  R.  CO.  133  N.  Y.  261,  28  Am.  St. 

Rep.  632,  30  N.  E.  1001. 
Liability   of  principal   for  tortM  of  afpentii. 

Cited  in  Flora  v.  Russell,  138  Ind.  161,  37  N.  E.  593,  holding  that  acts  of  rail- 
road's agents  in  obtaining  search  warrant  for  tobacco  which  defendant  accused  of 
taking  were  acts  of  principal;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Henry,  55  Kan. 
723,  29  L.  R.  A.  467,  footnote  p.  465,  41  Pac.  952,  holding  railroad  liable  for  false 
imprisonment  of  passengers,  caused  by  conductor  acting  in  line  of  authority; 
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Richberger  t.  American  Exp.  Co.  73  Miss.  169,  31  L.  R.  A.  301,  55  Am.  St.  Rep. 
622,  18  So.  922,  holding  express  company  liable  for  maltreatment  and  abuse  of 
customer  by  one  of  its  servants  immediately  after  delivery  to  him  of  receipt  for 
a.mount  of  overcharge;  West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Liileich,  85  111.  App.  652, 
holding  railway  liable  for  false  arrest  of  passenger  by  request  of  conductor,  for 
alleged  passing  of  counterfeit  money  for  fare;  Murray  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co,  06 
Conn.  519,  32  L.  R.  A.  539,  34  Atl.  606,  holding  railroad  liable  for  negligence  of 
servants  of  another  road  over  which  its  train  is  running  under  contract,  causing 
injury  to  passenger ;  Monnier  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  70  App.  Div.  409,  75  N. 
Y.  Supp.  621,  holding  railroad  liable  for  ejection  from  train  of  passenger  who  re- 
fused to  pay  on  train  fare  to  his  station,  after  inability  to  purchase  ticket  at  station ; 
McLeod  V.  New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  72  App.  Div.  119,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  347, 
holding  railroad  liable  for  false  arrest  of  passenger  accused  of  theft  by  one  of  its 
detectives  on  train;  Hart  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  65  App.  Div.  495,  72  N.  Y. 
Supp.  797,  holding  carrier  liable  for  injury  to  passenger  thrown  by  gripman  from 
front  platform  of  car  he  had  safely  boarded;  Nowack  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R. 
Co.  166  N.  Y.  440,  54  L.  R.  A.  595,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  691,  60  N.  E.  32,  holding  evi- 
dence admissible  against  corporation  that  its  agent  attempted  to  bribe  witnesses, 
where  it  was  shown  he  was  engaged  to  "see  to  the  witnesses"  and  took  this  method 
to  get  evidence;  Craven  v.  Bloomingdale,  54  App.  Div.  269,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  525, 
holding  master  liable  for  arrest  caused  by  his  driver,  of  one  in  whose  rightful  pos- 
session was  oven  which  driver  had  delivered;  Dupre  v.  Ohilds,  52  App.  Div.  309, 
65  N.  Y.  Supp.  179,  holding  restaurant  keeper  liable  for  arrest  by  its  manager  of 
guest  leaving  restaurant  without  being  served,  and  not  stopping  at  cashier's  desk 
in  accordance  with  rule;  Warren  v.  Dennett,  17  Misc.  90,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  830, 
holding  restaurant  keeper  liable  for  false  imprisonment  of  guest,  arrested  and  held 
hy  police  officer  at  request  of  manager;  Van  Siclen  v.  Jamaica  Electric  Light  Co. 
45  App.  Div.  4,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  210,  holding  company  liable  for  trespass  of  its 
workmen  in  cutting  trees  to  string  wires  under  direction  of  its  manager;  Scott  v. 
New  York,  27  App.  Div.  245,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  191,  holding  city  liable  for  agent's 
forcibly  taking  from  passing  boy,  satchel  mistakenly  supposed  to  be  one  of  those 
agent  was  engaged  in  removing  to  place  of  detention;  Miller  v.  King,  21  App. 
Div.  200,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  634  (concurring  opinion),  majority  holding  company  not 
liable  for  expulsion  from  train  of  passenger  with  ticket  to  station  at  which  train 
did  not  stop;  O'Connell  v.  Samuel,  81  Hun,  360,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  889,  holding  that 
agent  of  credit  house,  who  assaulted  woman  resisting  his  entrance  to  house  to  re- 
take possession  of  property,  may  have  been  within  scope  of  authority;  Tierney  v. 
Syracuse,  B.  &  N.  Y.  R.  Co.  86  Hun,  152,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  627,  holding  it  question 
for  jury  whether  switchman  acting  within  scope  of  duty  when,  through  mistake, 
he  switches  train  onto  siding;  Lang  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  80  Hun,  277, 
30  N.  Y.  Supp.  137,  holding  it  for  jury  to  determine  whether  brakeman  on  coal 
train,  hitting  boy  in  back  with  piece  of  coal,  was  within  his  duty  in  removing  him 
from  train ;  Penny  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  34  App.  Div.  13,  53  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1043,  holding  railroad  not  liable  for  arrest  and  detention  of  one  not  passenger,  by 
detectives  not  in  its  employ  or  directed  by  it  to  make  arrest;  Franklin  v.  Third 
Ave.  R.  Co.  52  App.  Div.  614,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  434,  holding  that  carrier  was  bound 
to  protect  passenger  from  brutal  assault  by  conductor;  Fogarty  v.  Wanamaker, 
60  App.  Div.  437,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  883,  holding  sufficient^  complaint  for  damages 
for  false  arrest  and  detention  which  alleged  that  it  took  place  in  defendant's  store 
with  sanction  of  superintendent  while  acting  in  his  employ;  Jenkins  v.  Brooklyn 
Heights  R.  Co.  29  App.  Div.  16,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  216,  holding  evidence  of  passen- 
ger's arrest,  transportation  in  patrol  wagon,  and  subsequent  discharge  admissible 
a«  bearing  on  damages  for  ejection  from  car ;  Gillespie  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co. 
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178  N.  y.  359,  66  L.  R,  A.  623,  70  N.  E,  857,  holding  carrier  liable  for  mjury  suf- 
fered by  passenger  through  insulting  and  abusive  language  of  conductor;  Willis- 
V.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  76  App.  Div.  344,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  478,  holding  rail- 
way company  liable  for  injuries  due  to  assault  and  wrongful  ejecticin  of  passen- 
ger; Markley  v.  Snow,  207  Pa.  452,  64  L.  R.  A.  687,  footnote  p.  685,  56  Atl.  999,. 
holding  partnership  not  liable  for  wrongful  arrest  of  accused  at  instance  of  super- 
intendent, three  months  after  alleged  crime;  Collins  v.  Butler,  83  App.  Div.  18,  81 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1074,  holding  merchant  liable  for  wrongful  assault  upon  customer  hy 
clerk;  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  150  Ala.  578,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  931,  124  Am. 
St.  Rep.  90,  43  So.  210,  holding  master  not  liable  for  slander  by  servant  where 
no  contract  relation  existed;  Sawyer  v.  Norfolk  &  S.  R.  Co.  142  N.  C.  5,  11& 
Am.  St.  Rep.  716,  54  S.  E.  793,  9  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  440,  on  liability  of  corpo- 
rations for  slander;  De  Wolf  v.  Ford,  119  App.  Div.  813,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  876 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  liability  of  innkeeper  for  assault  of  guest  by  servant;. 
Collins  V.  Butler,  179  N.  Y.  161,  71  N.  E.  746,  holding  master  liable  for  assault 
committed  by  clerk  within  scope  of  his  employment;  De  Wolf  v.  Ford,  193  N.. 
Y.  408,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  864,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  969,  86  N.  E.  527,  holding  inn- 
keeper liable  for  abusive  language  of  servant  in  requiring  guest  to  leave  inn^ 
BuBch  V.  Interborough  Rapid  Transit  Co.  110  App.  Div.  708,  96  N.  Y.  Suppw 
747,  holding  carrier  of  passengers  liable  for  false  imprisonment  at  instigation  of 
servant;  Zeccardi  v.  Yonkers  R.  Co.  190  N.  Y.  393,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  773,  83  N. 
E.  31  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability  of  carrier  for  assault  on  passenger  by 
motorman;  Fenas  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  112  Minn.  209,  30  L.R.A. ( N.S. )• 
630,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  470,  127  N.  W.  926,  holding  that  liability  of  railroad  to 
minor  was  for  jury  where  he  was  thrown  from  train  by  brakeman,  it  appearing 
that  he  was  re&lly  trespasser  but  not  apparently  so;  Regg  v.  Buckley-Newhall 
Co.  72  Misc.  389,  130  N.  Y.  Supp.  172,  to  the  point  that  though  injury  and 
insult  are  acts  in  departure  from  authority  conferred,  nevertheless  as  they  oc- 
cur in  course  of  employment  master  becomes  responsible. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Brewer,  27  L.  R.  A.  63,  which  denies 
implied  authority  of  street  railway  superintendent  to  cause  arrest  for  giving  coun- 
terfeit money;  Eichengreen  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  31  L.  R.  A.  702,  which  holds 
carrier  liable  for  false  imprisonment  procured  by  railroad  detective;  Little  Rock 
Traction  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Walker,  40  L.  R.  A.  473,  which  denies  carrier's  liabil- 
ity for  arrest  for  nonpayment  of  fare  of  street  car  passenger  by  policeman  called 
by  conductor,  who  was  only  authorized  to  put  delinquent  passengers  off  car;. 
Farber  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  350,  which  holds  driving  of  trespasser 
from  freight  train  by  brakeman  not  to  be  within  scope  of  employment;  Staplea 
y.  Schmid,  19  L.  R.  A.  824,  which  holds  salesman  within  scope  of  employment  in 
causing  arrest  and  search  of  person  for  stolen  property;  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
Cain,  28  L.  R.  A.  688,  which  holds  officer's  arrest  of  disorderly  passenger  without 
warrant,  in  response  to  telegram  by  conductor,  who  pointed  out  person  to  be  ar- 
rested, not  unlawful ;  Palmer  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  673,  which  holds  pas- 
senger's unreasonable  refusal  to  tell  whether  name  on  mileage  ticket  is  his  own  no< 
justification  for  procuring  his  arrest;  Daniel  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  Co.  67  L.R.A.. 
455,  which  holds  railroad  company  not  liable  for  arrest  by  cashier  with  power 
to  collect  money,  give  receipts,  sell  tickets,  care  for  money  received  and  forward 
it  to  treasurer,  of  innocent  person  whom  he  suspects  of  having  stolen  money 
which  has  come  into  his  possession:  Texas  Midland  Railroad  v.  Dean,  70  L.R.A» 
943,  which  holds  railroad  company  liable  for  act  of  baggage  master  in  assisting- 
in  wrongful  arrest  at  instance  of  city  authorities  of  passenger  waiting  at 
station  for  train;  Markley  v.  Snow,  64  L.R.A.  685,  which  denies  liability  of  a 
mining  partnership  for  acts  of  employees  in  causing  arrest  for  vindication  of 
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law  of  one  suspected  of  having  set  fire  to  a  building  belonging  to  a  partnership. 

Cited  in  notes  (7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  165)  on  liability  of  carrier  for  arrest  of  pas- 
senger by  servant;  (9  L.R.A.  (NJ3.)  930)  on  liability  of  master  for  slander 
by  servant;  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  500)  on  liability  for  malicious  act  of  servant  when 
master  owes  special  duty  to  party  injured;  (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1036,  1037,  1060) 
on  liability  of  carrier  for  wilful  torts  of  servants  to  passengers;  (25  Eng.  RuL 
Cas.  143)  on  master's  liability  for  tort  committed  by  servant;  (32  Am.  St. 
Rep.  96)  on  carrier's  duty  to  protect  passengers  from  assault;  88  Am.  St.  Rep» 
793,  794)  on  liability  of  principal  for  unauthorized  acts  of  agent;  (17  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  278,  280)   on  master's  liability  for  acts  of  servant. 

Distinguished  in  Kennedy  v.  White,  91  App.  Div.  478,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  852,  hold- 
ing tenement  owner  not  liable  for  injury  caused  by  janitor  throwing  stick  of  wood 
at  boy  in  street. 

Carrier's  liability  for  ^frronarfal  arrest  of  paMienflrer  by  tbtrd  peraoiui. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Brunswick  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ponder,  60  L.  R.  A.  714,  which 
denies  carrier's  liability  for  failure  to  prevent  illegal  arrest  by  officers,  or  for 
stopping  train  to  permit  removal. 
Crosv-examlnatlon. 

Cited  in  note  (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  32)  on  evidence  to  show  credibility  or  bias 
of  witness. 

16  L.  R.  A.  138,  COOPER  v.  UNITED  STATES  MUT.  ACCI.  ASSO.  132  N.  Y.  334, 

44  N.  Y.  S.  R.  553,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  581,  30  N.  E.  883. 
Limitation  of  action  on  policy* 

Cited  in  Provident  Fund  Soc.  v.  Howell,  110  Ala.  510,  18  So.  105,  holding  that 
action  on  policy  cannot  be  brought  seven  months  after  receipt  of  proofs  of  loss, 
when  policy  stipulated  limitation  of  six  months;  McFarland  v.  Railway  Officials 
&  E.  Acci.  Asso.  5  Wyo.  145,  27  L.  R.  A.  55,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  29,  38  Pac.  347, 
holding  that  limitation  of  action  within  one  year  from  happening  of  alleged  in- 
jury means  from  death  of  injured;  Allen  v.  Dutchess  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  95 
App.  Div.  87,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  530,  holding  that  twelve  months  limitation  begins 
to  rim  from  day  of  fire. 

Cited  in  notes  (47  L.  R.  A.  706)  on  stipulation  limiting  time  for  suit  on  insur- 
ance policy,  when  begins  to  run;  (26  L.  R.  A.  112)  as  to  when  liability  on  accident 
insurance  policy  becomes  fixed. 
Failure  to  fnmlsb  proof*  of  loss  or  notice  of  accident  or  deatb. 

Cited  in  Meagher  v.  Life  Union,  65  Hun,  360,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  247,  holding  bene- 
ficiary excused  from  furnishing  proofs  of  loss,  where  company  has  refused  to  fur- 
nish blanks  on  ground  policy  void;  Moest  v.  Continental  Casualty  Co.  55  Misc. 
129,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  553,  on  date  before  which  notice  of  death,  from  accidental 
injury  must  be  given;  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Brown,  4  Ind.  Terr.  409,  69  S.  W. 
915,  holding  in  suit  on  an  accident  policy  that  no  notice  of  a  death  loss  need 
be  given  before  death;  United  Commercial  Travelers  v.  Sain,  108  C.  C.  A.  317, 
186  Fed.  276,  to  the  point  that  rights  under  benefit  certificate  is  forfeited  if 
notice  of  death  is  not  given  as  prescribed  by  by-laws,  unless  waived. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Woodmen  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Byers,  55  L.  R.  A.  291,  which  holds 
failure  to  give  notice  of  injury  excused  by  derangement  of  insured;  Foster  v.  Fi- 
delity k  C.  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  833,  which  holds  twenty-nine  days'  delay  in  giving  no- 
tice of  accident  fatal  under  policy  requiring  immediate  notice;  Trippe  v.  Provi- 
dent Fund  Soc.  22  L.  R.  A.  432,  which  holds  time  for  giving  notice  of  death  runs 
from  time  when  fact  of  death  known. 
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16  L.  R.  A.  140,  STATE  ex  rel  LYSONS  v.  RUFF,  4  Wash.  234,  29  Pac.  999. 
Forfeiture  and  VAcandeii  in  oAee. 

Cited  in  Duffy  v.  State,  60  Neb.  825,  84  N.  W.  264,  holding  elected  officer  taking 
statutory,  but  not  constitutional,  oath  in  time  does  not  forfeit  office. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  eo)  rel.  Standish  v.  Boucher,  21  L.  R.  A.  539,  which 
holds  vacancy  not  created  by  senate's  adjournment  without  confirming  appoint- 
ment of  successor  to  officer  holding  over;  State  ex  rel.  Berge  v.  Lansing,  35  L. 
R.  A.  124,  which  holds  vacancy  created  by  failure  to  file  official  bond  in  time;  Re 
Drury,  39  Misc.  290,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  498,  holding  office  not  forfeited  by  failure  of 
town  clerk  elect  to  take  and  file  oath  of  office  within  statutory  time. 

Criticized  in  State  ew  rel.  Berge  v.  Lansing,  46  Neb.  524,  35  L.  R.  A.  128,  64  N. 
W.  1104,  holding  office  vacant  ipso  faoto  for  failure  to  file  bond  within  time  di- 
rected by  statute. 
Po'wem  of  deputies. 

Cited  in  Tower  v,  Welker,  93  Mich.  335,  53  N.  W.  627,  holding  city  clerk  with 
power  to  administer  oath  may  appoint  a  deputy  with  full  power  to  perform  all  of 
his  duties. 

16  L.  R.  A.  143,  REEVE  v.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK,  54  N.  J.  L.  208,  33  Am.  St.  Rep. 

675,  23  Atl.  853. 
"Wlien    obllgratlon    personal    or    corporate. 

Cited  in  Terhune  v.  Parrott,  59  N.  J.  L.  17,  35  Atl.  4,  holding  indorsement  by 
party,  "President  of"  etc.,  prima  faCie  denotes  personal  liability;  Simanton  v. 
Vliet,  61  N.  J.  L.  597,  40  Atl.  595,  holding  parol  evidence  admissible  to  determine 
whether  note  signed  by  trustees  was  corporate  or  personal;  Vliet  v.  Simanton,  63 
N.  J.  L.  463,  43  Atl.  738,  refusing  to  disturb  verdict  that  note  made  and  signed 
by  trustees  of  grange  was  their  personal  obligation  where  note  was  ambiguous,  and 
parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  intent  of  makers;  Derby  v.  Gustafson,  131 
111.  App.  283,  holding  following  prima  facie  a  corporate  obligation,  "Double 
Use  Mitten  Co.  S.  0.  Derby,  treasurer;"  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Snoqualmie  Trust 
Co.  83  Neb.  648,  120  N.  W.  182,  holding  same  as  to  an  instrument  signed 
"Snoqualmie  Trust  Co.,  By  T.  J.  Doyle,  Sec.;"  English  &  S.  A.  Mortg.  Invest. 
Co.  V.  Globe  Loan  &  T.  Co.  70  Neb.  436,  97  N.  W.  612,  6  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  999, 
holding  a  note  signed  "Globe  Loan  &  Trust  Co.,  II.  O.  Davies,  Presdt.,  W.  B. 
Taylor,  Secy.,"  prima  facie  no  personal  liability  on  part  of  officers  signing; 
Aungst  V.  Creque,  72  Ohio  St.  658,  74  N.  E.  1073,  holding  same  as  to  a  note 
signed  "The  Akron  White  Sand  &  Stone  Co.,  L.  K.  Mihills,  Secy.  &  Treas.,  D. 
B.  Aungst,  Prest." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kline  v.  Bank  of  Tescott,  18  L.  R.  A.  533,  which  holds  ex- 
trinsic evidence  admissible  that  indorsers  described  as  directors  and  officers 
signed  solely  as  corporate  officers. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.  R.  A.  676)  on  personal  liability  of  officers  on  note  made 
for  corporation;  (20  L.  R.  A.  705)  on  admissibility  of  extrinsic  evidence  to  show 
who  is  liable  as  maker  of  note;  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1054,  1085)  on  liability  of 
principal  on  negotiable  paper  executed  by  agent;  (48  Am.  St.  Rep.  919)  on 
personal  liability  of  corporate  officers  to  third  persons;  (4  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  284) 
on  liability  of  one  signing  bill  or  note  as  agent. 

16  L.  R.  A.  145,  ARCHER  v.  SALINAS  CITY,  93  CaL  43,  28  Pa^.  839. 
liaitd  dedicated  to  public* 

Cited  in  Los  Angeles  v.  Kysor,  125  Cal.  467,  58  Pac.  90,  denying  dedication  of 
park  to  public  when  owners  continued  to  deal  with  it,  and  no  act  of  acceptance  by 
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city  shown;  Ck>xikliiig  v.  Mackinaw  City,  120  Mich.  77,  79  N.  W.  8,  holding  ded- 
ication shown  when  owner  of  wild  land  plats  it  with  lots  and  streets,  indicating- 
park>  and  sells  lots  with  reference  tliereto,  although  formal  acceptance  not  indi- 
cated; London  &  S.  F.  Bank  v.  Oakland,  33  C.  C.  A.  246,  61  U.  S.  App.  224,  90 
Fed.  700,  holding  map  duly  filed  and  recorded,  showing  street,  sufficient  dedication 
to  public  when  deeds  refer  to  it  and  owners  adopt  it;  Frauenthal  v.  Slaten,. 
91  Ark,  357,  121  S.  W.  396 ;  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  v.  Worley,  49  Fla.  306,. 
38  So.  618;  Riverside  v.  MacLain,  210  111.  321,  66  L.R.A.  294,  102  Am.  St.  Rep. 
164,  71  N.  £.  408;  Rhodes  v.  Brightwood,  145  Ind.  32,  43  N.  E.  942;  Buschman 
V.  St.  Louis,  121  Mo.  536»  26  S.  W.  687 ;  Steel  v.  Portland,  23  Or.  184,  31  Pac. 
479;  Sanborn  v.  Amarillo,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  117,  93  S.  W.  473;  Davies  v. 
Epstein,  77  Ark.  224,  92  S.  W.  19, — ^holding  one  selling  lots  with  reference  to  & 
plat  to  dedicate  to  public  places  marked  on  plat;  Schmitt  v.  San  Francisco,  100^ 
Cal.  306,  34  Pac.  961,  holding  where  lots  are  conveyed  having  no  reference  to  a 
street  that  this  conveyance  will  not  estop  offer  of  dedication  from  being  re- 
voked; Danielson  v.  Sykes,  157  Cal.  690,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1028,  109  Pac.  87,^ 
holding  when  one  lays  out  a  tract  of  land  into  lots  and  streets  and  sells  lots  by 
reference  to  a  map  which  exhibits  them  as  they  lie  with  relation  to  each  other,. 
the  purchasers  have  a  private  easement  not  only  in  the  streets  and  ways  abut- 
ting on  their  lots  and  leading  therefrom  to  some  public  place  or  highway,  but 
also  in  streets  and  ways  leading  to  other  lots;  Cole  v.  JViinnesota  Loan  &  T.  Co. 
17  N.  D.  427,  117  N.  W.  354,  17  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  304,  holding  that  a  dedication  of 
a  public  square  may  be  made  by  estoppel ;  McCarthy  Co*  v.  Moir,  12  Cal.  App.  444,. 
107  Pac.  628,  holding  a  street  an  appurtenance  to  lots  sold  with  reference  thereto ; 
Currier  v.  Howes,  103  Cal.  435,  37  Pac.  521,  on  what  constitutes  a  dedication  to 
public  as  to  purchasers. 
—  AceeptAnce  and  reverter. 

Cited  in  Anaheim  v.  Langenberger,  134  Cal.  610,  66  Pac.  855,  holding  action  hy 
city  to  quiet  title  to  tract  of  land  as  public  park  twenty  years  after  ofTer  of  dedi- 
cation not  evidence  of  acceptance;  London  &  S.  F.  Bank  v.  Oakland,  33  0.  C.  A. 
248,  61  U.  S.  App.  224,  90  Fed.  702,  holding  street  accepted,  when  ordinance 
adopted  setting  forth  stipulation  which  included  part  of  it;  Dallas  v.  Gibbs,  27 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  278,  65  S.  W.  8r,  holding  that  land  dedicated  for  street  vests  Ib 
public  upon  acceptance  by  city ;  McAlpine  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  68  Kan.  214,  64 
L.RJ^.  88,  75  Pac.  73,  holding  that  land  dedicated  to  public  use  does  not  revert 
because  of  mere  misuse  or  nonuse;  Myers  v.  Oceanaide,  7  Cal.  App.  02,  93  Pac.^ 
686,  holding  an  intention  on  part  of  public  to  accept  an  offer  of  dedication  must 
be  shown;  People  ex  rel.  Harbor  Oomrs.  v.  Kerber,  162  Cal.  734,  125  Am.  St. 
Rep.  93,  93  Pac.  878,  holding  that  to  have  an  abandonment  by  public  it  must 
be  by  competent  authority;  Thorndike  v.  Milwaukee  Auditorium  Co.  143  Wis. 
13,  126  N.  W.  881,  holding  that  diversion  or  misuser  of  trust  property  does  not 
operate  to  forfeit  title  of  trustee  in  absence  of  express  condition  in  conveyance. 

Distinguished  in  Koshland  v.  Spring,  116  Cal.  697,  48  Pac.  58,  holding  an 
offer  of  dedication  not  revoked  by  conveyance  of  tract  by  exterior  boundaries- 
where  contract  was  made  before  offer  of  dedication. 
Title  bT  Adverse  pomiesnlon  and  prescription. 

Cited  in  Proctor  v.  San  Francisco,  40  C.  G.  A.  401,  100  Fed,  851,  holding  evi- 
dence of  title  by  adverse  possession  of  land  dedicated  to  public  use  does  not  sus* 
tain  allegation  of  ownership  in  fee  simple  in  ejectment;  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Hyattr 
132  Cal.  244,  64  L.  R.  A.  525,  64  Pac.  272,  holding  individuals  cannot  acquire  pre- 
scriptive rights  over  railroad  right  of  way. 
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16  L.  R.  A.  148,  COM.  v.  ALLEN,  148  Pa.  358,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  830,  23  Atl.  1115. 
UnnsvAl  Hue  of  bl^hTrayii. 

Cited  in  Missouri-Edison  Electric  Co.  y.  Weber,  102  Mo.  App.  102,  76  S.  W.  736, 
holding  one  driving  unusually  heavy  load  over  street  liable  for  breaking  manholes 
owned  by  private  corporations;  Pool  v.  Van,  38  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  406,  holding 
question  whether  use  of  street  by  a  band  constitutes  negligence  making  party 
liable  for  fright  of  horse  to  be  a  question  for  jury;  McCarter  v.  Ludlum  Steel 
&  Spring  Co.  71  N.  J.  Eq.  343,  63  Atl.  761,  holding  that  the  driving  of  a  steam 
traction  engine  and  trailers  in  the  street  of  a  city  not  a  nuisance  per  se;  Coving- 
ton County  V.  Collins,  92  Miss.  339,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1089,  131  Am.  St.  Rep. 
527,  45  So.  854,  16  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1072,  holding  that  the  use  of  a  traction 
engine  to  draw  a  train  of  wagons  loaded  with  lumber  along  highway  might  be 
prohibited;  Central  District  &  Printing  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Davis,  17  Pa.  Dist.  R. 
1042,  holding  a  telegraph  company  not  required  to  raise  its  wires  and  cables 
at  its  own  expense  to  permit  the  moving  of  a  building  underv  them;  Radnor 
Twp.  V.  Bell,  27  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  7,  sustaining  an  ordinance  regulating  speed  of 
automobiles  to  ten  miles  per  hour. 

Cited  in  notes  (27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  833)  on  municipal  duty  to  construct  and 
maintain  bridges  in  condition  to  sustain  unusual  weight;  (131  Am.  St.  Rep. 
637)  on  purposes  for  which  highways  may  not  be  used;  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1211) 
on  duty  to  prevent  escape  of  steam  from  engine  in  highway  so  as  to  freighten 
horses. 
Care  of  biBrli^vArB  and  brldareii. 

Explained  in  Coulter  v.  Pine  Twp.  164  Pa.  547,  35  W.  N.  C.  399,  30  Atl.  490, 
holding  instruction  proper  that  liability  for  collapse  of  bridge  turns  upon  question 
whether  traction  engine,  breaking  through,  had  become  the  usual  and  ordinary 
mode  of  travel  when  bridge  reconstructed. 

Cited  in  Hardin  County  v.  Coffman,  60  Ohio  St.  534,  48  L.  R.  A.  458,  54  N.  E. 
1054,  holding  liability  of  highway  commissioners  for  death  of  persons  running 
traction  engine  over  bridge  depends  upon  whether  they  used  ordinary  care  of  rea- 
sonably prudent  persons  in  their  position,  as  to  repair  of  bridge. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Clulow  v.  McClelland,  17  L.  R.  A.  650,  which  holds  town- 
ship officer's  ignorance  of  defect  of  bridge,  not  disclosed  by  examination  by  one  in- 
tending to  take  traction  engine  over,  not  negligence;  Hall  v.  Concord,  58  L.  R.  A. 
455,  which  denies  city's  liability  for  negligent  management  of  steam  roller  in  re- 
pairing city  street  under  supervision  of  state  superintendent;  Stewart  v.  Cali- 
fornia Improv.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  205,  which  holds  owner  of  steam  roller  liable  for 
engineer's  neglect  to  warn  travelers,  though  roller  hired  by  city. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.  R.  A.  621)  on  mimicipal  control  over  public  nuisances  upon 
public  streets  and  highways  created  by  street  railroad  and  other  electrical  com- 
panies. 

16  L.  R.  A.  160,  STATE  v.  HASLEDAHL,  2  N.  D.  521,  52  N.  W.  316. 

Report  of  second  appeal  in  3  N.  D.  36,  53  N.  W.  430,  holding  that  new  informa- 
tion can  be  filed  to  cure  defect  hitherto  adjudged,  without  preliminary  examina* 
tion  of  accused. 

Clhallenffea  to  Jury* 

Cited  in  People  v.  Zeigler,  135  Cal.  464,  56  L.  R.  A.  883,  footnote  p.  882,  67 
Pac.  754,  holding  defendant  in  murder  trial  entitled  to  full  number  of  peremptory 
challenges  where  juror  excused  for  sickness  before  jury  fully  impaneled. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Stevens  v.  Union  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  465,  which  holds  that 
fltatute  allowing  peremptory  challenge  of  one  in  four  of  ''any  qualified  jurors 
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called"  refers  to  those  not  subject  to  the  challenge  for  cause  including  those 
substituted   for   persons  peremptorily   challenged. 
'When  cause  on  trial. 

Cited  in  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  8  N.  D.  55,  76  N.  W.  504,  which 
tiolds  case  was  "tried"  before  statute  went  into  effect,  where  testimony  all  in,  al- 
though findings  not  signed  until  subsequently;  State  v.  Kent,  5  N.  D.  531,  sub 
«OOT.  State  V.  Pancoast,  35  L.  R.  A.  524,  67  N.  W.  1052,  construing  statute  to 
mean  that  trial  had  not  begun  when  application  was  made  for  change  of  venue 
9>efore  jury  impaneled;  State  v.  Bronkol,  5  N.  D.  613,  67  N.  W.  680,  which  holds 
plea  of  jeopardy  not  sustained  where  jury  discharged  on  motion  of  state's  attorney 
before  accused  had  pleaded  to  information;  State  v.  Johnson,  24  S.  D.  598, 
124  N.  W.  847,  to  the  point  before  cause  is  submitted  new  juror  may  be  called 
to  take  place  of  one  who  becomes  sick. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)   39)   on  right  to  proceed  with  criminal  trial 
«fter  substituting  another  for  disabled  or  incompetent  juror. 
Snfllciency  of  indictment* 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1034)  on  necessity  that  indictment  or  infor- 
mation show  on  face  that  prosecution  carried  on  in  name  and  by  authority  of 
state. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Thompson,  4  S.  D.  99,  55  N.  W.  725,  sustaining  indict- 
ment entitled  in  name  of  state  against  defendant,  and  found  by  grand  jury  under 
sanction  of  state's  attorney ;  State  v.  Kerr,  3  N.  D.  525,  58  N.  W.  27,  which  holds 
indictment  need  not  specifically  set  forth  that  prosecution  is  carried  on  in  name 
and  by  authority  of  state,  if  fact  appears  indirectly,  but  certainly. 

16  L.  R.  A.  154,  BAKER  v.  FLINT  &  P.  M.  R.  CO.  91  Mich.  298,  30  Am.  St.  Rep. 

471,  61  N.  VV.  897. 
Eamlnar*  of  married  ^women  and  minors. 

Cited  in  Nieboer  v.  Detroit  Electric  R.  Co.  128  Mich.  495,  87  N.  W.  626  (dis- 
senting opinion),  as  to  correctness  of  receiving  testimony  as  to  wages  earned  by 
minor  suing  by  next  friend ;  Kucera  v.  Merril  Lumber  Co.  91  Wis.  645,  65  N.  W. 
374,  raising  without  deciding,  question  of  estoppel  on  father  by  reason  of  waiver 
of  right  of  action  for  loss  of  services  of  minor  child ;  Chicago  Screw  Co.  v.  Weiss, 
^03  III.  542,  68  N.  E.  54,  Affirming  107  111.  App.  46,  holding  right  to  earnings  of 
minor  relinquished  by  father  suing  for  damages  as  next  friend;  Galveston,  H.  & 
S.  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Jackson,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  343,  71  S.  W.  991,  holding  that  action 
for  recovery  by  parent  as  next  friend  for  loss  of  services  during  minority  must 
«learly  seek  such  recovery,  to  bar  recovery  therefor  by  parent;  Daly  v.  Everett 
Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  31  Wash.  259,  71  Fac.  1014,  holding  father  participating  in  suit 
by  son  estopped  from  maintaining  action  for  loss  of  services  by  reason  of  injury  to 
latter;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  McNab,  150  Ala.  340,  43  So.  222,  holding  where  parent 
flued  as  next  friend  for  injuries  to  a  minor  that  expense  of  medical  attendance 
could  be  shown  as  an  element  of  damages;  Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Davis,  110 
Ky.  647,  60  S.  W.  14,  holding  same  as  to  damages  for  the  impairment  of  boy's 
ability  to  earn  money;  Hammer  v.  Caine,  47  Wash.  674,  92  Pac.  441,  holding 
•same  as  to  loss  of  time;  2iOngker  v.  Peoples'  Union  Mercantile  Co.  110  Mo. 
App.  390,  86  S.  W.  486,  holding  question  of  emancipation  a  question  of  fact  for 
jury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bagwell  v.  Atlanta  Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  486, 
-which  holds  action  for  injury  to  minor  daughter  should  not  be  dismissed  for  her 
refusal,  after  attaining  majority,  to  submit  to  physical  examination. 

Cited  in  note   (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)   654)   on  right  of  infant  to  recover  for  loss  of 
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services  or  diminifihed  earning  capacity,  during  minority,  from  personal  .injury^; 

Distinguished  in  Tunnicliffe  v.  Bay  Cities  Cousol.  R.  Co.  102  Mich.  628,  32  L. 
R.  A.  145,  61  N.  W.  11,  which  holds  evidenoe  by  plaintiff,  a  married  woman,  of 
impairment  of  her  earning  capacity  inadmissible  because  husband  prima  facie  en* 
titled  to  her  earnings;  Comer  v.  Ritter  Lumber  Co.  59  W.  Va.  090,  6  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  555,  53  S.  £.  906,  8  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1105,  holding  that  a  minor  can- 
not  recover  for  loss  of  services  during  minority  arising  from  personal  injury.. 
Party  to  case  bound  by  proceediiuEa* 

Cited  in  Walsh  v.  Robinson,  135  Mich.  21,  07  N.  W.  66,  holding  a  trustee 
holding  three  junior  mortgages  bound  individually  by  the  decree  in  foreclosure 
of  the  senior  mortgages  in  which  he  is  trustee. 

16  L.  R.  A.  169,  LOVVENBERG  v.  LEVINE,  93  Cal.  215,  28  Pac.  941. 

16  L.  R.  A.  161,  DOUGHERTY  v.  AUSTIN,  94  Cal.  601,  28  Pac.  834,  29  Pac.  1092. 
lilmltatlon   upon  po^irera  of  nvpervliiorii. 

Cited  in  Agard  v.  Shaffer,  141  Cal.  727,  75  Pac.  343,  holding  unconstitutional, 
statute  directing  supervisors,  when  necessary,  to  provide  additions  to  clerical  force 
for  specified  work;  Butte  County  v.  Merrill,  141  Cal.  397,  74  Pac.  1036,  holding 
county  ordinance  permitting  tax  collector  to  retain  commission  for  collection  of 
license  taxes  void;  State  ex  rel.  Workman  v.  Goldthait,  172  Ind.  224,  87  N.  E. 
133,  holding  that  "tax  ferrets"  could  not  be  employed  to  do  identical  duties  re- 
quired of  county  assessor. 
ConipenMitlon  of  ollleerfl. 

Cited  in  Lattin  v.  Gillette,  95  Cal.  332,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  115,  30  Pac.  545, 
holding  that  legislature  has  full  power  to  fix  salaries  of  county  officers;  Thorn 
V.  Los  Angeles  County,  136  Cal.  378,  69  Pac.  18,  holding  constitutional  a  pro- 
vision that  county  board  of  supervisors  should  allow  members  of  board  of  edu* 
cation  five  dollars  per  day  for  services;  Orange  County  v.  Harris,  97  Cal.  602, 
32  Pac.  594,  holding  provision  of  in  statute  for  extra  compensation  of  tax  col- 
lector to  be  unconstitutional. 

Distinguished  in  Brookings  County  v.  Murphy,  23  S.  D.  318,  121  N.  W.  793, 
holding  that  courts  cannot  interfere  with  exercise  of  legislative  power  to  pre- 
scribe rule  by  which  board  of  county  commissioners  may  fix  compensation  of 
county  officers  so  long  as  its  action  is  within  constitutional  limits. 
-*-*  Of  deputies. 

Cited  in  San  Francisco  v.  Broderick,  125  Cal.  193,  57  Pac.  887,  denying  right  of 
county  clerk  to  have  audited,  wages  paid  to  additional  copyists  appointed  by  him 
under  statute. 
Increaiie  during  term  of  office. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Mathews,  155  Cal.  756,  103  Pac.  199,  holding  that  an  in- 
cumbent of  an  office  cannot  claim  an  increase  of  compensation;  Welsh  v.  Bram- 
let,  98  Cal.  221,  33  Pac.  66^  holding  a  statute  providing  for  com]>en9atlon  of  an 
assistant  district  attorney  to  be  unconstitutional  as  an  increase  of  compensa- 
tion during  term  of  office;  Manson  v.  Underbill,  12  Cal.  App.  647,  107  Pac. 
1016,  holding  unconstitutional  a  law  passed  during  term  of  ofiice  providing  for 
payment  of  expenses  of  deputies  out  of  treasury;  Humiston  v.  Shaffer,  145  CaU 
197,  78  Pac.  651,  to  the  point  allowance  by  board  of  supervisors  of  fifty  dollars 
per  month  to  deputy  county  clerk,  was  increase  of  compensation  of  county 
clerk  after  election,  and  void. 

Distinguished  in  Newman  v.  Lester,  11  Cal.  App.  679,  106  Pac.  786,  holding 
that  a  change  in  expenses  allowed  deputies  could  be  made  during  term. 


29  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [16  L.R.A.  174 

Delegation  of  povrer. 

Cited  in  People  ex  reh  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Wheeler,  136  Cal.  656,  69  Pac.  435,  which 
holds  legislative  duty  of  providing  for  election  and  fixing  term  of  officers  cannot 
be  delegated  to  board  of  supervisors;  Dwyer  v.  Parker,  115  Cal.  550,  47  Pac. 
372,.  holding  unconstitutional  a  provision  giving  district  attorney  power  over 
fees  and  bills  of  justices  and  constables;  People  ex  rel.  Atkinson  v.  Johnson, 
95  Cal.  474,  31  Pac.  611,  holding  under  constitution  that  power  of  legislature 
to  fix  salaries  of  officers  could  not  be  delegated  to  board  of  supervisors;  Doherty 
V.  Ransom  County,  6  N.  D.  4,  63  N.  W.  148,  holding  that  power  to  fix  salary  of 
state's  attorneys  could  not  be  delegated  to  county  commissioners. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Haigh  v.  Bell,  31  L.  R.  A.  131,  which  authorizes  delegation 
to  county  court  of  exercise  of  police  power  of  county;  Pueblo  County  v.  Smith,  33 
L.  R.  A.  466,  which  sustains  statute  authorizing  county  commissioners  to  provide 
additional  justices  of  peace  when  necessary. 

Distinguished  in  Tulare  County  v.  May,  118  Cal.  306,  60  Pac.  527,  holding  act 
giving  power  to  certain  officer  of  a  certain  class  of  counties  to  appoint  a  certain 
number  of  deputies  at  a  designated  salary  payable  out  of  county  treasury. 

Disapproved  in  Nelson  v.  Troy,  11  Wash.  440,  39  Pac.  974,  holding  constitu- 
tional an  act  authorizing  county  commissioners  to  employ  deputies  of  county 
officers. 
Special  leflrlHlatloii. 

Cited  in  Tulare  v.  Hevren,  126  Cal.  232,  68  Pac.  530,  denying  validity  of  section 
of  general  statute  confined  to  one  of  six  classes  of  municipal  corporations;  Turner 
V.  Siskiyou  County,  109  Cal.  334,  42  Pac.  434,  holding  unconstitutional  a  statute 
giving  unlimited  discretion  to  the  judge  of  counties  of  a  particular  class  as  to 
allowance  of  witness  fees  in  criminal  cases;  Dardy  v.  San  Jose,  104  Cal.  645,  38 
Pac.  500,  holding  invalid  an  act  creating  a  class  of  cities  of  a  population  of  be- 
tween ten  thousand  and  twenty-five  thousand  for  purpose  of  increasing  salaries 
of  policemen  of  a  particular  city;  Bloss  v.  Lewis,  109  Cal.  497,  41  Pac.  1081, 
holding  unconstitutional  a  statute  providing  that  in  counties  of  a  particular 
class  clerk  shall  collect  a  certain  percentage  of  estate  of  deceased  persons  as  a 
fee;  Marsh  v.  Hanly,  111  Cal.  370,  43  Pac.  975,  holding  same  as  to  a  statute  pro- 
viding a  primary  election  law  for  counties  of  a  particular  class;  CuUen  v. 
Glendora  Water  Co.  113  Cal.  514,  39  Pac.  769,  holding  same  as  to  an  act  pro- 
viding that  in  a  particular  class  of  cases  that  a  motion  for.  a  new  trial  should 
be  made  on  minutes  of  court;  Pratt  v.  Browne,  136  Cal.  652,  67  Pac.  1082, 
holding  same  as  to  an  act  fixing  salaries  of  official  reporters  of  counties  of  a 
certain  class;  Murnane  v.  St.  Louis«  123  Mo.  495,  27  S.  W.  711,  holding  a 
special  assessment  law  applying  only  to  charters  now  existing,  unconstitutional. 

16  L.  R.  A.  174,  COLElViAN  v.  NEW  ORLEANS  INS.  CO.  49  Ohio  St.  310,  34  Am. 
St.  Rep.  565,  31  N.  E.  279. 
Followed  without  discussion  in  Insurance  Co.  v.  Cohn,  63  Ohio  St.  597,  60  N.  E. 
1131. 

SeverabllltT  of  Inmirance  contract. 

Cited  in  Trabue  v.  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  121  Mo.  86,  23  L.  R.  A.  722,  42  Am. 
St.  Rep.  623,  26  S.  W.  848,  holding  severable  policy  not  avoided  as  to  personal 
property,  because  of  additional  word  "entire"  before  policy;  Phillips  v.  Ohio 
Farmer's  Ins,  Co.  13  Ohio  C.  C.  686,  holding  policy  on  real  and  personal  property 
severable  for  breach  of  condition  subsequent — as,  by  change  of  title;  Phillips  v. 
Ohio  Farmer's  Ins.  Co.  13  Ohio  C.  C.  682,  683,  holding  policy  covering  both  ren,l 
and  personal  property  severable,  entitling  insured  to  recover  on  personal;  Georgia 
Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  McKinley,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  11,  37  S.  W.  606,  holding  policy 
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covering  storehouse  and  merchandise  severable;  Goorberg  v.  Western  Assur^ 
Co.  150  Cal.  514,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  876,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  246,  80  Pac.  130,  11 
Ann.  Cas.  801,  holding  contract  of  insurance  on  building  and  contents  of  build- 
ing severable;  Miller  v.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  14  Okla.  87,  65  L.R.A.  176,  75  Pac, 
1121,  2  Ann.  Cas.  17,  holding  same  where  different  classes  of  property  are  in- 
sured,  each  class  for  a  specific  amount. 

Distinguished  in  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Connelly,  104  Tenn.  98,  56  S.  W.  828,  denying 
right  to  recover  for  loss  of  real  property  in  severable  policy,  when  insured  fraud- 
ulently increased  loss  for  personal  property;  Gennania  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schild,  69 
Ohio  St.  140,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  663,  68-  N.  E.  706,  holding  risk  not  severable  where 
stipulation  for  forfeiture  provided:  "This  entire  policy  shall  be  void." 
-—  Of  A  contract. 

Cited  in  Gilmore  &  Co.  v.  Samuels  k  Co.  135  Ky.  720,  123  S.  W.  271,  holding 
a  contract  as  to  selling  the  produce  of  a  distillery  and  the  sale  of  the  distillery 
severable. 

Cited  in  note  (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  277)  on  complete  performance  as  essential  to 
cause  of  action  on  entire  contract. 
Construction  of  tnmirAnce  contract. 

Cited  in  Queens  Ins.  Co.  v.  Excelsior  Mill  Co.  69  Kan.  116,  76  Pac.  423,  hold- 
ing that  forfeitures  in  an  insurance  policy  are  not  favored. 

16  L.  R.  A.  178,  PEOPLE  ea  reL  COLFAX  v.  MAXTON,  139  111.  306,  28  N.  E, 

1074. 
Biitoppcl. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  Union  Stock  Yards  &  Transit  Co.  164  III.  232,  35  L.  R.  A. 
285,  45  X.  E.  430,  holding  city  estopped  to  deny  that  railroad  acquired  consent 
to  lay  tracks  across  street,  after  twenty  years'  use  and  expenditure  in  improve- 
ments at  crossings;  Maltman  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  72  111.  App.  388, 
holding  railroad  estopped  to  allege  that  land  it  had  applied  for  as  street,  for  right 
of  way,  was  not  street;  Doane  v.  Lake  Street  Elev.  R.  Co.  165  111.  524,  36  L.  R.  A. 
104,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  265,  46  N.  E.  520,  holding  that  elevated  railroad  having 
availed  itself  of  right  to  use  street  would  be  estopped  from  claiming  structure 
unlawful;  People  ex  rel.  James  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  231  111.  466,  83  N.  E. 
219,  holding  mere  fact  that  village  passes  an  ordinance  purporting  to  discon- 
nect territory  does.not  preclude  a  denial  of  its  validity;  State  ex  rel.  Minot  v. 
Willis,  18  K  D.  80,  118  N.  W.  820;  Missouri  River  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  22 
S.  D.  199,  116  N.  W.  67, — holding  that  municipality  may  estop  itself  by  its 
conduct,  to  deny  validity  of  ordinance  which  it  led  others  to  believe  was  legally 
adopted. 

Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  Cline  v.  Rhodes,  231  111.  275,  83  N.  E.  176, 
holding   village   not  estopped   to   deny   validity   of   an   ordinance   disconnecting 
party's  property  where  it  is  not  shown  that  party  altered  his  position  in  belief 
in  validity  of  ordinance. 
Parties   In   mandamnii   proceedlngrs. 

Cited  in  People  ea  rel.  Rinne  v.  Blocki,  203  III.  368,  67  N.  E.  809,  holding  third 
party,  interested  in  maintenance  of  switch  tracks  sought  to  be  removed,  properly 
made  defendant  in  mandamus  proceeding. 

10  L.  R.  A.  180,  Re  STREET  OPENING,  133  N.  Y.  329,  45  N.  Y.  S.  R.  213,  28  Am. 

St.  Rep.  640,  31  N.  E.  102. 
Iilabllltr    for   dlHlnterment    of    bodieii. 

Cited  in  note  (42  L.  R.  A.  731)  on  liability  for  disinterment  of  dead  bodies^ 
and  actions  relating  thereto. 
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CoBStruction  of  iitatiites. 

Cited  in  dissenting  opinions  in  Holloway  v.  McWilliams,  97  App.  Div.  363,  89 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1074;  Dieterich  v.  Fargo,  119  App.  Diy.  320,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  334,— 
on  intent  of  legislature  as  controlling  construction  of  statute;  Lantry  v. 
Mede,  68  Miac.  223,  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  1099,  holding  that  whole  section  of  statute 
must  be  considered  in  making  the  construction. 
Divertinor  dedicated  land  to  otber  public  use* 

Cited  in  Re  East  16l8t  Street,  52  Misc.  599,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  500,  holding  that 
land  having  been  set  apart  for  a  specific  public  purpose  cannot  be  devoted  to 
another  use  except  the  power  be  expressly  conferred  by  legislative  grant; 
St.  James  African  M.  £.  Church  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  114  Md.  448,  79  Atl. 
35,  holding  that  railroad  has  right  to  condemn  for  its  use  unoccupied  part  of 
private  cemetery  owned  by  religious  corporation. 

Distinguished  in  Memphis  State  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Forest  Hill  Cemetery  Co.  116 
Tenn.  418,  94  S.  W.  69,  holding  cemeteries  not  subject  to  be  taken  for  another 
public  use. 

16  L.  R.  A.  183,  PEOPLE  ex  rel  WINCHESTER  v.  COLEMAN,  133  N.  Y.  279,  45 

N.  Y.  S.  R,  217,  31  N.  E.  96. 
Joint  Btock  assoclatlonii  and  limited  partnernlilpii. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Railroad  &  Warehouse  Commission  v.  United  States  Exp. 
Co.  81  Minn.  90,  50  L.  R.  A.  668,  footnote  p.  667,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  366,  83  N.  W. 
465,  denying  right  of  state  to  compel  foreign  joint  stock  association  to  answer 
questions  as  to  its  interstate  business;  Messier  v.  Schwarzkopf,  35  Misc.  73,  71 
N.  Y.  Supp.  241,  granting  plaintiff  right  to  amend  complaint  by  designating  offi- 
cer of  joint  stock  association  by  proper  title;  Francis  v.  Taylor,  31  Misc.  188,  65 
N.  Y.  Supp.  28,  upholding  right  of  joint  stock  association  to  dissolve  by  consent 
of  its  stockholders;  Raymond  v.  Colton,  43  C.  C.  A.  508,  104  Fed.  226,  upholding 
right  of  officers  of  joint  stock  association  to  sell  its  assets  with  approval  of  all 
interested;  Cotton  v.  Raymond,  41  Misc.  583,  85  N.  Y.*Supp.  210,  holding  joint 
stpck  association  dissolvable  by  court  only  for  fraud  in  management,  or  for  good 
cause  shown;  Blue  Mountain  Forest  Asso.  v.  Borrowe,  71  N.  H.  73,  61  Atl.  670, 
holding  by-law  of  private  corporations  providing  for  assessments  on  capital  stock 
to  make  up  deficiency  in  income  binding  upon  shareholders;  Snyder  v.  Lindsey, 
92  Hun,  483,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  1037,  holding  action  maintainable  by  member  for  dis- 
solution of  joint  stock  association;  Hibbs  v.  Brown,  112  App.  Div.  219,  98  N. 
Y.  Supp.  353,  holding  that  joint  stock  associations  are  in  all  essentials,  except 
personal  liability  of  stockholders,  like  corporations;  Bishop  v.  Bishop,  81  Conn. 
526,  71  Atl.  583,  treating  a  joint  stock  company  as  if  it  were  a  corporation  in 
determining  rights  of  life  beneficiaries  in  its  bonds;  Hibbs  v.  Brown,  190  N.  Y. 
179,  82  N.  E.  1108,  holding  that  bonds  of  a  joint  stock  company  are  negotiable 
though  individual  liability  of  members  is  excluded;  Saunders  v.  Adams  Exp. 
Co.  71  N.  J.  L.  521,  58  Atl.  1101,  holding  that  Adams  Express  Company  though 
an  unincorporated  association  might  be  sued  in  that  name;  Saunders  v. 
Adams  Exp.  Co.  71  N.  J.  L.  273,  57  Atl.  899,  holding  that  the  title  by  which  a 
joint  stock  company  is  sued  is  a  question  of  procedure  governed  by  law  of  forum ; 
People  ex  rel.  Barney  v.  Whalen,  66  Misc.  282,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  434,  on  difference 
between  a  corporation  and  a  voluntary  association;  Spotswood  v.  Morris,  12 
Idaho,  374,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  670,  85  Pac.  1094,  holding  word  "corporation"  in 
constitution  not  to  apply  to  joint  stock  company. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rouse,  H.  &  Co.  v.  Donovan,  27  L.  R.  A.  577,  which  holds 
Talid,  provision  for  execution  against  limited  partners  for  unpaid  subscriptions 
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after  return  of  execution  against  partnership ;  Edwards  v.  Warren  Linoline  &  Gas- 
oline Works,  38  L.  R.  A.  791,  which  holds  partnership  association  organized  under 
laws  of  Pennsylvania  regarded  as  partnership  instead  of  corporation  in  Massachu- 
setts ;  State  ew  rel.  Railroad  &  W.  Commission  v.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  225, 
which  holds  service  on  nonresident  joint  stock  association  properly  made  on  local 
agent;  State,  Tide  Water  Pipe  Co.,  Prosecutor,  v.  State  Assessors,  27  L.  R.  A. 
684,  which  holds  limited  partnership  a  corporation  for  purpose  of  taxation. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  LJI.A.  478)  on  tax  on  partnership  property;  (6  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  665)  on  legality  of  joint  stock  company  at  common  law. 

Limited  in  Andrews  Bros.  Co.  v.  Youngstown  Coke  Co.  30  C.  C.  A.  295,  58  U. 
8.  App.  444,  86  Fed.  587,  retaining  jurisdiction  of  Federal  court  over  joint  stock 
association,  because  of  diversity  of  citizenship. 
Sbareii  in  Joint  stock  aiwoGiationii. 

Cited  in  Re  Jones,  172  N.  Y.  579,  60  L.  R.  A.  477,  footnote  p.  476,  66  N.  E.  570, 
Reversing  69  App.  Div.  241,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  702,  sustaining  transfer  tax  on  shares 
of  joint  stock  association  as  personalty,  though  invested  in  real  estate;  Lane  v. 
Albertson,  78  App.  Div.  616,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  947,  sustaining  right  of  residuary 
legatee  to  shares  of  joint  stock  association  willed  to  him,  notwithstanding  pro- 
vision in  articles  as  to  sale  or  transfer  by  member;  Gregg  v.  Sanford,  12  C.  C.  A. 
526,  28  U.  S.  App.  313,  65  Fed.  153,  denying  right  to  tax  shares  of  joint  stock  as- 
sociation under  statute  imposing  tax  on  capital  stock  of  ^^incorporated" 
companies. 
RlarhtH  and  liabilities  of  corporation  and   its  n&enkbers. 

Cited  in  Niles  v.  New  Yoric  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  69  App.  Div.  148,  74  N.  Y.  Supp. 
617,  denying  to  stockholder  right  to  bring  action  individually  for  wrong  done 
corporation;  Camp  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Harriman,  18  Misc.  724,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  673,  and 
National  Bank  v.  Dillingham,  147  N.  Y.  611,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  692,  42  N.  E.  338, 
holding  that  liability  of  trustees  of  corporation  for  failure  to  file  report  is 
secondary;  Boatmen's  Bank  v.  Gillespie,  209  Mo.  251,  108  S.  W.  74,  holding  that 
upon  incorporation  individuality  of  corporators  is  merged  into  corporation. 

Cited  in  notes  (57  L.  R.  A.  75)  on  taxation  of  corporate  franchise  in  United 
States;  (58  L.  R.  A.  526)  on  taxation  of  capital  stock  of  corporations  in  United 
States;    (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  129)  on  right  of  corporation  to  assess  stockholders. 

16  L.  R.  A.  186,  RYDER  v.  HORSTING,  130  Ind.  104,  29  N.  E.  567. 
Riflrbt  to  notice  in  condemnation  proceedingrs* 

Cited  in  Aldredge  v.  School  Dist  No.  16,  10  Okla.  698,  65  Pac.  96,  holding 
owner  of  property  to  be  taken  for  public  use  entitled  to  notice;  Brigham  City 
V.  Chase,  30  Utah,  421,  85  Pac.  436,  holding  fact  that  all  owners  of  land  in  con- 
demnation proceedings  are  not  parties  is  not  fatal  to  action ;  Baldwin  v.  Moroney, 
173  Ind.  582,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  770,  91  N.  E.  3,  to  the  point  that  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  make  owner  party  to  petition  for  vacation  of  highway  if  occupant  or 
agent  is  named  as  party. 
Acts  of  connty  conimissioners* 

Cited  in  Brooks  v.  Morgan,  36  Ind.  App.  679,  76  N.  E.  331,  holding  where  an 
attack  is  made  upon  action  of  county  commissioners  that  jurisdiction  of  board 
is  presumed;  State  ex  rel,  Pagett  v.  Superior  Court,  47  Wash.  15,  91  Pac.  241, 
holding  that  findings  of  county  commissioners  in  a  proceeding  to  establish  a 
county  road  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked. 
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16  L.  IL  A.  188,  FAY  v.  PACIFIC  IMPROV.  CO.  93  Cal.  253,  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  198, 

26  Pae.  1099,  28  Pac.  943. 
Liability  for  loss  of  personal  property. 

Cited  in  Pope  v.  Farmers'  Union  &  Mill.  Co.  130  Cal.  141,  53  L.  R.  A.  677,  80 
Am.  St.  Rep.  87,  62  Pac.  384,  sustaining  right  to  recover  value  of  wheat  lost  by 
fire,  under  contract  with  warehouseman  to  restore  it,  damage  by  elements 
excepted. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Libby  v.  Mafne  C.  R.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  812,  which  holds  un- 
precedented  flood,  causing  washout  of  railroad  culvert,  act  of  God ;  Lang  v.  Penn- 
sylvania R.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  360,  which  holds  theft  or  destruction  of  whiskey  after 
train  wrecked  by  flood  not  due  to  inevitable  accident;  Bradley  Livery  Co.  v. 
Snook,  55  L.  R.  A.  208,  which  denies  innkeeper's  liability  for  team  tied  under  shed 
without  his  attention  being  called  to  fact;  Rains  v.  Maxwell  House  Co.  64 
L.R.A.  471,  which  holds  watch  within  operation  of  a  statute  providing  that 
the  retention  of  jewels  by  a  guest  at  a  hotel  shall  be  at  his  own  risk. 

Cited  in  notes   (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  583)   on  liability  of  innkeepers  for  injury 
to  or  loss  of,  guest's  property;    (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  230)   on  duty  of  warehouse- 
man in  care  of  property. 
Public  Inn. 

Cited  in  Humburd  v.  Crawford,  128  Iowa,  745,  105  N.  W.  330,  holding  an 
eating  house  where  previous  agreement  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  become  a 
^est,  is  within  civil  rights  statute;  Holstein  v.  Phillips,  146  N.  C.  372,  14 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  478,  59  S.  £.  1037,  14  A.  &  £.  Ann.  Cas.  323,  holding  a  stranger 
staying  at  a  summer  hotel  a  guest  though  paying  board  by  week. 

Cited  in  note  (105  Am.  St.  Rep.  939)  on  who  are  guests  at  inn. 

16  L.  R.  A.  189,  GRATIOT  v.  MISSOURI  P.  R.  CO.  16  Mo.  384,  19  S.  W.  31. 

AfBrmed  in  banc  in  116  Mo.  460,  21  S.  W.  1094. 
'Wben  nearllflTCnce  question  for  Jury. 

Cited'  in  Kunz  v.  Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  51  Or.  201,  93  Pac.  141,  holding  that 
negligence  may  be  inferred  by  jury,  where  train  is  run  at  30  miles  per  hour 
across  street  in  city  in  violation  of  ordinance;  Stearns  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co. 
75  N.  H.  45,  71  Atl.  21,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1166,  holding  that  question  whether  traveler 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  crossing  track,  is  for  jury,  when  it  ap- 
pears train  was  running  at  twice  its  proper  speed;  Clark  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  24  Okla.  771,  108  Pac.  361,  to  the  point  that  question  of  negligence  is  for 
jury  where  traveler  is  struck  by  train  while  crossing  even  though  he  failed  to 
look  constantly  in  both  directions;  Kansas  City-Leavenworth  R.  Co.  v.  Gallagher, 
68  Kan.  430,  64  L.R.A.  348,  75  Pac.  469,  declaring  it  ordinarily  to  be  for  the  jury 
to  decide  whether  or  not  a  person  is  negligent  in  attempting  to  cross  track  in 
front  of  approaching  car;  Wilkinson  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  35  Utah,  136, 
99  Pac.  466  (dissenting  opinion),  on  necessity  of  traveler  looking  constantly  for 
approaching  trains  while  crossing  railroad  tracks. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lorenz  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  66  L.  R.  A.  753, 
which  holds  negligence  of  one  pursuing  cow,  in  not  looking  and  listening  before 
•crossing  railroad  track,  for  jury;  Western  k  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  54  L.  R.  A. 
S03,  which  holds  recovery  not  prevented  by  failure  to  look  when  within  30  feet  of 
track;  Keenaii  v.  Union  Traction  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  217,  which  holds  failure  to  look 
for  train  when  within  35  feet  of  track,  negligence;  Colorado  &  Southern  R.  Co.  v. 
Thomas,  70  L.R.A.  681,  which  holds  failure  to  look  and  listen  before  crossing 
track  not  e^amsed  by  existence  of  building  adjoining  highway  which  would  ob- 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 3. 
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struct  view  of  tracks  and  by  noise  created  therein  which  would  prevent  hearing 
approaching  train. 

Cited  in  note  in  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  563)  on  power  of  municipality  to  regulate 
speed  of,  and  signals  from,  trains  at  crossings. 

Distinguished  in  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  59  Ark.  129,  26  S.  W. 
593,  holding  that  person  alighting  from  train  at  station  is  not  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence  for  failure  to  look  and  listen  before  attempting  to  cross 
main  track. 
Admlaslbillty  of  and  demurrer  to  evidence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hopkins  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  354, 
which  sustains  practice  of  demurring  to  evidence. 
KzceMilve  "verdict. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.R.A.  660)  on  excessive  verdicts  in  suits  for  personal  in- 
juries. 

16  L.  R.  A.  198,  RICE  v.  MOORE,  48  Kan.  690,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  318,  30  Pac.  10. 
Revivor  of  Jndarnient. 

Cited  in  Bankers  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robbins,  59  Neb.  173,  80  N.  W.  484,  permitting 
revivor  of  judgment  more  than  five  years  after  issuance  of  execution,  because  spe- 
cial limitation  not  applicable. 

Cited  in  note   (37  L.R.A.(NJS.)    1164)   on  service  of  notice  in  proceedings  to 
revive  judgment. 
^Wliat   laiv  aroverna  action*   on   Judarmenta. 

Cited  in  notes  (48  L.  K  A.  633)  as  to  when  statute  of  limitations  will  govern 
action  in  another  state  or  country;  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  944)  on  law  governing 
remedies. 

16  L.  R.  A.  200,  WILSON  v.  TRENTON,  53  N.  J.  L.  645,  23  Atl.  278. 
Notice. 

Cited  in  Blanchard  v.  Ely,  179  Mass.  588,  61  N.  E.  218,  holding  service  of  de- 
mand by  mail  before  enforcing  lien  for  keeping  horse,  sufficient;  Lehigh  Valley  R. 
Co.  V.  Snyder,  56  N.  J.  L.  331,  28  Atl.  376,  holding  it  error  to  exclude  exidence  of 
posting  on  bulletin  notice  of  new  regulation  as  affecting  right  to  discharge  em- 
ployee of  railroad;  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Portland,  41  Or.  7,  67  Pac.  1112,  holding 
sufficient,  notice  of  street  improvement  substantially  complying  with  requirement 
of  charter. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Savings  Bank  v.  Authier,  18  L.  R.  A.  498,  which  holds 
summons  mailed  defendant  by  third  person,  served  i)y  mistake,  insufficient ;  Tref tz 
V.  Stahl,  18  L.  R.  A.  600,  which  holds  defective  service  of  notice  of  motion  to  place 
case  on  short-cause  calendar,  by  leaving  with  occupant  of  office,  waived  by  permit- 
ting trial  without  objection. 
Validity  of  aaaeMiment. 

Cited  in  State,  Roebling,  Prosecutor,  v.  Trenton,  58  N.  J.  L.  42,  32  Atl.  685, 
vacating  assessment  for  benefits  because  not  made  in  relation  to  increase  in  mar- 
ket value  of  property. 

16  L.  R.  A.  203,  PURCELL  v.  ST.  PAUL  CITY  R.  CO.  48  Minn.  134,  50  N.  W. 

1034. 
lilablllty  for  Injury  due  to  mental  •hoclc. 

Cited  with  special  approval  in  Stewart  v.  Arkansas  Southern  R.  Co.  112  La. 
768,  36  So.  676,  upholding  right  to  recover  where  there  was  fright  and  a  violent 
shock  to  which  illness  of  plaintiff  was  traced;  Simone  y.  Rhode  Island  Co.  28  R. 
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I.  198,  9  L.RjL(N.S.)  746,  66  Atl.  202,  holding  that  liability  exists  where  negli- 
gence causes  fright  and  as  a  natural  consequence  of  the  fright  physical  ills  follow, 
or  if  fright  cause  nervous  troubles  and  those  in  turn  physical  ones. 

Cited  in  Mitchell  v.  Rochester  R.  Co.  4  Misc.  681,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  744,  upholding 
liability  for  miscarriage  as  direct  result  of  fright  of  woman  nearly  nm  down  by 
horses  of  street  railway  while  waiting  to  board  another  car ;  Mack  v.  South  Bound 
R.  Co.  52  S.  C.  334,  40  L.  R.  A.  684,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  913,  29  S.  E.  905,  which  holds 
railroad  liable  for  physical  injuries,  sustained  by  lad  in  jumping  from  track  in 
fright  at  sudden  approach  of  train;  Sloane  ▼.  Southern  California  R.  Go.  Ill  Cal. 
682,  32  L.  R.  A.  197,  44  Pac.  320,  sustaining  judgment  for  damages  to  woman  for 
nervous  shock,  superinduced  by  mental  excitement  due  to  being  compelled  to  leave 
car  on  which  rightfully  a  passenger;  Watkins  v.  Kaolin  Mfg.  Co.  131  N.  C.  542, 
60  L.  R.  A.  620,  42  8.  E.  983,  sustaining  right  of  action  by  woman  for  physical 
injury  caused  by  fright  due  to  throwing  rock  upon  her  house  while  blasting;  Den- 
ver &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  V.  Roller,  49  L.  R.  A.  85,  41  C.  C.  A.  34,  100  Fed.  750,  uphold- 
ing instruction  that  recovery  may  be  had  for  nervous  shock  caused  by  fright  in 
railway  collision;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Hayter,  93  Tex.  242,  47  L.  R.  A.  326, 
77  Am.  St.  Rep.  856,  54  8.  W.  944,  sustaining  judgment  for  damages  from  neu- 
rasthenia as  result  of  mental  shock  to  passenger  in  derailed  car;  Watson  v.  Dilts, 
116  Iowa,  252,  57  L.  R.  A.  561,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  239,  89  N.  W.  1068,  susUining 
right  of  woman  to  recover  for  nervous  prostration  caused  by  fright  at  stealthy 
approach  of  defendant  on  husband's  property;  I>enver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Roller,  49 
L.  R.  A.  85,  41  C.  C.  A.  40,  100  Fed.  755,  upholding  admissibility  on  question  of 
fright  or  nervous  shock  of  evidence  of  what  was  seen  and  heard  by  plaintiff  after 
leaving  car  in  railway  wreck;  Bacon  v.  Pullman  Co.  16  L.R.A. (N.S.)  582,  89  C.  C. 

A.  1,  159  Fed.  7,  14  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  516,  on  right  to  recover  for  physical  in- 
juries resulting  solely  from  right  or  other  mental  disturbances;   Philadelphia, 

B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Mitchell,  107  Md,  607,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  977,  69  Atl.  422,  as  to 
whether  there  can  be  a  recovery  for  physical  injuries  from  fright;  Lesch  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.  97  Minn.  506,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  94,  106  N.  W.  955,  denying 
right  to  recover  for  fright  resulting  in  physical  injuries,  in  absence  of  con- 
temporaneous injury  unless  fright  is  proximate  result  of  a  wrong  to  plaintiff: 
Kimberly  v.  Howiand,  143  N.  C.  405,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  548,  55  S.  E.  778,  uphold- 
ing right  of  action  for  negligent  act  causing  fright,  resulting  in  physical  injury 
not  contemporaneous  but  directly  traceable  to  it;  Green  v.  Shoemaker  &  Co.  Ill 
Md.  82,  23  L.R.A.(X.S.)  673,  73  Atl.  688,  holding  damages  recoverable  for  actual 
physical  injuries  resulting  from  fright  caused  by  blasting,  although  there  is 
no  direct  physical  impact;  Prescott  v.  Robinson,  74  N.  H.  462,  17  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
596,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  987,  69  Atl.  522,  holding  that  ignorance  of  the  pregnant 
condition  of  a  woman  run  down  by  automobile  does  not  lessen  liability  for  natural 
consequences  of  negligence;  Pankopf  v.  Hinkley,  141  Wis.  149,  24  L.R.A.(K.S.> 
1161,  123  N.  W.  625,  holding  miscarriage  following  fright  or  shock  caused  by 
negligence  will  entitle  the  one  who  suffers  to  recover  although  there  was  no 
physical  contact  with  the  person. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.  R.  A.  143)  on  recovery  of  damages  for  miscarriage;  (8 
£ng.  Rul.  Cas.  418)  on  remoteness  of  damages. 

Distinguished  in  Nelson  v.  Crawford,  122  Mich.  470,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  577,  81  N. 
W.  335,  denying  right  of  recovery  for  miscarriage  superinduced  by  fright  at  man 
dressed  in  woman's  clothes;  Bucknam  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  76  Minn.  378,  79 
N.  W.  98,  denying  right  of  action  for  sickness  of  wife,  caused  by  abusive  and  vio- 
lent language  to  husband  by  railway  employee;  Sanderson  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co. 
88  Minn.  166,  60  L.  R.  A.  405,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  509,  92  N.  W.  542,  holding  dam- 
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ages  not  recoverable  for  fright  of  mother,  dne  to  attempt  of  conductor  to  put  child 
off  train. 

Disapproved  in  Spade  v.  Lynn  &  B.  R.  Cki.  168  Mass.  290,  38  L.  R.  A.  514,  60 
Am.  St.  Rep.  393,  47  N.  £.  88,  denying  right  of  action  for  physical  injuries  due 
solely  to  fright  and  mental  disturbance  caused  by  negligence;  Braun  v.  Craven, 
175  111.  417,  42  L.  R.  A.  205,  51  N.  £.  057,  denying  liability  consequent  on  mere 
fright,  superinducing  nervous  shock,  if  it  could  not  be  reasonably  anticipated  to 
result  from  action  or  language  producing  it. 
Prevloua  condition  of  liealtli  as  aflectlns  rlflr^t  off  recovery  for  Injnrr- 

Cited  in  Watson  v.  Rinderknecht,  82  Minn.  239,  84  N.  W.  798,  holding  victim 
of  assault  entitled  to  damages  directly  resulting  from  it,  though  more  liable  to 
suffer  damage  because  of  previous  injury;  Turner  v.  Nassau  Electric  R.  Co.  41 
App.  Div.  217,  58  N.  Y.  Sqpp.  490,  sustaining  liability  of  railroad  for  death  of 
traveler  whose  skull  was  fractured,  precipitating  delirium  tremens,  which  was  the 
direct  cause  of  death;  Basham  v.  Hammond  Packing  Co.  107  Mo.  App.  551,  81 
S.  W.  1227,  holding  a  servant  with  curvature  of  the  spine  and  tuberculosis 
whose  lungs  were  congested  by  falling  of  elevator,  could  recover  though  ordi- 
nary person  would  not  have  been  injured;  Texas  &  N.  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Lee,  32  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  27,  74  S.  W.  345,  holding  that  mere  fact  of  physical  condition  such 
as  to  render  injured  person  more  succeptible  to  injury,  will  not  defeat  liability, 
for  negligence  proximately  causing  injury. 
iLlablllty  for  uiental  aufferlnar* 

Cited  in  Kalen  v.  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  18  Ind.  App.  207,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  343, 
47  N.  E.  694,  denying  liability  for  mental  anguish  unaccompanied  by  physical 
suffering;  Newman  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  54  Mo.  App.  442,  denying  right  to 
recover  for  mental  anxiety  induced  by  nondelivery  of  telegram;  Cowan  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  122  Iowa,  382,  64  L.  R.  A.  549,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  268,  98  N.  W.  281, 
holding  damages  for  mental  anguish,  resulting  from  negligent  transmission  of 
telegram,  recoverable;  Beaulicu  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  103  Minn.  49,  19 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  567,  114  N.  W.  353,  14  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  462,  holding  carrier's 
breach  of  contract  to  carry  a  corpse  not  ground  for  allowing  recovery  for  mental 
suffering  in  absence  of  wilful  or  malicious  conduct;  Shellabarger  v.  Morris, 
115  Mo.  App.  571,  91  S.  W.  1005,  holding  bodily  impact  not  material  where 
mental  fright  or  hurt  springs  from  a  direct  wrong  or  wilful  tort;  Bouillon  v. 
Laclede  Gaslight  Co.  148  Mo.  App.  472,  129  S.  W.  401,  holding  that  fright  and 
mental  anguish  arising  from  trespass  to  person  or  property  are  proper  elements 
of  damage  in  action  for  tresptuss;  Geiger  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  10  Ont.  L.  Rep. 
579,  holding  that  where  defendant  suffered  no  visible  bodily  injuries  except 
slight  bruises,  but  complained  of  mental  shock  recovery  for  mental  shock 
would  not  be  permitted. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Haile  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  774,  which  denies  11- 
.ability  for  insanity  resulting  from  shock  and  excitement,  without  bodily  injury. 

Cited  in  note  (77  Am.  St.  Rep.  869)  on  fright  as  element  of  recoverable 
•damages. 

Distinguishied  in  Chapman  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  88  Ga.  771,  17  L.  R.  A.  433, 
:30  Am.  St.  Rep.  183,  15  S.  £.  901,  denying  damages  for  mental  anguish  to  receiver 
of  delayed  telegram  announcing  mortal  illness  of  brother. 

"Wliat  fm  an  Intervening  canae. 

Cited  in  St.  Joseph  &  G.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Hedge,  44  Neb.  458,  62  N.  W.  887,  holding 
that  an  intervening  cause  must  be  one  not  produced  by  the  alleged  wrongful 
Act  but  independent  of  it  and  adequate  to  produce  the  result  in  question. 
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Proximate  eanae  as  a  qneatlon  for  the  Jary. 

Cited  in  Omaha  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Larson,  70  Keb.  596,  97  N.  W.  824,  hold- 
ing question  whether  failure  to  use  diligence  in  stopping  car  after  collision  was 
direct  cause  of  injury,  one  for  jury. 

Cited  in  note  (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  828)  on  proximate  and  remote  cause. 
Contribatory  aesHflreace  ia  face  of  ia&nilaeat  peril. 

Cited  in  Dolson  v.  Dunham,  96  Minn.  229,  104  N.  W.  964,  holding  mere  fact 
that  choice  was  not  the  best  means,  immaterial  where  tliere  are  different  lines 
of  action,  one  of  which  must  be  taken. 

16  L.  R.  A.  205,  BUTLER  v.  JOYCE,  9  Mackey,  191. 
Rlsht   of   recovery   oa   lost   laatraa&eat* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kirkwood  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  24  L.  R.  A.  444,  which  holds* 
indemnity  bond  required  as  condition  for  recovery  on  negotiable  instrument  lost 
before  maturity ;  Haug  v.  Riley,  40  L.  R.  A.  244,  which  holds  right  to  prove  lost 
note  by  copy  not  taken  away  by  statute ;  Bank  of  Gilby  v.  Farnsworth,  38  L.  R,  A» 
843,  which  holds  drawer  of  draft  lost  in  mails  during  transportation  from  payee 
for  collection  discharged  by  delay  in  discovering  loss. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  653)  on  right  of  action  on  lost  note  or  bill; 
(35  L.R.A.(NJ5.)  110)  on  payment  by  commercial  paper. 

16  L.  R.  A.  209,  WRONKOW  v.  OAKLEY,  133  N.  Y.  505,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  661, 

31  N.  E.  621. 
Release  of  do-v^er. 

Cited  in  Danaher  v.  Hildebrand,  72  Misc.  242,  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  127,  holding 
that  where  title  involves  legal  questions  as  to  construction  of  written  instrumenta 
they  may  be  determined  in  action  for  specific  performance. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lewis  v.  Apperson,  68  L.R.A.  867,  which  holds  dower  right 
not  barred  by  deed  signed  by  wife  and  a  court  commissioner  conveying  husband'a 
real  estate. 

Cited  in  note  (84  Am.  St.  Rep.  763,  765,  769)  on  power  of  attorney  by  married 
woman. 

Distinguished  in  Security  Sav.  Bank  v.  Smith,  38  Or.  77,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  756, 
62  Pac.  794,  denying  power  to  release  inchoate  right  of  dower  under  power  of  at- 
tomey  to  sell  and  mortgage  "my  lands." 

16  L,  R.  A.  214,  STATE  ex  rel.  WIESENTHAL  v.  DENNY,  4  Wash.  135,  29  Pac. 

991. 
Maalclpal  cKartem. 

Cited  in  Reeves  v.  Anderson,  13  Wash.  22,  42  Pac.  625,  holding  right  to  make 
new  charter  included  in  right  to  "frame  charter,"  though  act  concerning  amend- 
ments invalid;  State  ex  rel.  Major  v.  Kansas  City,  233  Mo.  181,  134  S.  W.  1007, 
holding  that  where  constitution  declares  what  proportion  of  voters  may  amend 
city  charter,  provision  in  charter  fixing  different  proportion  is  void. 

16  L.  R.  A.  220,  HAEUSSLER  v.  MISSOURI  IRON  CO.  110  Mo.  188,  33  Am.  St- 

Rep.  431,  19  S.  W.  75. 
Adverse  poB«e«iilon. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Davis  v.  Williams,  54  L.  R.  A.  749,  which  sustains  agent's 
right  to  acquire  adverse  title  to  principal's  property  occupied  as  part  of  contract 
of  service. 


16  L.R.A.  220]  L.  R.  A.  GASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  38 

Partition. 

Cited  in  Finch  ▼.  Smith,  146  Ala.  651,  41  So.  819,  9  A.  ft  E.  Ann.  Cm.  1026,  on 
partition  of  property  where  a  lease  exists. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Caldwell  v.  Snyder,  35  L.  R,  A.  198,  which  holds  right  of 
devisee  to  partition  precluded  by  provision  of  will ;  Crocker  v.  Cotting,  39  L.  R.  A, 
215,  which  holds  agreement  against  partitioning  land  not  implied  on  purchase 
in  common  of  land  subject  to  easement  belonging  to  purchaser. 

Cited  in  note  (95  Am.  St.  Rep.  218)  on  validity  of  conditions  and  reatrictiona 
in  deed. 

16  L.  R.  A.  223,  NICHOI^ON  v.  NATIONAL  BANK,  92  Ky.  251,  17  S.  W.  627. 
"Wken  nearotlable  paper  purchased. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Warman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  49  L.  R.  A.  412,  which  holds 
bank  discounting  negotiable  paper  and  placing  amount  to  holder's  credit  as  de- 
posit not  purchaser. 
V«ary. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Danforth  v.  National  State  Bank,  17  L.  R.  A.  622,  which 
holds  national  bank  prohibited  from  discounting  paper  at  more  than  lawful  rate 
of  interest. 

Cited  in  note  (56  L.  R.  A.  679)  on  forfeiture  or  other  effect  of  taking  or  reserv- 
ing illegal  interest  by  national  bank. 

16  L.  R.  A.  225,  SHIDELER  v.  STATE,  129  Ind.  523,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  206,  28  N. 

E.  537,  29  N.  E.  36. 
Bar   of   former   conviction. 

Cited  in  DeBord  v.  People,  27  Colo.  380,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  89,  61  Pac.  599,  which 
holds  person  accusing  himself  of  assault  before  justice,  and  being  fined,  not  in 
jeopardy  so  as  to  successfully  defend  against  prosecution  for  same  offense;  Com. 
V.  Pflueger,  10  Pa.  Dist.  R.  718,  on  effect  of  an  acquittal  obtained  by  a  sham 
prosecution  instigated  by  defendant  himself. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cooper  v.  Com.  45  L.  R.  A.  216,  which  holds  acquittal  on 
criminal  charge  bar  to  prosecution  for  perjury  in  denying  commission  of  offense. 

Distinguished  in  Godding  v.  State,  39  Ind.  App.  47,  78  N.  E.  257,  holding  in 
bastardy  proceedings  that  former  adjudication  was  no  answer  where  state  was 
not  represented  nor  given  an  opportunity  to  appear. 

16  L.  R.  A.  228,  VERMILLION  COUNTY  v.  CHIPPS,  131  Ind.  56,  29  N.  E.  1066. 
Conntr    liability    for    ncflrllsence. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.  R.  A.  39)  on  liability  of  counties  in  actions  for  torts  and 
negligence. 
•»—  Defective  brldarcB. 

Cited  in  Parke  County  v.  Wagner,  138  Ind.  611,  38  N.  E.  171,  holding  that  coun- 
ty's liability  for  injury  to  horse  because  of  negligence  in  keeping  bridge  in  repair 
lias  become  law  of  land;  Jasper  County  v.  Allman,  142  Ind.  577,  39  L.  R.  A.  62, 
42  N.  E.  206,  denying  implied  liability  of  counties  for  damages  for  failure  to  keep 
l)ridges  in  repair;  Bailey  v.  Lawrence  County,  6  S.  D.  398,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  881, 
59  N.  W.  219,  denying  liability  of  county  for  failure  to  keep  bridge  in  repair,  al- 
though made  its  duty  to  repair;  Johnson  County  v.  Reinier,  18  Ind.  App.  121,  47 
^N.  E.  642,  sustaining  demurrer  to  complaint  for  want  of  facts  when  negligence 
In  construction  of  bridge  was  failure  to  maintain  railing;  Reinhart  v.  Martin 
•County,  9  Ind.  App.  573,  37  N.  E.  38,  denying  liability  of  county  for  failure  to 
keep  in  repair  bridge  over  ditch,  which  complaint  showed  not  to  be  county  bridge; 


39  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [16  L.R.A.  228 

Shelby  County  v.  Blair,  8  Ind.  App.  579,  36  N.  E.  216,  denying  county's  liability 
for  acta  of  agents  unless  imposed  by  statute,  but  sustaining  judgment  for  acci- 
dent of  bridge  over  mill  race  out  of  repair;  Parke  County  v.  Sappenfield,  6  Ind. 
App.  579,  33  N.  E.  1012,  affirming  county's  liability  for  failure  to  keep  bridge  and 
approaches  in  repair;  Allen  County  v.  Creviston,  133  Ind.  43,  32  N.  E.  735,  hold- 
ing county  liable  in  damages  for  causing  by  death,  due  to  bridge,  constructed  of 
defective  material,  being  allowed  to  become  rotten;  Bonebrake  v.  Huntington 
County,  141  Ind.  67,  40  N.  E.  141,  holding  that  bridge  must  have  been  constructed 
in  anticipation  of  its  use  by  traction  engines  to  render  county  liable;  Hardin 
•County  V.  Coffman,  60  Ohio  St.  535,  48  L.  R.  A.  458,  footnote  p.  455,  54  N.  E. 
1054,  holding  it  question  for  jury  whether  use  of  bridge  by  traction  engine  should 
have  been  anticipated  by  comissioners ;  Ft.  Wayne  v.  Merriman,  45  Ind.  App.  288, 
90  X.  E.  781,  holding  that  city  owes  no  duty  to  person  injured  by  reason  of  de- 
fective bridge,  unless  such  person  was  using  it  for  proper  purpose;  M'Guire  v. 
Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  215  Pa.  622,  64  Atl.  826,  holding  that  railway  company  is 
not  liable  for  faulty  construction  of  a  bridge  unless  negligence  is  shown  in  its 
oonstruction. 

Cited  Ip.  note  (27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  832,  833)  on  municipal  duty  to  construct  and 
maintain  bridges  in  condition  to  sustain  unusual  weight. 
•^—  Defective  roada. 

Cited  in  Cones  v.  Benton  County,  137  Ind.  406,  37  N.  E.  272,  holding  county  not 
liable  for  injuries  due  to  defects  in  construction  of  free  gravel  roads. 
Defective  but Idtnsii. 

Cited  in  Vigo  County  v.  Daily,  132  Ind.  74,  31  N.  E.  531,  which  holds  county 
not  liable  for  negligence  in  care  and  control  of  courthouse;  Morris  v.  Switzerland 
County,  131  Ind.  286,  31  N.  E.  77,  denying  liability  of  county  to  a  prisoner,  for 
failure  to  keep  jail  in  wholesome  condition. 
Contributory  nesHsence. 

Cited  in  Korrady  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  131  Ind.  263,  29  N.  E.  1069,  hold- 
ing contributory  negligence  shown  by  traveler  attempting  to  cross  track  in  front 
of  rapidly  approaching  train,  which  he  saw;  Cincinnati,  I.  St.  L.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Orames,  8  Ind.  App.  136,  34  N.  E.  613,  holding  contributory  negligence  not  shown 
where  traveler  at  crossing  was  struck  by  train  he  could  not  have  seen  or  heard  on 
accouut  of  obstructions;  Oleson  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  143  Ind.  408,  32  L. 
R.  A.  150,  42  N.  E.  736,  upholding  direction  of  verdict  against  traveler  who,  with 
unobstructed  view,  tried  to  drive  across  track  in  front  of  engine ;  Chicago  v.  Kohl- 
hof,  64  111.  App.  353,  refusing  to  sustain  judgment  against  city  for  injury  due  to 
breaking  of  board  walk  over  which  safe  weighing  1,400  pounds  was  being  moved. 


Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Heath,  22  Ind.  App.  56,  53  N.  E.  198, 
holding  sustaining  of  demurrer  to  paragraph  of  answer  harmless  error,  where  all 
material  facts  provable  under  general  denial;  Tomlinson  v.  Bainaka,  163  Ind. 
115,  70  N.  £.  155,  holding  the  erroneous  sustaining  of  a  demurrer  to  certain  para- 
graphs of  an  answer  no  ground  for  appeal  where  there  is  a  general  denial  since  aH 
evidence  is  admissible  under  general  denial;  Wil»on  v.  Record,  45  Ind.  App.  374, 
90  N.  E.  906,  to  the  point  that  where  complaint  is  questioned  for  first  time  on  ap- 
peal, it  will  withstand  attack  if  it  be  sufficient  to  bar  another  action  for  same 
cause. 
Evidence    of    aim  liar    facts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bemis  v.  Temple,  26  L.  R,  A.  254,  which  upholds  right  to 
•show  effect  on  different  horses  of  suspended  flag. 
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Property  In  lilflrk'vrayB. 

Cited  in  Missouri- Edison  Electric  Co.  v.  Weber,  102  Mo.  App.  105,  76  S.  W.  736, 
holding  action  maintainable  by  o^/ner  of  manhole  covers  for  their  injury  by  un- 
usually heavy  load  driven  upon  them. 

16  L.  R.  A.  231,  MOYER  v.  BUCKS,  2  Ind.  App.  571,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  251,  28  N. 

E.  992. 
"When  personal  Jndarment  allo'vrable. 

Cited  in  Beckett  v.  State,  4  Ind.  App.  137,  30  N.  E.  536,  declaring  void,  judg> 
ment  in  bastardy  proceedings  upon  constructive  notice  not  authorized  by  statute; 
Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  8  Ind.  App.  387,  35  N.  E.  916  (dissenting- 
opinion),  majority  holding  personal  judgment  proper  against  railroad  in  action 
to  foreclose  drainage  lien;  Jessup  v.  Jessup,  7  Ind.  App.  577,  34  N.  E.  1017,. 
which  holds  guardian  cannot  be  appointed  for  insane  person  without  process- 
served  upon  him  or  his  production  in  court. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Greenstreet  v.  Thornton,  27  L.  R.  A.  735,  which  holds- 
void,  decree  based  on  summons  against  dead  man;  Cabanne  v.  Graf,  59  L.  R.  A.. 
735,  which  holds  void,  act  authorizing  service,  in  personal  action  against  non- 
resident, on  agent  in  charge  of  business  in  state  without  seizure  of  property. 
Snbatltnted  serflce. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tillinghast  v.  Boston  &,  P.  R.  Lumber  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  49,. 
which  holds  insufficient,  service  in  other  state  on  foreign  corporation  after  order 
of  publication;  Murray  v.  Murray,  37  L.  R.  A.  626,  which  holds  jurisdiction  to- 
subject  property  within  territorial  jurisdiction  of  court  acquired  by  service  by 
publication  and  appointment  of  receiver;  National  Teleph.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Du  Bois,. 
30  L.  R.  A.  628,  which  declines  jurisdiction  on  service  by  publication  in  suit  hy 
foreign  corporation  against  nonresident;  De  La  Montanya  v.  De  La  Montanya,. 
32  L.  R.  A.  82,  which  denies  jurisdiction  to  award  alimony  and  custody  of  children- 
in  divorce  suit  on  constructive  service;  Bickerdike  v.  Allen,  29  L.  R.'A.  782,. 
which  holds  mailing  and  publishing  notice  of  proceeding  to  revive  judgment  suffi- 
cient as  against  resident  who  cannot  be  found;  Kemper-Thomas  Paper  Co.  v. 
Shyer,  58  L.  R.  A.  173,  which  denies  right  to  execution  against  other  property  in: 
state  for  unpaid  part  of  judgment  against  nonresident  sen-ed  by  attachment  and 
publication;  Capital  City  Bank  v.  Parent,  18  L.  R.  A.  240,  which  holds  crwlitor's- 
bill  cannot  be  based  on  judgment  for  money  only,  in  attachment  suit  against  non- 
resident served  by  publication;  Bernhardt  v.  Brown,  36  L.  R.  A.  402,  which  holds, 
execution  sale  under  judgment  on  service  by  publication  invalid  as  to  property 
not  attached  in  action;  Hartzell  v.  Vigen,  35  L.  R.  A.  451,  which  holds  require- 
ment, in  cases  of  service  by  publication,  that  affidavit  be  made  of  jurisdiction  of 
"subject  of  the  action,"  relates  to  the  controversy  between  the  parties;  Silver 
Camp  Min.  Co.  v.  Dickert,  67  L.R.A.  940,  w^hich  holds  jurisdiction  to  compel  non- 
resident to  perform  contract  to  convey  land  within  state  not  coijf erred  by  service- 
by  publication. 

Cited  in  note  (50  L.  R.  A.  577,  578)  on  what  service  of  process  is  sufficient  to^ 
constitute  due  process  of  law. 

16  L.  R.  A.  236,  DALY  v.  WISE,  132  N.  Y.  306,  44  N.  Y.  S.  R,  422,  30  N.  E.  837.. 
False  repreaentatlons. 

Cited  in  Stein  v.  Rice,  23  Misc.  350,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  320,  holding  there  was  no^ 
fraudulent  concealment  of  usual  decrease  in  water  supply  justifying  rescission  of 
lease;  Frank  v.  Bradley  &  C.  Co.  42  App.  Div.  181,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  1032,  sus- 
taining right  of  action  for  deceit  in  representing  cellar  of  house  being  sold  "as 
dry  as  a  nut,"  when  in  fact  it  was  wet;  Ryder  v.  Wall,  29  Misc.  381,  60  N.  Y. 
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Snpp.  535,  sustaining  right  to  recover  disbursements  in  repair  of  house  purchased 
under  contract  by  one  relying  on  false  statement  of  facts  made  innocently; 
Meserole  v.  Hoyt,  161  N.  Y.  62,  55  N".  E.  274,  holding  that  leased  premises  mar 
be  abandoned,  where  cellar  floor  covered  with  water  after  rain  and  walls  always 
damp;  Mitchell  v.  Stewart,  187  Pa.  220,  40  Atl.  799,  denying  liability  of  lessor 
for  explosion  of  gas  in  leased  house,  where  secret  defects  or  deficiency  in  gas 
apparatus  not  known;  Beers  v.  Hamburg- American  Packet  Co.  62  Fed.  472,  sus- 
taining right  to  recover  for  false  answer  by  agent  of  steamship  company,  upon 
which  he  knew  booked  passenger  would  rely;  Kountze  v.  Kennedy,  72  Hun,  315, 
25  N.  Y.  Supp.  682,  which  holds  knowledge  of  falsity  of  representations  by  per- 
son making  them,  necessary  element  in  action  founded  thereon;  Meyers  v.  Rosen- 
back,  5  Misc.  347,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  521,  holding  evidence  of  false  representations 
as  to  strength  of  building  leased  admissible  in  action  for  rent;  Myers  v.  Rosen- 
back,  13  Misc.  147,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  63,  upholding  liability  for  false  representations 
as  to  facts  not  known  to  be  true;  Prahar  v.  Tousey,  93  App.  Div.  510,  87  N.  Y. 
Supp.  845,  holding  lessee  not  relieved  from  contract  where  representations  as  to 
weight  floors  would  bear  were  untrue. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Angevine  v.  Knox-Goodrich,  18  L.  R.  A.  264  which  denies 
implied  warranty  that  house  leased  for  dwelling,  habitable. 

Cited  in  note  (33  L.  R.  A.  453)  on  implied  covenant  in  lease  as  to  fitness  of 
property  for  purpose  intended. 
Appeal  ^rhen  verdlot  directed. 

Cited  in  Tallapoosa  Lumber  Co.  v.  Holbert,  5  App.  Div.  561,  39  N.  Y.  Supp. 
432,  holding  finding  conclusive  on  appeal  when  all  contested  facts  submitted  to 
«ourt;  Howland  v.  Bates,  3  Misc.  610,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  557,  holding  that  on  appeal 
from  judgment  directed  without  request  to  go  to-  jury,  only  inquiry  is  whether 
evidence  sufficient  to  sustain  verdict;  Mosher  v.  Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co. 
12  Misc.  106,  33  N.  Y,  Supp.  85,  holding  that  on  appeal  from  judgment  directed, 
•essential  facts  assumed  to  have  been  found  for  successful  party. 

Distinguished  in  Sigua  Iron  Co.  v.  Greene,  31  C.  C.  A.  480,  59  U.  S.  App.  555, 
^  Fed.  210,  holding  that  plain tlfif  can  contend  that  material  facts  are  withdrawn 
from  jury  when  court  announces  that  only  one  question  will  be  left  to  it,  after 
^denying  motion  to  direct  verdict. 
L.andlord'9   duty   to   dlncloiie  latent   defect*. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Donnelly,  93  App.  Div.  573,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  893,  holding 
landlord  not  absolutely  liable  for  injury  resulting  from  failure  to  call  tenant's 
attention  to  latent  defect  in  premises;  Ash  v.  Meeks,  134  App.  Div.  156,  118  N. 
Y.  Supp.  821,  holding  where  lessor  knows  of  a  hidden  defect  in  his  premises  he 
is  bonnd  to  make  it  known  to  his  tenant. 

Cited  in  notes  (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  457)  on  implied  obligation  of  landlord  to  re- 
pair, and  implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  premises  for  purposes  for  which  they  are 
let;  (38  Am.  St.  Rep.  477,  480)  on  what  justifies  tenant  in  abandoning  leased 
premises. 

16  L.  R.  K.  239,  HOYT  v.  PEOPLE,  140  111.  588,  30  N.  E.  315. 
•Contlnaance  In   criminal  case*. 

ated  in  Keating  v.  People,  160  111.  482,  43  N.  E.  724,  upholding  validity  of 
-act  regulating  granting  of  continuances  in  criminal  cases. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fanton  v.  State,  36  L.  R.  A.  158,  which  holds  denial  of 
'Continuance  authorized  by  agreement  for  reading  of  statement  as  to  what  absent 
witnesses  would  testify  to;  Atkins  v.  Com.  32  L.  R,  A.  108,  which  authorizes 
denial  of  contintuince  on  admission  that  absent  witnesses  will  testify  as  alleged. 


16  L.R.A.  239]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.      _  42 

Conviction  on  uncorroborated  CTidence  of  accomplice. 

Cited  in  Cohn  v.  People,  107  111.  484,  64  N.  E.  306,  refusing  to  sustain  eon> 
viction  for  receiving  stolen  goods  on  uncorroborated  evidence  of  the  confessed 
thief;  Conley  v.  People,  170  111.  693,  48  N.  E.  911,  refusing  to  sustain  conviction 
for  murder  of  illegitimate  child  on  unsupported  evidence  of  codefendant  unable- 
to  distinguish  between  right  and  wrong;  Campbell  v.  People,  159  III.  26,  50  Am. 
St.  Rep.  134,  42  N.  E.  123,  holding  guilt  of  murder  of  infant  not  established  upon 
uncorroborated  evidence  of  depraved  woman  accusing  herself  as  accomplice,  in 
«!Onnection  with  other  circumstances;  Juretich  v.  People,  223  111.  488,  79  N.  E^ 
''jSl,  holding  that  uncorroborated  testimony  of  an  accomplice  if  believed  by  jury 
is  sufficient  to  sustain  a  conviction;  People  v.  Feinberg,  237  111.  354,  86  N.  E.. 
584,  holding  that  uncorroborated  testimony  of  an  accomplice  should  be  acted  upon, 
with  utmost  caution. 
Snlliciency  of  indictn&ent. 

Cited  in  Cochran  v.  People,  175  111.  31,  51  N.  E.  845,  holding  indictment  for 
procuring  miscarriage  insufficient  where  it  alleges  "certain  instrument"  was  ad- 
ministered. 

Distinguished  in  Graff  v.  People,  208  111.  324,  70  N.  E.  299,  upholding  con- 
viction for  conspiracy  to  defraud  insurance  company,  although  arson  charged  a» 
©vert  act. 
Instruction  on  credibility  of  ivitneMi. 

Cited  in  Stevens  v.  People,  215  111.  603,  74  N.  E.  786,  holding  it  error  to  refuse  a 
proper  instruction  as  to  the  credibility  of  an  impeached  witness. 

16  L.  R.  A.  243,  FLINT  v.  HUTCHINSON  SMOKE  BURNER  CO.  110  Mo.  492^ 

33  Am.  St.  Rep.  476,  19  S.  W,  804. 
Slander  of  title. 

Cited  in  Linville  v.  Rhoades,  73  Mo.  App.  222,  which  holds  malice  charged  inr 
slander  of  title  to  land  where  allegation  is  that  defendant  "wrongfully,  intention- 
ally, and  without  just  cause"  made  the  statements;  Thummel  v.  Holden,  149  Mo. 
685,  51  S.  W.  404,  holding  that  court  of  equity  has  not  power,  as  a  rule,  to  restrain 
libel  on  title. 

Cited  in  note  (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  185)  on  malice  as  essential  to  slander  of  title.. 
"Wbat    anefltiona    for   canity* 

Cited  in  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  General  Electric  Co.  74  111.  App.  474,  refusing^ 
to  enjoin  alleged  libelous  and  derogatory  statements  claimed  to  be  circulated  to- 
destroy  property  rights  of  corporation;  Walker  v.  Backus  Heating  Co.  97  Wis. 
163,  72  N.  W.  230,  holding  court  of  equity  should  not  interfere  in  case  wliich 
involves  infringement  of  patents,  until  controverted  questions,  settled  at  law; 
Citizens  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.  Montgomery  Light  &  Water  Power  Co.  171  Fed. 
557,  holding  that  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  false  statements  as  to  credit.. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Shoemaker  v.  South  Bend  Spark  Arrester  Co.  22  L.  R.  A. 
332,  which  authorizes  injunction  against  false  claim  of  title  to  patent;  Dailey 
V.  Superior  Court,  32  L.  R.  A.  273,  which  denies  right  to  enjoin  play  in  theater, 
based  on  facts  of  criminal  case  on  trial;  Marlin  Firearms  Co.  v.  Shields,  59  L.  R.. 
A.  310,  which  denies  right  to  injunction  against  publishing  unjust  and  malicious- 
criticism  of  manufactured  article;  Grand  Rapids  School  Furniture  Co.  v.  Haney 
School  Furniture  Co.  16  L.  R.  A.  721,  which  authorizes  injunction  against  using 
decree  in  patent  case,  obtained  by  fraud  and  collusion;  A.  B.  Farquhar  Co.  v.- 
National  Harrow  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  755,  which  sustains  right  to  enjoin  letters  or 
notices  by  owner  of  patent  to  destroy  another's  business  by  threatening  suit  for 
infringement. 
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'     Cited  in  notes  (28  L.  R.  A.  466)  on  injunction  against  strikes;   (32  L.  R.  A. 
833,  834)  on  constitutional  freedom  of  speech  and  of  the  press. 

Distinguished  in  Christian  Hospital  v.  People,  125  111.  App.  644,  sustaining  an 
injunction  enjoining  a  libelous  use  of  complainant's  name. 

16  L.  R.  A.  247,  SEAGER  ▼.  McCABE,  92  Mich.  186,  52  N.  W.  299. 
RIarlits  of  do^vreaa  In  oil  and  sms  'vrells. 

Cited  in  Higgins  Oil  &  Fuel  Co.  v.  Snow,  61  C.  C.  A.  273,  113  Fed.  439,  liol'diDg 
dowress  of  ^g  of  land  entitled  to  accounting  for  oil  taken  from  oil  field  by  re- 
maindermen to  prejudice  of  her  life  estate;  Stewart  v.  Tennant,  52  W.  Va.  580, 

44  S.  E.  223    (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  widow  has  interest  in  oil 
taken  from  land  before  assignment  of  dower. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Marshall  v.  Mellon,  35  L.  R.  A.  816,  which  holds  life 
tenant's  right  to  operate  for  oil  and  gas  limited  to  operations  begun  before  life 
tenancy  accrued;  Koen  v.  Bartlett,  31  L.  R.  A.  128,  which  holds  royalty  on  oil 
and  gas  lease  incident  of  life  estate;  Williamson  v.  Jones,  38  L.  R.  A.  694,  which 
holds  life  tenant,  who  is  also  cotenant  of  reversion,  liable  to  account  for  oil 
extracted  under  belief  of  sole  ownership. 

Rlirkt  of  vnirrlvinK  Bpon^e  In  natural  prodncta  of  land. 

Cited  in  Delaney  y.  Manshum,  146  Mich.  528,  109  N.  W.  1051,  holding  that  a 
widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in  growing  trees;  Defifenbaugh  v.  Hess,  226  Pa.  643, 
36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1105,  74  Atl.  608,  35  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  10,  holding  that  rights  of  a 
tenant  by  courtesy  extends  to  coal  in  ground. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Swayne  v.  Lone  Acre  Oil  Ck).  69  L.R.A.  986,  which  deniea 
right  of  one  entitled  to  undivided  life  estate  as  surviving  husband  or  wife  to 
demand  absolutely  any  part  of  production  of  oil  wells  subsequently  opened  by 
remaindermen. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1101,  1107)  on  mineral  rights  of  life  tenant. 

Disapproved  in  Swayne  v.  Lone  Acre  Oil  Co.  98  Tex.  607,  69  L.R.A.  991,  86 
S.  W.  740,  8  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1117,  holding  spouse  holding  statutory  life  interest 
not  entitled  because  thereof  to  any  part  of  production  of  well. 

16  L.  R.  A.  261,  LOUISVILLE,  N.  O.  &  T.  R.  CO.  v.  JORDAN,  69  Miss.  939,  34 

Am.  St.  Rep.  599,  11  So.  111. 
Service  of  proceni  on  Infant. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sloane  v.  Martin,  28  L.  R.  A.  347,  which  denies  necessity 
of  actual  service  on  infants  in  suit  for  sale  of  land  in  which  they  have  interest. 
liln&lt  of  learialatlve  poiver. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  ew  rel.  Kern  v.  Chase,  36  L.  R.  A.  105,  which  holds 
Torrens  law  unconstitutional  as  attempt  to  delegate  judicial  power  to  registrar  of 
titles;  Board  of  Education  v.  State,  25  L.  R.  A.  770,  which  holds  unconstitutional, 
act  authorizing  board  of  education  to  levy  tax  to  pay  claim  for  which  no  obliga- 
tion exists. 
Gorporatlona )  conaolldation. 

Cited  in  notes  (89  Am.  St.  Rep.  624)  on  effect  of  consolidation  of  corporations; 
(59  Am.  St.  Rep.  555)  as  to  when  corporation  becomes  liable  for  debts  of  pre- 
ceding corporation  or  partnership. 

16  L.  R.  A.  256,  COM.  v.  GRAVES,  155  Mass.  163,  29  N.  E.  579. 
Habitual    orlnilnal  statntea  and  ex   post   facto  la'vra. 

Followed  in  Sturtevant  v.  Com.  158  Mass.  599,  33  N.  E.  648;  Com.  ▼.  Cody, 
165  Mass.  138,  42  N.  E.  575,  upholding  validity  of  statute  punishing  habitual 
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criminals,  when  date  of  larcenies  in  indictment  subsequent  to  time  statute  went 
into  effect;  Com.  v.  Walker,  163  Mass.  228,  59  N.  E.  1014,  sustaining  necessity  of 
allegations  of  former  convictions  and  sentences  in  indictment  chargijig  prisoner 
with  being  habitual  criminal;  McDonald  v.  Massachusetts,  180  U.  S.  313,  45 
L,  ed.  547,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  389,  Affirming  173  Mass.  326,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  293, 
53  N.  E.  874,  upholding  statute  punishing  habitual  criminal;  Re  Miller,  110  Mich. 
678,  34  L.  R.  A.  408,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  376,  68  N.  W.  990,  upholding  statute  as 
not  ex  post  facto  J  passed  while  prisoner  serving  one  sentence,  which  deprived  him 
of  time  allowance  for  second  conviction  after  passage  of  act;  Blackburn  v.  State, 
50  Ohio  St.  438,  36  N.  E.  18,  sustaining  sentence  for  life  under  statute  pro- 
viding for  punishment  of  habitual  criminal,  passed  after  two  convictions;  Iowa 
ex  rel.  Gregory  v.  Jones,  128  Fed.  628,  holding  law  providing  term  of  imprison- 
ment for  one  twice  convicted  of  larceny  constitutional,  although  applying  to 
former  convictions  before  passage  of  act. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Dowden,  137  Iowa,  676,  315  N.  W.  211,  holding  constitutional 
an  act  providing  that  a  defendant  who  has  been  twioe  convicted  shall  suffer  an 
increased  punishment,  on  a  subsequent  conviction  for  felony;  Com.  v.  Ellis,  207 
Mass.  676,  93  X.  E.  823,  holding  that  previous  commission  of  crime  may  be  made 
element  in  providing  lor  puniBliment  for  later  crime,  without  making  statute 
ex  post  facto  law;  Com.  v.  Aul,  18  Pa.  Dist.  R.  1047,  on  constitutionality  of  stat- 
ute imposing  heavier  penalty  for  second  olTense. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  ex  rel.  Chandler  v.  McDonald,  29  L.  R.  A.  834, 
which  holds  statute  not  ex  post  facto  for  abrogating  provision  for  change  of 
magistrate  or  of  venue  for  prejudice;  State  v.  Kyle,  50  L.  R.  A.  115,  which  sus- 
tains statute  authorizing  prosecution  by  information  of  crimes  already  com- 
mitted; People  V.  Hayes,  23  L.  R.  A.  830^  which  holds  change  in  statute  author- 
izing slighter  punishment  not  ex  post  facto  law;  French  v.  Deane,  24  L.  R.  A. 
388,  which  holds  void,  act  giving  right  to  punitive  damages  as  to  existing  cause 
of  action. 

Cited  in  notes  (34  L.R.A.  399,  403)  on  enhancing  penalty  of  crime  when  com- 
mitted by  habitual  criminals  or  prior  offenders;  (45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  543)  on  con- 
struction of  statutes  enhancing  penalty  for  habitual  offenders;  (64  Am.  St.  Rep. 
380,  381)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  imposing  heavier  penalty  for  second  of- 
fense;  (37  Am.  St.  Rep.  589)  on  ex  post  facto  laws. 

16  L.  R,  A.  257,  SHELDEN  v.  FOX,  48  Kan.  356,  29  Pac.  759. 
Contracta  by  public  olllclals  beyond  terni  of  ofllce. 

Cited  in  Coffey  County  v.  Smith,  50  Kan.  354,  32  Pac.  30,  holding  county  board 
about  to  be  dissolved  by  operation  of  law  cannot  contract  for  olFicial  newspaper 
for  following  year. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Vinccnnes  v.  Citizens'  Gaslight  &  Coke  Co.  16  L.  R.  A.  485, 
which  holds  city  empowered  to  contract  for  gas  or  water  supply  beyond  term  of 
office  of  members  of  council;  McBean  v.  Fresno,  31  L.  R.  A.  794,  which  upholds 
contract  for  term  beyond  limit  of  municipal  board  making  same;  Gillan  v.  Normal 
School,  24  L.  R.  A.  336,  which  holds  power  of  board  of  regents  to  remove  normal 
school  teacher  at  pleasure  cannot  be  limited  by  by-law  or  contract  of  board; 
Millikin  v.  Edgar  County,  18  L.  R.  A.  447,  which  holds  contract  to  employ  power- 
house keeper  for  term  beyond  term  of  supervisors  unauthorized;  Illinois  Trust 
A  Sav.  Bank  v.  Arkansas  City,  34  L.  R.  A.  618,  which  holds  that  city  may  con- 
tract for  water  for  period  beyond  terms  of  office  of  members  of  its  legisiarive 
board;  Westminster  Water  Co.  v.  Westminster,  64  L.R.A.  630,  which  holds  that 
perpetual  contract  for  municipal  water  supply  cannot  be  construed  as  having 
been  intended  to  exist  only  for  the  life  time  of  the  water  company. 


46  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [16  L.R.A.  261 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  656)  on  power  of  board  to  appoint  officer  or 
make  contract  for  term  extending  beyond  its  own. 

Distinguished  in  Picket  Pub.  Co.  v.  Carbon  County,  36  Mont.  190,  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S-)  1115,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  352,  92  Pac.  524,  holding  county  board  to  have 
power  to  enter  into  printing  contract  extending  after  expiration  of  term  of 
members. 

Explained  in  Manley  v.  Scott,  108  Minn.  144,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  655,  121  N.  W. 
628,  as  not  conflicting  with  rule  that  county  board  may  contract  beyond  term  of 
its  members. 

16  L.  R.  A.  261,  HENDRICKSON  v.  GREAT  NORTHERN  R.  CO.  49  Minn.  245, 

32  Am.  St.  Rep.  540,  51  N.  W.  1044. 
Nearli£:«nce  and  preiiiiinptions  aa  to. 

Cited  in  Hendrickson  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  52  Minn.  341,  54  N.  W.  189, 
holding  contributory  negligence  of  intestate  question  for  jury,  when  only  evidence 
of  it  is  that  he  could  have  seen  train  on  hill  nearly  400  feet  from  crossing; 
Hooper  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  80  Minn.  401,  83  N.  W.  440,  sustaining  verdict 
where  brakeman  was  killed  while  uncoupling  cars  by  negligence  of  engineer  in 
failing  to  give  signal's  before  backing;  Lane  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  132  Mo.  31, 
*J3  S.  W.  1128  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  running  away  of  team 
which  bolted  into  train  could  not  be  laid  to  negligence  of  railroad;  Nichols  v. 
Baltimore  &  0.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  33  Ind.  App.  241,  71  N.  E.  170;  Wolf  v.  Nauman  Co. 
128  Iowa,  263,  103  N.  W.  785;  Grimm  v.  Omaha  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  79  Neb. 
396,  114  N.  W.  769, — holding  person  injured  presumed  to  have  exercised  ordinary 
care;  Gray  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  143  Iowa,  278,  121  N.  W.  1097,  holding 
that  presumption  arises  that  person  killed  at  crossing,  was  in  exercise  of  due  care, 
and  question  such  presumption  was  overcome  was  for  jury;  Korar  v.  Chicago, 
R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  149  Iowa,  718,  41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  38,  128  N.  W.  529,  holding  that 
presumption  of  reasonable  care  arising  from  natural  instinct  of  self-preservation 
is  sutlicient  to  sustain  verdict  in  favor  of  trainman  who  was  killed  while  attempt- 
ing to  board  train;  Lewis  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  Ill  Minn.  511,  127  N. 
W.  180,  holding  that  where  man  is  killed  by  negligence  of  another,  presumption 
arises  that  decedent  was  in  exercise  of  due  care;  Kunkel  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P. 
&  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  18  N.  D.  378,  121  N.  W.  830,  holding' that  negligence  is  for 
jur}'  where  there  is  substantial  conflict  of  testimony  and  where  different  minds 
might  reasonably  draw  different  conclusions;  Shumm  v.  Rutland  R.  Co.  81  Vt.  208, 
19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  983,  09  Atl.  945,  holding  that  one  killed  at  crossing,  where  there 
was  no  witness,  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  used  due  care,  where  burden  of  show- 
ing due  care  is  on  plaintiff;  Libaire  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  113  Minn. 
522,  130  N.  W.  8,  to  the  point  that  failure  of  railroad  to  give  signals  on  approach 
of  train  to  crossing  is  negligence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ward  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  715,  which  holds 
no  presumption  of  company's  negligence  from  finding  of  child's  bodj'  on  track; 
Parish  v.  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  364,  which  holds  presumption  of  negli- 
gence from  killing  person  on  track  overcome  by  showing  that  person  sitting  or 
lying  on  track  at  night;  Donald  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  492,  which 
holds  no  presumption  against  railroad  raised  by  failure  to  prove  height  of  cars 
from  which  employee  knocked  by  bridge;  Dixon  v.  Pluns,  20  L.  R,  A.  699,  which 
upholds  presumption  of  negligence  arising  from  fall  of  chisel  on  sidewalk  from 
scaffold;  McLane  v.  Perkins,  43  L.  R.  A.  487,  which  denies  presumption  of  free- 
dom from  contributory  negligence  of  employee  drowned  while  using  leaky  punt. 

Cited  in  note  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1105,  1109,  1116)  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  con* 
Mbatory  negligence. 
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Doty  to  look  and  llaten  at  croMiinv. 

Cited  in  Woehrle  v.  Minnesota  Transfer  R.  Co.  82  Minn.  169,  52  L.  R.  A.  352, 
footnote  p.  349,  84  N.  W.  791,  relieving  traveler  of  necessity  of  stopping  to  look 
and  listen,  when  he  knew  it  was  customary  to  have  flagman  out  of  sight  when 
track  clear;  Schneider  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  81  Minn.  386,  84  N.  W.  124,  refusing 
to  hold  one  relieved  from  duty  of  looking  at  crossing,  though  he  was  relieved  from 
listening,  on  account  of  noise;  Klotz  v.  Winona  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  68  Minn.  349, 
71  N.  W.  257,  holding  traveler  not  necessarily  negligent  at  crossing  when  noises 
of  mill  close  by,  and  whistling  of  engine,  might  have  distracted  attention;  Struck 
v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R,  Co.  58  Minn.  300,  69  N.  W.  1022,  which  holds  failure 
of  deceased  to  look  and  listen  cannot  be  assumed  when  he  was  obliged  to  approach 
crossing  through  hollow,  close  to  track;  Tuthill  v.  Northern  P.  R-  Co.  50  Minn. 
115,  52  N.  W.  384,  leaving  to  jury  question  of  contributory  negligence  of  girl  in 
charge  of  cattle  not  riding  forward  to  crossing  before  cattle  driven  over;  Ames 
V.  Waterloo  &  C.  F.  Rapid  Transit  Co.  120  Iowa,  655,  95  N.  W.  161  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  that  presumption  of  exercise  of  instinct  of  self  pres- 
ervation not  affirmative  evidence  of  due  care  at  crossing. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lorenz  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  753, 
which  holds  negligence  of  one  pursuing  cow,  in  not  looking  and  listening  before 
crossing  railroad  track,  for  jury;  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  54  L.  R.  A. 
803,  which  holds  recovery  not  prevented  by  failure  to  look  w^hen  within  30  feet 
of  track;  Van  Auken  v.  Chicago  &  W.  M.  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  33,  which  holds  that 
failure  to  look  and  listen  on  dark  night  will  not  prevent  recovery  for  injury  by 
engine  running  backward;  Betts  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  45  L.  R.  A.  261,  which 
sustains  right  of  person  approaching  crossing  where  train  is  receiving  or  dis- 
charging passengers,  to  rely  on  rule  requiring  other  train  to  stop;  Colorado  & 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Thomas,  70  L.R.A.  681,  which  holds  failure  to  look  and 
listen  before  crossing  track  not  excused  by  existence  of  building  adjoining  high- 
way which  would  obstruct  view  of  tracks  and  by  noise  created  therein  which  would 
prevent  hearing  approaching  train. 

Distinguished  in  Carlson  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  96  Minn.  608,  4  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   351,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  655,  105  N.  W.  555,  holding  under  facts  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 
Burden  off  proof  aa.to  cnnae  of  death. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Anthony  v.  Mercantile  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  26  L.  R.  A.  406, 
which  throws  on  insurance  company  burden  of  proving  that  accidental  death  was 
from  excepted  cause. 

16  L.  R.  A.  268,  LOUISVILLE  &  N.  R.  CO.  v,  NORTHINGTON,  91  Tenn.  56,  17 
S.  W.  880. 

Safety  of  appliances. 

Cited  in  Gann  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  101  Tenn.  380,  70  Am.  St.  Rep. 
687,  47  S.  W.  493,  holding  railroad  liable  for  injury  to  employee  from  failure  to 
provide  safe  appliances. 

Cited  in  note  (113  Am.  St.  Rep.  1007)  on  presumption  of  negligence  from  hap- 
pening of  accident  causing  personal  injuries. 
Asaamptloit    of   risk. 

Distinguished  in  Gann  v.  Nashville,  C.  k  St.  L.  R.  Co.  101  Tenn.  387,  70  Am. 
St.  Rep.  687,  47  S.  W.  493,  which  holds  section  hand  assumed  risk  of  defective 
brake,  of  which  defects  he  had  previous  knowledge. 
Ejlements  of  damaipe* 

Cited  in  Ross  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  101  Minn.  125,  111  N.  W.  951,  allow- 
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ing  recovery  for  injury  thodga  greater  because  of  a  diseased  condition  of  body 

before  accident. 

Injiurles  accelerating  death. 

Cited  in  Meekins  v.  Norfolk  &  S.  R.  Co.  134  N.  C.  219,  46  S.  E.  493,  holding 
injury  liastening  death  from  disease,  actionable. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Butler  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  26  L.  R,  A.  46,  which  holds 
miscarriage  not  element  of  recovery  in  action  for  personal  injuries  to  wife. 

Cited  in  notes  (69  L.R.A«  513)  on  care  due  to  sick,  infirm,  or  helpless  persons, 
with  whom  no  contract  relation  is  sustained;    (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  829)   on  proxi- 
mate and  remote  cause. 
Kello-w  servant  a. 

Cited  in  Ohio  River  k  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Edwards,  111  Tenn.  44,  76  S.  W.  897,  holding 
A  subforeman  bringing  in  a  lever  car  to  be  a  fellow  servant  of  one  of  crew ;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Dillard,  114  Tenn.  243,  69  L.R.A.  746,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  894, 
86  S.  W.  313,  holding  conductor  and  brakeman  fellow  servants. 

Cited  in  note  (75  Am.  St.  Rep.  633)  on  who  is  a  vice  principal. 

16  L.  R.  A.  271,  MANNING  v.  CHESAPEAKE  &  O.  R.  CO.  36  W.  Va.  329,  32  Am. 

St.  Rep.  859,  15  S.  E.  81. 
EilablUty  for  Injury  to  licensee. 

Followed  in  Holland  v.  Sparks,  92  Oa.  759,  18  S.  E.  990,  sustaining  nonsuit 
where  boy  standing  some  distance  from  track  was  killed  by  derailment  of  train. 

Cited  in  Ritz  v.  Wheeling,  45  W.  Va.  266,  43  L.  R.  A.  151,  31  S.  E.  993,  sus- 
taining verdict  directed  for  defendant,  where  child  was  drowned  in  city  reservoir 
while  trespassing;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hopkins,  200  111.  124,  65  N.  E.  656, 
Affirming  100  111.  App.  596,  holding  party  injured  by  falling  over  skid  on  un- 
lighted  platform,  while  on  way  to  furnish  meals  to  mail  clerks,  not  mere  licensee ; 
Poling  V.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  660,  24  L.  R.  A.  222,  18  S.  E.  782,  setting 
aside  verdict  where  decedent  was  a  mere  looker-on  when  struck  by  arm  of  mail 
crane  broken  oil  from  moving  train  when  postal  clerk  caught  mail  sack;  Man- 
love  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  29  Ind.  App.  699,  65  N.  E.  212,  holding 
carrier  not  liable  for  accidental  killing  of  one  using  footpath  with  implied  license; 
Snyder  v.  Philadelphia  Co.  54  W.  Va.  153,  63  L.R.A.  898,  46  S.  E.  366,  holding 
owner  of  oil  well  liable  for  injury  to  one  using  highway  close  by,  through  negli- 
gent blowing  off  of  well;  Glaser  v.  Rothschild,  106  Mo.  App.  428,  80  S.  W.  332, 
holding  that  a  mere  licensee  takes  risk  of  premises  as  he  finds  them;  Chesley  v. 
Rocheford,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  775,  96  N.  W.  243,  holding  that  not  to  willfully  or 
wantonly  injure  is  only  duty  owed  a  mere  licensee;  Carr  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co. 
195  Mo.  228,  92  S.  W.  874,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  to  one  walking 
on  a  path  along  track  except  for  wanton  injury;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Watson, 
117  Ky.  380,  78  S.  W.  175,  denying  right  of  recovery  to  a  trespasser  injured  by 
a  rick  of  staves  falling  over  him;  Casey  v.  Adams,  137  111.  App.  410,  holding  a 
police  officer  entering  premises  not  on  an  official  errant  or  by  invitation  cannot 
recover  because  of  negligent  maintenance  of  an  elevator;  Gainesville  &  G.  R. 
Co.  V.  Peck,  55  Fla.  409,  46  So.  1019,  holding  that  a  licensee  on  a  railroad  train 
is  neither  a  passenger,  servant  or  trespasser;  Watson  v.  Manitou  &,  P.  P.  R.  Co. 
41  Colo.  148,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  921,  97  Pac.  17,  holding  railroad  company  not 
liable  for  injury  to  guest  of  adjoining  hotel  injured  by  a  retaining  wall  between 
premises;  Muse  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  149  N.  C.  447,  19  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
455,  63  S.  E.  102,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  injury  to  licensee  in- 
jured by  a  flying  timber  the  danger  from  which  he  saw  in  time  to  avoid;  Mon- 
roe V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  151  N.  C.  376,  27  L.RJV.(N.S.)  194,  66  S.  E. 
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315,  holding  property  owner  not  liable  to  one  falling  into  an  excavation  near 
path  which  public  has  been  allowed  to  use. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Benson  v.  Baltimore  Traction  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  714,  which 
denies  right  of  recovery  to  student  falling  into  uncovered  vat  while  class  in- 
specting power  house  under  permission;  Gibson  v.  Leonard,  17  L.  R.  A.  588,. 
which  holds  owner  not  liable  for  injury  to  fire  insurance  patrolman  entering  burn- 
ing building  to  save  property;  Ryerson  v.  Bathgate,  57  L.  R.  A.  308,  which 
denies  liability  of  owner  for  injury  to  one  using  premises  for  purpose  not  au- 
thorized by  invitation. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  917)  on  duty  of  owner  of  premises  to  pro- 
tect licensee  against  hidden  dangers;  (24  L.R.A. (N.S.)  497)  on  duty  and  liabil- 
ity of  owner  of  premises  to  visitor  of  employee;  (100  Am.  St.  Rep.  192)  on 
right  to  recover  for  negligence  in  absence  of  privity. 

Distinguished  in  Sesler  v.  Rolfe  Coal  &  Coke  Co.*  51  W.  Va.  321,  41  S.  E.  216, 
holding  owner  liable  for  negligent  injury  to  contractor  repairing  coal  tipple; 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Cogswell,  23  Okla.  184,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  839,  99 
Pac.  923,  holding  railroad  company  bound  to  exercise  ordinary  care  for  safety 
of  persons  meeting  incoming  passengers. 
Injury  to  employeea. 

Cited  in  Ketterman  v.  Dry  Fork  R.  Co.  48  W.  Va.  612,  37  S.  E.  683,  sus- 
taining direction  of  verdict  for  defendant  where  loaded  car,  left  on  track,  ran 
away  and  into  hand  car  on  which  section  hand  was  injured;  Hopkins  v.  Nash- 
ville, C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  96  Tenn.  436,  32  L.  R.  A.  362,  34  S.  W.  1029,  sustaining 
demurrer  to  evidence  and  dismissal  of  suit  where  deceased  brakeman,  after  giving 
danger  signal,  fell  from  car  upon  sudden  shutting  off  of  steam  by  engineer. 
"When  nearliarence  for  Jury. 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  Wheeling  Electrical  Co.  64  W.  Va.  399,  46  S.  E.  217, 
holding  that  where  there  is  no  controversy  as  to  facts  or  inferences  to  be  drawn 
that  n^ligence  is  a  question  of  law. 

16  L.  R.  A.  277,  GANDOLFO  v.  HARTMAN,  49  Fed.  181. 
Illegality  off  contracta. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Brooks  v.  Cooper,  21  L,  R.  A.  617,  which  holds  void,  con- 
tract between  newspapers  for  alternate  selection  and  division  of  profits  of  public 
printing. 
Rlarlftts  of  alien*. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  L.  R.  A.  177)  on  alien's  right  to  inherit;   (31  L.  R.  A.  85) 
on  effect  of  state  Constitutions  and  statutes  on  question  of  inheritance  by  or 
from  alien;   (32  L.  R.  A.  177)  on  effect  of  treaties  on  alien's  right  to  inherit. 

16  L.  R.  A.  278,  STATE  ex  rel.  MIZE  v.  McELROY,  44  La,  Ann,  796,  32  Am. 

St.  Rep.  355,  11  So.  133. 
Blection  acts  and  defective  ball-ots. 

Cited  in  Morris  v.  Board  of  Canvassers,  49  W.  Va.  257,  38  S.  E.  500,  which 
holds  provisions  requiring  names  of  candidates  to  be  voted  for  to  be  in  one 
column,  mandatory;  Hendry  v.  Democratic  Executive  Committee,  128r  La.  467, 
54  So.  943,  holding  that  ballot  cast  under  statute  providing  that  voter  shall 
designate  his  choice  by  cross  on  right  of  name  of  candidate,  was  properly  re- 
jected  because  stamped  on  left  side. 

Cited  in.  footnotes  to  State  ew  rel.  McCarthy  v.  Moore,  69  L.  R.  A.  447,  which 
sustains  prohibition  against  placing  on  official  ballot,  name  of  unsuccessful  candi- 
date for  party  nomination  at  primary  election;  Lindstrom  v.  Manistee  C^ounty, 
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19  L.  R.  A.  172,  which  refuses  to  exclude  ballot  with  unauthorized  vignette;  State 
ex  rel,  Phelan  v.  Walsh,  17  L.  R.  A.  364,  in  which  various  decisions  as  to  validity 
of  ballots  are  made;  State  ex  rel,  Baxter  v.  Ellis,  17  L.  R.  A.  382,  which  requires 
rejection  in  municipal  election  of  ballots  with  device  upon  them;  Eaton  v.  Brown,, 
17  L.  R.  A.  697,  which  holds  void,  ballot  law  prohibiting  marking  elsewhere  of  bal- 
lot marked  opposite  name  of  political  party. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.  484)  on  how  far  right  to  vote  is  absolute;  (01  Am. 
St.  Rep.  685)  on  right  of  elector  to  vote  for  candidate  not  named  on  ofTicial 
ballot. 

Criticized  in  State  ex  rel.  Orr  v.  Fawcett,  17  Wash.  205,  49  Pac.  346,  holding 
ballots  marked  on  wrong  side  of  name,  or  with  waving  lines,  or  where  mistakes- 
evidently  intended  to  be  corrected,  should  not  be  rejected. 

16  L.  R.  A.  281,  WILLIS  v.  ST.  PAUL  SANITATION  CO.  48  Minn.  140,  31  Am. 

St.  Rep.  626,  50  N.  W.  1110. 
Stockboiaer'M    liabilltr. 

Cited  in  Eau  Claire  Nat.  Bank  ^.  Benson,  106  Wis.  030,  82  N.  W.  604,  declar- 
ing  stockholder's  liability  joint  and  to  be  decided  for  benefit  of  all  creditors  in 
action  in  equity;  Hanson  v.  Davison,  73  Minn.  461,  76  N.  W.  254,  permitting  an- 
cillary action  by  creditor  of  corporation  to  collect  corporate  debt  out  of  property 
of  nonresident  stockholder;  Straw  &  E.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  L.  D.  Kilbourne  Boot  &  Shoe 
Co.  80  Minn.  138,  83  N.  W.  36,  upholding  power  of  legislation  to  modify  or  change 
existing  remedy  against  stockholders ;  Re  Marshall  Paper  Co.  95  Fed.  423,  holding 
that  creditors  may  obtain  judgment  against  bankrupt  corporation  as  prerequisite 
to  enforcing  statutory  liability  of  directors;  Parker  v.  Carolina  Sav.  Bank,  53- 
S.  C.  591,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  888,  31  S.  E.  673,  holding  liability  of  stockholders  not 
dependent  on  their  stock,  but  amount  of  their  stock;  Finney  v.  Guy,  106  Wis.  278, 
49  L,  R.  A.  495,  82  N.  W.  595  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  refusing  to  enforce 
in  ancillary  action,  liability  of  stockholder  under  laws  of  sister  state  with  same 
provisions;  Converse  v.  iEtna  Nat.  Bank,  79  Conn.  181,  64  Atl.  341,  7  A.  &  E. 
Ann.  Cas.  75  (dissenting  opinion),  on  interpretation  of  constitution  of  Minne- 
sota as  to  liability  of  stockholders;  Bernheimer  v.  Converse,  200  U.  S.  529,  51  L. 
ed.  1174,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  755,  on  measurement  of  a  stockholder's  liability  in 
Minnesota  by  constitution. 

Cited  in  note   (38  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   649)   on  discharge  of  corporation  as  affecting 
stockholder's  liability  for  its  debts. 
Title  of  act  czpreiMtniir  mibject. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Courtney,  27  Mont.  385,  71  Pac.  308,  upholding  act  as  cs> 
pressing  its  subject  in  title,  where  it  amended  sections  of  Political  Code  relating 
to  liquor,  and  added  a  section  "regarding  licenses;"  Kelly  v.  Minneapolis  City,  57 
Minn.  300,  26  L.  R.  A.  97,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  605,  59  N.  W.  304,  holding  subject 
relating  to  damages  for  changing  grade  of  street  and  providing  assessment,  ex- 
pressed in  act  "amending"  section  of  city  charter;  Winters  v.  Duluth,  82  Minn. 
130,  84  N.  W.  788,  holding  words  "other  public  grounds,"  following  word  "streets"^ 
in  title  of  act,  not  indication  that  statute  limited  to  public  grounds  of  same  kind 
as  streets;  South  St.  Paul  v.  lAmprecht  Bros.  Co.  31  C.  C.  A.  587,  60  U.  S.  App. 
78,  88  Fed.  451,  upholding  act,  as  expressing  but  one  subject  in  its  title,  "to  Amend 
*an  Act  to  Incorporate' "  city  "and  to  Authorize  said  City  to  Issue  Bonds;"  Meul 
V.  People,  198  III.  .260,  64  N.  E.  1106,  declaring  amendment  including  "wild  fowl, 
and  birds"  in  game  laws  intended  to  protect  birds  other  than  game  birds. 

Cited  in  notes  (64  Am.  St.  Rep.  78)  on  suflacioncy  of  title  of  statute;   (79  Am. 
St.  Rep.  481)   as  to  when  title  of  statute  embraces  only  one  subject,  and  what 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 4. 
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may  be  included  thereunder;   (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  268,  270)  on  constitutionality  of 

code  amendment  or  revision. 

Sffect   of   Constitution   or  statute   on   prior   obligations. 

Cited  in  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Gardner,  177  U.  S.  341,  44  L.  ed.  798,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  656,  holding  self-executing  provision  of  Constitution  imposing  lia- 
bility on  stockholders  does  not  exempt  stockholders  of  new  corporation  formed 
by  consolidation  of  old  ones. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kirkman  v.  Bird,  58  L.  R.  A.  670,  which  sustains  as  to 
prior  obligations,  statute  exempting  wages  for  sixty  days  preceding  levy.  Inter- 
national Bldg.  &  L.  Ab80.  v.  Hardy,  24  L.  R.  A.  284,  which  denies  legislative  power 
to  change  remedy  for  enforcing  trust  deed;  Jones  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A. 
860,  which  sustains  statute  shortening  time  of  insurance  company's  immunity 
from  suit,  without  extending  period  of  limitations;  Criswell  v.  Montana  C.  R.  Co. 

33  L.  R.  A.  554,  which  holds  act  imposing  liability  on  domestic  railroad  companies 
for  fellow  servant's  negligence  abrogated  by  adopting  Constitution  against  special 
privileges  to  foreign  corporations;  Miners'  &  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Snyder,  68 
L.R.A.  312,  which  holds  corporate  creditor's  contract  rights  not  impaired  by 
statute  requiring  all  creditors  to  unite  in  one  suit  against  all  stockholders  for 
equitable  distribution  of  liability  fund  among  creditors. 

IVben   Constitution  self-ezecutlnir* 

Cited  in  State  v.  Kyle,  166  Mo.  302,  56  L.  R.  A.  120,  footnote  p.  115,  65  S.  W. 
763,  declaring  amendment  that  ''no  person  shall  be  prosecuted  criminally.  .  . 
otherwise  than  by  indictment  or  information"  self-executing;  McKusick  v.  Sey- 
mour, S.  &  Co.  48  Minn.  167,  50  N.  W.  1114,  declaring  section  creating  liability 
of  stockholders  for  corporate  debts  self-executing,  and  such  debts  recoverable  in 
sequestration  proceeding;  Nickerson  v.  Crawford,  74  Minn.  369,  73  Am.  St.  Rep. 
354,  77  N.  W.  292,  holding  provisions  declaring  property  exempted  from  debt  shall 
be  liable  for  certain  classes  of  debts,  self -executing;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Ihlenberg, 

34  L.  R.  A.  397,  footnote  p.  393,  21  C.  C.  A.  552,  43  U.  S.  App.  720,  75  Fed.  879, 
holding  clause,  that  knowledge  by  employee  injured  of  unsafe  condition  of  ma- 
chinery and  appliances  is  no  defense,  self-executing;  Anderson  v.  Whatcom  County, 
15  Wash.  53,  33  L.  R.  A.  140,  footnote  p.  137,  45  Pac.  665,  holding  provision  that 
cities  of  certain  population  entitled  to  salaried  justices  of  peace,  self -executing; 
Whitman  v.  National  Bank,  176  U.  S.  562,  44  L.  ed.  590,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  477, 
holding  that  words  "shall  be  secured"  declare  liability  of  stockholders,  and  to  that 
extent  is  self -executing;  Lamborn  v.  Bell,  18  Colo.  349,  20  L.  R.  A.  242,  32  Pac. 
989,  upholding  right  to  condemn  right  of  way  for  ditch  to  convey  water  for  private 
use  under  self -executing  Constitution  granting  such  right  of  way  to  all  persons; 
Russell  V.  Ayer,  120  N.  C.  196,  37  L.  R.  A.  251,  27  S.  E.  133  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  provisions  that  Acsembly  shall  levy  capitation  tax  not  self-exe- 
cuting so  as  to  overrule  different  ratio  in  statute;  Middletown  Nat.  Bank  v.  To- 
ledo, A.  A.  &  N.  M.  R.  Co.  62  C.  C.  A.  87,  127  Fed.  87,  certifying  questions  to  Su- 
preme Court  whether  provision  in  state  Constitution  self-executing,  there  being 
no  decision  of  state  supreme  court  on  question;  Taylor  v.  Hutchinson,  145  Ala. 
206,  40  So.  108,  holding  a  provision  giving  "holders  of  bank  notes  and  depositors 
who  have  not  stipulated  for  interest"  a  preference  over  other  creditors,  self- 
executing;  Day  V.  Day,  12  Idaho,  562,  86  Pac.  531,  10  A.  &  £.  Ann.  Cas.  260, 
holding  provisions  as  to  administration  of  justice  by  courts  without  prejudice 
and  without  delay  self-executing;  State  ex  rel.  Burns  v.  Gibson,  195  Mo.  260,  94 
S.  W.  513,  holding  provision  that  "General  assembly  may  provide"  for  town- 
ship organization  under  certain  circumstances  was,  not  self -executing ;  Stevens 
V.  Benson,  50  Or.  272,  91  Pac.  577,  holding  provisions,  reserving  initiative  and 
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referendum  powers  to  people  and  providing  for  submission  to  voters,  self- 
executing;  Ex  parte  Wagner,  21  Okla.  37,  1  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  152,  95  Pac.  435, 
holding  that  initiative  and  referendum  provisions  of  constitution  are  not  self- 
executing;  Harrison  v.  Remington  Paper  Co.  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  956,  72  C.  C.  A. 
405,  140  Fed.  388,  5  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  314,  holding  provision  that  dues  from 
corporations  shall  be  secured  by  individual  liability  to  amount  of  stock  owned, 
«elf-execnting;  Converse  v.  Ayer,  197  Mass.  463,  84  N.  E.  98,  on  self-execution  of 
provision  of  Minnesota  constitution  as  to  stockholder's  liability;  Re  McNaught, 
1  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  557,  99  Pac.  241 ;  Ex  parte  McNaught,  23  Okla.  289,  1  Okla. 
Crim.  Rep.  263,  100  Pac.  27, — ^holding  that  provision  in  constitution  is  self- 
executing  if  it  supplies  sufficient  rule  by  means  of  which  right  given  may  be 
enjoyed  and  protected;  Kitchin  v.  Wood,  164  N.  C.  568,  70  S.  E.  995;  Rea  v. 
State,  3  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  278,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  954,  105  Pac.  384,— to  the  point 
that  all  negative  or  prohibitive  clauses  in  constitution  are  self -executing. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Washingtonian  Home  v.  Chicago,  29  L.  R.  A.  798,  which 
holds  constitutional  prohibition  of  municipalities  from  making  donation  to  pri- 
vate corporations,  self-executing;  People  ex  rel,  McClelland  v.  Roberts,  31  L.  R. 
A.  399,  which  holds  unnecessary,  re-enactment  of  civil  service  law  after  adoption 
of  Constitution  containing  self-executing  provisions. 

Cited  in  note  (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  588)   on  self-executing  nature  of  constitutional 
provisions  declaring  the  liability  of  stockholders. 
l^fflslAtlon  In  aid  of  •elf-czecatingr  constitutional  provisions. 

Cited  in  Stevens  v.  Benson,  50  Or.  269,  91  Pac.  577,  holding  that,  while  sup- 
plemental legislation  may  be  permitted  in  case  of  self -executing  provision  any 
legislation  that  limits  or  defeats  rights  given  cannot  be  permitted  to  standi 
State  ex  rel.  Caldwell  v.  Hooker,  22  Okla.  719,  98  Pac.  964,  holding  that  though 
•constitutional  provision  may  be  self -executing,  legislature  may  provide  for  better 
protection  of  right  secured  and  for  more  specific  and  convenient  remedy. 
Doctrine  of  ejusdem  srenerls. 

Cited  in  Nephi  Plaster  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Juab  County,  33  Utah,  126,  14  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1048,  93  Pac.  53,  holding  doctrine  of  ejusdem  generis  but  a  rule  of  con- 
struction and  that  general  object  of  statute  may  require  final  general  term  to  be 
unrestricted  by  more  specific  predecessors;  United  States  Cement  Co.  v.  Cooper, 
172  Ind.  609,  88  N.  E.  69,  holding  that  rule  ejusdem  generis  requires  restriction 
of  general  words  to  same  kind  or  genus  as  preceding  particular  words;  Pein 
T.  Miznerr,  41  Ind.  App.  258,  83  N.  E.  784,  holding  that  doctrine  of  ejusdem 
generis  is  rule  of  construction  merely  and  does  not  warrant  courts  in  evading 
clear  legislative  intent;  Kaiser  v.  Idleman,  57  Or.  230,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  175, 
108  Pac.  193,  holding  words, — "Payment  on  an  existing  contract,  whether  it 
be  bill  of  exchange,  promissory  note,  bond  or  other  evidence  of  indebtedness" 
included  mortgage  or  the  note  secured  by  it;  Re  Hull,  18  Idaho,  479,  30  L.R.A. 
<N.S.)  470,  110  Pac.  256,  to  the  point  that  intent  of  legislature  is  to  be  found 
in  ordinary  meaning  of  words  of  statute. 

16  L.  R.  A.  288,  MILLER  v.  STODDARD,  60  Minn.  272,  52  N.  W.  896. 
Priority  of  liens. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  Stoddard,  54  Minn.  489,  56  N.  W.  131,  holding  first  mortgage 
superior  to  mechanics'  liens,  though  unrecorded,  but  inferior  to  second  mortgage, 
recorded,  which  is  subordinate  to  mechanics'  liens  for  work  begun  before  made; 
Fletcher  v.  Kelly,  88  Iowa,  492,  21  L.  R.  A.  363,  56  N.  W.  474,  giving  priority  to 
unrecorded  mortgage  over  mechanic's  lien;  Peninsular  General  Electric  Co.  v. 
Norris,  100  Mich.  605,  69  N.  W.  151,  holding  mechanic's  lien  inferior  to  unre- 
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corded  lease;  Noerenberg  v.  Johnson,  51  Minn.  79,  52  N.  W.  1069,  which  holds 
unrecorded  mortgage  superior  to  mechanic's  lien;  Ortonville  v.  Geer,  93  Minn. 
o03,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  445,  101  N  .W.  963,  holding  mortgage  given  subsequent  to 
commencement  of  construction  of  building  but  before  items  of  labor  and  ma- 
terials were  furnished  is  subordinate  to  liens  for  such  material  and  labor. 

16  L.  R.  A.  291,  GERMAN  AMERICAN  INS.  CO.  v.  COMMERCIAL  F.  INS.  CO. 

95  Ala.  469,  11  So.  117. 
ContraGtingr  "vrltb  reference  to  custom* 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Whittaker,  97  Ala.  692,  11  So.  919,  which  holds  alleged 
custom  in  building  houses  in  locality  which  permits  all  kinds  of  defects,  unrea- 
sonable; Simon  v.  Johnson,  101  Ala.  373,  13  So.  491,  holding  that  custom  of  paying 
traveling  salesmen  for  goods  ordered  does  not  authorize  payment  to  such  agent 
unless  principal  shown  to  have  had  notice  of  it;  Buyck  v.  Schwing,  100  Ala.  359, 
14  So.  48,  refusing  to  uphold  instruction  that  parties  contracted  with  reference  to 
custom  of  insuring,  when  nothing  shown  as  to  length  of  time  of  custom  or  knowl- 
edge of  one  party  as  to  its  existence;  Redwine  v.  Sides,  95  Ala.  569,  11  So.  210, 
which  holds  that  parties  contracted  with  reference  to  well-known  custom  in  serv- 
ing mare;  Gould  v.  Cates  Chair  Co.  147  Ala.  636,  41  So.  675,  holding  that  a  cus- 
tom between  salesmen  could  not  be  shown  as  between  principal  and  salesman; 
Swern  v.  Churchill,  155  III.  App.  507,  holding  that  facts  and  circumstances  may 
be  shown  which  raise  presumption  of  knowledge  of  existence  of  custom  alleged 
to  have  been  part  of  contract. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  v.  S.  S.  White  Dental  Mfg.  Co.  65 
L.R.A.  388,  which  holds  marine  policy  providing  that  no  risk  shall  attach  until 
amount  and  description  is  approved  and  indorsed  thereon,  not  changed  into 
open  and  unrestricted  policy  covering  all  property  assured  elects  to  report,  by 
adopting  agreement  fixing  uniform  premium,  supplying  blanks  on  which  to 
report  risks,  and  a  long  continued  custom  of  reporting  risks  by  assured  when 
convenient,  and  uniform  acceptance  by  insurer. 
Reinsurance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chalaron  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  36  L.  R.  A.  742,  whicb 
holds  that  failure  of  original  insurer  to  bear  any  part  of  risk,  because  entire  cargo 
not  put  on  board  as  expected,  will  not  avoid  reinsurance  for  fraud ;  Hunt  v.  New 
Hampshire  Fire  Underwriters'  Asso.  38  L.  R.  A.  614,  which  holds  reinsurer  liable 
for  whole  amount  of  loss  on  insolvency  of  prior  insurer. 

Cited  in  note  (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  SiSl)  on  liability  of  reinsurer. 

16  L.  R.  A.  295,  MT.  MANSFIELD  HOTEL  CO.  v.  BAILEY,  64  Vt.  151,  24  AtL 

136. 
Indorser'M  llabllitr> 

Cited  in  footn<lte  to  Leonard  v.  Olson,  35  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  requires  notiee  to 
indorser  of  inability  to  make  demand  because  of  maker's  removal  from  state. 

16  L.  R.  A.  299,  HENDERSON  v.  PHILADELPHIA  &  R,  R.  00.  144  Pa.  461,  27 
Am.  St.  Rep.  652,  22  Atl.  851. 

Proof  of  similar  acts  of  neflrllflrence. 

Followed  in  Hygienic  Plate  Ice  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Raleigh  A  A.  Air-Line  R.  Go.  126  K. 
C.  800,  36  S.  E.  279,  holding  it  error  to  admit  evidence  of  other  fires  set  by  other 
engines  before  and  after  fire  in  question,  wh<ere  evidence  clearly  pointed  to  par*- 
ticular  engine. 

Approved  in  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  128  Ala.  295,  29  So.  771,  hold*- 
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ing  evidence  admissible  that  engines  of  defendant's  road  habitually  threw  large 
amount  of  sparks  going  up  grade,  where  offending  engine  unidentified. 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  New  York  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  182  Pa.  543,  41  W.  N.  0.  146, 
38  Atl.  413,  holding  evidence  admissible  of  fires  set  by  certain  engine  on  same  day 
fire  occurred  on  plaintiff's  land;  Van  Steuben  v.  Central  R.  Co.  178  Pa.  377,  34 
L.  R.  A.  580,  39  W.  N.  C.  221,  35  Atl.  992,  holding  admissible,  evidence  that  sparks 
were  thrown  to  considerable  distance  by  certain  engine,  though  provided  with 
spark  arrester;  Matthews  v.  Pittsburg  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.  18  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  15,  ad- 
mitting evidence  that  sparks  causing  fire  were  emitted  from  particular  locomotive, 
notwithstanding  testimony  to  sufficiency  of  spark  arrester;  Brown  v.  Benson,  101 
Ga.  758,  29  S.  E.  215,  holding  admissible,  evidence  of  defective  condition  of  loco* 
motive  in  setting  out  fires  two  months,  and  also  ten  days,  before  fire  in  question; 
Thatcher  v.  Maine  C:  R.  Co.  85  Me.  510,  27  Atl.  519,  which  holds  evidence  of  fires 
set  by  several  locomotives  about  time  of  fire  in  question  admissible,  before  engine 
setting  fire  identified;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  174  111.  41,  50  N. 
E.  1023,  declaring  inadmissible,  evidence  of  fires  set  by  other  engines  than  that 
identified  at  other  places  on  the  line;  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Gilmore,  22  Ind. 
App.  469,  53  N.  E.  1078,  holding  it  error  to  refuse  instruction  that,  if  evidence 
disclosed  fire  set  by  particular  engine,  testimony  of  other  fires  not  set  by  that  en 
gine  should  be  disregarded;  Dunning  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  91  Me.  99,  64  Am.  St.  Rep. 
208,  39  Atl.  352,  which  holds  that  when  engine  setting  fire  not  fully  identified,  evi- 
dence that  fires  were  set  in  vicinity  by  other  locomotives  admissible  to  show  that 
fires  may  be  set  by  locomotives ;  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Ross,  24  Ind.  App.  226,  56 
N.  E.  451,  excluding  evidence  of  other  fires  set  by  particular  engine  at  other  places, 
when  it  was  not  identified  as  engine  setting  this  fire;  Menominee  River  Sash  & 
Door  Co.  V.  Milwaukee  &  N.  R.  Co.  91  Wis.  463,  65  N.  W.  176,  which  holds  inad- 
missible, evidence  of  fire  set  to  pine  stump  by  particular  engine,  prior  to  fire  in 
question,  where  sparks  not  shown  to  be  of  unusual  size  or  thrown  to  unusual  dis- 
tance; Lake  Street  Elev.  R.  Co.  v.  Peterson,  93  III.  App.  121,  holding  admissible, 
evidence  that  engines  of  defendant's  road  habitually  threw  large  amount  of  sparks 
going  up  grade,  when  offending  engine  unidentified;  Van  Steuben  v.  Central  R. 
Co.  178  Pa.  377,  34  L.  R.  A.  580,  39  W.  N.  C.  221,  35  Atl.  992,  holding  inadmis- 
sible, evidence  of  cinders  falling  from  engines  of  elevated  road  fourteen  months 
to  two  years  before  injury;  Baker  v.  Hagey,  177  Pa.  140,  42  W.  N.  C.  302,  55  Am. 
St.  Rep.  712,  35  Atl.  705,  permitting  evidence  in  action  for  injury,  of  prior  dis- 
charges of  steel  from  building  where  ingot  steel  broken  by  dynamite;  Stephenson 
V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  164,  holding  negligence  of  railway  in 
causing  loss  by  fire  provable  by  circumstantial  evidence;  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R. 
Co.  V.  Chittim,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  45,  71  S.  W.  294,  holding  evidence  of  dropping 
of  sparks  by  passing  engines  competent  on  question  of  cause  of  fire;  Sprague 
V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  70  Kan.  363,  78  Pac.  828;  Smith  v.  Central  Ver- 
mont R.  Co.  80  Vt.  214,  67  Atl.  635;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilder,  3  Ind. 
Terr.  100,  53  S.  W.  490, — ^holding  where  particular  engine  is  identified  evidence 
of  other  engines  emitting  sparks  on  other  occasion  is  incompetent;  Norfolk  &  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Briggs,  103  Va.  110,  48  S.  E.  521;  Shelly  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co. 
211  Pa.  164,  60  Atl.  581,  21  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  23, — ^holding  where  inquiry  is  limit- 
ed to  a  particular  engine,  evidence  of  defects  of  other  engines  is  irrelevant;  Loui?- 
ville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Fort,  112  Tenn.  449,  80  S.  W.  429,  holding  where  particular 
locomotive  is  unknown  evidence  that  other  locomotives  communicated  fires,  is 
competent;  Com.  v.  Rardino,  20  Pa.  Dist.  R.  477,  to  the  point  that  proof  of  emis- 
sion of  and  of  fires  set  by  sparks  from  locomotives  of  defendant  generally  is 
competent  in  cases  for  fire  alleged  to  be  set  from  sparks  by  locomotive;  Osburn 
V.  Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  15  Idaho,  482,  19  L.R.A.{N.S.)  744,  98  Pac.  627,  16  A.  A 
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E.  Ann.  Cas.  870,  where  evidence  of  emitting  of  sparks  by  other  locomotives  was 
admitted;  John  Hancock  Ice  Co.  v.  Perkiomen  R.  Co.  231  Pa.  123,  80  Atl.  63^ 
to  the  point  that  where  'injury  is  shown  to  have  been  caused  by  sparks  from 
engine  which  is  identified,  evidence  should  be  confined  to  condition  of  that  engine 
and  its  management. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bemis  v.  Temple,  26  L.  R.  A.  254,  which  upholds  right  tOi 
show  effect  on  different  horses  of  suspended  flag. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.  38)  on  effect  of  concurring  negligence  of  third  per- 
son  on  liability  of  one  sued  for  negligently  causing  injury;    (32  L.R.A.(N.S.> 
1155,  1156)   on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  condition  before  and  after  accident 
of  property  whose  defects  alleged  to  have  caused  injury. 
Rule  mm  to  appliances   for  safety. 

Cited  in  Buente  v.  Pittsburg,  A.  &  M.  Traction  Co.  2  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  190, 
stating  rule  as  to  pilots,  fenders,  and  like  appliances  for  safety  to  be  adoption  of 
best  precautions  in  general  use,  and  which  experience?  has  shown  to  be  effectual ; 
Fritsch  v.  New  York  &  I.  C.  R.  Co.  93  App.  Div.  558,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  942,  holding 
that  absence  of  fenders  may  be  considered  upon  question  of  negligence  in  running 
over  boy. 
Proof  of  lire  from  locoiuotiTe. 

Cited  in  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Star  Flouring  Mills  Co.  77  C.  C.  A.  203, 
146  Fed.  957,  holding  burden  of  proof  on  complainant  to  show  negligence  causing 
fire;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Dickens,  161  Ala.  149,  49  So.  766,  holding  mere  fact  that 
a  fire  occurred  and  that  defendant's  locomotive  passed  along  at  time  of  fire  not 
sufficient  proof  that  fire  was  caused  by  locomotive;  John  Hancock  Ice  Co.  v.  Per- 
Kiomen  R.  Co.  224  Pa.  78,  73  Atl.  194,  holding  evidence  of  emission  of  sparks  by 
particular  engine  immediately  before  and  after  fire  sufficient  to  take  case  to  jury; 
Mellinger  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  26  Lane.  L.  Rev.  234,  to  the  point  that  it  need 
not  be  shown  that  any  particular  engine  was  at  fault,  but  it  will  be. sufficient  if 
fire  is  proved  to  have  been  set  by  any  engine  on  defendant's  road ;  Byers  v.  Balti- 
more &  0.  R.  Co.  222  Pa.  553,  72  Atl.  245,  holding  evidence  of  sound  of  sparks  fall- 
ing on  house  at  time  train  is  passing  and  emission  by  engine  immediately  after 
sufficient  to  take  case  to  jury;  Badman  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  42  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
535;  Hunter  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  45  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  474, — holding  that  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  fire  was  started  by  sparks  from  engine  is  for  jury  where  evi- 
dence showed  that  dry  grass  and  leaves  accumulated  along  right  of  way  and  that 
engine  gave  out  sparks;  Mellinger  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  229  Pa.  126,  78  Atl.. 
66,  27  Lane.  L.  Rev.  364,  holding  that  in  action  against  railroad  for  damages-, 
alleged  to  be  caused  by  negligent  operation  of  engine  it  may  be  shown  that 
engine  which  passed  fifteen  minutes  before  fire  threw  out  large  sparks;  Cin- 
cinnati, N.  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  South  Fork  Coal  Co.  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  540,  71  C.  C 
A.  316,  139  Fed.  537,  holding  evidence  of  the  emitting  of  larger  sparks  than, 
usual  to  raise  presumption  of  negligence;  Zercher  v.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit- 
Co.  20  Pa.  Dist.  R.  17,  to  the  point  way  in  which  injury  is  done  may  be  such 
that  negligence  is  most  probable  hypothesis  by  which  it  can  be  explained,  and 
when  this  is  so  defendant  must  disprove  negligence. 

16  L.  R.  A.  305,  LEONARD  ▼.  CLOUGH,  133  N.  Y.  292,  31  N.  E.  93. 
"What  passes  "vrlth  conveyance. 

Cited  in  Banta  v.  Merchant,  45  App.  Div.  143,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  218,  holding- 
that  tenant  in  common  can  recover  value  of  interest  in  crop  growing  on  land  of 
another,  sold  in  partition  with  notice  to  purchaser  that  interest  in  crop  reserved ; 
Kirchman  v.  Lapp,  46  N.  Y.  S.  R.  689,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  831,  which  holds  that  play 
house  constructed  by  boys  upon  no  foundation  and  nailed  to  fence  does  not  pasa 
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with  deed  of  real  estate;  Ha^Ter  v.  Wright,  21  Misc.  213,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R.  650,  45 
N.  Y.  Supp.  659,  holding  evidence  of  parol  reservation  of  life  interest  in  real 
estate  conveyed  by  absolute  deed  inadmissible;  Mahaffey  v.  J.  L.  Rumbarger 
Lumber  Co.  61  W.  Va.  583,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1268,  66  S.  E.  893,  holding  that  if 
grantor  intends  to  reserve  a  building  he  must  do  so  by  an  agreement  that  will 
comply  with  statute  of  frauds;  State  Security  Bank  v.  Hoskins,  130  Iowa,  346^ 
8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  384,  106  N.  W.  764,  holding  that  a  reservation  cannot  be  added 
to  a  deed  by  parol  evidence;  Barnes  v.  Hosmer,  196  Mass.  325,  82  N.  £.  27, 
holding  where  a  building  had  become  real  property  it  cannot  be  converted  into 
personalty  by  any  parol  agreement  without  a  severance;  Beck  v.  McLane,  129 
App.  Div.  747,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  44,  holding  where  rye  is  sown  by  tenant  under  an 
agreement  with  landlord  that  tenant  might  harvest  after  expiration  of  lease 
that  there  was  a  constructive  severance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bald  Eagle  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Nittany  Valley  R.  Co.  29  L. 
R.  A.  423,  which  holds  intention  of  parties  controlling  in  determining  whether  cov- 
enant runs  with  land;  Peaks  v.  Hutchinson,  59  L.  R.  A.  279,  which  holds  that 
building  on  stone  posts,  erected  under  parol  agreement  that  it  shall  remain  build- 
er's, does  not  pass  to  bona  fide  purchaser  of  land ;  Beeler  v.  C.  C.  Mercantile  Co. 
60  L.  R.  A.  283,  which  holds  that  hotel  building  affixed  to  and  conveyed  with  land 
cannot  afterward  become  chattel  by  mere  agreement  of  parties. 

Cited  in  notes  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  233)  on  parol  evidence  to  contradict  written 
instrument;  (102  Am.  St.  Rep.  233)  on  contract  for  sale  of  land  within  statute 
of  frauds. 

16  L.  R.  A.  308,  HULL  v.  STATE,  29  Fla.  79,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  95,  11  So.  97. 
L«Blfllntlve  poorer  over  vested  rlybta. 

Followed  in  State  ex  rel  Stieff  v.  Bradshaw,  39  Fla.  141,  22  So.  296,  holding 
purchaser  at  tax  sale  entitled  to  deed  at  expiration  of  redemption  period,  notwith- 
standing statute  extending  period. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel,  Lewis  v.  Bradshaw,  35  Fla.  314,  17  So.  642,  allowing  man- 
damus to  compel  issuance  of  tax  deed  to  which  tax  purchaser  entitled  prior  to  pas- 
sage of  act  extending  period  of  redemption;  State  ex  rel.  Waldo  v.  Fylpaa,  3  S. 
D.  588,  54  N.  W.  599,  holding  act  extending  time  for  redemption  of  lands  sold  for 
taxes  inapplicable  to  prior  sales;  Brown  v.  Atlanta  Nat.  Bidg.  &  L.  Asso.  46 
Fla.  497,  35  So.  403,  holding  state  cannot  take  from  purchaser  at  tax  sale  con- 
tract rights  vested  in  him  by  such  sale;  Starks  v.  Sawyer,  56  Fla.  599,  47  So. 
513,  holding  statute  subsequently  passed  cannot  constitutionally  impair  sub- 
stantial rights  secured  to  private  holder  of  tax  certificate  by  laws  existing  at 
time  of  its  acquisition;  Barker  v.  Muehler,  55  Wash.  414,  104  Pac.  637,  holding 
legislature  cannot  convert  certificate  of  tax  sale  into  mere  certificate  of  delin- 
quency. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Jones  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  860,  which  sustains 
statute  shortening  time  of  insurance  company's  immunity  from  suit,  without  ex- 
tending period  of  limitations;  International  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Hardy,  24  L.  lU 
A.  284,  which  denies  legislative  power  to  change  remedy  for  enforcing  trust  deed; 
Kirkman  v.  Bird,  58  L.  R.  A.  670,  which  sustains,  as  to  prior  obligations,  statute- 
exempting  wages  for  sixty  days  preceding  levy;  Miners'  &  Merchants'  Bank  v.. 
Snyder,  68  L.R.A.  312,  which  holds  corporate  creditor's  contract  rights  not  im- 
paired by  statute  requiring  all  creditors  to  unite  in  one  suit  against  all  stock- 
holders for  equitable  distribution  of  liability  fund  among  creditors. 

16  L.  R.  A.  313,  LOVETT  v.  STATE,  29  Fla.  384,  11  So.  176. 
Jurisdiction  of  appellate  court. 

Cited  in  Underbill  v.  Jericho,  66  Vt.  186,  28  Atl.  879,  holding  that  appellate- 
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court,  having  heard  cause  and  remanded  it  to  lower  court,  exhausted  its  jurisdic- 
tion;  Brown  v.  State,  29  Fla.  498,  II  So.  181,  which  holds  that  appellate  court 
has  lost  jurisdiction  of  cause  after  remittitur  issued  and  filed  in  inferior  court; 
Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Grunthal,  39  Fla.  396,  22  So.  685,  holding  that  appli- 
cation to  correct  record  on  certiorari  must  be  made  in  time  or  it  will  be  denied; 
French  v.  State,  85  Wis.  409,  21  L»  R.  A.  405,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  865,  55  N.  W.  666, 
holding  record  must  show  that  one  convicted  of  crime  was  present  at  trial  and  in 
court  when  verdict  rendered  or  sentence  pronounced;  State  v.  Marsh,  134  N.  C.  186, 
47  S.  E.  6,  restoring  criminal  case  to  docket  upon  discovery  that  it  was  decided 
upon  false  record;  State  v.  Marsh,  134  N.  C.  204,  67  L.R.A.  186,  47  S.  E.  6, 
holding  supreme  court  which  has  arrested  a  judgment  of  conviction  in  a  criminal 
case  because  of  a  fatal  defect  in  the  indictment  as  presented  to  it  may,  even 
after  close  of  term,  grant  the  state  the  opportunity  to  correct  the  record  so  as 
to  show  that  the  alleged  defect  did  not  exist  and  proceed  to  hear  the  appeal 
upon  the  corrected  record. 

Distinguished  in  Glaser  v.  Haekett,  38  Fla.  89,  20  So.  820,  which  holds  cor- 
rections to  bill  of  exceptions  must  be  made  in  lower  court,  and  amended  reoord 
brought  up  by  certiorari. 
Prepairlnar  case  for  appellate  eoart. 

Cited  in  Akin  v.  Morgan,  50  Fla.  176,  39  So.  535,  holding  it  duty  of  counsel 
to  see  that  transcripts  of  proceedings  in  court  below  are  properly  made  up  and 
correctly  certified  by  clerk  of  trial  court  before  being  filed  in  appellate  court. 

16  L.  R.  A.  318,  GULF,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  00.  v.  HENRY,  84  Tex.  678,  19  S.  W.  870. 
PaaHenarer'a  risbta  on  ticket. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Kinsley,  27  Ind.  App.  147,  87  Am.  St. 
Rep.  245,  60  N.  E.  169,  holding  passenger  purchasing  ticket  good  for  return  on 
certain  date,  having  begun  return  in  time,  cannot  be  refused  carriage  through  fault 
of  railroad  employee,  where  compelled  to  change  cars;  International  &  G.  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Best,  93  Tex.  348,  65  S.  W.  316,  holding  passenger  not  entitled  to  stop  over 
on  continuous  passage  ticket,  notwithstanding  statement  to  that  effect  by  conduc- 
tor; Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F..R.  Co.  V.  Riney,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  401,  92  S.  W.  54,  holding 
holder  of  ticket  required  to  know  contents  and  legal  effect  thereof. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Parry,  22  L.  R.  A.  251,  which  holds 
round-trip  ticket  by  specified  "branch,"  good  on  main  line  only  on  trains  con- 
necting with  branch  trains. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.  776)  on  right  of  passenger  to  stop  over;  (19  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  704)  on  rights  of  passenger  boarding  car  or  train  destined  for  point 
short  of  his  destination;  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  101)  on  who  are  passengers  and  when 
they  become  such. 

16  L.  R.  A.  321,  BINGEL  v.  VOLZ,  142  111.  214,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  64,  31  N.  E.  13. 
Conatractlon  and  reformation  of  -vrllls. 

Cited  in  Eckford  v.  Eckford,  91  Iowa,  62,  26  L.  R.  A.  373,  footnote  p.  270,  58 
N.  W.  1093  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  quarter  section  of  land 
passes  under  devise  erroneously  describing  quarter,  but  correctly  describing  sec- 
tion; Fox  V.  Fox,  102  Tenn.  86,  50  S.  W.  765,  holding  surplus  under  will  falling  to 
improvident  son  not  intended  to  be  impressed  with  trusts  and  limitations  defined 
in  prior  specific  bequest  to  him;  Re  Young,  123  Oal.  344,  65  Pac.  1011,  holding 
clause  directing  that  two  deeds  be  handed  to  husband  of  testatrix,  and,  on  his 
death,  to  another  person,  does  not  devise  land  owned  by  her;  Williams  v.  Wil- 
liams, 189  111.  609,  59  N.  E.  966,  refusing  to  reform  will  by  bringing  together 
descriptions  of  three  parcels  of  land  in  order   to   give   effect  to   devise   of    Ian4 
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wrongly  d«8eribed ;  Henderson  v.  Harness,  176  III.  306,  62  N.  E.  68,  which  hold» 
devise  to  one  for  life,  without  intervention  of  trustee,  subjects  interest  to  lien  of 
judgments  against  life  tenant  prior  to  death  of  testator;  Perry  v.  Bowman,  161 
III.  33,  37  N.  E.  680,  permitting  evidence  of  what  "certain  real  estate  advanced" 
by  testator  was,  to  give  effect  to  his  intention;  Schlottman  v.  Hoffman,  73  Miss* 
198,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  627,  18  So.  893,  holding  evidence  admissible  to  explain 
whether  figures  used  designated  legacy  of  $5  or  $500,  and  referring  particularly 
to  annotation  in  16  L.  R.  A.  321 ;  VesUl  v.  Garrett,  197  111.  405,  64  N.  E.  346, 
holding  evidence  of  extraneous  facts  inadmissible  to  vary  unambiguous  words  of 
will;  R^  Lynch,  142  Cal.  377,  75  Pac.  1086,  holding  devise  of  land  rendered  inef- 
fective by  false  description;  Bond  v.  Moore,  236  111.  580,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)   642, 
86  N.  E.  386,  holding  in  the  construction  of  wills  the  intention  sought  is  not 
that  which  by  inference  may  be  presumed  to  have  existed  in  the  mind  of  the 
testator  but  that  which  by  the  words  used  in  the  will  he  has  expressed;   Re 
Lynch,  142  Cal.  377,  76  Pac.  1086,  holding  will  cannot  be  made  operative  by  in- 
serting  therein  by  construction  words  showing  intention  of  testator  to  dispose 
of  his  own  property  only;  Oliver  v.  Henderson,  121  Ga.  839,  104  Am.  St.  Rep^ 
186,  49  S.  E.  743,  holding  where  testator  devised  lot  of  certain  number  in  cer- 
tain district,  which  he  did  not  own,  parol  evidence  was  inadmissible  to  show  in- 
tention to  devise  lot  in  such  district  which  he  did  own;  Lomax  v.  Lomax,  218 
111.  633,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  949,  76  N.  E.  1076,  holding  parol  evidence  inadmissible 
to  show  section  number  used  in  description  of  land  was  intended  to  be  different 
number;  Hollenbeck  v.  Smith,  231  111.  489,  83  N.  £.  206,  holding  homestead  passed 
by  residuary  clause  of  will,  notwithstanding  circumstances  indicating  intention 
of  testator  it  should  not;  Gano  v.  Gano,  239  III.  546,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  452,  88  N. 
£.   146    (dissenting  opinion)    on   inadmissibility  of  extrinsic   evidence   to  alter 
terms  of  will;   Gilmore  v.  Jenkins,  129  Iowa,  693,  106  N.  W.  193,  6  A.  &  E. 
Ann.   Cas.  1008,  holding  court  without  power  to  correct  mistake  of  scrivener 
wliere  will  gave  only  undivided  one  fifth  of  tract  to  five  daughters  of  testator 
though  other  language  indicated  intention  to  give  each  one  fifth  of  whole;  White- 
house  V.  Whitehouse,  136  Iowa,  170,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  250,  113  N.  W.  769,  on 
ascertainment  of  land  devised  where  description  in  will  is  erroneous;  Re  Turner,. 
142  App.  Div.  647,  127  N.  Y.  Supp.  641,  holding  that  bequest  of  "one  house"  ta 
each  son  is  too  indefinite;  Graves  v.  Rose,  246  111.  80,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)   306,  92^ 
N.  £.  601,  holding  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  supply  township,  county,, 
range  and  state  in  case  devise  of  land  is  described  merely  as  parts  of  certain 
sections;  Carpenter  v.  Carpenter  (Carpenter  v.  Sturgeon)  119  Ky.  586,  68  L.R.A. 
638,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  276,  84  S.  W.  737,  holding  extrinsic  evidence  inadmissible 
to  show  unexpressed  motive  for  creating  trust  in  will;  Howard  v.  Cole,  124  Ky. 
816,  100  S.  W.  226,  holding  wife  took  only  life  estate  under  clause  in  will  giving 
her  life  estate  in  property  to  own  and  do  with  as  she  pleased;  Coberly  v.  Earle, 
60  W.  Va.  302,  64  S.  E.  336,  holding  testator  intestate  as  to  portion  of  his  prop- 
erty not  disposed  of  in  will. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Whitcomb  v.  Rodman,  28  L.R.A.  149,  which  holds  extrinsic 
evidence  admissible  to  identify  land  devised  by  incorrect  description;  Pate  v. 
Bushong,  63  L.R.A.  693,  which  holds  that  mistake  as  to  section  in  which  land 
is  located  will  not  defeat  attempted  devise  of  same. 

Cited  in  notes  (60  Am.  St.  Rep.  280,  281,  283,  284,  285,  289,  290,  291)  on  ex- 
trinsic evidence  to  explain  wills;  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  943,  944,  970)  on  correction 
of  misdescription  of  land  in  will;  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  871)  on  relief  from  mistake 
of  law  as  to  effect  of  instrument;  (65  Am.  St.  Rep.  522)  on  reformation  of  con- 
tracts; (14  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  816)  on  rejection  of  part  of  description  in  deed  a& 
falsa  demonstratio. 
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Distinguished  in  Huffman  v.  Young,  170  111.  297,  49  N.  B.  570,  striking  out 
of  will  certain  false  words  in  description  of  premises,  in  order  to  arrive  at  inten- 
tion of  testator;  Douglas  v.  Bolinger,  228  111.  27,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  409,  81  N.  E. 
787,  holding  word  "north"  used  in  description  of  land  as  north  half  of  certain 
quarter  section  might  be  stricken  out  of  will  where  testator  owned  west  half  of 
such  quarter;  Collins  v.  Capps,  235  111.  665,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  232,  85  N.  E.  934, 
Iiolding  word  "west''  used  in  description  of  land  as  west  half  of  certain  quarter 
section  might  be  stricken  out  of  will  where  part  of  description  remaining  was 
sufficient  to  identify  land  intended  to  be  devised. 

16  L.  R.  A.  326,  SONTAG  v.  BIGELOW,  142  HI.  143,  31  N.  E.  674. 
Rflgrbta  of  cotenants. 

Cited  in  Berry  v.  Seawall,  13  C.  C.  A.  110,  31  U.  S.  App.  30,  65  Fed.  751, 
holding  that  parol  partition,  acquiesced  in  for  any  considerable  time,  estops  any- 
one joining  in  it  and  accepting  exclusive  possession,  from  asserting  right  in  viola- 
tion thereof;  Brumback  v.  Brumback,  198  111.  76,  64  N.  E.  741,  holding  that  pur- 
chaser of  interest  of  tenant  in  common  acquires  no  rights  against  cotenant  by 
possession,  without  actual  notice  that  it  is  adverse ;  Converse  v.  Calumet  River  R. 
Co.  195  111.  207,  62  N.  E.  887,  which  holds  judgment  in  condemnation,  followed 
by  payment,  is  not  color  of  title  within  statute  of  limitations;  Rann  v.  McTiernan, 
187  111.  197,  58  N.  E.  390,  which  holds  that  parol  partition  to  vest  legal  title  in 
severalty  must  be  accompanied  by  deed;  Boyd  v.  Boyd,  176  111.  46,  68  Am.  St.  Rep. 
169,  51  N.  E.  782,  holding  possession  not  adverse  where  cotenant,  a  minor,  had  no 
knowledge  of  his  rights,  and  assertion  of  title  was  not  absolutely  hostile  to  him; 
McMahill  v.  Torrence,  163  III.  282,  45  N.  E.  269,  refusing  to  recognize  statute  of 
limitations  as  bar  to  action  for  partition,  where  cotenant's  interest  was  recognised 
within  period;  Van  Buskirk  v.  Van  Buskirk,  148  111.  24,  35  N.  E.  383,  which  holds 
that  trust  results  in  favor  of  one  of  two  brothers  living  on  same  property,  who 
contributed  half  of  purchase  money  toward  purchase,  where  title  taken  in  name  of 
other  brother,  whether  parol  partition  or  not;  Donason  v.  Barbero,  230  111.  153, 
S2  N.  E.  620,  holding  acts  of  cotenant  insufficient  to  give  other  cotenants  notice 
of  his  claiming  adversely;  Carpenter  v.  Fletcher,  239  111.  446,  88  N.  E.  162, 
holding  cotenant  in  possession  cannot  acquire  and  rely  upon  color  of  title  as 
against  his  cotenants;  Duffy  v.  Duffy,  243  111.  478,  90  N.  E.  697,  holding  parol 
partition  of  their  real  estate  by  tenants  in  common  enforceable  in  equity  if  fol- 
lowed by  several  possession  in  accordance  with  agreement  of  partition. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.R.A.  789)  on  what  title  or  interest  will  support  action 
of  ejectment;  (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  616)  on  creation  of  prescriptive  title  by  adverse 
possession  by  one  cotenant;   (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  726)  on  color  of  title. 

16  L.  R.  A.  330,  LARSON  v.  METROPOLITAN  STREET  R.  CO.  110  Mo.  234, 

33  Am.  St.  Rep.  439,  19  S.  W.  416. 
lilabllity  for  damajpe  to  landoTrner. 

Cited  in  Mosier  v.  Oregon  Nav.  Co.  39  Or.  261,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  652,  64  Pac.  453, 
liolding  railroad  liable  for  sliding  of  earth  of  adjoining  owner  into  excavation 
made  by  it  while  repairing  right  of  way;  Springfield  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Jenkins, 
62  Mo.  App.  82,  holding  that  owner  of  land  cannot  affect  natural  flow  of  stream 
percolating  into  subterranean  channel,  so  as  to  injure  one  whose  springs  are 
fed  therefrom. 

Duty  to  aapport  bulldiny* 

Cited  in  Delaney  v.  Bowman,  82  Mo.  App.  256,  holding  that  owner  of  building 
lias  right  to  rely  on  voluntary  promise  by  adjoining  owner  that  he  will  protect 
-wall  while  excavating  on  own  premises;  Gildersleeve  v.  Hammond,  109  Mich.  439, 
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33  L.  R.  A.  62,  67  N.  W.  519,  holding  owner  of  building  relieved  of  necessity  of 
shoring  it  up  when  adjoining  owner  promised  to  support  it  while  excavating; 
Walters  v.  Hamilton,  75  Mo.  App.  247,  holding  that  owner  of  land  has  no  natural 
casement  for  support  of  his  building  upon  land  of  his  neighbor;  Eads  v.  Gains, 
•58  Mo.  App.  591,  upholding  right  of  one  excavating  own  land,  to  recover  expenses 
of  shoring  up  adjoining  owner's  wall  after  timely  notice  of  intention  to  excavate; 
Gildersleeve  v.  Hammond,  109  Mich.  436,  33  L.  R.  A.  49,  67  N.  W.  619,  sustaining 
right  of  action  for  damages  caused  by  fall  of  building  standing  nearly  5  feet 
from  boundary  in  sandy  soil,  undermined  by  excavating  on  adjoining  lot  without 
supporting  side  of  excavation;  Davis  v.  Summerfield,  131  N.  C.  353,  63  L.  R.  A. 
493,  footnote  p.  493,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  781,  42  S.  E.  818,  46  S.  E.  654,  holding  it 
to  be  duty  of  one  about  to  excavate  to  notify  adjoining  owner  of  proposed  extent 
thereof;  Carpenter  v.  Reliance  Realty  Co.  103  Mo.  App.  490,  77  S.  W.  1004,  holding 
duty  devolves  upon  owner,  upon  notice  of  another's  intention  to  excavate,  to  pro- 
tect buildings;  Pohlman  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  131  Iowa,  95,  6  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  149,  107  N.  W.  1025,  holding  term  "lateral  support"  has  reference  to 
support  which  in  state  of  nature,  soil  of  one  owner  receives  at  boundary  line 
from  soil  of  his  neighbor;  Gerst  v.  St.  Louis,  185  Mo.  209,  105  Am.  St.  Rep. 
580,  84  S.  W.  34,  holding  one  proposing  to  excavate  on  his  own  premises  in  such 
way  as  to  endanger  neighbor's  building  bound  to  give  latter  notice;  McGrath 
V.  St.  Louis  &  H.  Constr.  Co.  215  Mo.  212,  114  S.  W.  611,  holding  necessity  of 
formal  notice  of  excavation  dispensed  with  by  property  owner's  knowledge 
thereof;  Gates  v.  Fulkerson,  129  Mo.  App.  624,  107  S.  W.  1032,  holding  mere  fact 
lot  is  excavated  up  to  line  of  lot  adjoining  and  lateral  support  of  latter  thereby 
removed  gives  no  cause  of  action;  failure  to  use  ordinary  care  resulting  in  in- 
jury must  also  be  shown;  Flanagan  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Levine,  142  Mo.  App.  245, 
125  S.  W.  1172,  holding  lot  owner  is  not  liable  to  contractor  constructing  build- 
ing on  adjoining  lot  for  cost  of  shoring  and  protecting  lot  owner's  house;  Han- 
nicker  V.  Lepper,  20  S.  D.  375,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  245,  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  938,  107 
X.  W.  202,  holding  damages  recoverable  by  lot  owner  for  injury  to  land  and 
buildings  due  to  negligence  in  excavating  on  adjoining  lot;  Malone  v.  Pierce,  231 
Pa.  537,  80  Atl.  979,  holding  that  owner  about  to  excavate,  who  agrees  with 
owner  of  adjoining  land  to  do  work  in  particular  manner  so  as  not  to  injure 
buildings,  and  neglects  to  have  it  done  that  way  to  injury  of  adjoining  owner, 
is  liable  to  latter  for  injury;  Walker  v.  Strosnider,  67  W.  Va.  44,  67  S.  E.  1087, 
21  Ann.  Caa.  1,  holding  that  person  making  excavation  is  not  liable  for  fall  of 
building  on  adjoining  land  provided  he  exercised  prudence,  care  and  caution  in 
making  excavation;  Farnandis  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  41  Wash.  493,  5 
L..R.A.(N.S.)  1088,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  1027,  84  Pac.  18,  holding  railroad  company 
causing  land  120  feet  away  to  subside  and  building  thereon  to  collapse  in  digging 
tunnel  liable  for  damage  regardless  of  question  of  negligence,  also  citing  note  on 
this  point;  Schmoe  v.  Cotton,  167  Ind.  368,  79  N.  E.  184,  holding  while  right 
of  action  for  deprivation  of  lateral  support  is  not  based  upon  negligence,  but 
upon  violation  of  absolute  right;  recovery  for  damages  to  artificial  structures 
•cannot  be  had  except  upon  basis  of  negligence;  Burk  Bros.  Meat  &  Provision 
Co.  V.  Foster,  159  Mo.  App.  642,  141  S.  W.  442,  holding  that  personal  knowledge 
of  progress  of  excavation  on  adjoining  land  is  equivalent  to  notice  and  owner  of 
building  adjoining  cannot  complain  of  lack  of  formal  notice. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Clemens  v.  Speed,  19  L.  R.  A.  240,  which  denies  to  party- 
wall  owners,  reciprocal  easement  from  support  of  buildings. 

Cited  in  notes  (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  161,  162)  on  right  to  support  of  land  in  its 
natural  state  and  to  support  of  buildings  thereon;  (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  681)  on 
creation  and  conveyance  of  easements  appurtenant;    (34  Am.  St.  Rep.  708)   on 


16  L.R.A.  330]  L.  R.  A.  CA6ES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  60 

implied  grant  of  easements  by  fieverance  and  sale  of  property;  (126  Am.  St. 
Rep.  955)  on  operation  of  statute  of  limitations  where  cause  of  action  for 
nominal  damages  subsequently  ripens  into  right  to  actual  damages;  (25  £ng. 
Rul.  Cas.  344)   on  presumption  of  grant  from  public  acts  of  user. 

Distinguished  in  Harper  v.  Lenoir,  152  N.  C.  727,  68  S.  E.  228,  holding  rule 
that  claim  for  damages  for  removal  of  lateral  support  does  not  arise  until  there 
has  been  appreciable  injury  to  plaintiff's  property  inapplicable  to  case  of 
municipal  corporation  changing  established  grade  of  street;  also  referring  to 
note. 
Independent   contractor. 

Cited  in  Scott  v.  Springfield,  81  Mo.  App.  325,  holding  city  liable  for  negligent 
injury  to  contractor's  servant  when  city's  engineer  had  supervision,  which  in- 
cluded even  discharge  of  employees;  Independence  v.  Slack,  134  Mo.  78,  34  S.  W. 
1004,  holding  lot  owner  not  liable  for  negligence  of  independent  contractor  laying- 
sidewalk,  because  engaging  person  to  supervise  the  work ;  Gayle  v.  Missouri  Car  & 
Foundry  Co.  177  Mo.  448,  76  S.  W.  987,  holding  independent  contractor  not  ren- 
dered servant  by  fact  that  work  is  supervised  by  employer;  Scharff  v.  Southern 
Illinois  Constr.  Co.  115  Mo.  App.  167,  92  S.  W.  126,  holding  one  contracting  to 
erect  hotel,  hiring  and  discharging  employes  at  will,  pursuing  his  own  methods 
and  subject  to  employer's  control  only  as  to  results  of  work,  is  independent  con- 
tractor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pittsfield  Cottonwear  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pittsfield  Shoe  Co.  GO 
L.  R.  A.  116,  which  holds  landlord  liable  to  tenants  of  lower  floor  for  injury  from 
freezing  of  automatic  fire  extinguisher  in  portion  retained  by  former,  though 
building  heated  by  independent  contractor;  Boomer  v.  Wilbur,  53  L.  R.  A.  172, 
which  denies  owner's  liability  for  injury  by  fall  of  bricks  through  negligence  of 
independent  contractor  repairing  chimney ;  Peerless  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bagley,  53  L.  R.  A. 
285,  which  holds  landlord  liable  for  independent  contractor's  negligence  in  putting 
in  automatic  fire  extinguisher;  Hoff  v.  Shockley,  64  L.  R.  A.  538,  which  holds 
property  owner  not  liable  for  injuries  to  traveler  by  n^ligent  obstruction  of  street 
by  independent  contractor;  Davis  v.  Summerfield,  63  L.R.A.  492,  which  holds  lot- 
owner  liable  for  injury  to  adjoining  building  due  to  negligent  excavation  on  hi» 
own  lot  by  an  independent  contractor. 

Cited  in  notes  (65  L.R.A.  479,  492)  as  to  who  are  independent  contractors; 
(66  L.R.A.  954)  on  liability  for  injuries  occurring  in  performance  of  work  by 
independent  contractor  where  employer's  o\^ti  act  is  a  proximate  cause;  (76 
Am.  St.  Rep.  398,  424)  on  liability  for  negligence  and  torts  of  independent  con- 
tractors. 

Distinguished  in  Ege  v.  Phoenix  Brick  &  Constr.  Co.  118  Mo.  App.  634,  94  S. 
W.  999,  holding  reservation  of  right  in  city  engineer  to  discharge  persons  en- 
gaged in  work  for  which  city  lets  contract  does  not  make  subcontractor  inde- 
pendent. 
Res  greatie. 

Cited  in  Eagle  Constr.  Co.  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  71  Mo.  App.  631,  holding  state- 
ments of  one's  servants  while  in  act  of  conversion  admissible. 

Directed  verdict. 

Cited  in  Phelan  v.  Granite  Bituminous  Paving  Co.  115  Mo.  App.  432,  91  S.  W. 
440,  holding  motion  for  instruction  that  under  law  and  evidence  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  recover  is  in  nature  of  demurrer  to  evidence  and  plaintiff  entitled 
to  most  favorable  view  of  his  case  that  evidence  warrants. 
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16  L.  R.  A.  336,  GLASS  v.  FREEBURG,  50  Minn.  386,  52  N.  W.  900. 
PrloritF  of  liens. 

Cited  in  Wentworth  v.  Tubbs,  53  Minn.  305,  55  N.  W.  543,  declaring  mechanic's 
lien  for  making  plans  in  architect's  officer  not  superior  to  mortgage  given  before 
work  on  ground  begmi;  Miller  v.  Stoddard,  54  Minn.  489,  56  N.  W.  131,  granting 
preference  to  mechanics'  liens  over  mortgage  executed  after  work  begun;  Orton- 
Tille  V.  Geer,  93  Minn.  503,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  445,  101  N.  W.  963,  holding  mort- 
gage subsequent  to  commencement  of  construction  subordinate  to  liens  of  those 
contributing  to  completion  of  structure;  Phelan  v.  Terry,  101  Minn.  459,  112 
N.  W.  872,  holding  if  creditor  causes  execution  to  be  levied  upon  crops  of  his 
debtor,  or  chattel  mortgage  to  be  taken  thereon,  rights  thus  acquired  are  sub- 
ject to  thresher's  lien;  Spengler  v.  Stiles-TuU  Liunber  Co.  94  Miss.  812,  48  So. 
966,  to  the  point  that  mortgage  on  house  not  in  existence  cannot  prevail  over  lien 
of  mechanics  and  materialmen. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  Neubauer,  33  L.  R.  A.  685,  which  authorizes  lien 
for  materials  furnished  to  subcontractors  as  well  as  to  contractors;  Hightower  v. 
Bailey,  49  L.  R.  A.  255,  which  sustains  lien  to  subcontractors  or  material  men. 
Irrespective  of  notice  of  claim  or  state  of  account  between  owner  and  principal 
contractor;  Green  v.  Williams,  19  L.  R.  A.  478,  which  holds  subcontractor's  right 
to  lien  not  lost  by  contractor's  waiver  or  estoppel. 

Distinguished  in  Gardner  v.  Leek,  52  Minn.  525,  54  N.  W.  746,  subordinating 
to  all  mechanics'  liens  mortgages  made  subsequent  to  work  begun  or  material  fur- 
nished on  ground;  Allis-Chambers  Co.  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  00, 
111  C.  C.  A.  428,  190  Fed.  707,  holding  subcontractor  not  entitled  to  priority 
over  mortgage  executed  to  secure  bonds  delivered  to  principal  contractor  to 
pay  for  work  to  be  done  by  him  after  date  of  principal  contract,  where  no  work 
was  done  under  subcontract  until  after  rights  of  mortgagee  were  perfected. 

16  L.  R.  A.  337,  JACKSONVILLE,  T.  ft  K.  W.  R.  CO.  v.  GALVIN,  29  Fla.  636 

11  So.  231. 
Ijlablllty  of  railroad  for  nearllflrence. 

Cited  in  Wilkinson  v.  Pensacola  &  A.  R.  Co.  35  Fla.  87,  17  So.  71,  sustaining 
judgment  for  defendant  where  evidence  failed  to  prove  allegation  that  fireman 
threw  piece  of  wood  from  passing  train,  by  which  traveler  injured;  Walsh  v. 
Western  R.  Co.  34  Fla.  11,  15  So.  686,  sustaining  allegations  of  neglect  in  con- 
structing track  and  in  constructing  cars  so  that  plaintiff's  intestate  was  thrown 
from  his  engine  by  train  breaking  apart. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dewey  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  292,  which 
holds  railroad  company  not  liable  for  injury  to  brakeman  by  load  projecting  be- 
yond end  of  flat  car. 

Cited  in  note   (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)   385)   on  liability  of  railroad  to  employee  for 
injuries  caused  by  defectively  loaded  car. 
'Who  are  felloir  iierTants. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dewey  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  16  L.  R,  A.  342,  which 
holds  car  inspector  and  brakeman  not  fellrw  servants. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.  R.  A.  794)  on  what  constitutes  common  employment. 
Isvae*  not  raised  by  pleadln^a. 

Cited  in  Louisville  k  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Guyton,  47  Fla.  193,  36  Sa  84,  holding  in- 
structions authorizing  jury  to  base  verdict  on  phases  of  negligence  not  relied 
upon  or  alleged  as  cause  of  action  erroneooB. 
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16  L.  R.  A.  342,  DEWEY  v.  DETROIT,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  CO.  97  Mich.  343,  62  N. 

W.  942. 
Nevliffenee  of  fello^v  •erTantii. 

Cited  on  rehearing  in  Dewey  v.  Detroit,  6.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  97  Mich.  329,  22  L. 
R.  A.  293,  footnote  p.  292,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  348,  56  N.  W.  756,  holding  company  not 
liable  for  injury  to  brakeman  from  load  projecting  beyond  end  of  flat  car,  due  to 
negligence  of  inspector. 

Cited  in  Beesley  v.  F.  W.  Wheeler  &  Co.  103  Mich.  212,  27  L.  R.  A.  271,  61  N.  W. 
658,  holding  that  ship  riveter  cannot  recover  for  injuries  caused  by  negligence  of 
carpenters  in  constructing  scaffold. 
"Wbo  are  felloir  •erTants. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Clarke  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  811,  which  holds 
section  boss  of  one  gang  and  member  of  another  gang  fellow  servants;  Buck  v. 
New  Jersey  Zinc  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  453,  which  holds  blacksmith  in  factory  working 
link  for  chain  to  keep  box  of  dump  car  in  position,  fellow  servant  of  one  using 
car;  Lollis  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  598,  which  holds  car  inspector  and 
switchman  fellow  servants. 
Kno-wledgre  of  danger  a«  affectlnir  liability. 

Cited  in  notes  (41  L.  R.  A.  123)  on  knowledge  as  element  of  employer's  liability 
to  injured  servant. 

Distinguished  in  Brennan  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  93  Mich.  159,  53  N.  W.  358^ 
denying  right  of  recovery  for  death  of  brakeman  coupling  cars  loaded  with  logs^ 
with  knowledge  of  rule  calling  attention  to  method  of  transporting  same,  and  re- 
quiring him  to  use  stick. 
Vice  principalship. 

Cited  in  note  (54  L.  R.  A.  161)  on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with  refer- 
ence to  character  of  act  which  caused  injury. 

16  L.  R.  A.  345,  HEFFRON  v.  DETROIT  CITY  R.  CO.  92  Mich.  406,  31  Am. 

St.  Rep.  601,  52  N.  W.  802. 
Pa«»en8rer*»    riffht    of    transportation. 

Cited  in  Van  Dusan  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  97  Mich.  442,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  354, 
66  N.  W.  848,  limiting  recovery  for  peaceable  ejection  from  train  to  value  of  return 
ticket  passenger  was  deprived  of  by  mistake  of  conductor;  Jenkins  v.  Brooklyn 
Heights  R.  Co.  29  App.  Div.  12,  51  N.  Y.  Supp-  216,  holding  acceptance  of  transfer 
ticket  from  one  line  of  street  to  another  does  not  alter  rights  of  passenger  who  has 
paid  his  fare;  Indianapolis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  161  Ind.  187,  100  Am.  St.  Rep. 
261,  66  N.  E.  950  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  ejection  of  passenger 
tendering  transfer  on  wrong  line,  given  through  negligence  of  another  conductor, 
unjustifiable;  Brown  v.  Rapid  R.  Co.  130  Mich.  486,  90  N.  W.  290,  holding  only 
extra  fare  paid  after  ejection  recoverable  by  passenger  tendering  wrong  coupon 
tickets  on  return  trip,  through  mistake  of  first  conductor ;  Sanden  t.  Northern 
P.  R.  Co.  43  Mont.  218,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  714,  116  Pac.  408,  to  the  point  that 
person  who  accepts  contract  of  carriage  and  proceeds  to  avail  himself  of  its  pro- 
visions is  bound  by  its  reasonable  conditions;  Brown  v.  Rapid  R.  Co.  134  Mich. 
593,  96  N.  W.  926,  holding  where  conductor  refuses  to  honor  ticket  owing  to 
mistake  of  previous  conductor  in  tearing  off  wrong  portion  thereof  and  ejects 
passenger,  passenger's  recovery  limited  to  additional  fare;  Hornesby  v.  Georgia 
R.  &  Electric  Co.  120  Ga.  914,  48  S.  E.  339,  1  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  391,  holding  in 
absence  of  law  or  ordinance  requiring  street  railroad  company  to  issue  transfers, 
or  of  holding  out  it  will  issue  transfers  without  restriction,  regulations  requir- 
ing right  to  ride  on  car  to  which  transfer  made  to  be  evidenced  by  transfer  and: 
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limiting  time  for  use  of  transfer  are  reasonable;  Philadelphia  v.  Philadelphia 
Rapid  Transit  Co.  18  Pa.  Dist.  R.  109,  holding  giving  of  transfer  by  street  rail- 
way company  is  r^ulation  and  not  change  of  rate. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pine  v.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  16  L.  R.  A.  347,  which  holda 
passenger  entitled  to  transportation  over  any  line  to  which  transfer  ticket  appli- 
cable; Nashville  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Griffin,  49  L.  R.  A.  451,  which  denies  authority  to 
eject  passenger  who,  after  paying  fare  inside  station,  enters  car  which  has  stopped 
just  outside  station;  Curtis  v.  Louisville  City  R.  Co.  21  L.  R.  A.  649,  which  denies 
right  to  eject- for  nonpayment  of  fare,  passenger  receiving  45  cents  as  change  for 
50-cent  piece;  Mahoney  v.  Detroit  Street  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  335,  whicli  authorizes 
ejection  of  one  refusing  to  pay  fare,  and  claiming  right  of  carriage  on  transfer, 
without  transfer  ticket;  0*Rouke  v.  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  614,  which 
holds  void,  conditions  on  transfer  check  requiring  passengers  to  ascertain  correct- 
ness of  date,  time,  and  direction. 

Cited  in  notes  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  101,  102)  on  who  are  passengers  and  when 
they  become  such;  (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  288)  on  right  of  street  car  company  to  limit 
time  or  point  of  transfer. 

Disapproved  in  Morrill  v.  Minneapolis  Street  R.  Co.  103  Minn.  368,  123  Am. 
St.  Rep.  341,  115  N.  W.  395,  holding  street  railroad  company  liable  in  damages 
to  passenger  where  conductor  on  car  to  which  transfer  made  refused  to  recognize 
transfer,  destroyed  same,  and  ejected  passenger. 
'Wron^fol  dlspoaltion  of  street  raili^ay  transfem. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ea  parte  Lorenzen,  50  L.  R.  A.  55,  which  sustains  penal 
ordinance  against  passenger  selling  or  giving  away  street  railway  transfer. 

16  L.  R.  A.  347,  PINE  v.  ST.  PAUL  CITY  R.  CO.  50  Minn.  144,  52  N.  W.  392. 
Pawieiiar^r'a    riffbt    of    traniiportatlon. 

Cited  in  Vicksburg  R.  Power  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Marlett,  78  Miss.  874,  29  So.  62, 
refusing  exemplary  damages  for  ejecting  passenger  presenting  unpunched  transfer 
ticket;  Percy  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  58  Mo.  App.  79,  upholding  right  of 
railway  to  expel  passenger  for  failure  to  pay  fare,  when  he  boarded  car  at  point 
not  indicated  on  ticket;  Appleby  v.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  54  Minn.  171,  40  Am.  St. 
Rep.  308,  55  N.  W.  1117,  holding  passenger  entitled  to  recover  for  expulsion  from 
car  which  he  had  taken  after  one  he  had  boarded  with  transfer  had  been  with- 
drawn; Indianapolis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  161  Ind.  181,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  261, 
(i6  N.  E.  950  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  ejection  of  passenger  tender- 
ing transfer  on  wrong  line,  given  through  negligence  of  another  conductor,  unjus- 
tifiable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  O'Rouke  v.  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  614,  which 
holds  void,  conditions  on  transfer  check  requiring  passengers  to  ascertain  correct- 
ness of  date,  time,  and  direction;  Mahoney  v.  Detroit  Street  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A. 
335,  which  authorizes  ejection  of  one  refusing  to  pay  fare,  and  claiming  right  to 
carriage  on  transfer,  without  transfer  ticket;  Curtis  v.  Louisville  City  R.  Co.  21 
L.  R.  A.  649,  which  denies  right  to  eject  for  nonpayment  of  fare,  passenger  receiv- 
ing 45  cents  as  change  for  50-cent  piece;  Nashville  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Griffin,  49  L.  R. 
A.  451,  which  denies  authority  to  eject  passenger  who,  after  paying  fare  inside 
station,  enters  car  wnich  has  stopped  just  outside  station. 
Reatrietiona  aa  to  a«e  of  street  car  transfers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ex  parte  Lorenzen,  50  L.  R.  A.  55,  which  sustains  penal 
ordinance  against  passenger  selling  or  giving  away  street  railway  transfer;  HefF- 
ron  V.  Detroit  City  R.  Oo.  10  L.  R.  A.  345,  which  holds  restriction  for  use  of  street 
car  transfer  within  fifteen  minutes  valid. 
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JLiabllity  of  street  car  company  to  pawicnarer  ejected  for  nrant  of  proper 
traaafer. 

Cited  in  Norton  ▼.  Consolidated  R.  Co.  79  Conn.  114,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  132,  63 
Atl.  1087,  6  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  943,  holding  after  demands  by  conductor  it  is 
passenger's  duty  to  either  pay  his  fare  or  peaceably  leave  car. 

Distinguished  in  Morrill  v.  Minneapolis  Street  R.  Co.  103  Minn.  380,  123  Am. 
St.  Rep.  341,  116  N.  W.  395,  holding  transfer  slip  is  not  sole  and  exclusive  evi- 
dence of  right  of  holder  to  ride  on  street  car,  and  passenger  is  not  bound  to 
examine  it  to  see  if  it  is  correct. 
•^—  Measure  of  dm.niLH,geu, 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.  ed.  U.  S.  99)  on  liability  of  railroad  or  other  corporation 
for  punitive  or  exemplary  damages;  (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  608)  on  exemplary  dam- 
ages against  corporations. 

Disapproved  in  Georgia  R.  k  Electric  Co.  v.  Baker,  125  Ga.  570,  7  L.R.A. 
(]Sr.S.)  107,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  246,  54  S.  E.  639,  3  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  484,  holding 
passenger  entitled  to  substantial  damages  as  for  inexcusable  trespass. 

16  L.  R.  A.  349,  GILLESPIE  v.  LINCOLN,  35  Neb.  34,  52  N.  W.  811. 
I^lablllty  of  municipality  In   arovemmental   capacity. 

Cited  in  Ulrich  v.  St.  Louis,  112  Mo.  148,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  372,  20  S.  W.  466, 
holding  that  -workhouse  inmate,  kicked  by  mule  which  he  was  directed  by  superin- 
tendent to  harness,  cannot  recover  of  citj',  though  mule  known  by  superintendent 
to  be  vicious;  Shanewerk  v.  Ft.  Worth,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  272,  32  S.  W.  918,  deny- 
ing city's  liability  for  injuries  to  engineer  of  fire  engine  negligently  driven  by  its 
driver  into  hose  cart  while  in  discharge  of  duty;  Saunders  v.  Ft.  Madison,  111 
Iowa,  105,  82  N.  W.  428,  holding  city  not  liable  for  injury  due  to  runaway  horse 
frightened  at  wanton  ringing  of  bell  by  fireman  while  passing  engine  house ;  Nich- 
olson v.  Detroit,  129  Mich.  256,  66  L.  R.  A.  606,  88  N.  W.  696,  denying  liability  of 
city  for  death  of  employee  from  smallpox  contracted  while  tearing  down  small- 
pox hospital  to  erect  another  under  statute  requiring  it ;  Esberg  Cigar  Co.  v.  Port- 
land, 34  Or.  289,  43  L.  R.  A.  440,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  651,  55  Pac.  961,  holding  city  re- 
sponsible for  goods  destroyed  by  bursting  of  water  main  in  system  from  which  it 
derives  profit;  Workman  v.  New  York,  179  U.  S.  580.  45  L.  ed.  328,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  212  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  city  liable  for  damages  to  owner 
of  vessel  run  into  by  fire  tug  hastening  to  put  out  fire  on  vessel  in  harbor;  Sim- 
mons V.  Chadron,  93  C.  C.  A.  384,  167  Fed.  974,  on  nonliability  of  municipal  cor- 
poration for  acts  in  performance  of  governmental  function;  Higgins  v.  Superior, 
134  Wis.  268,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  996,  114  N.  W.  490,  holding  city  not  liable  to  per- 
son injured  through  negligence  of  driver  of  fire  department  team;  State  ex  rel. 
Haberlan  v.  Love,  89  Neb.  162,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  611,  131  N.  W.  196,  Ann.  Cas.  1912 
C,  542,  to  the  point  that  firemen  are  public  or  state  officers,  and  that  duties  they 
perform  do  not  relate  to  corporate  functions  of  municipality. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  630)  on  municipal  liability  for  acts  or  negli- 
gence of  fire  department;  (45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  315)  on  liability  of  municipal  corpora- 
tions for  acts  of  fireman;  (108  Am.  St.  Rep.  166)  as  to  what  municipal  corpora- 
tions are  answerable  for  injuries  due  to  defects  in  streets  and  other  public 
places. 

Distinguished  in  Burke  v.  South  Omaha,  79  Neb.  795,  113  N.  W.  241,  holding 
city  liable  to  employe  engaged  in  repair  of  streets  for  negligence  resulting  in  his 
injury;  Tewksbury  v.  Lincoln,  84  Neb.  574,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  285,  121  N.  W.  994, 
holding  city  liable  to  person  injured  by  fall  on  ice  formed  on  sidewalk  from  water 
which  escaped  from  hydrant  where  hose  was  attached  to  it  to  flush  sewer, 
though  city  not  given  notice  of  defect. 
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ii«itt  and  control  of  police  and  Arc  departments. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel,  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Moores,  55  Neb.  519,  41  L.  R.  A. 
637,  76  N.  W.  175,  declaring  invalid,  act  authorizing  governor  to  appoint  police 
and  fire  commissioners  in  metropolitan  cities. 
"Wlien  city  estopped. 

Cited  in  Philadelphia  Mortg.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Omaha,  03  Neb.  286,  57  L.  R.  A.  153, 
89  Am.  St.  Rep.  442,  88  N.  W.  523,  refusing  to  estop  municipality  from  collect- 
ing taxes  due  and  unpaid,  because  by  mistake  they  were  marked  paid  on  records. 

16  L.  R.  A.  353,  TAPPAN  v.  BOSTON  WATER  POWER  CO.  157  Mass.  24,  31  N. 
E,  703. 

l*and  nnder  navlgrable  stream. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel,  Cornwall  v.  Woodruff,  30  App.  Div.  47,  51  N.  Y.  Supp. 
515,  holding  riparian  owner  taking  grant  from  state  of  land  under  water  in  navi- 
gable river  takes  it  subject  to  right  of  adjacent  owner  to  receive  grant  of  land 
under  water  adjacent  to  his  upland;  Forest  River  Lead  Co.  v.  Salem,  165  Mass. 
200,  42  N.  E.  802,  establishing  boundary  between  towns  for  purpose  of  taxation  at 
high-water  mark  of  river,  on  one  side  thereof,  in  accordance  with  general  repute 
and  acquiescence. 

Cited  in  notes  (45  L.  R.  A.  239)  on  title  to  land  between  high  and  low  water 
marks;  (21  L.  R.  A.  777,  778)  on  division  of  water  front,  alluvion,  and  flats  be- 
tween adjoining  riparian  owners;  (122  Am.  St.  Rep.  984)  on  apportionment  of 
accretions. 

Distinguished  in  Thomas  v.  Ashland,  S.  &  I.  River  Logging  R.  Co.  122  Wis. 
524,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  1000,  100  N.  W.  993,  holding  each  riparian  owner  must 
have  his  due  proportion  of  line  bounding  navigability  and  course  of  access  to  it 
from  shore  exclusive  of  other  owners. 
Plea  of  nnl  disseisin. 

Cited  in  Murphy  v.  Com.  187  Mass.  370,  73  N.  E.  524,  holding  plea  of  nul 
disseisin  is  assertion  of  possession  under  title. 

16  L.  R.  A.  358,  CRAIG  v.  STATE,  49  Ohio  St.  415,  30  N.  E.  1120. 
Form  of  Indictment  for  mnrder. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Almy,  67  N.  H.  275,  22  L.  R.  A.  748,  28  Atl.  372,  which  holds 
that  indictment  alleging  murder  in  same  form  as  at  common  la^y  will  support  ver- 
dict of  guilty  under  act  dividing  it  into  degrees. 
Error  as  to  Jnry. 

Cited  in  Bender  v.  Buehrer,  8  Ohio  C.  C.  246,  4  Ohio  C.  D.  508,  on  error  in  con- 
nection with  view  of  premises  by  jury. 
RljRTlftt  to  sentence  accnsed  on  plen  of  grnllty. 

Cited  in*  note  (35  L.R.A.(X.S.)  1147,  1150)  on  right  to  sentence  accused  upon 
pka  of  guilty. 

16  L.  R.  A.  361,  DUNLAP  v.  STEERE,  92  Cal.  344,  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  143,  28  Pac. 

563. 
When  Jndfmtent  condnslve. 

Cited  in  Sullivan  v.  Lumsden,  118  Cal.  668,  50  Pac.  777,  granting  repartition  6i 
lands  where,  by  mistake  of  referee  in  former  partition,  there  was  division  of  lands 
to  which  there  was  no  title;  Miller  v.  Margerie,  79  C.  C.  A.  382,  149  Fed.  698, 
on  vacation  of  judgments;  People  v.  Perris  Irrig.  Dist.  142  Cal.  606,  76  Pac. 
381,  holding  judgments  procured  by  extrinsic  frauds  upon  court  rendering  them 
may  be  set  aside  by  resort  to  court  of  equity;  Hanley  v.  Hanley,  4  Cof.  Prob, 
L.R.A.  Au!^  Vol.  III.— 5. 
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Dec.  Anno.  479,  holding  equity  may  grant  relief  from  order  of  court  setting 
apart  homestead  where  order  procured  by  fraud  on  court;  Smith  v.  Collis,  42 
Mont.  364,  112  Pac.  1070,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  1158,  to  the  point  that  judgment 
obtained  on  service  by  publication  will  be  set  aside  where  false  statements  wero 
made  to  obtain  order  of  publication  and  defendant  had  no  notice;  Doyle  v.  Hamp- 
ton, 159  Cal.  733,  116  Pac.  39,  holding  that  unconscionable  judgment  based  solely 
upon  constructive  service  obtained  without  defendant's  knowledge,  where  order 
for  publication  was  obtained  by  wilful  false  statements;  Bell  v.  Thompson,  147 
Cal.  694,  82  Pac.  327,  holding  complaint  in  action  to  vacate  decree  must  aver 
plaintiff  had  defense  to  action  in  which  decree  rendered;  Tracy  v.  Muir,  151  CaU 
371,  121  Am.  St.  Rep.  117,  90  Pac.  832,  stating  case  of  heir  without  knowledge 
of  probate  proceedings  as  possible  exception  to  rule  that  question  of  genuineness 
of  w^ill  is  exclusively  for  court  in  which  will  was  proved. 

Cited  in  note  (54  Am.  St.  Rep.  240,  246)  on  relief  in  equity  against  judgments 
and  otber  judicial  determinations. 

Distinguished  in  Fealey  v.  Fealey,  104  Cal.  362,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  Ill,  38  Pac. 
49,  holding  plaintiff  in  action  to  annul  order  was  bound  by  judgment  though  in- 
competent when  it  was  made,  where  plaintiff's  guardian  had  notice  of  proceed- 
ing. 
ConstmctlT'e  serT-ice   of   procemi. 

Cited  in  Parsons  v.  Weis,  144  Cal.  415,  77  Pac.  1007,  holding  affidavit  for  serv- 
ice by  publication  stating  person  is  nonresident,  need  not  state  that  such  person 
cannot  be  found  in  state  with  due  diligence;  McKnight  v.  Grant,  13  Idaho,  640, 
121  Am.  St.  Rep.  287,  92  Pac.  989,  holding  sufficient  diligence  in  search  for 
defendant  is  shown  by  locating  him  in  foreign  state. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Capital  City  Bank  v.  Parent,  18  L.  R.  A.  240,  which  hold» 
creditor's  bill  cannot  be  based  on  judgment  for  money  only,  when  jurisdiction  only 
obtained  by  attachment  against  nonresident. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  626)  as  to  whether  jurisdiction  of  suit  to 
quiet  title  or  remove  cloud  on  title  of  land  within  territorial  jurisdiction  may 
rest  upon  constructive  service  of  nonresident. 

Distinguished  in  Mulcahey  v.  Dow,  131  Cal.  77,  63  Pac.  158,  which  holds  decree 
distributing  estate  of  decedent  a  proceeding  in  rem  and  conclusive,  unless  appealed 
from,  upon  those  with  only  constructive  notice  of  hearing. 

16  L.  R,  A.  367,  COTTING  v.  DeSARTIGES,  17  R.  I.  668,  24  Atl.  530. 
Execution  of  poorer  under  'vrill. 

Cited  in  Morffew  v.  San  Francisco  &  S.  R.  R.  Co.  107  Cal.  597,  40  Pac.  810,. 
holding  extrinsic  evidence  admissible  to  determine  whether  deed  executed  by  donee- 
of  power,  who  had  also  an  interest  in  fee;  Mason  v.  Wheeler,  19  R.  I.  23,  61  Am.. 
St.  Rep.  734,  31  Atl.  426,  holding  that  testatrix  did  not  intend  to  execute  by  will, 
power  of  di'&position  of  real  estate  given  to  her  in  will  of  her  mother,  by  use  of 
words  "real  estate"  in  devise  of  residue;  Lane  v.  Lane,  4  Penn.  (Del.)  378,  64 
L.R.A.  SQS,  56  Atl.  184,  holding  that  question  as  to  execution  of  power  of  appoint- 
ment of  personal  property  are  to  be  decided  by  law  of  domicil  of  donor;  Heineman 
V.  D'Wolf,  26  R.  I.  249,  55  Atl.  707,  holding  where  intention  of  testatrix  in  ap- 
pointment clause  was  to  exercise  power  of  appointment  only,  and  not  dispose  of 
her  own  absolute  estate,  interest  in  latter  passed  under  residuary  clause  of  her 
will. 

Cited  in  note  (64  L.  R.  A.  865,  892)  on  what  is  sufficient  execution  by  will  of 
power  of  appointment. 
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hm^v  vovernlBflT  beneficiary  of  gitt  or  trust. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  First  Nat.  Bank  t.  National  Broadway  Bank,  42  L.  R.  A. 
140,  which  holds  interests  of  beneficiary  governed  by  laws  of  state  where  trust 
created,  trustee  appointed,  and  parties  interested  reside;  Hope  v.  Brewer,  18  L. 
R.  A.  458^  which  holds  valid,  gift  to  cliarity  in  foreign  country  if  valid  therein. 

16  L.  R.  A.  371,  NICHOLS  v.  ANN  ARBOR  &  Y.  STREET  R.  CO.  87  Mich.  361^ 

49  N.  W.  638. 
Abvttlnir  onrner's  rfffht  In  street. 

Cited  in  Howe  v.  West  End  Street  R.  Co.  167  Mass.  60,  44  N.  E.  386,  holding 
construction  of  surface  street  railways  under  proper  regulations  not  new  under- 
taking entitling  abutters  to  damages;  Zehren  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light- 
Co.  99  Wis.  94,  41  L.  R.  A.  579,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  844,  74  N.  W.  638,  holding  street 
railway  cannot  change  grade  of  highway  to  suit  itself  and  cut  off  owner's  right 
of  access  to  property,  through  merely  nominal  act  of  town  board;  La  Crosse  City 
R.  Co.  V.  Higbee,  107  Wis.  396,  51  L.  R.  A.  927,  83  N.  W.  701,  permitting  trolley 
pole  to  be  set  in  front  of  sidewalk  without  permission  of  owner  of  lot,  where  not 
materially  interfering  with  convenience ;  Rische  v.  Texas  Transp.  Co.  27  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  37,  66  S.  W.  324,  holding  abutting  owner  entitled  to  damages  occasioned 
property  by  use  of  street  by  railway  for  transporting  freight. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Montgomery  v.  Santa  Ana  &  W.  R.  Co.  25  L.  R,  A.  654, 
which  holds  railroad  on  street  not  additional  burden. 

Cited  in  notes   (17  L.R.A.  475,  478)   on  what  use  of  street  or  highway  consti- 
tutes additional  burden;   (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  245,  246,  256,  258,  259)  on  what  are 
additional  servitudes  in  highways;   (37  L.  ed.  U.  S.  157)  on  damages  to  abutting 
owners  in  exercise  of  right  of  eminent  domain. 
Vse  of  streets  by  rallnray. 

Cited  in  Mordhurst  v.  Ft.  Wayne  &  S.  W.  Traction  Co.  163  Ind.  277,  66  L.R.A. 
115,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  222,  71  N.  E.  642,  2  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  967,  holding  electric 
interurban  railroad  not  additional  burden  upon  street;  Kinsey  v.  Union  Trac- 
tion Co.  169  Ind.  630,  81  N.  E.  922,  as  to  when  railroad  in  street  is  additional 
burden;  Marquette  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Longyear,  133  Mich.  106,  94  N.  W.  670, 
holding  owner  of  property  adjoining  street  where  street  railroad  tracks  are  to  be 
placed  entitled  to  damages  and  compensation  under  statute  before  construction 
of  road. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  713,  796,  815)  on  abutter's  right  to  compensa- 
tion for  railroads  in  streets;  (25  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1266)  on  right  of  abutter  to 
damages  for  special  injuries  where  street*  railway  not  considered  additional 
burden. 

Distinguished  in  Nieman  v.  Detroit  Suburban  Street  R.  Co.  103  Mich.  260,  61 
N.  W*.  519,  holding  commercial  character  of  electric  street  railway  not  determined 
merely  by  use  of  T-rail;  Detroit,  Ft.  W.  &  B.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Comrs.  127 
Mich.  230,  62  L.  R.  A.  164,  86  N.  W.  842,  holding  that  street  railway  can  be  com- 
pelled to  bear  portion  of  expense  necessary  to  maintain  safeguards  at  crossing  of 
its  line  by  railroad;  Austin  v.  Detroit,  Y.  &  A.  A.  R.  Co.  134  Mich.  156,  96  N. 
W.  35,  2  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  530,  holding  abutting  owner  cannot  recover  damages 
for  lowering  grade  of  highway  in  front  of  his  property  for  purposes  of  street 
railroad,  where  road  required  to  conform  to  grade  of  highway  by  statute. 
Distinction  bet'ween  railroad  and  street  rail-way. 

Cited  in  Minneapolis  &  St.  P.  Suburban  R.  Co.  v.  Manitou  Forest  Syndicate, 
101  Minn.  147,  112  N.  W.  13,  holding  essential  and  predominant  distinction  ia 
that  street  railway  is  operated  upon  street  in  aid  of  street  as  highway;  Simoneau 
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V.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  159  Cal.  499,  115  Pac.  320,  holding  that  term  street 
railway  applies  only  to  such  roads,  rails  of  which  are  laid  to  conform  to  grade 
and  surface  of  street,  and  carries  passengers  only  from  one  part  of  city  or  town 
to  another;  People  v.  Beebehyser,  157  Mich.  241,  121  N.  W.  761,  holding  prosecu- 
tion for  embezzlement  of  street  railway  transfer  checks  cannot  be  brought  un- 
der statute  relating  to  embezzlement  of  railroad  tickets. 
Acquisition  land  for  rail-way  purposes. 

Cited  in  Freud  v.  Detroit  k  P.  R.  Co.  133  Mich.  418,  95  N.  W.  559,  holding  land 
cannot  be  taken  by  force  for  purposes  of  railway  track. 
Rlffht  of  individual  to  anestlon  corporate  authority. 

Cited  in  Re  Wintergreen  AUey,  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  129,  1  Pa.  Dist.  R.  271,  holding 
individual  may  question  right  of  borough  to  exercise  power  of  eminent  domain 
when  borough  not  given  such  power  by  charter. 

16  L.  R.  A.  376,  JOANNIN  v.  OGILVIE,  49  Minn.  564,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  581,  52 

N.  W.  217. 
"What  amounts  to  duress. 

Cited  in  Minneapolis  Land  Co.  v.  McMillan,  79  Minn.  290,  82  N.  W.  591,  holding 
duress  in  making  and  indorsing  notes  not  shown  where  bond  against  company, 
not  due,  was  presented  and  payment  demanded,  with  threat  of  having  receiver  ap- 
pointed; American  Baptist  Missionary  Union  v.  Hastings,  67  Minn.  308,  69  N.  W. 
1078,  holding  money  paid  to  redeem  property  from  tax  sale  involuntary,  where 
there  was  no  time  to  prove  it  invalid  before  tax  title  would  become  absolute; 
Minneapolis  Stock-Yards  &  Packing  Co.  v.  Cunningham,  59  Minn.  329,  61  N.  W. 
329,  holding  duress  not  shown  in  allegations  that  owner  of  building  charged 
office  rent  after  agreement  to  allow  room  rent  free,  when  no  threats  of  any  kind 
alleged;  Panton  v.  Duluth  Gas  &  Water  Co.  50  Minn.  177,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  635,  52 
N.  W.  527,  holding  duress  shown  in  act  of  water  company  threatening  to  shut  oflf 
water  supply  of  building  unless  amount  demanded  was  paid,  although  owner 
claimed  water  meter  defective;  Vereycken  v.  Vandenbrooks,  102  Mich.  121,  60  N. 
W.  687,  holding  no  duress  shown  where  maker  of  note  paid  excess  of  interest 
demanded  over  agreed  reduction  for  extension  after  foreclosure  begun,  because  he 
could  on  hearing  have  sliown  amount  due;  Wells  v.  Adams,  88  Mo.  App.  225, declar- 
ing it  moral  duress  to  compel  one  who  has  made  a  note  secured  by  mortgage  on 
real  estate,  to  give  large  bonus  to  discharge  debt  before  due,  where,  through  fraud 
of  mortgagee,  privilege  to  pay  after  short  period  was  not  included;  Pembroke  v. 
Hayes,  114  Iowa,  578,  87  N.  W.  492,  refusing  to  interfere  with  verdict  of  jury  that 
note  was  not  paid  under  duress,  when  supported  by  evidence;  Manning  v.  Poling, 
114  Iowa,  23,  83  N.  W.  895,  holding  payment  of  judgment  to  redeem  land  sold 
under  it  not  involuntary  when  restraining  order  could  have  been  obtained; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sargeant,  65  Neb.  604,  59  L.R.A.  300,  91  N.  W.  595,  holding 
refusal  of  grantee  in  deed  given  to  secure  debt,  to  reconvey  to  debtor  to  enable 
him  to  complete  sale  to  purchaser,  except  upon  payment  in  excess  of  amount 
due,  duress;  Foote  v.  De  Poy,  126  Iowa,  372,  68  L.R.A.  305,  106  Am.  St. 
Rep.  365,  102  N.  W.  112,  holding  under  facts  contract  was  made  under  duress 
and  could  be  cancelled;  Lumaghi  v.  Abt,  126  Mo.  App.  228,  103  S.  W,  104, 
holding  payment  of  judgment  in  order  to  relieve  land  of  lien  so  it  could  be 
conveyed,  involuntary;  Callendar  Sav.  Bank  v.  Loos,  142  Iowa,  6,  120  N.  W.  317, 
holding  that  there  may  be  duress  of  property  as  well  as  of  person  which  is  prov- 
able in  defense  of  contract  induced  thereby;  Callendar  Sav.  Bank  v.  Loos,  142 
Iowa,  6,  120  N.  W.  317,  holding  that  evidence  of  duress  in  defense  of  suit  on 
promissory  note  may  be  sufficient  to  take  issue  to  jury. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ini§.  Co.  v.  Hull,  25  L.  R.  A.  37,  which 
upholds  right  to  maintain  suit  for  balance  due  on  policy  without  tendering  back 
less  sum,  accepted  under  threats  of  groundless  prosecution;  Flack  v. National  Bank 
of  Commerce,  17  L.  R.  A.  583,  which  holds  threat  by  bank  to  institute  proceedings 
to  collect  unmatured  note  not  duress. 

Cited  in  note  (94  Am.  St.  Rep.  412,  416,  420)  on  recovery  back  of  voluntary 
payment. 

Distinguished  in  Wessel  v.  D.  S.  B.  Johnston  Land  &  Mortg.  Co.  3  N.  D.  163, 
44  Am.  St.  Rep.  629,  54  X.  W.  922,  which  holds  protest  unavailing  to  make  pay- 
ment, not  under  duress  in  fact  or  in  law,  involuntary. 

16  L.  R.  A.  379,  STEEG  v.  ST.  PAUL  CITY  R.  CO.  50  Minn.  149,  52  N.  W.  393. 
Neffltareace  In  startliicr  car. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  66  Minn.  193,  68  N.  W.  862,  sustaining 
verdict  for  plaintiff  for  injury  from  starting  car  and  then  stopping  suddenly,  so 
as  to  throw  passenger  on  arm  of  seat,  from  which  septicseroia  was  induced;  Citi- 
zen's Street  R.  Co.  v.  Merl,  26  Ind.  App.  291,  59  N.  E.  491,  holding  carriers  re- 
quired to  give  passengers  ample  time  to  get  on  and  off  cars;  Birmingham  R. 
Light  &  Power  Co.  v.  Hawkins,  153  Ala.  89,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1078,  44  So.  983, 
holding  under  ordinary  conditions  passenger  is  considered  to  have  reached 
place  of  safety  when  he  or  she  has  gotten  on  car;  Stoddard  v.  St.  Louis  &  M. 
River  R.  Co.  105  Mo.  App.  522,  80  S.  W.  33,  holding  prima  facie  case  of  negli- 
gence made  out  where  evidence  showed  plaintiff  was  thrown  and  hurt  after  get- 
ting on  platform  by  sudden  lurch  of  car;  Kroner  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  107  Mo. 
App.  46,  80  S.  W.  915,  holding  street  car  company  liable  to  passenger  injured  by 
reason  of  car  being  put  in  motion  with  such  violence  as  to  throw  passenger  be- 
fore passenger  had  reasonable  time  to  alight;  Louisville  R.  Co.  v.  Wilder,  143 
Ky.  440,  136  S.  W.  892,  holding  that  operators  of  street  cars  must  exercise  high- 
est degree  of  care  to  discover  situation  and  condition  of  passengers  so  that  they 
may  be  enabled  to  exercise  in  each  case  degree  of  care  situation  demands. 

Cited  in  note  (42  L.  R.  A.  294,  296)  on  starting  car  before  passenger  is  seated. 

16  L.  R.  A.  380,  PITTSBURGH,  C.  &  ST.  L.  R.  CO.  v.  STATE,  49  Ohio  St.  189,  30 

N.  E.  435. 
Corporate   taxation. 

Cited  in  Ashley  v.  Ryan,  49  Ohio  St.  525,  31  N.  E.  721,  which  holds  fee  for  filing 
articles  of  incorporation,  based  on  percentage  of  capitalization,  valid;  Southern 
Gum  Co.  V.  Laylin,  66  Ohio  St.  597,  64  N.  E.  564,  holding  tax  based  on  percentage 
of  capital  stock  a  franchise  tax,  and  not  tax  on  property;  Pittsburgh  R.  Co.  v. 
Pittsburgh,  211  Pa.  486,  60  Atl.  1077,  on  taxing  property  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Knoxville  &  0.  Ry.  v.  Harris,  53  L.R.A.  921,  which  holds 
exemption  from  privilege  tax  not  included  in  exemption  from  ad  valorem  tax. 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  359)  on  constitutional  equality  in  United  States  in 
relation  to  corporate  taxation. 
Oovernmental   Interference   ifv^lth    private   property. 

Cited  in  Ellis  v.  Frazier,  38  Or.  471,  53  L.  R.  A.  458,  63  Pac.  642,  declaring 
invalid,  fixed  tax  on  all  bicycles,  regardless  of  their  value;  State  ex  rel.  Schwartz 
v.  Ferris,  53  Ohio  St.  335,  30  L.  R.  A.  223,  41  N.  E.  570,  declaring  invalid,  act  to 
impose  direct  inheritance  tax  by  taxing,  at  higher  rate,  right  to  succeed  to  estates 
of  larger  than  those  of  smaller  value;  State  v.  Klectzen,  8  N.  D.  291,  78  N.  W. 
984,  declaring  invalid,  act  taxing  occupation  of  hawking  and  peddling  because  not 
stating  object  of  tax. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Health  Department  v.  Trinity  Church,  27  L.  R.  A.  710, 
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which  upholds  act  compelling  tenement-house  owners  to  provide  water  on  every 
floor;  Sioux  Falls  v.  Kirby,  25  L.  R.  A.  621,  which  holds  void,  ordinance  making 
owner's  right  to  improve  and  use  property  depend  on  decision  of  city  inspector. 

Distinguished  in  Mitchell  v.  Champaign  County,  5  Ohio  X.  P.  159,  upholding 
act  providing  for  taxation  for  the  suppression  of  mob  violence. 
Reanisites  of  valid  tax. 

Cited  in  Reser  v.  Umatilla  County,  48  Or.  331,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  815,  86  Pac. 
595,  holding  law  taxing  foreign  sheep  coming  into  state  void  because  tax  not 
uniform  nor  equal,  nor  levied  with  reference  to  value  of  property. 

16  L.  R.  A.  383,  DANIEL  v.  CHESAPEAKE  &  O.  R.  CO.  36  W.  Va.  397,  32  Am. 

St.  Rep.  870,  15  S.  E.  162. 
Tirifto  are  felloiv  servants. 

Cited  in  Young  v.  West  Virginia  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  42  W.  Va.  125,  24  S.  E.  615, 
holding  brakeraan  on  same  freight  train  fellow  servants;  Haney  v^  Pittsburgh,  C. 
C.  A  St.  L.  R,  Co.  38  W.  Va.  678,  18  S.  E.  748,  holding  telegraph  operator  of  block 
system  and  conductor  of  extra  train  not  fellow  servants  with  workman  on  work 
train;  Turner  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  40  W.  Va.  690,  22  S.  E.  83,  which  holds 
engineer  and  fireman  of  "wild*'  or  special  engine  not  fellow  servants  of  section 
hand  on  track;  Flannegan  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  40  W.  Va.  440,  52  Am.  St. 
Rep.  896,  21  S.  E.  1028,  holding  telegraph  operator  controlling  movements  of 
trains  in  block  not  fellow  servant  of  brakeman  injured  on  one  of  such  trains; 
Jackson  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  43  W.  Va.  392,  46  L.  R.  A.  348,  27  S.  E.  278, 
holding  conductor  and  brakeman  on  freight  train  fellow  servants;  Harris  v. 
City  &  E.  G.  R.  Co.  69  W.  Va.  72,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  70  S.  E.  859,  holding  that 
servant  in  power  house  who  is  furnished  with  pass,  is  passenger  while  riding 
to  place  of  labor  and  not  fellow  servant  of  motorman. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Palmer  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  637,  which  holds 
assistant  roadmaster  not  fellow  servant  of  gang  of  men  working  under  him; 
Clarke  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  811,  which  holds  section  boss  of  one  gang 
«nd  member  of  another  gang  fellow  servants;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Dillard, 
69  L.R.A.  746,  which  holds  conductor  of  passenger  train  a  fellow  servant  of  a 
brakeman  of  freight  train  with  which  former  train  collides. 

Cited  in  note  (46  L.  R.  A.  355,  361)  as  to  when  conductor  is  deemed  to  be 
coservant  of  other  railroad  employees. 

Distinguished  in  Ward  v.  Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.  89  W.  Va.  60,  19  S.  E.  389, 
holding  brakeman  and  conductor  coemployees  as  to  matter  of  keeping  lookout  for 
signals,  as  required  by  rules  of  carrier. 

Disapproved  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Dillard,  114  Tenn.  248,  69  L.R.A. 
748,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  894,  86  S.  W.  313,  4  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1028,  holding  con- 
ductor of  passenger  train  and  brakeman  of  freight  train  fellow  servants. 
vice  prflnclpalslftlp. 

Cited  in  notes  (51  L.R.A.  515,  516,  591,  621)  on  vice  principalship  considered 
with  reference  to  superior  rank  of  negligent  servant;   (75  Am,  St.  Rep.  588,  593, 
595,  597,  608,  640)  on  who  is  a  vice  principal. 
Duty  of  master  to  provide  for  servants'  safety. 

Cited  in  Beall  v.  Pittsburgh  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  529,  18  S.  E.  729, 
liolding  carrier  not  liable  for  injury  to  brakeman  using  brake  without  nut  on 
•standard  to  keep  it  down,  where  he  could  have  observed  defect ;  Gore  v.  Ohio  River 
H.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  469,  18  S.  E.  596,  holding  carrier  liable  for  injuries  to  brake- 
man,  if  due  to  engineer  placing  incompetent  fireman  in  charge  of  engine; 
Schwarzschild  &  S.  Co.  v.  Weeks,  72  Kan.  194,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  519,  83  Pac.  406, 
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folding  packing  company  liable  to  employee  in  packing  house  upon  whom  carcass 
of  beef  fell  owing  to  unskilful  operation  of  hoist  by  workman  ignorant  of  proper 
method. 

16  L.  R.  A.  392,  LAVALLE  v.  SOCIfiTA  ST.  JEAN  BAPTISTE^  17  R.  I.  680, 

24  Atl.  467. 
Jfrmtttnwkl  beneflt  amioelatioiis. 

Cited  in  Pepin  t.  Societe  St.  Jean  Baptiste,  24  R.  I.  651,  60  L.  R.  A.  628,  54  Atl. 
147,  lA>lding  member  of  benefit  society,  duly  notified  of  hearing  of  charges  against 
him,  and  making  no  defense,  properly  expelled;  Golden  Star  Lodge  No.  1  v. 
Watterson,  168  Mich.  702,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  404,  123  N.  W.  610,  holding  man- 
damus will  lie  to  compel  vacation  by  grand  officers  of  order  revoking  charter  of 
subordinate  lodge;  Fort  v.  Iowa  Legion  of  Honor,  146  Iowa,  200,  123  N.  W. 
224,  to  the  point  that  mandamus  is  proper  remedy  to  restore  person  to  member- 
ship in  benefit  society. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wellenvoss  v.  Grand  Lodge,  K.  of  P.  40  L.R.A.  488,  which 
denies  power  "of  equity"  to  compel  giving  of  secret  password  of  grand  lodge  to 
delegate  of  subordinate  lodge;  Lahi£f  v.  Saint  Joseph's  Total  Abstinence  &  Benev. 
Soc.  65  L.R.A.  92,  which  holds  member  wrongfully  expelled  from  benefit  society 
entitled  to  abandon  all  claims  to  reinstatement  and  resort  to  damages  from  the 
expulsion. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  150)  on  effect  of  expulsion  from  society  to  destroy 
right  to  insurance  connected  therewith. 

Distinguished  in  Ebert  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  81  Minn.  127,  83  N. 
W.  506,  holding  association  with  large  reserve,  accumulating  proporty,  and  with 
implied  power  to  meet  its  obligations,  more  than  fraternal  benefit  association. 

Disapproved  in  Lahiff  v.  St.  Joseph's  Total  Abstinence  &  Benev.  Soc.  76  Conn. 
653,  65  L.R.A.  94,  100  Am.  St  Rep.  1012,  57  Atl.  692,  holding  expelled  member 
had  right  to  abandon  all  claim  to  reinstatement  in  society  and  resort  to  action 
for  damages  for  injury  due  to  illegal  expulsion ;  Thompson  v.  Grand  International 
Brotherhood,  L.  E.  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  190,  91  S.  W.  834,  holding  action  for  damages 
for  wrongful  expulsion  of  member  from  brotherhood  of  locomotive  engineers  may 
be  brought  by  member  before  exhausting  his  remedies  within  the  order. 

'Waiver  of  illeflrality  of  act. 

Cited  in  Niles  v.  Brown,  25  R.  I.  541,  56  Atl.  1030,  holding  that  if  one  waive 
illegality  of  act,  he  cannot  hold  wrongdoer  responsible  for  consequences  of  such 
act. 
BlectiOB  of  remedies. 

Cited  in  Whipple  v.  Stephens,  25  R.  I.  565,  57  Atl.  375,  holding  assumpsit  not 
maintainable  where  converted  goods  were  destroyed  by  fire  after  demand  and 
while  in  defendant's  possession. 

16  L.  R.  A.  395,  SCANLON  v.  WEDGER,  166  Mass.  462,  31  N.  E.  642. 


Cited  in  footnotes  to  Koelsch  v.  Philadelphia  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  759,  which  re- 
quires system  of  inspection  by  gas  company  which  will  insure  reasonable  prompt- 
ness in  detecting  leaks;  Knottnerus  v.  North  Park  Street  R.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  726, 
which  holds  roller  coaster  not  dangerous  agency  making  owner  of  pleasure  resort 
^here  used  liable  for  coaster  owner's  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  O'Callaghan  v.  Deelwood  Park  Co.  242  III.  345,  26  L.R.A. 
4NJ3.)   1057,  134  Am.  St.  Rep.  331,  89  N.  E.  1005,  17  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  407, 
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holding  the  operator  of  a  scenic  railway  is  bound  to  use  the  highest  degree  of 
care  and  caution  for  the  safety  of  its  patrons. 
Liflablllty   for  Injiirfles  from  llre'vrorks. 

Followed  in  Frost  v.  Josselyn,  180  Mass.  392,  62  N.  E.  469,  denying  right  of  re- 
covery of  voluntary  spectator  injured  at  unauthorized  display  of  fireworks  la 
street. 

Cited  in  Crowley  v.  Rochester  Fireworks  Co.  96  App.  Div.  16,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.. 
483,  holding  party  discharging  fire  works  in  public  park  not  liable  to  spectator 
who  is  struck  and  injured  by  falling  stick  of  exploded  rocket,  in  absence  of  neg- 
ligence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Aron  v.  Wausau,  40  L.  R.  A.  733,  which  denies  city's  lia- 
bility for  injury  by  explosion  of  cannon  cracker  on  Fourth  of  July,  in  violation  of 
ordinance;  Fifield  v.  Phoenix,  24  L.  R.  A.  430,  which  denies  city's  liability  for 
explosion  of  fireworks  in  street,  under  permit  by  city  officer;  Speir  v.  Brooklyn,, 
21  L.  R.  A.  641,  which  holds  city  liable  for  injury  by  explosion  of  fireworks  during 
display  made  under  mayor's  permit;  Bartlett  v.  Clarksburg,  43  L.  R.  A.  295. 
which  denies  liability  of  town  for  injuries  from  fireworks,  etc.,  fired  on  streets 
with  consent  of  town  authorities;  Wyllie  v.  Palmer,  19  L.  R.  A.  285,  which  holds^ 
dealer  in  fireM'orks  furnishing  assistant  in  discharging  same  not  liable  for  negli- 
gence in  discharge;  Love  v.  Raleigh,  28  L.  R.  A.  192,  which  denies  city's  liability 
for  acts  of  servants  in  managing  fireworks;  Madisonville  v.  Bishop, '57  L.  R.  A. 
130,  which  holds  city  liable  for  injuries  from  fireworks  by  unorganized  crowd  of 
merrymakers. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  761)  on  liability  for  injury  caused  by  placing 
or  exploding  bomb  or  fireworks  in  highway;  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  331)  on  negligence 
in  displaying  fireworks;  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  621,  622)  on  display  of  fireworks  in 
city  street  as  nuisance;  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1099)  on  assumption  by  tenant's  em- 
ployee of  risk  of  unsafe  portions  of  building  in  landlord's  possession. 
liiablllty  for  ininry  at  ezlilbltlon  InTolvlBip  dangrer  to  spectatorii. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  New  York,  186  N.  Y.  149,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  545,  78  N.  E. 
716,  9  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  824,  holding  illegality  of  conducting  automobile  race& 
on  highway  will  not  of  itself  create  liability  to  spectator  injured  by  being  struck 
by  machine  deflected  from  its  course. 

16  L.  R.  A*  398,  ATTY.  GEN.  ex  rel  GAS  &  ELECTRIC  LIGHT  COMRS.  v.  WAL- 
WORTH LIGHT  &  POWER  CO.  157  Mass.  86,  31  N.  E.  482. 
Po-wer  of   learlslatnre   over  public  streets. 

Cited  in  New  England  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Boston  Terminal  Co.  182  Mass.  400,. 
65  N.  E.  835,  refusing  land  damages  for  terminating  right  to  use  street,  by  its  dis- 
continuance, for  electric  wire  conduits;  Weld  v.  Board  of  Gas  &  Electric  Light 
Comrs.  197  Mass.  559,  84  N.  E.  101,  on  legislation  limiting  to  single  company 
right  to  run  lines  of  gas  pipe  and  conduits  for  electric  wires. 

16  L.  R.  A.  400,  COM.  v.  ROBERTS,  155  Mass.  281,  29  N.  E.  622. 
Police  povFcr. 

Cited  in  Health  Department  v.  Trinity  Church,  146  N.  Y.  46,  27  L.  R.  A,  715, 
46  Am.  St.  Rep.  579,  39  N.  E.  833,  upholding  requirement  that  tenements  previ- 
ously erected  be  supplied  with  Croton  water  at  owner's  expense  when  health  board 
so  directed;  Harrington  v.  Providence,  20  R.  I.  239,  240,  38  L,  R.  A.  313,  38  AtL 
1,  upholding  act  requiring  drainage  into  sewer  and  discontinuance  of  cesspools 
and  privy  vaults;  Cartwright  v.  Cohoes,  39  App.  Div.  72,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  731, 
holding  regulation  of  board  of  health  in  relation  to  privy  vaults  reasonable ;  Com. 
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V.  Abbott,  160  Mass.  284,  35  N.  E.  782,  holding  act  forbidding  maintenance  of 
building  not  connected  with  public  sewer,  constitutional;  Com.  v.  Danziger,  176 
Mass.  291,  57  N.  E.  461,  declaring  it  to  be  within  police  power  to  regulate  loan- 
ing of  money  on  pledges  of  personal  property;  Sprigg  v.  Garrett  Park,  89  Md.  413, 
43  Atl.  813,  holding  that  owner  has  no  such  vested  right  in  cesspool  that  munici- 
pality cannot  order  its  discontinuance;  Newton  v.  Joyce,  166  Mass.  84,  55  Am.  St. 
Rep.  385,  44  N.  E.  116,  holding  that  licensing  stables  is  within  police  power; 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  47  Neb.  571,  41  L.  R.  A.  485,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  557. 
66  S.  W.  624,  holdfng  ordinance  directing  railroad  to  repair  portion  of  viaduct, 
•valid  exercise  of  police  power;  Tenement  House  Department  v.  Moeschen,  89  App. 
Div.  532,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  704,  upholding  act  requiring  school  sinks  in  New  York 
city  to  be  replaced  by  individual  waterclosets ;  Allman  v.  Mobile,  162  Ala.  233,  50 
So.  238,  holding  it  competent  for  legislature  to  empower  municipal  corporations 
to  compel  property  owners  to  connect  their  property  with  sewerage  sys- 
tem; Lower  Merion  Twp.  v.  Becker,  25  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  157,  holding  that 
ordinance  requiring  all  householders  to  connect  with  sewer  in  abutting  street 
when  necessary  for  public  health  is  valid;  Lower  Merion  Twp.  v.  Becker,  42 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  208,  holding  that  ordinance  of  township  imposing  penalty  upon 
land  owner  for  failure  to  connect  house  with  sewer  after  notice,  is  reasonable; 
Moeschen  v.  Tenement  House  Dept.  203  U.  S.  684,  61  L.  ed.  328,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
781,  affirming  179  N.  Y.  334,  70  L.R.A.  710,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  910,  72  N,  E.  231, 
1  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  439,  which  sustains  statute  requiring  substitution  of  in- 
dividual water-closets  for  school  sinks,  privy  vaults  and  other  similar  recep- 
tacles in  tenement  houses;  Seattle  v.  Hinckley,  40  Wash.  472,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
400,  82  Pac.  747,  holding  ordinance  requiring  certain  kind  of  fire  escape  applicable 
to  buildings  which,  at  time  of  its  passage,  were  equipped  with  fire  escape  called 
for  by  previous  ordinance;  Clarke  v.  Chicago,  159  111.  App.  23,  holding  that  city 
has  power  to  cause  closing  of  theater  building  which  has  not  been  made  to 
comply  with  valid  existing  ordinance;  Ewing  v.  Chase,  37  App.  D.  C.  58,  holding 
that  police  regulation  requiring  floors  of  existing  theaters  to  be  made  by  in- 
cline and  not  steps,  is  constitutional;  Com.  v.  Sisson,  189  Mass.  254,  1  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  756,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  630,  75  N.  E.  619,  sustaining  order  of  board  of  fish 
and  game  commissioners  requiring  that  discharge  of  sawdust  into  stream  con- 
taining edible  fish  be  discontinued  and  prohibiting  accumulation  of  sawdust  on 
bank  of  stream,  though  order  was  made  without  taking  sworn  evidence  or  al- 
lowing hearing  to  mill  owner;  Durgin  v.  Minot,  203  Mass.  31,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
246,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  276,  89  N.  E.  144,  on  impairment  of  vested  rights  by 
legislation  attempted  in  pursuance  of  police  power. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bostock  v.  Sams,  59  L.R.A.  282,  which  holds  unauthorized, 
ordinance  permitting  refusal  of  permits  for  erecting  buildings  not  conforming  in 
size,  appearance,  etc.,  to  existing  buildings;  Tenement  House  Department  of 
City  of  N.  Y.  V.  Moeschen,  70  L.R.A.  704,  which  holds  requirement  that  water- 
closets  be  substituted  for  school  sinks  in  tenement  houses  proper  exercise  of 
police  power. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  486)  on  constitutionality  of  statntcnry  T^^- 
lations  as  to  safety  and  sanitary  conditions  of  tenement,  lodging,  and  boarding 
houses;  (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  544)  on  quarantine  and  health  laws  and  regulations; 
(80  Am.  St.  Rep.  226)  on  powers  wliieh  may  be  delegated  to  boards  of  health; 
(93  Am.  St.  Rep.  410,  411)  on  constitutionality  of  building  regulations;  (107 
Am.  St.  Rep.  237)  on  what  are  public  nuisances. 

16  L.  R.  A.  402,  GIDDINGS  v.  BLACKER,  93  Mich.  1,  52  N.  W,  944. 
Revl^^r  of  lefflsl&tlire  and  ezeentive  acts. 

Cited  in  Denney  v.  State,  144  Ind.  509,  31  L.  R.  A.  729,  42  N.  E.  929,  assuming 
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jurisdiction  to  determine  validity  of  apportionment  acts;  Parker  y.  State,  133 
Ind.  186,  18  L.  R.  A.  571,  footnote  p.  567,  32  N.  E.  838,  upholding  jurisdiction 
to  determine  validity  of  apportionment  act;  Fesler  v.  Brayton,  145  Ind.  92,  32  L. 
R.  A.  684,  44  N.  £.  37  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  upholding  former  apportion- 
ment act,  although  legislature  failed  to  perform  duty  by  passing  unconstitutional 
acts  on  several  occasions;  Re  Gunn,  50  Kan.  196,  19  L.  R.  A.  529,  32  Pac.  470, 
upholding  jurisdiction  to  determine  whether  member  of  state  legislature  rightly 
under  arrest  of  sergeant-at-arms ;  State  ex  rel.  Morris  v.  Wrightson,  56  N.  J.  L, 
lS8j  22  L.  R.  A.  550.  28  Atl.  56,  upholding  jurisdiction  to  determine  constitution- 
ality of  act  to  r^ulate  elections;  State  ex  rel.  Lamb  v.  Cunningham,  83  Wis.  130, 

17  1j.  R.  a.  164,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  27,  53  N.  W.  35,  upholding  jurisdiction  of  court 
on  relation  of  private  citizen  to  restrain  secretary  of  state  from  publishing  no- 
tices of  election,  when  attorney  general  refused  to  act;  Parmeter  v.  Bourne,  8 
Wash.  63,  35  Pac.  757  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  court  without  ju- 
risdiction to  enjoin  removal  of  county  seat  because  of  fraud  in  election  therefor; 
People  V.  McClees,  20  Cold.  410,  26  L.  R.  A.  648,  38  Pac.  468,  upholding  jurisdic- 
tion of  proceeding  on  relation  of  private  citizen  for  injunction  to  restrain  secre- 
tary of  state  from  issuing  certificate  of  election  to  district  judges;  People  ex 'rel. 
Carter  v.  Rice,  135  N.  Y.  521,  16  L.  R.  A.  857,  footnote  p.  836,  31  N.  E.  921  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  upholding  apportionment  act  where,  on  account  of  in- 
validity of  former  acts,  it  might  require  election  under  act  quarter  of  century  old ; 
People  ex  rel.  Pond  v.  Monroe  County,  65  Hun,  276,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  978,  sustain- 
ing right  to  review  acts  of  apportionment;  People  ex  rel.  Woodyatt  v.  Thompson, 
155  111.  475,  483,  40  N.  E.  307,  holding  that  legislature  cannot  be  compelled  to 
pass  an  apportionment  act;  Sherrill  v.  O'Brien,  188  N.  Y.  196,  117  Am.  St.  Rep. 
841,  81  K.  £.  124,  holding  court  has  power  to  determine  constitutionality  of  ap- 
portionment acts;  Re  Reynolds,  144  App.  Div.  463,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  629,  to  the 
point  that  court  has  broad  powers  in  passing  upon  validity  of  apportionment 
act;  People  ex  rel.  Hillel  Lodge  No.  72,  L  O.  B.  B.  v.  Rose,  207  111.  375,  69  N. 
E.  762  (dissenting  opinion),  on  determination  of  constitutionality  of  act  of 
legislature  in  proceeding  by  mandamus;  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Hudson  v.  Detroit, 
164  Mich.  375,  129  N.  W.  879,  to  the  point  that  where  relator  prayed  for  both 
injunctive  and  active  relief  he  may  be  required  to  give  notice  required  by  law. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Houghton  County  v.  Blacker,  16  L.  R.  A.  432,  which  holds 
apportionment  act  unlawfully  dividing  county  wholly  void;  State  ex  reU  Morris 
V.  Wrightson,  22  L.  R.  A.  548,  which  holds  constitutionality  of  apportionment 
act  subject  to  judicial  inquiry. 

Cited  in  notes  (35  Am.  St.  Rep.  66)  on  judicial  investigation  of  constitutional- 
ity of  legislative  apportionments;  (10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1184)  on  effect  of  laches  in 
questioning  apportionment  of  election  districts;  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  384)  on  inter- 
ference by  equity  in  matters  preceding  elections. 

Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  Woodyatt  v.  Thompson,  155  111.  475,  40  N.  E. 
307,  sustaining  formation  of  senatorial  districts  although  they  might  have  been 
made  more  nearly  equal  in  number  of  inhabitants,  and  more  compact. 
Bfandiunas. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Winnie  v.  Stoddard,  25  Nev.  457,  51  L.  R.  A.  231,  footnote* 
p.  229,  62  Pac.  237,  denying  mandamus  to  compel  county  commissioners  to  issue 
notice  of  election  for  legislature  where  apportionment  act  subject  to  same  objec- 
tion as  prior  act;  People  ex  rel.  Pond  v.  Monroe  County,  65  Hun,  265,  19  N.  Y.. 
Supp.  978,  upholding,  as  proper  remedy,  writ  of  mandamus  on  relation  of  citizen 
and  elector  to  compel  supervisors  to  divide  county  into  proper  assembly  districts  r 
Brophy  v.  Schindler,  126  Mich.  348,  86  N.  W.  1114,  holding  that  relators  had  spe- 
cial interest  in  asking  for  mandamus  to  have  bridge  built,  where  boat  had  to  br 
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used  to  get  children  to  school;  People  ex  rel.  Hillel  Lodge,  No.  72,  I.  O.  B.  B.  v. 
Rose,  207  111.  375,  69  N.  E.  762  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  testing  by  mandamus, 
Talidity  of  act  requiring  annual  reports  from  corporations;  Williams  v.  Secre- 
tary of  State,  145  Mich.  449,  108  N.  W.  749,  on  jurisdiction  in  mandamus  pro- 
ceedings and  right  of  private  citizen  to  apply  for  relief  tbereby  in  his  own  name; 
Gowan  v.  Smith,  157  Mich.  448,  122  N.  W.  286  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right 
of  private  citizen  to  maintain  mandamus  proceedings;  State  ex  rel.  Bobbins  v. 
Parker,  147  Iowa,  88,  125  N.  W.  856,  holding  that  mandamus  is  proper  remedy 
to  compel  county  auditor  to  place  name  of  candidate  for  office  upon  official 
ballot;  State  ex  rel.  Sullivan  v.  Schnitger,  16  Wyo.  522,  95  Pac.  698,  denying  man- 
damus to  compel  election  of  members  of  legislature  in  disregard  of  alleged  in- 
valid apportionment  acts  where  prior  apportionment  relied  on  was  that  con- 
tained in  constitution  and  it  was  inapplicable  to  existing  conditions. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  267)  on  right  of  relator  in  mandamus  to  attack 
constitutionality  of  statute  relied  upon. 
Apportionment. 

Cited  in  Ragland  v.  Anderson,  125  Ky.  169,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  242,  100  S.  W. 
865,  holding  act  dividing  state  into  representative  uistricts  void  for  inequality  of 
representation;  Valley  City  Desk  Co.  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  143  Mich.  533,  106> 
K.  W.  1125,  holding  rights  of  electors  of  territory  designated  by  statute  for 
annexation  to  city  at  future  date  determined  until  annexation  by  apportionment 
law  existing  at  time  of  passage  of  annexation  statute  and  not  by  apportionment 
law  passed  subsequent  to  such  statute;  Williams  v.  Secretary  of  State,  145  Mich* 
449,  108  N.  W.  749,  holding  where  apportionment  acts  are  invalid  because  of 
gross  inequalities  valid  apportionment  remains  in  force  until  supplanted  by  sub- 
sequent valid  act. 

16  L.  R.  A.  410,  TITTMAN  v.  THORNTON,  107  Mo.  500,  17  S.  W.  979. 

Second  appeal  in  53  Mo.  App.  513. 
Salt  in  representative  chnracter. 

Cited  in  Knoche  v.  Perry,  90  Mo.  App.  485,  holding  that  representative  charac- 
ter of  plaintiff  need  not  be  proved  in  action  before  justice  of  peace,  merely  because- 
in  his  complaint  he  alleges  he  holds  property  in  representative  character;  Hare 
V.  O'Brien,  58  Pittsb.  L.  J.  362,  holding  that  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  ad- 
ministrator so  merges  debt  that  it  may  be  treated  as  his  personal  effect  so  far 
as  to  authorize  him  to  sue  on  it  in  another  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  431,  432)  on  right  of  domiciliary  adminis- 
trator to  sue  on  judgment  in  another  state;  (2  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  91)  on  law  govern- 
ing succession  and  administration. 

Distinguished  in  Miller  v.  Hoover,  121  Mo.  App.  572,  97  S.  W.  210,  hold  ing^ 
foreign  administrator  cannot  maintain  action  on  judgment  recovered  in  foreign 
state  by  his  intestate. 
Evidence;  proof  of  execution  of  instrument. 

Cited  in  Scotland  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hohn,  146  Mo.  App.  704,  125  S.  W. 
539,  holding  that  instrument  relied  on  to  prove  authority  of  agent  to  indorse 
note  for  payee  is  not  competent  evidence  until  proof  is  made  that  it  was  executed 
by  payee. 
Reeords  of  other  states. 

Cited  in  note  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  969,  983)  on  admissibility  in  evidence  of  copie* 
of  records  of  other  states. 
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Xe-w  trial  for  mistake  of  counsel. 

Cited  in  Parker  v.  Britton,  133  Mo.  App.  275,  113  S.  W.  259,  fiolding  new  trial 
improperly  awarded  on  account  of  mistake  of  counsel. 

16  L.  R.  A.  413,  STATE  ex  rel.  HITCHCOCK  v.  HEWITT,  3  S.  D.  187,  44  Am.  St. 

Rep.  788,  52  N.  W.  876. 
Rlerbts    of    public    officers. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Ayers  v.  Kipp,  10  S.  D.  502,  74  N.  W.  440,  holding  that 
tenure  of  office  referred  to  in  Constitution  applies  only  to  offices  provided  for, 
not  to  offices  thereafter  to  be  created  by  legislature;  State  ex  rel,  Moore  v.  Arch- 
ibald, 5  N.  D.  377,  66  N.  VV.  234,  upholding  jurisdiction  of  court  to  compel  by  man- 
damus, on  relation  of  citizen,  superintendent  of  public  office  to  vacate  office  when 
attorney  general  has  refused  to  apply  for  it;  Pratt  v.  Police  &  Fire  Comrs.  15 
Utah,  12,  49  Pac.  747,  holding  that  police  board  cannot  arbitrarily  remove  chief  of 
police  without  hearing;  Snyder  v.  Emerson,  19  Utah,  325,  57  Pac.  300,  denying 
right  of  compensation  to  one  who  is  not  shown  to  be  de  jure  officer,  althougli  per- 
forming services  for  public  board;  McCuUy  v.  State,  102  Tenn.  521,  46  L.  R.  A. 
671,  53  S.  W.  134,  holding  that  removal  for  "cause"  contemplates  charge,  trial, 
and  judgment;  Hagerty  v.  Shedd,  76  N.  H.  396,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  725,  74  Atl. 
1065,  holding  that  statute  providing  that  mayor  may  remove  officer  for  cause  con- 
fers judicial  power  and  means  for  legal  cause  after  due  notice  and  hearing;  State 
€x  rel.  Hamilton  v.  Grant,  14  Wyo.  66,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  694,  116  Am.  St.  Rep. 
982,  81  Pac.  795,  holding  superintendent  of  water  division  not  among  officers 
removable  only  by  impeachment. 

Cited  in  footnote  as  to  iSe  Advisory  Opinion,  18  L.  R.  A.  694,  which  holds  right 
to  hold  office  not  affected  by  suspension  from  same  office  during  preceding  term. 

Cited  in  notes   (29  L.R.A.  384)   on  nature  of  directors,  trustees,  and  officers 
of  incorporated  institutions  belonging  to  state;    (68  Am.  St.  Rep.  112)   on  re- 
moval of  officers. 
JtfflindAmits. 

Cited  in  note  (58  L.  R.  A.  850)  on  original  jurisdiction  of  court  of  last  resort 
in  mandamus  eases. 

16  L.  R.  A.  418,  BOARD  OF  IMPROVEMENT  v.  SCHOOL  DISTRICT,  56  Ark. 

354,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  108,  19  S.  W.  969. 
mrben    public    property   assessable. 

Cited  in  Pittsburg  v.  Sterrett  Subdist.  School,  204  Pa.  642,  61  L.  R.  A.  186,  54 
Atl.  463,  holding  school  district  property  exempt  from  local  improvement  assess- 
ment; Stiewel  v.  Fencing  Dist.  No.  6,  71  Ark.  21,  70  S.  W.  308,  holding  county 
pauper  farm  exempt  from  local  improvement  assessment;  Re  Howard  Ave.  North, 
44  Wash.  66,  86  Pac.  1117,  12  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  417,  holding  school  property 
assessable  for  widening  and  extending  street;  Butte  v.  School  Dist.  No.  1,  29 
Mont.  342,  74  Pac.  860,  holding  property  of  school  district  not  subject  to  special 
assessment  for  street  sprinkling;  Ft.  Smith  v.  Sisters  of  Mercy,  86  Ark.  112, 
109  S.  W.  1165,  15  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  347,  holding  property  of  academy  exempt 
irom  taxation  by  statute  not  exempt  from  assessment  for  local  improvements. 

Cited  in  notes  (35  L.R.A.  39)  on  liability  to  local  assessments  for  benefit,  of 
property  exempt  from  general  taxation;  (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  98)  on  liability  of 
public  property  to  assessment  for  public  improvements;  (33  Am.  St.  Rep.  407, 
412)  on  taxation  and  assessment  of  public  property;  (132  Am.  St.  Rep.  300,  312, 
317)  on  exemption  from  taxation  or  assessment  of  lands  owned  by  governmental 
bodies,  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest;  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  838)  on  special  aa- 
sessment  as  tax. 
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Distinguished  in  School  District  v.  Board  of  Improvement,  65  Ark.  349,  46  S. 
\V.  418,  declaring  school  property,  not  actually  and  exclusively  used  for  public 
purposes,  not  exempt  from  liability  for  improvement  assessments;  Edwards  v.  W. 
Gonstr.  Co.  v.  Jasper  Co.  117  Iowa,  374,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  301,  90  N,  W.  1006, 
holding,  under  statute,  county  property  not  exempt  from  local  improvement 
assessments. 

16  L.  R.  A.  423,  BUCKLEY  v.  HUMASON,  60  Minn.  195,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  637,  52 

N.  W.  385. 
Invalidity  of  coAtvacts  violative  of  statute. 

Cited  in  Urwan  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  126  Wis.  360,  103  N.  W. 
1102,  holding  insurance  contract  contrary  to  statute  void;  Rothwell  v.  Gibson, 
121  Mo.  App.  284,  08  S.  W.  801,  holding  real  estate  broker  verbally  authorized 
to  make  sale  of  realty  could  not  recover  commission  for  making  sale  where  stat- 
ute required  authority  to  sell  to  be  in  writing. 

Cited  in  note   (117  Am.  St.  Rep.  607)   on  contracts,  consideration  for  which 
has  partly  failed,  or  is  partly  illegal. 
Validity  of  unlicensed  contracts. 

C  ited  in  Fairly  v.  Wappoo  Mills,  44  S.  C.  258,  29  L.R.A.  226,  footnote  p.  215, 
22  S.  E.  108,  sustaining  right  of  unlicensed  broker  to  recover  commissions,  when 
object  of  statute  requiring  license  is  to  enforce  payment  of  license  tax  by  impos- 
ing penalty  on  person  engaging  in  business;  Richardson  v.  Brix,  04  Iowa,  629,  63 
N.  W.  325,  refusing  to  unlicensed  broker  recovery  of  commission;  Smith  v.  Robert- 
son, 106  Ky.  474,  45  L.  R.  A.  611,  footnote  p.  610,  50  S.  W.  852,  denying  right 
of  recovery  of  owner  of  unlicensed  stallion  for  serviee  of  same. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Denning  v.  Yount,  50  L.  R.  A.  103,  which  denies  right  of 
imlicensed  brokers  to  recover  commissions;  Randall  v.  Tuell,  38  L.  R.  A.  143, 
which  denies  right  of  unlicensed  innholder  to  recover  for  board  and  lodging;  Ver- 
mont Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Hoffman,  37  L.  R.  A.  509,  which  holds  loan  of  money  with- 
out license  valid,  though  misdemeanor  under  statute;  Citizens'  State  Bank  v, 
Nore,  60  L.  R.  A.  737,  which  authorizes  recovery  by  bona  fide  purchaser  of  note 
for  medical  services  by  unlicensed  practitioner;  Black  v.  Security  Mut.  Life  Asso. 
54  L.  R.  A.  939,  which  denies  right  to  commissions  of  one  securing  applications 
for  insurance  before  license,  although  same  granted  before  policies  issued. 

Cited  in  note  (1  L.R.A.  (X.S.)  1159)  on  validity  of  contract  made  in  business 
carried  on  without  required  license. 

Disapproved  in  Ober  v.  Stephens,  54  W.  Va.  358,  46  S.  E.  195,  holding  real 
estate  broker  doing  business  without  required  license  can  make  contract  to  sell 
realty  which  is  not  absolutely  void. 
Recovery  of  price  of  property  sold  for  llleiral  use. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wind  v.  Her,  27  L.  R.  A.  219,  which  holds  statutory  right 
to  recover  money  paid  on  imlawful  purchase  not  applicable  to  purchase  valid  in 
state  where  made. 

16  L.  R.  A.  426,  BROWN  v.  REPUBLICAN  MOUNTAIN  SILVER  MINES,  17 

Colo.  421,  30  Pac.  66. 
Recovery   for  services   of  special   cliaracter. 

Approved  in  Dial  v.  Island  Logging  Co.  62  Wash.  85,  100  Pac.  167,  holding 
where  by-laws  make  it  duty  of  trustee  of  corporation  to  supervise  officers,  agents 
and  employees,  he  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  such  services  other  than 
traveling  expenses,  in  absence  of  express  or  implied  contract  to  pay  him. 

Cited  in  Taussig  v.  St.  Ix)uis  &  K.  R.  Co.  166  Mo.  85,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  674,  6& 
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S.  W.  969,  permitting  recovery  by  director  of  railroad  company  for  senrices  as 
attorney  at  law,  upon  employment  by  general  manager;  Symmea  v.  Union  Trust 
Co.  60  Fed.  867,  holding  that  board  of  trustees  of  corporation  can  employ  officer  of 
company  to  get  it  out  of  financial  straits,  and  agree  to  pay  him  for  services; 
McCarthy  v.  Mt.  Tecarte  Land  &  Water  Co.  Ill  Cal.  341,  43  Pac.  956,  admitting 
evidence  tending  to  show  whether  director  was  to  receive  compensation  as  super- 
intendent or  manager  of  corporation;  Wagner  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co. 
177  Mo.  62,  76  S.  W.  966,  upholding  right  of  engineer  of  one  corporation,  to  re- 
cover reasonable  value  of  services  rendered  another  corporation  engaged  in  joint 
enterprise;  Grumaer  v.  Cripple  Creek  Tunnel,  Transp.  &  Min.  Co.  40  Colo.  15, 
122  Am.  St.  Rep.  1024,  90  Pac.  81,  13  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  781,  holding  president 
of  corporation  entitled  to  compensation  for  services  performed  outside  those  re- 
quired of  president  or  director  and  similar  to  those  of  general  manager;  Bell 
V.  Peper  Tobacco  Warehouse  Co.  205  Mo.  492,  103  S.  W.  1014,  as  to  when  director 
or  officer  of  corporation  may  recover  upon  implied  contract  for  services  outside 
scope  of  his  duties  as  such;  Monmouth  Invest.  Co.  v.  Means,  80  C.  C.  A.  527,  151 
Fed.  167,  holding  presumption  is  that  president  and  director  of  corporation  per- 
forms his  services  without  salary  in  absence  of  direct  authorization  or  employ- 
ment by  governing  board;  Steele  v.  Gold  Fissure  Gold  Min.  Co.  42  Colo.  533,  126 
Am.  St.  Rep.  177,  95  Pac.  349,  holding  president  and  directors  of  corporation 
not  entitled  to  compensation  for  their  services  in  that  capacity  in  discharging 
their  ordinary  duties,  unless  it  is  legally  provided  for. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Eaton  v.  Robinson,  29  L.  R.  A.  100,  which  requires  officers 
to  account  for  salaries  voted  and  paid  to  deprive  stockholders  of  rights. 

Cited  in  notes  (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  913,  924)  on  right  of  corporate  officers  to 
compensation  for  services  rendered;  (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  612)  on  service  by,  and 
remuneration  of,  directors  of  corporation. 

Distinguished  in  Ruby  Chief  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Prentice,  25  Colo.  6,  52  Pac. 
210,  sustaining  recovery  for  services  by  general  manager  or  superintendent  of  min- 
ing company,  who  is  also  director;  Henry  v.  Michigan  Sanitarium  &  Benev. 
Asso.  147  Mich.  145,  110  N.  W.  523,  holding  trustee  of  corporation  not  entitled 
to  compensation  for  alleged  services  outside  his  duties  as  trustee,  where  not  em- 
ployed as  required  by  charter  of  corporation. 

16  L.  R.  A.  429,  ILLINOIS  WATCH  CASE  CO.  v.  PEARSON,  140  111.  423,  31  N. 

E.  400. 
Wlfteii  mandamiiB  -will  issae. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Dickinson  v.  Board  of  Trade,  193  111.  591,  62  N.  E.  196, 
refusing  mandamus  to  compel  reinstating  of  member  of  board  of  trade ;  Harrison 
V.  People,  97  111.  App.  433  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  granting  writ  to  compel 
mayor  of  city  to  issue  license  for  dramshop,  where  applicant  complied  with  pre- 
requisites; Kenneally  v.  Chicago,  220  111.  503,  77  N.  E.  155,  holding  writ  of 
mandamus  to  compel  restoration  of  person  to  office  of  police  patrolman  may  be 
denied  on  ground  of  laches. 

Distinguished  in  effect  ir  People  ex  rel.  Greenwell  v.  Clark  County,  234  111.  67, 
84  N.  E.  695,  holding  relief  granted  by  mandamus  must  be  within  the  prayer 
for  relief. 
Rlgrht  to  corporate  name. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Power  v.  Rose,  219  HI.  59,  76  N.  E.  42,  holding  writ 
of  mandamus  will  not  issue  to  compel  secretary  of  state  to  issue  certificate  of  . 
incorporation  to  new  company  which  existing  concern  could  enjoin  from  using 
proposed  name;  Elgin  Nat.  Watch  Co.  v.  Eppenstein,  1  III.  C.  C.  604,  enjoining 
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use  of  name  'The  Elgin  National  Watch  Case  Co.,  of  Elgin,  Illinois"  at  suit  of 
"Elgin  National  Watch  Co." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Paulino  v.  Portuguese  Beneficial  Asso.  20  L.  R.  A.  272, 
whidi  holds  corporate  right  to  use  of  name  cannot  be  annulled  at  suit  of  private 
person. 

Distinguished  in  People  ew  rel.  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Van  Cleave,  183  111.  334,  47 
L.  R.  A.  798,  55  N.  E.  678,  granting  mandamus  to  compel  issuance  of  license  to 
foreign  insurance  company  to  do  business  with  name  similar  to  one  in  use. 
"Wlieii  eorporatlon  deemed  orflranlsed. 

Cited  in  Elgin  Nat.  Watch  Co.  v.  Eppenstein,  1  111.  C.  C.  604,  holding  action 
of  secretary  of  state  in  granting  final  certificate  not  final  and  conclusive. 

16  L:  R.  A.  432,  HOUGHTON  COUNTY  v.  BLACKER,  92  Mich.  638,  52  N.  W.  951. 
Apportionment  aet«. 

Cited  in  Deiiney  v.  State,  144  Ind.  509,  31  L.  R.  A.  729,  42  N.  E.  929,  holding 
that  court  has  jurisdiction  to  decide  validity  of  apportionment  act;  People  ex  rel. 
Woodyatt  v.  Thompson,  155  111.  483,  40  N.  E.  307,  holding  legislature  cannot  be 
compelled  to  pass  apportionment  act;  People  ew  rel.  Carter  v.  Rice,  135  N.  Y.  521, 
16  L.  R.  A.  857,  footnote  p.  856,  31  N.  £.  921  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  up- 
holding apportionment  act  when,  otherwise  it  might  require  election  to  be  held 
under  act  twenty-five  years  old;  State  ex  rel.  Winnie  v.  Stoddard,  25  Nev.  461,  51 
L.  R.  A.  233,  footnote  p.  229,  62  Pac.  237,  refusing  mandamus  to  compel  county 
commissioners  to  issue  notice  of  election,  where  apportionment  act  subject  to  same 
objection  as  in  prior  act;  Parmeter  v.  Bourne,  8  Wash.  63,  35  Pac.  757  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  as  to  jurisdiction  of  court  to  determine  validity  of  apportionment 
act;  Sherrill  v.  O'Brien,  188  N.  Y.  196,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  841,  81  N.  E.  124, 
holding  court  has  power  to  determine  constitutionality  of  apportionment  acts; 
Brooks  v.  State,  162  Ind.  577,  70  N.  E.  980,  holding  courts  have  right  to  determine 
whether  discretion  of  legislature  in  disposition  of  fractions  of  unit  of  representa- 
tion has  been  exercised  according  to  constitutional  restrictions;  Ragland  v. 
Anderson,  125  Ky.  159,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  242,  100  S.  W.  865,  holding  reappor- 
tionment act  invalid  because  of  inequality  of  representation  as  between  dis- 
tricts; Re  Payne,  51  Misc.  401,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  367,  holding  requirement  of  con- 
tiguity met  by  joining  one  county  to  another  as  near  to  it  as  possible,  though 
counties  be  not  immediately  adjoining  each  other;  State  ex  rel.  Sullivan  v. 
Schnitger,  16  Wyo.  522,  95  Pac.  698,  denying  mandamus  to  compel  election  of 
members  of  legislature  in  disregard  of  alleged  invalid  apportionment  acts,  where 
prior  apportionment  relied  on  was  that  contained  in  constitution  and  it  was 
inapplicable  to  existing  conditions. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Parker  v.  State,  18  L.  R.  A.  567,  which  holds  invalid, 
scheme  for  allowing  county  with  less  than  unit  of  population  to  vote  for  two 
senators;  State  ex  rel.  Morris  v.  Wrightson,  22  L.  R.  A.  548,  which  holds  const!- 
tatiooality  of  apportionment  act  subject  to  judicial  inquiry. 

Cited  in  note  (35  Am.  St.  Rep.  66)  on  judicial  investigation  of  constitutional- 
ity of  legislative  apportionments. 
Convtltntlonal   llnkltatlonB  on  legrislntnre. 

Distinguished  in  Hunt  ex  rel.  Snow  v.  Buhrer,  133  Mich.  110,  94  N.  W.  589, 
holding  constitutional  provision  that  terms  of  officers  are  to  begin  at  certain 
■date  not  permanent  limitation  upon  power  of  legislature  to  change  time  for 
terms  of  county  offioers  to  begin. 
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16  L.  R.  A.  437,  JOK^ES  v.  PORTLAND,  88  Mich.  598,  50  N.  W.  731. 
Compenaatlon   of  ff^ltnevs   as   bearlnfir   upon   competenc}^. 

Cited  in  Allen  B.  Wrisley  Co.  v.  Burke,  203  111.  258,  67  N.  E.  818,  holding  fact 
that  examining  physician  was  paid  by  party  calling  him  as  witness,  competent; 
People  V.  Tomalty,  14  Cal.  App.  235,  111  Pac.  513,  holding  that  fact  that  expert 
is  paid  by  party  calling  him,  is  proper  matter  for  cross-examination  for  con- 
sideration by  jury  to  affect  credibility  of  expert. 

Cited  in  note  (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  57)  on  evidence  to  show  credibility  or  bias  of 
witness. 
Testimony  of  physicians. 

Cited  in  McKormick  v.  West  Bay  City,  110  Mich.  271,  68  N.  W.  148,  denying 
admissibility  of  testimony  of  physician  called  to  examine  injured  person  just  be- 
fore trial,  as  to  exclamations  and  conduct  indicating  suffering ;  Chicago,  R.  I.  & 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Sheldon,  6  Kan.  App.  350,  51  Pac.  808,  holding  it  error  to  admit  evi- 
dence of  physician  whether  condition  of  plaintiff  was  direct  result  of  collision; 
Davidson  v.  Cornell,  132  N.  Y.  237,  30  N.  E.  573;  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  v. 
Lambertson,  60  K.  J.  L.  454,  38  Atl.  683;  Abbot  v.  Heath,  84  Wis.  321,  54  N.  W. 
574, — ^holding  that  physician  called  to  examine  injured  person,  to  qualify  as  wit' 
ness  for  him,  cannot  testify  to  statements  made  to  him  as  to  symptoms  and 
condition;  McCormick  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  141  Mich.  23,  104  N.  W. 
390,  on  admissibility  of  testimony  as  to  exclamations  of  pain  and  suffering;  Com- 
stock  V.  Georgetown,  137  Mich.  560,  100  N.  W.  788,  holding  physician's  testi- 
mony as  to  flinching  of  plaintiff  when  he  touched  him  in  examination  to  obtain 
information  as  basis  for  testimony  inadmissible;  Smith  v.  Detroit  United  R.  Co. 
155  Mich.  473,  110  N.  W.  640,  on  question  calling  for  opinion  of  witness;  Lyon 
v.  Grand  Rapids,  121  Wis.  620,  99  N.  W.  311,  on  questions  calling  for  answers 
tending  to  pass  upon  some  ultimate  question  to  be  submitted  to  jury;  Chicago 
V.  Powers,  117  111.  App.  457,  holding  it  improper  to  ask  medical  expert  in 
action  for  damages  due  to  personal  injury  what  was  cause  of  plaintiff's  present 
condition,  where  such  question  called  for  direct  testimony  on  question  of  fact 
for  jury;  Herbeck  v.  Germain,  144  Mich.  160,  107  N.  W.  901,  on  putting  lengthy 
question  to  witness. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  827)  on  admissibility  as  res  gestse  of  state- 
ments or  declarations  by  injured  person  to  physician  examining  him  in  order  to 
qualify  as  witness. 

Distinguished  in  Strudgeon  v.  Sand  Beach,  107  Mich.  600,  65  N.  W.  610,  admit- 
ting testimony  of  exclamations  of  pain  made  by  child  of  tender  years,  though  after 
controversy  begun;  Heddle  v.  City  Electric  R.  Co.  112  Mich.  650,  70  N.  W.  1096, 
holding  testimony  of  physician  admissible  as  to  exclamations  of  pain  uttered 
while  treating  injured  person;  Lacas  v.  Detroit  City  R.  Co.  92  Mich.  417,  52  N. 
W\  745,  admitting  testimony  of  physician  as  to  displacement  of  womb,  as  tending 
to  show  character  of  cause  which  might  have  produced  injury;  Missouri,  K.  &  T. 
R.  Co.  V.  Johnson,  95  Tex.  412,  67  S.  W.  768,  holding  instinctive  expressions  of 
party,  evidencing  pain  during  examination  by  his  own  medical  expert,  admissi* 
ble;  Mississippi  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Turnage,  95  Miss.  859,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  259,  49  So. 
840,  holding  a  nonexpert  witness  may  testify  as  to  expressions  of  present  pain 
and  suffering  by  one  injured  by  another's  negligence,  although  they  oeeur  some- 
time after  injury. 

Hearsay  I  pftrtr's  o-wn  declarations. 

Cited  in  Gilbert  v.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  161  Mich.  78,  125  N.  W.  746,  holding 
that  statement  made  by  intestate,  knowing  that  he  was  dying,  immediately  after 
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being  carried  400  feet  from  place  of  injury,  that  he  stepped  into  hole  in  defend- 
ant's scales  on  track,  are  competent  in  action  for  death  while  acting  as  brake- 
man;  Drake  Coal  Co.  v.  Croze,  165  Mich.  125,  130  N.  W.  355,  holding  that  self- 
serving  declaration  to  third  person,  in  absence  of  party  to  suit  are  inadmissible 
when  they  relate  past  occurrences  and  constitute  no  part  of  res  gestae. 

16  L.  R.  A.  443,  PEOPLE'S  GAS  CO.  v.  TYNER,  131  Ind.  277,  31  Am.  St.  Rep. 

433,  31  N.  E.  59. 
Rlvht  to  increase  tLoTV  of  bt^ui. 

Followed  in  Greenfield  Gas  Co.  v.  People's  Gas  Co.  131  Ind.  599,  31  N.  E.  61, 
and  l^er  v.  People's  Gas  Co.  131  Ind.  412,  31  N.  E.  61,  upholding  right  to  ex- 
plode nitro-glycerin  in  well  to  increase  flow  of  gas. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Jones  v.  Forest  Oil  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  748,  which  authorizes 
use  of  gas  pump  to  increase  production  of  oil  well,  though  production  of  adjoining 
wells  diminished. 

Cited  in  note  (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  245)  on  what  are  public  nuisances. 
Oiv'iieralklp   of   oil   and   8r<ui* 

Cited  in  Williamson  v.  Jones,  39  W.  Va.  258,  25  L.  R.  A.  233,  19  S.  E.  430,  hold- 
ing petroleiun  in  strata  part  of  inheritance  and  that  unlawful  taking  of  it  will  be 
lasting  damage  to  remainderman;  Federal  Oil  Co.  v.  Western  Oil  Co.  57  C.  C.  A. 
429,  121  Fed.  675,  holding  oil  lease  to  be  mere  grant  of  use  for  purpose  of  prospect- 
ing. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.R.A.  223)  on  nature  of  property  in  mineral  oil  or  gas. 

Criticized  in  State  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co.  150  Ind.  30,  47  L.  R.  A.  632,  49  N.  E.  809, 
holding  that  title  to  natural  gas  does  not  vest  in  any  private  owner  until  it  is 
reduced  to  actual  possession. 
WastinflT  natnral  gum* 

Cited  in  Ohio  Oil  Co.  v.  Indiana,  177  U.  S.  206,  44  L.  ed.  738,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
576,  sustaining  act  to  prevent  waste  of  natural  gas;  Townsend  v.  State,  147  Ind. 
628,  37  L.  R.  A.  298,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  477,  47  N.  E.  19,  sustaining  conviction  under 
statute  prohibiting  waste  of  natural  gas. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.  R.  A.  337)  on  liability  for  negligence  in  escape  and  explo- 
sion of  gas. 
Subterranean  mlneralv. 

Cited  in  Hathom  v.  Natural  Carbonic  Gas  Co.  194  N.  Y.  338,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
444,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  655,  87  N.  E.  604,  16  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  989,  holding  sub- 
terranean waters  treated   as  mineral   and  no  distinction  made  on   account  of 
peculiar  character  and  quantity  of  salts  and  gases  in  sblution. 
Riflrlit  of  action   dependent   upon   vpeclal   danftase.. 

Cited  in  Copper  King  v.  Wabash  Min.  Co.  114  Fed.  993,  granting  temporary  in- 
junction restraining  diversion  of  water,  exclusive  right  to  uae  of  which  belongs 
to  another;  Simpson  v.  Pittsburgh  Plate  Glass  Co.  28  Ind.  App.  352,  62  N.  E.  763, 
granting  injunction  to  restrain  cutting  off  of  lessor's  supply  of  natural  gas  under 
lease;  Ewing  ▼.  Webster  City,  103  Iowa,  231,  72  N.  W.  511,  denying  injunction  to 
restrain  city  from  enforcing  ordinance  compelling  corn  to  be  weighed  on  dty 
scales,  because  it  interferes  somewhat  with  plaintiff's  business ;  Pittsburgh,  0.  C. 
ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Noftsger,  148  Ind.  104,  47  N.  E.  332,  sustaining  right  of  action 
for  special  damage  to  lot  owner  for  building  switch  in  highway;  Pennsylvania 
Co.  v.  Stanley,  10  Ind.  App.  424,  37  K.  E.  288,  awarding  damages  against  railroad 
for  closing  one  end  of  alley,  by  which  access  to  rear  of  lots  diminished. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  in.- 
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Cited  in  note  (37  L.  R.  A.  784)  on  whether  court  of  equity  can  protect  per* 
Bonal  rights. 
InJiinctloB  asalavt  aeta  punlabable  as  Crimea. 

Cited  in  Columbian  Athletic  Club  v.  State,  143  Ind.  107,  28  L.  R.  A.  731,  52 
Am.  St  Rep.  407,  40  N.  E.  014,  granting  injunction  to  prevent  prize  fighting, 
although  act  constitutes  crime. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  O'Leary,  52  L.  R.  A.  299,  which  denies  state's  right 
to  injunction  to  suppress  gambling  house. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  624)  on  injunction  against  commission  of  crime 
when  property  right  involved. 
Iiajanction  wlta. 

Cited  in  Cherokee  Constr.  Co.  v.  Harris,  92  Ark.  265,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  177,  122 
S.  W.  485,  holding  that  during  continuance  of  homestead  estate  of  widow  and 
minor  children  they  have  no  right  to  6pen  new  mines  on  land  and  to  mine  and 
sell  coal  therefrom;  Gagnon  v.  French  Lick  Springs  Hotel  Co.  163  Ind.  690,  68 
L.R.A.  177,  72  N.  £.  849,  holding  upon  appeal  from  order  granting  or  refusing 
to  modify  injunction,  case  entitling  plaintiff  to  relief  on  final  hearing  need  not 
be  made  out,  showing  on  pleadings  and  evidence  of  transaction  proper  for  in- 
vestigation by  equity  court  sufficient;  Blaney  v.  Seaton,  20  Pa.  Dist.  R.  101, 
to  the  point  that  upon  application  for  preliminary  injunction  it  is  sufficient  that 
court  finds  from  pleadings  and  evidence  case  proper  for  further  investigation  in 
court  of  equity. 

Cited  in  note  (19  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  305)  as  to  when  injunction  against  nuisance 
will  be  granted. 
Ifearllareace   in   manafaetnre   of   ezplovlvea. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.  R.  A.  721)  on  negligence  in  manufacture  and  storage  of 
gun  powder,  nitro-glycerin,  and  other  explosives. 
Use  of  one's  property  «o  mm  to  Injure  another. 

Cited  in  Central  Iron  &  Coal  Co.  v.  Vandenheuk,  147  Ala.  548,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
571,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  102,  41  So.  145,  11  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  346,  enjoining  blast- 
ing so  as  to  throw  rocks  and  debris  upon  complainant's  house;  Keefer  v.  State, 
174  Ind.  590,  92  N.  E.  656,  holding  that  blasting  rock  in  quarries,  thereby  cast- 
ing stone  upon  surrounding  land  constitutes  nuisance  at  common  law. 
Bzcea*  or  abnae  of  corporate  po-wem. 

Cited  in  Madison  v.  Madison  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  129  Wis.  263,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
535,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  944,  108  N.  W.  65,9  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  819,  holding  private 
parties  may  by  injunction  restrain  in  excess  and  abuse  of  corporate  franchises 
and  privileges. 

16  L.  R.  A.  446,  STEVER  v.  PEOPLE'S  MUT.  ACCI.  INS.  ASSO.  150  Pa.  132,  24 
Atl.  662. 

DTlien  fnll  aceldent  Invnrance  alloi^ed. 

Cited  in  Fuller  v.  Locomotive  Engineers*  Mut.  L.  ft  Acci.  Ins.  Asso.  122  Mich. 
551,  48  L.  R.  A.  87,  footnote  p.  86,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  598,  81  N.  W.  326,  refusing 
full  amount  of  insurance  for  amputation  of  only  part  of  foot,  though  use  lost, 
when  policy  reads  for  amputation  "(whole  hand  or  foot)." 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lord  v.  American  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  26  L.  R.  A.  741,  which 
holds  it  question  for  jury  whether  entire  loss  of  hand  caused  by  injury,  witlwut 
amputation  above  wrist;  Mogg  v.  Soci^t^  De  Bienfaisanee  St.  Jean  Baptiste,  35 
L.  R.  A.  736,  which  holds  total  blindness  resulting  from  accident  covered  by 
policy. 

Cited  in  note  (38  L.  R.  A.  537)  on  what  constitutes  total  disability  of  insured. 
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Coastraetlim  of  Inraranee  polley. 

Cited  in  Peteraon  v.  Modern  Brotherhood,  125  Iowa,  566,  67  L.R.A.  633,  101 
N.  W.  280,  holding  breaking  of  one  bone  between  knee  and  ankle  joints  and  dis- 
location of  other  not  within  policy  defining  breaking  of  leg  as  breaking  of  shafts 
of  both  bones  between  knee  and  ankle  joints  or  breaking  of  shaft  of  thigh  be- 
tween hip  and  knee. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Peterson  v.  Modem  Brotherhood  of  America,  67  Ii.R.A. 
631,  which  holds  a  Pott's  fracture  not  covered  by  policy  providing  indemnity 
in  case  of  breaking  of  shafts  of  both  bones  between  knee  and  ankle  joints. 

Cited  in  note  (14  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  24)  on  rules  for  construing  insurance 
policies. 

16  L.  R.  A.  449,  NORTHERN  C.  R,  00.  ▼.  O'CONNER,  76  Md.  207,  36  Am.  St. 

Rep.  422,  24  Atl.  449. 
C9wnrler'«  duty  of  timnsportatioA. 

Cited  in  Dalton  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  78  Kan.  236,  17  L.R.A. 
(NJS.)  123,  96  Pac.  475,  16  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  186,  holding  damages  in  action 
for  carrying  passenger  by  destination  limited  to  those  proper  in  case  of  breach 
of  contract,  in  absence  of  objectionable  conduct  on  part  of  carrier's  employees  or 
physical  injury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Hardesty,  67  L.  R.  A.  276,  which 
denies  carrier's  duty  to  accept  coupon  detached  from  commutation  book. 

Cited  in  note  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  430)  on  carrier's  duty  to  carry  passenger  to 
destination  within  schedule  time. 

16  L.  R.  A.  461,  WOODRUFF  v.  PAINTER,  150  Pa.  91,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  786,  24 

Atl.  621. 
Rlarbta  of  parties  to  bailment. 

Cited  in  McAllister  v.  Simon,  27  Misc.  217,  57  N.  T.  Supp.  733,  holding  store- 
keeper not  liable  for  los.s  of  purse  which  does  not  actually  or  constructively  come 
into  his  possession;  Higman  v.  Camody,  112  Ala.  272,  57  Am.  Si.  Rep.  33,  20  So. 
480,  holding  bailee  for  hire  liable  for  damages  to  barge  which  he  continued  to 
use  after  discovering  serious  leak;  Sulpho-Saline  Bath  Co.  v.  Allen,  66  Neb.  298, 
92  N.  W.  354,  1  A.  &  £.  Ann.  Cas.  21,  holding  operator  of  bath-house  liable  to 
patron  for  valuables  left  in  drawer  at  office  key  to  which  given  patron  and  taken 
from  his  dressing  room ;  Hoyt  v.  Clinton  Hotel  Co.  35  Pa.  Super.  Co.  300,  holding 
hotel  liable  to  guest  for  trunk  placed  in  storeroom  which  disappeared  and  was 
not  accounted  for;  Hollander  v.  Sundheim,  19  Pa.  Diet.  R.  280,  to  the  point  that 
bailee  who  fails  to  give  explanation  of  neglect  to  restore  property  ought  to  be 
held  to  prove  that  he  exercised  ordinary  diligence  in  care  of  it;  Vogel  v. 
Braudrick,  25  Okla.  262,  105  Pac.  197,  holding  that  keeper  of  cotton  yard  who 
received  10  cents  for  weighing  each  bail  and  15  cents  for  hauling  it  to  railway 
station,  was  bailee  for  hire  although  he  received  nothing  for  actual  storage. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sattler  v.  Hallock,  46  L.  R.  A.  679,  which  holds  bailment, 
not  sale,  created  by  contract  by  which  farmers  deliver  produce  at  their  own  fac- 
tory for  manufacture,  and  divide  proceeds;  Tombler  v.  Koeliing,  27  L.  R.  A.  602, 
which  holds  check  given  to  customer  of  bath  house  for  valuables  insufficient  to 
show  right  thereto. 

Distinguished  in  Hunter  v.  Reed,  12  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  114,  holding  rule  that  retail 
clothiers  responsible  for  property  of  customer  left  in  booth  does  not  apply  to 
diamond  ring  carried  in  lob  pocket* 
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storekeeper's  duty  to  ens  torn  er. 

Cited  in  Polenske  v.  Lit  Bros.  18  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  476,  afflnning  judgment  for 
personal  injuries  incurred  by  customer  tripping  over  covered  pipes  extending 
about  2  inches  above  floor  of  department  store. . 

Cited  in  note  (10  LJLA.(N.S.)  314,  316)  on  liability  of  storekeeper  for  theft 
from  customer. 
Duty  of  owner  of  premiseB  to  one  eomina:  upon  tliem  by  invitation. 

Cited  in  Hotchkiss  v.  Erdrich,  214  Pa.  466,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  509,  03  Atl.  1035 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  duty  of  reasonable  care  due  from  owner  of  premises 
to  one  coming  upon  them  by  invitation. 

16  L.  R.  A.  453,  FISH  BROS.  WA(30N  CO.  v.  FISH,  82  Wis.  546,  33  Am.  St.  Rep. 

72,  52  N.  W.  595. 
Trade-nan&e,  trade-n&ark,  and  s'ood  ff'lll. 

Reaffirmed  in  Federal  court  in  Fish  Bros.  Wagon  Co.  v.  Fish  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.  37 
C.  C.  A.  146,  95  Fed.  458,  holding  prior  judgment  on  merits  as  to  right  to  use 
name  conclusive  as  to  all  matters  that  might  have  been  litigated^ 

Cited  in  Listman  Mill  Co.  v.  William  Listman  Mill.  Co.  88  Wis.  340,  43  Am.  St. 
Rep.  907,  60  N.  W.  261,  granting  injunction  to  restrain  use  of  word  "Marvel"  for 
flour  brand,  which  passed  with  good  will  in  conveyance  of  business;  Bank  of 
Tomah  v.  Warren,  94  Wis.  160,  68  N.  W.  549,  enjoining  use  of  name  "Bank  of 
Tomah"  by  rival  bank  after  failure  of  other  bank  and  sale  by  assignee  of  building, 
good  will,  and  "name  of  Bank  of  Tomah  j"  Allegretti  v.  Allegretti  Chocolate  Cream 
Co.  177  111.  132,  52  N.  E.  487,  Affirming  76  111.  App.  688,  holding  transfer  of  busi- 
ness from  firm  to  corporation  composed  largely  of  former  owners  carried  with  it 
trndc-name  "Allegretti,"  without  formal  transfer;  Fish  Bros.  Wagon  Co.  v.  Fish 
Bros.  Mfg.  Co.  87  Fed.  205,  enjoining  use  of  word  "genuine"  by  one  of  two  firms 
entitled  to  manufacture  wagons,  as  indicating  that  it  alone  is  manufacturing  the 
original  wagons;  Richmond  Nervine  Co.  v.  Richmond,  159  U.  S.  302,  40  L.  ed.  161, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  30,  holding  portrait  of  one's  self,  used  as  trade-mark,  assignable 
with  business;  Grand  Lodge,  A.  0.  U.  W.  v.  Graham,  96  Iowa,  610,  31  L.  R.  A. 
139,  65  N.  W.  837,  holding  fraternal  insurance  society  seceding  from  lodge  and  be- 
coming incorporated  under  name  it  formerly  had,  not  entitled  to  exclusive  use  of 
that  name;  Robinson  v.  Storm,  103  Tenn.  55,  52  S.  W.  880,  enjoining  use  of  man's 
own  name  in  connection  with  liver  regulator,  which  had  become  trade-name  of 
another;  Bissell  Chilled  Plow  Works  v.  T.  M.  Bissell  Plow  Co.  121  Fed.  368,  deny- 
ing right  of  corporation  to  use  trade-name  "Bissell,"  before  employed  by  another 
corporation  to  designate  certain  plow;  Millspaugh  Laundry  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
120  Iowa,  5,  94  N.  W.  262,  holding  use  of  name  "National  Laundry,  formerly 
owned  by  Millspaugh,"  not  conversion  of  name  "Millspaugh  Laundry;"  Slater  v. 
Slater,  61  L.  R.  A.  796,  which  holds  firm  name  not  sole  property  of  surviving 
partner;  Van  Stan's  Stratena  Co.  v.  Van  Stan,  209  Pa.  569,  103  Am.  St.  Rep. 
J  018,  58  Atl.  1064,  holding  where  father  and  son  are  in  partnership  and  son 
joins  in  transfer  by  father  of  right  to  use  name,  son  is  precluded  from  after- 
wards using  name  to  injury  of  purchaser;  Rowell  V.  Rowell,  122  Wis.  16,  99 
N.  W.  473,  holding  good  will  belongs  to  association  of  individuals'  conducting 
business,  and,  if  of  money  value,  is  asset  of  association;  Avenarius  v.  Kornely, 
139  Wis.  265,  121  N.  W.  336,  holding  arbitrary  word  newly  coined  and  adopted 
by  person  to  distinguish  his  production  from  that  of  others  is  valid  trade-mark. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brass  &  Iron  Works  Co.  v.  Payne,  19  L.  R.  A.  82,  which 
holds  good  will  of  partnership  transferred  on  dissolution,  by  one  partner's  trans- 
fer of  interest  to  other  partners:  Watkins  v.  Landon,  19  L.  R.  A.  236,  which  holds 
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purchaser  of  formula  of  unpatented  medicine  has  no  right  to  exclusively  appropri- 
ate name  of  original  manufacturer;  Bagby  &  R.  Co.  v.  Rivers,  40  L.  R.  A.  632, 
which  denies  assignability  of  continuing  partner's  right  to  use  retiring  partner's 
name;  Slater  v.  Slater,  61  L.  R.  A.  796,  which  holds  firm  name  an  asset  of  part- 
nership which  executor  of  deceased  partner  has  right  to  have  sold;  Millbrae  Co.  v. 
Taylor,  25  L.  R.  A.  193,  whieh  holds  exclusive  right  to  use  name  ''Millbrae"  not 
pass  on  division  of  milk  business  with  partner;  Knoedler  v.  Glaenzer,  20  L.  R.  A. 
733,  which  upholds  right  of  vendor  of  good  will  to  establish  similar  business  in 
same  plaoe  under  own  name ;  Chas.  S.  Higgins  Co.  v.  Higgins  Soap  Co.  27  L.  R.  A. 
42,  which  denies  right  to  use  name  ''Higgins  Soap  Co."  where  name  "Chas.  S.  Hig- 
gins Co.''  previously  used  by  manufacturers  of  soap;  Lamb  Knit-Goods  Co.  v. 
Lamb  Glove  k  Mitten  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  841,  which  denies  right  to  use  own  name  so 
as  to  deceive  public  as  to  business  rightfully  engaged  in  by  another. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  L.R.A.  546)  on  transfer  of  trade-mark  by  bankruptcy  or 
insolvency  assignment;  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  717,  720)  on  sale  of  trademark;  (1 
L.R^.(N.S.)  663;  52  L.  ed.  U.  S.  486)  on  limitation  of  right  to  use  one's  own 
name  as  tradename;  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1078)  on  good  will  as  impliedly  passing 
with  transfer  of  business;  (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  763,  765,  766,  767)  on  sale  of  busi- 
ness and  good  will  as  limitation  upon  right  of  vendor  to  compete;  (40  Am.  St. 
Rep.  570,  571)  on  powers,  rights,  liabilities  and  remedies  of  partners. 

16  L.  R.  A.  461,  SPOONER  v.  PHILLIPS,  62  Conn.  62,  24  Atl.  524. 

Rislita    of   life   tenant*   and   remalndemten    to   accnmnlatlona    of   estate. 

Cited  in  Mills  v.  Britton,  64  Conn.  12,  24  L.  R.  A.  637,  footnote  p.  536,  29  Atl. 
231,  holding  forty  shares  of  4  per  cent  stock  issued  in  place  of  t%veniy  shares  of 
8  per  cent  stock,  stock  dividend  belonging  to  capital  going  to  remainderman; 
Greene  v.  Huntington,  73  Conn.  115,  46  Atl.  883,  holding  that  rent  and  dividends 
from  savings  banks  since  death  of  life  tenant,  as  income  of  trust,  do  not  belong 
to  estate  of  life  tenant;  Pritchitt  v.  Nashville  Trust  Co.  96  Tenn.  486,  33  L.  R.  A. 
862,  footnote  p.  856,  36  S.  W.  1064,  holding  life  tenant  entitled  to  stock  dividends 
from  net  earnings  of  stock,  after  respective  rights  of  life  tenant  and  remainder- 
man have  attached;  Boardman  v.  Mansfield,  79  Conn.  637,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
795,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  178,  66  Atl.  169,  holding  one  taking  right  to  income  of 
property  for  life  not  entitled  to  increase  in  market  value  of  principal. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Quinn  v.  Safe  Deposit  &  T.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  169,  which 
holds  life  tenant  entitled  to  stock  dividends  made  from  sinking  fund  largely  ac- 
cumulated during  testator's  life;  McLouth  v.  Hunt,  39  L.  R.  A.  230,  which  holds 
life  tenants  entitled  to  stock  certificates  for  accumulated  earnings  of  corporation; 
Hite  V.  Hite,  19  L.  R.  A.  173,  which  holds  privilege  of  taking  additional  stock 
part  of  capital  belonging  to  remainderman;  Greene  v.  Greene,  35  L.  R.  A.  790, 
which  requires  apportionment  between  life  tenants  and  remaindermen  of  portion 
of  trust  fund  recovered  from  insolvent's  estate;  Distinguished  in  Re  Rogers,  22 
App.  Div.  432,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  175,  holding  that  as  between  life  tenant  and  re- 
maindermen, stock  of  new  company,  apportioned  among  shareholders  of  old  cor- 
poration, represents  capital,  and  cash  and  securities  of  old  company  divided  among 
stockholders  represent  profits  of  income:  Smith  v.  Dana,  69  L.R.A.  76,  which 
holds  life  tenants  entitled  to  cash  dividends  on  corporate  stock  although  de- 
rived  from  sale  of  permanent  property  in  which  profits  had  been  invested. 

Cited  in  note  (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  769,  803)  on  right,  as  between  life  tenant 
-and  remainderman,  in  dividends  or  distributions  by  corporations. 

Disapproved  in  De  Koven  v.  Alsop,  205  111.  313,  63  L.  R.  A.  590,  68  N.  £.  930, 
Affirming  107  HI.  App.  208,  holding  that  declared  stock  dividends  go  to  remain- 
AtitauL, 
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Title  to  stoelc  dividend** 

Cited  in  Kalbach  v.  Clark,  133  Iowa,  218,  12  L.R^.(N^.)  810,  110  N.  W.  599, 
12  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  647,  holding  so-called  stoek  dividend,  representing  change 
in  form  of  ownership  of  corporate  capital  merely,  goes  to  remainderman. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Clark  v.  Campbell,  54  L.  R.  A.  508,  which  holds  purchaser 
of  stock  by  writing,  providing  for  delivery  on  payment  by  certain  date,  not  enti- 
tled to  dividends  till  payment. 
fVliat  eon«tltnte«  Income. 

Cited  in  Re  Murphy,  80  App.  App.  242,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  530,  construing  word 
'interest"  as  used  in  bequest,  to  mean  ''income;"  Smith  v.  Hooper,  95  Md.  26,  51 
Atl.  844,  holding  life  tenant,  bequeathed  income  from  sum  of  money,  not  entitled 
to  profits  arising  from  sale  of  trust  property;  Boardman  v.  Mansfield,  79  Conn. 
637,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  795,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  178,  66  Atl.  169,  holding  words  "divi- 
dends, rents  and  profits"  not  more  comprehensive  in  meaning  than  "net  in- 
come;" Re  Moor,  163  Mich.  358,  128  N.  W.  198,  holding  that  term  "use"  of  money 
refers  to  interest  and  not  money  itself  or  any  part  of  it. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  De  Koven  v.  Alsop,  63  L.R.A.  587,  which  holds  money 
earned  during  stockholder's  lifetime  and  distributed  as  dividends  after  his  death, 
income  going  to  life  tenant. 
Convtmctlon  of  deed  of  fflft. 

Cited  in  Mercer  v.  Buchanan,  132  Fed.  502,  35  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  122,  holding 
in  deeds  of  gift,  as  in  wills,  intent  of  donor  prevails. 

16  L.  R.  A.  468,  WALTON  PLOW  CO.  v.  CAMPBELL,  35  Neb.  173,  52  N.  W.  883. 
Alteration  of  Instmnkents. 

Cited  in  Courcamp  v.  Weber,  39  Neb.  539,  58  N.  W.  187,  holding  evidence  of 
material  alteration  of  note  admissible  to  show*  it  was  made  after  execution,  with- 
out authority;  Fisherdick  v.  Hutton,  44  Neb.  127,  62  N.  W.  488,  holding  that 
immaterial  alteration  in  written  instrument  does  not  invalidate  it;  Foxworthy 
V.  Colby,  64  Neb.  219,  62  L.  R.  A.  394,  footnote  p.  393,  89  N.  W.  800,  holding 
unauthorized  insertion  of  word  "gold"  before  dollars,  material  alteration  of  In- 
strument; First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Laughlin,  4  N.  D.  397,  61  N.  W.  473,  holding  erasure 
of  words  to  make  non-negotiable  note  negotiable,  material  alteration;  Richardson 
V.  Fellner,  9  Okla.  521,  60  Pac.  270,  holding  change  of  word  "on"  to  "and,"  where 
original  instrument  reads,  "purchase  price  of  the  buildings  on  lot  1,"  material 
alteration;  Colby  v.  Foxworthy,  72  Neb.  381,  100  N.  W.  798,  holding  where  con- 
tents of  written  contract  is  ascertainable,  it  will  not  be  avoided  by  alteration 
thereof  by  stranger  without  privity  or  consent  of  parties  interested. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Simmons  v.  Atkinson  &  L.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  599,  which 
holds  insertion  of  words  "or  bearer"  and  place  of  payment,  material  alteration; 
Brown  v.  Johnson  Bros.  51  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  holds  maker  released  by  payee's 
addition  of  name  of  other  person  as  comaker;  Gleason  v.  Hamilton,  21  L.  R.  A. 
210,  which  holds  mortgage  not  invalidated  by  alteration  by  attorney  drawing  same, 
without  mortgagee's  knowledge;  Rochford  v.  McGee,  61  L.  R.  A.  335,  which  holds 
removal  of  note  at  foot  of  application  for  insurance,  material  alteration;  Fox- 
worthy V.  Colby,  62  L.R.A.  393,  which  holds  unauthorized  insertion  of  word 
"gold"  before  word  "dollars." 

Cited  in  notes  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  95)  on  unauthorized  alteration  of  written  in- 
struments; (2  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  695)  on  invalidity  of  'instrument  materially 
altered. 

General  denial. 

Cited  in  Graves  y,  Norfolk  Nat.  Bank,  49  Neb.  438,  68  N.  W.  612,  holding  gen- 
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eral  denial  puts  in  issue  genuineness  of  indorsement  in  action  against  indorsers; 
Ohio  Nat  Bank  v.  QHl  Bros.  85  Neb.  722,  124  N.  W.  152,  holding  burden  of  proof 
is  on  plaintiff  under  general  denial  to  show  defendants  signed  note  in  form  de- 
clared; Bothell  v.  Miller,  87  Neb.  837,  128  N.  W.  628,  holding  that  general  denial 
puts  in  issue  every  material  averment  of  petition  in  action  upon  written 
acceptance  of  bill  of  exchange. 

16  L.  R.  R.  471,  GULF,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  v.  LOONEY,  85  Tex.  158,  34  Am.  St. 

Rep.  787,  19  S.  W.  1039. 
PajMenarer'a  rifflit  of  transportation. 

Cited  in  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  St.  John,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  263,  35  S.  W.  501, 
sustaining  right  of  railway  to  limit  its  liability  for  transportation  to  its  own  line 
on  excursion  ticket;  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Dennis,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  94,  23  S.  W.  400, 
holding  person  induced  to  attend  sale  of  lots  by  advertisement  of  reduced  railroad 
rates  should  have  reasonable  time  after  sale  to  use  limited  ticket;  Gulf,  C.  k  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  Wright,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  470,  21  S.  W.  399,  holding  journey  must  be 
completed  within  time  limited,  unless  it  be  unreasonable;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Kinsley,  27  Ind.  App.  146,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  245,  60  N.  E.  169,  holding 
one  with  ticket  for  continuous  passage,  and  obliged  to  change  cars,  a  passenger 
when  presenting  same  at  gateway  of  railroad,  notwithstanding  doubt  as  to  right 
of  transportation  on  ticket;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Ewing,  51  C.  C.  A.  687, 
114  Fed.  1021  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  obligation  of  carrier,  and  liability  for 
damage  to  passenger,  extending  only  to  its  own  line;  Brian  v.  Oregon  Short  Line 
R.  Co.  40  Mont.  119,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  464,  105  Pac.  489,  holding  body  of  ticket 
and  each  coupon  separate  contract  between  passenger  and  particular  line  of 
road  over  which  coupon  furnishes  transportation;  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Duncan,  55  Tex.  Civ.  App.  449,  121  S.  W.  362,  to  the  point  that  passenger 
traveling  on  ticket  limited  as  to  time  is  not  entitled  to  carriage  over  of  con- 
necting  line  if  time  limit  has  expired  before  ticket  is  presented;  Boling  v.  St. 
Louis  &  8.  F.  R.  Co.  189  Mo.  240,  88  S.  W.  35,  holding  that  company  selling 
through  round  trip  ticket  is  not  liable  for  misrepresentations  of  agent  of  an- 
other company  as  to  scope  of  ticket. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Mulford,  35  L.  R.  A.  599,  which 
denies  liability  of  company  selling  tickets  for  failure  of  connecting  roads  to  honor 
same;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Parry,  22  L.  R.  A.  251,  which  holds  round- trip 
ticket  by  specified  "branch,"  good  on  main  line  only  on  trains  connecting  with 
branch  trains;  Kansas  City  F.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Washington,  69  L.R.A.  65, 
which  holds  initial  carrier  checking  baggage  to  destination  on  through  ticket 
liable  for  loss  on  connecting  line. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  460)  on  duty  to  passenger  holding  coupon 
ticket,  as  affected  by  delay  of  other  carriers;  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  101,  102)  on  who 
are  passengers  and  when  they  become  such. 

Distinguished  in  Rutherford  v.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  R.  Co.  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  628, 
67  S.  W.  161,  holding  purchaser  of  excursion  ticket  beginning  return  trip  within 
time  limited  entitled  to  ride  thereon,  although  not  reaching  destination  until  after 
expiration  thereof. 

Liafiillty  of  Initial  and  connectlna:  carriers. 

Cited  in  Texa«  k  N.  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Gray,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  211,  99  S.  W.  1126, 
holding  contract  of  carriage  providing  initial  and  each  connecting  carrier  is  re- 
sponsible for  loss  or  damage  occurring  on  its  own  road  inconsistent  with  existence 
of  partnership  between  connecting  lines. 
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16  L.  R.  A.  475.  McPHERSON  v.  BLACKER,  92  Mich.  377,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  687, 
61  N.  W.  469. 

Affirmed  in  146  U.  S.  1,  36  L.  ed.  869,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  3. 
Presidential  eleetors  state  ollleera. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Todd  v.  Johnson,  33  L.  R.  A.  399,  which  holds  presidential 
electors  state  officers  within  provision  for  filling  vacancies. 
Validity  of  apportionment  acts.  « 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  reU  Morris  v.  Wrightson,  22  L.  R.  A.  548,  which 
holds  that  constitutionality  of  apportionment  act  is  subject  to  judicial  inquiry, 
and  not  mere  political  question;  Houghton  County  v.  Blacker,  16  L.  R.  A.  432, 
which  holds  apportionment  act  unlawfully  dividing  county  wholly  void;  People 
ex  rel.  Carter  v.  Rice,  16  L.  R.  A.  836,  which  upholds  apportionment  of  members 
of  Assembly  as  against  inequalities  in  distributing  members,  after  each  county 
given  member  for  every  full  ratio  of  representation.  * 

Title  of  statute. 

Cited  in  notes  (64  Aul  St.  Rep.  77,  95)  on  sufficiency  of  title  of  statute;    (79 
Am.  St.  Rep.  456)   as  to  when  title  of  statute  embraces  only  one  subject,  and 
what  may  be  included  thereunder. 
Coatemporaaeoas  constraetloa. 

Cited  in  Pfeiifer  v.  Board  of  Education,  118  Mich.  664,  42  L.  R  A.  537,  77  N. 
W.  250,  upholding  reading  of  extracts  from  Bible  in  public  schools  as  within  con- 
templation of  framers  of  Constitution ;  Pingree  v.  Auditor  General,  120  Mich.  104, 
44  L.  R.  A.  685,  78  N.  W.  1025,  refusing  contemporaneous  construction  of  statute 
relating  to  taxation,  where  taxation  not  uniform. 
statute*  and  ordinances  valid  In  part. 

Cited  in  Scott  v.  Flowers,  61  Neb.  623,  85  N.  W.  867,  upholding  that  part  of 
statute  committing  children  to  industrial  school  which  is  not  repugnant  to  Con- 
stitution; Morgan  v.  State,  64  Neb.  370,  90  N.  W.  108,  holding  billiard  ordinance 
valid  as  to  license  feature,  although  imposing  small  lieense  fee  not  olearly  ex- 
pressed in  title. 

"When,   statute   takes    effect. 

Cited  in  Detroit  v.  Chapin,  108  Mich.  151,  37  L.  R.  A.  401,  66  N.  W.  687  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  act  passed  previous  to  last  five  days  of  session, 
and  approved  after  adjournment  and  within  ten  days  after  passage,  became  law 
under  Constitution. 

Poorer    to    acquire    raU'wrays* 

Cited  in  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel,  Barbour  v.  Pingree,  120  Mich.  671,  46  L.  R.  A.  417, 
79  N.  W.  814,  declaring  void,  act  permitting  city  coimcil  to  appoint  railway  com- 
mission to  acquire  street  railways. 
Compensation  of  state  ollleera. 

Cited  in  Warner  v.  Auditor  General,  129  Mich.  668,  89  N.  W.  691,  holding  act 
providing  additional  compensation  for  certain  state  officers,  acting  as  board  of 
auditors,  unconstitutional. 

16  L.  R.  A.  482,  TUFTS  v.  TUFTS,  8  Utah,  142,  30  Pac.  309. 
Effect  of  repeal  of  statute  on  pen  dinar  actions. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  CJo.  v.  Wells,  68  L.  R.  A.  661, 
which  sustains  statute  repealing  act  allowing  penalties,  made  applicable  to  pend- 
ing actions. 
Vested  rls1&«. 

Cited  in   Brennan  y.  Electrical  Installation  Co.  120  111.  App.  469,  holding 
accrued  cause  of  action  creates  vested  right. 
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16  L.  R.  A.  485,  VINCENNES  v.  CITIZENS'  GASLIGHT  &  COKE  CO.  132  IncL 

114,  31  N.  E.  673. 
Time  eon  tract  'wltla  city. 

Cited  in  IllinoiB  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank  v.  Arkansas  City,  34  L.  R.  A.  525,  22  C.  C. 
A.  183,  40  U.  S.  App.  257,  76  Fed.  283,  holding  twenty-one-year  contract  by  city 
with  water  company  lor  use  of  streets  for  mains,  and  for  water  rentals,  reason- 
able; Michigan  City  v.  Leeds,  24  Ind.  App.  273,  55  N.  £.  790,  sustaining  right  of 
city  to  lease  rooms  for  city  offices  for  period  of  ten  years;  Hester  v.  Greenwood, 
172  Ind.  286,  88  N.  £.  498,  holding  grant  of  water  and  light  franchise  for  fifty 
years  valid,  thongh  statutes  provided  contract  should  not  be  for  more  than 
twenty-five  years,  but  did  not  escpressly  limit  term  for  which  franchise  to  use 
public  ways  and  places  might  be  granted;  Tanner  v.  Auburn,  37  Wash.  41,  79 
Pac.  494,  holding  town  council  has  power  to  enter  into  contract  for  light,  for 
three  years  and  beyond  term  of  officers  executing  contract,  in  absence  of  constitu> 
tional  or  statutory  provision. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Westminster  Water  Co.  v.  Westminster,  64  L.  R.  A.  630, 
which  holds  municipal  corporation  without  power  to  enter  into  perpetual  con- 
tract with  water  company  for  water  supply. 

Cited  in  note    (29  L.R.A.(N.S.>    654)    on  power  of  board  to  appoint  officer 
or  make  contract  for  term  extending  beyond  its  own. 
CoBMtractioa  of  contracts. 

Cited  in  Gardner  v.  Caylbr,  24  Ind.  App.  525,  56  N.  E.  134,  and  Diamond  Plate 
Glass  Co.  V.  Tennell,  22  Ind.  App.  138,  62  N.  E.  168,  holding  construction  put 
upon  lease  by  parties  to  it  not  binding  where  no  ambiguity;  Pikes  Peak  Power 
Co.  V.  Colorado  Springs,  44  C.  C.  A.  343,  105  Fed.  11,  and  Illinois  Trust  &  Sav» 
Bank  v.  Arkansas  City,  34  L.  R.  A.  525,  22  C.  C.  A.  182,  40  U.  S.  App.  257,  76  Fed. 
282,  holding  city  in  its  proprietary  character  governed  by  same  rules  in  its- 
contracts  as  individual  or  private  corporation;  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Teter,  136 
Ind.  677,  36  N.  E.  283,  denying  recovery  for  injury  in  falling  from  hay  loft,  under 
policy  insuring  against  hazard  of  travel  as  passenger  of  common  carrier;  Rosen- 
berry  V.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  14  Ind.  App.  630,  43  N.  E.  817,  denying  recovery  of  "in- 
demnity" to  representatives  of  insured  dying  some  time  after,  but  as  result  of> 
injury;  Ragsdale  v.  Bamett,  10  Ind.  App.  492,  37  N.  £.  1109,  construing  antenup- 
tial contract  to  give  surviving  husband  life  interest  in  personal  property,  with 
remainder  to  heirs  of  wife;  Kennedy  v.  Kennedy,  150  Ind.  644,  50  N.  E.  756,  hold- 
ing antenuptial  agreement  may  determine  rights  of  wife  in  land  of  husband  with> 
out  alluding  to  her  rights  under  law;  Cambria  Iron  Co.  v.  Union  Trust  Co.  154 
Ind.  301,  48  L.  R.  A.  46,  55  N.  E.  745,  holding  that  conditions  in  franchise  ordi> 
nance  relating  to  paving  betw^een  tracks  of  street  railway  cannot  be  read  as  cove- 
nants on  part  of  city;  Arthur  Jordan  Co.  v.  Caylor,  36  Ind.  App.  647,  76  N.  E> 
419,  construing  expense  of  feeding,  shoeing  and  caring  for  horses,  and  repairing 
of  wagons  an  incident  to  city  ice  business,  where  contract  was  so  construed  by 
parties;  Fulton  County  v.  Gibson,  158  Ind.  485,  63  N.  E.  982,  holding  practical 
construction  put  upon  contract  by  parties  of  great  influence  in  determining  its 
scope;  Northrop  v.  Richmond,  105  Va.  339,  53  S.  E.  962,  construing  ordinance  re- 
quiring street  railway  company  to  place  tickets  on  sale  at  certain  rate  for  pupils 
enrolled  in  some  school  as  including  pupils  enrolled  in  business  college,  wher& 
such  pupils  had  previously  enjoyed  use  of  such  tickets. 

Distinguished  in  Ralya  v.  Atkins,  157  Ind.  335,  61  N.  E.  726,  holding  that  un- 
ambiguous written  contract  cannot  be  altered  by  allegations  of  different  construc- 
tion put  on  it  by  parties. 


16  L.R^  4851  L.  E.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  W> 

Po-wer  of  oourtB  to  review  dlvcretlonary  action  of  b€»«rd. 

Cited  in  Fidelity  Trust  &  G.  Co.  v.  Fowler  Water  Co.  113  Fed.  667,  holding  ac- 
tion of  board  of  trustees  in  making  contracts  for  water  supply  of  city  cannot 
be  reviewed  by  courts,  in  absence  of  fraud  or  abuse  of  discretion. 
Contract  -wrltb  ntnnlcipal  corporation. 

Cited  in  Weller  v.  Gadsden,  141  Ala.  660,  37  So.  682,  3  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Gas.  981, 
holding  ordinance  conferring  right  to  construct  and  operate  water  works  in  city 
is  contract,  not  mere  grant  of  franchise;  Cady  v.  SanBernardino  &  Lytle  Creek 
Power  Co.  153  Cal.  28,  94  Pac.  242,  holding  council  in  calling  for  bids  to  furnish 
light  need  not  fix  absolute  number  of  lights  required;  Ogden  City  v.  Bear  Lake  & 
River  Waterworks  &  Irrig.  Co.  28  Utah,  43,  76  Pac.  1069,  holding  where  municipal 
corporation  makes  authorized  contract  in  exercise  of  its  business  powers,  its 
rights,  remedies  and  obligations  thereunder  are  same  as  those  of  individuals; 
Des  Moines  v.  Welsbach  Street  Lighting  Co.  110  C.  C.  A.  540,  188  Fed.  907, 
holding  that  city  may  be  estopped  to  set  up  irregular  execution  of  contract 
under  which  it  received  benefits. 
Validity  of  ordinance. 

Cited  in  Tahlequah  v.  Guinn,  5  Ind.  Tjrr.  516,  82  S.  W.  886,  holding  reaflonable- 
ness  of  ordinance  passed  in  pursuance  of  express  legislative  authority  not  inquired 
into  by  courts  in  absence  of  fraud  or  gross  wrong. 
NeTT  trial  I  asaiarnina:  canse  for. 

Cited  in  Baker  v.  Anderson  Tool  Co.  45  Ind.  App.  621,  91  N.  £.  514,  holding 
that  question  of  too  large  a  recovery  on  contract  is  properly  raised  by  making 
such  amount  ground  for  new  trial,  without  moving  to  modify  judgment. 

16  L.  R.  A.  490,  CRJEAMER  v.  WEST  END  STREET  R.  CO.  166  Mass.  320,  32 

Am.  St.  Rep.  456,  31  N.  E.  391. 
'Who  are  paasenMrem. 

Cited  in  Mitchell  v.  Rochester  R.  Co.  4  Misc.  576,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  744,  holding 
one  about  to  board  car,  and  injured  by  fright  at  approaching  car  on  same  line^ 
not  passenger ;  Donovan  v.  Hartford  Street  R.  Co.  65  Conn.  214,  29  L.  R.  A.  300, 
32  Atl.  350,  holding  relation  of  carrier  and  passenger  does  not  exist  where  woman 
was  run  into  on  crossing  as  car  was  slowing  up  to  take  her  aboard;  Baltimore 
Traction  Co.  v.  State,  78  Md.  427,  28  Atl.  397,  holding  one  attempting  to  board 
rapidly  moving  street  car  not  a  passenger;  Bigelow  v.  West  End  Street  R.  Co.  161 
Mass.  395,  37  N.  E.  367,  holding  one  alighting  from  car  stopped  at  crossing  on 
her  signal,  and  injured  by  stepping  off  into  excavation,  not  passenger;  Smith  v. 
City  &  Suburban  R.  Co.  29  Or.  546,  46  Pac.  136;  Gargan  v.  West  End  Street 
R.  Co.  176  Mass.  107,  49  L,  R.  A.  422,  footnote  p.  421,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  298,  57 
N.  E.  217;  West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Walsh,  78  111.  App.  599,— holding 
relation  of  carrier  and  passenger  ceases  as  soon  as  passenger  alights  from  car 
stopped  at  safe  place;  Chattanooga  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Boddy,  105  Tenn.  670,  51 
L.  IL  A.  886,  footnote  p.  885,  58  S.  W.  646,  holding  relation  of  carrier  and  pas- 
senger terminates  when  passenger  steps  from  car  to  ground  at  street  crossing; 
Powers  V.  Connecticut  Co.  82  Conn.  669,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  408,  74  Atl.  931,  hold- 
ing passenger  on  street  car  ceases  to  be  such,  when  at  end  of  his  trip,  he 
steps  from  car  upon  street;  Conroy  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  188  Mass.  412,  74  N. 
E.  672,  holding  person  ceases  to  be  passenger  upon  alighting  from  car  upon 
reserved  space  of  grass  in  center  of  road;  White  v.  Lewiston,  A.  &  W.  Street 
R.  Co.  107  Me.  415,  78  Atl.  473,  holding  that  relation  of  passenger  and  carrier 
terminates  upon  alighting  from  car  and  company  is  not  liable  for  injury  there- 
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after  unless  it  is  charged  with  keeping  part  of  street  upon  which  passenger  alights 
in  repair. 

Cited  in  note  (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  689)  on  who  are  passengers  on  street  rail- 
ways. 

Distinguished  in  Augusta  R.  Co.  ▼.  Glover,  92  Ga.  148/ 18  S.  E.  406,  sustaining 
Terdict  for  death  of  boy  killed  while  alighting  upon  parallel  track,  by  another 
car;  Keator  v.  Scranton  Traction  Co.  191  Pa.  108,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  758,  43  Atl. 
86,  holding  one  passing  in  highway  from  one  street  car  to  another  with  transfer, 
4  passenger;  Chicago  Union  Traction  Co.  v.  Rosenthal,  118  111.  App.  280, 
holding  relation  of  passenger  and  carrier  not  ended  by  fact  passenger  reaches 
street  unhurt,  where  passenger  gets  both  feet  on  ground  and  turns  to  take  child 
from  car,  which  starts  before  he  can  do  so;  Spangler  v.  Saginaw  Valley  Traction 
Co.  162  Mich.  410,  116  N.  W.  373,  holding  street  railway  company  liable  to  pas- 
senger injured  by  fall  caused  by  stepping  off  car  at  night  into  excavation  in 
street  made  by  company. 
D«ty  of  street  rail-vvmy  as  to  safety  of  passeasers. 

Cited  in  Palmer  v.  Winston-Salem  R.  &  Elec  Co.  131  N.  C.  251,  42  S.  E.  604, 
holding  street  railway  not  liable  for  assault  by  motorman  after  injured  man 
had  ceased  to  be  passenger;  Conway  v.  Lewiston  &  A.  H.  R.  Co.  87  Me.  287,  32 
Atl.  901,  holding  erroneous,  instruction  that  street  railway  company  must  in 
any  ev^nt  provide  safe  place  for  passenger  to  alight;  Finseth  v.  Suburban  R. 
Co.  32  Or.  4,  39  L.  R.  A.  618,  51  Pac.  84,  holding  that  jury  should  determine 
whether  temporary  passageway  built  by  street  railway  company  from  walk  over 
submerged  street  to  track  was  reasonably  safe;  Sligo  v.  Philadelphia  Rapid 
Transit  Co.  224  Pa.  141,  73  Atl.  211  (dissenting  opinion),  on  duty  of  street  rail* 
way  company  to  exercise  care  in  selection  of  place  for  discharge  jof  passengers ; 
Thompson  v.  Gardner  W.  &  F.  Street  R.  Co.  193  Mass.  134,  118  Am.  St.  Rep. 
459,  78  N.  £.  864,  holding  street  oar  not  liable  to  passenger,  who  in  alighting 
from  car  stepped  into  gutter  in  street,  fell  and  was  injured;  Jackson  v.  Old 
Colony  Street  R.  Co.  206  Mass.  483,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1047,  92  N.  B.  726,  19  Ann. 
Cas.  615,  holding  that  carrier  is  not  liable  for  assault  on  former  passenger  after 
he  left  ear,  for  what  had  transpired  on  ear;  Robertson  v.  West  Jersey  &  S.  R. 
Co.  79  N.  J.  L.  188,  74  Atl.  300,  holding  that  street  car  company's  duty  towards 
passenger  ends  when  he  has  alighted  upon  public  highway  provided  place  is  rea* 
sonably  safe. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  887)  on  duty  of  street  railway  as  to  condi- 
tion of  approaches  to  cars;  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  464)  on  duties  and  liabilities  of 
street  railway  companies  toward  passengers;  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  729,  732)  on  in- 
jury to  street  car  passenger  who  upon  alighting,  passes  around  end  of  car,  and 
is  struck  bv  car  on  other  track. 

Distinguished  in  Carter  v.  Rockford  &  I.  R.  Co.  147  Wis.  90,  132  N.  W.  598, 
holding  that  street  car  passenger  is  entitled  to  reasonably  safe  passage  from 
platform  of  company  upon  which  lie  alif^hted  to  traveled  portion  of  street; 
Topp  V.  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  99  Md.  636,  59  Atl.  62,  1  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  912, 
where  railway  was  upon  private  right  of  way  of  carrier  at  place  car  stopped  for 
passenger  to  alight. 
Coatrlbatory   aeflrllflreace. 

Cited  in  Kelly  v.  Wakefield  &  S.  Street  R.  Co.  175  Mass.  333,  56  N.  fi.  285, 
holding  it  contributory  negligence  to  drive  onto  track  without  looking  for  car 
which  might  have  passed  behind  impenetrable  line  of  trees;  Robbins  v.  Spring- 
field Street  R.  Co.  165  Mass.  37,  42  N.  E.  334,  holding  rule  of  looking  and 
listening  before  crossing  track  of  street  railway  not  necessarily  applicable  be- 
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cause  electricity  is  used;  Mathes  v.  Lowell,  L.  &  H.  Street  R.  Go.  177  Mass.  420^ 
59  N.  E.  77^  sustaining  direction  of  verdict  for  defendant  where  deceased  at- 
tempted to  cross  street  ahead  of  street  car  plainly  seen  approaching  at  rapid  rate ; 
Everett  v.  Los  Angeles  Consol.  Electric  R.  Co.  116  Cal.  126,  34  L.  R.  A.  366,  43^ 
Pac.  209,  denying  right  of  recovery  for  death  of  bicyclist  riding  in  street  car- 
track,  and  killed  by  following  car;  Laufer  v.  Bridgeport  Traction  Co.  68  Conn. 
493,  37  L.  R.  A.  539,  37  Atl.  379,  sustaining  judgment  for  injury  by  street  car 
to  man  compelled  to  drive  onto  one  track  from  another  on  narrow  drawbridge; 
Sewell  V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  171  Mass.  303,  50  N.  E.  541,  denying 
right  of  recovery  to  boy  of  thirteen  ridi^ng  headlong,  without  looking,  into  passing- 
train  at  crossing;  McGee  v.  Consolidated  Street  R.  Co.  102  Mich.  115,  26  L.  R.  A.. 
304,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  507,  60  N.  W.  293,  denying  right  of  recovery  for  injury 
where  traveler  failed  to  look  before  crossing  in  front  of  lighted  street  car;  At- 
lanta Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Bates,  103  Ga.  352,  30.  S.  E.  41,  holding  it  for  jury- 
to  determine  contributory  negligence  of  deaf  man  struck  by  car  on  parallel  track 
while  in  act  of  alighting;  Ames  v.  Waterloo  &,  C.  F.  Rapid  Transit  Co.  120  lowa^ 
643,  95  N.  W.  161,  holding  one  killed  in  crossing  track  with  unobstructed  view 
conclusively  presumed  negligent;  Gleason  v.  Worcester  Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  184 
Mass.  291,  68  N,  E.  225,  holding  affirmative  proof  that  one  killed  by  stepping  inr 
front  of  car  used  due  care,  requisite  to  reeovery;  Senf  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  R.  Co. 
112  Mo.  App.  83,  86  S.  W.  887,  holding  if  plaintiff's  whole  evidence  shows  he 
was    guilty    of    contributory    negligence    which    directly    contributed    to    his 
injury  he  cannot  recover;   Merchants  Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Bargholt,   129 
Ky.  67,  110  S.  W.  364,  16  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  965,  holding  it  is  only  where  whole 
evidence  introduced  by  plaintiff  has  no  tendency  to  show  care  on  his  part,  or,  on 
contrary  shows  want  of  care,  that  court  should  direct  verdict  for  defendant; 
Quinlan  v.  Newton  &  B.  Street  R.  Co.  191  Mass.  58,  77  N.  E.  486,  holding  pas- 
senger,  who  in   stepping  off  car,   pays   no  attention  to  place  at  which   he   is 
alighting,  and  falls  into  gutter,  cannot  recover  from  street  railway  company; 
Knoxville  Traction  Co.  v.  Brown,  115  Tenn.  332,  89  S.  W.  319,  on  duty  of  person 
to  look  and  listen  before  crossing  street  car  track;  Swanson  v.  Duluth  Street  R* 
Co.  109  Minn.  467,  124  N.  W.  219  (dissenting  opinion),  on  care  required  of  per- 
son aligliting  from  street  car  and  passing  behind  it  to  cross  street  over  track 
of  cars  bound  in  opposite  direction;  Hornstein  v.  United  R.  Co.  195  Mo.  456,  4 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   738,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  693,  92  S.  W.  884,  6  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  699, 
holding  it  contributory  negligence  for  passenger  alighting  from  street  car   to 
attempt  to  pass  over  track  for  cars  running  in  opposite  direction  without  paus< 
ing  and  looking  for  approaching  cars;    Itzkowitz  v.   Boston  Elev.  R.   Co.   186 
Mass.  143,  71  N.  E.  298,  holding  person  stepping  in  front  of  moving  car  at  middle- 
of  day  in  crowded  street  not  in  exercise  of  due  care;   Foreman  v.  Norfolk,  P.. 
&  N.  News  Co.  106  Va.  774,  56  S,  E.  805,  holding  passenger  who  stepped  from  mov- 
ing car  in  front  of  another  car  coming  from  opposite  direction  when  it  was  within 
four  or  five   feet  of  him  without  seeing  it  guilty  of  contributory  negligence; 
Briggs  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  188  Mass.  465,  74  N.  E.  667,  holding  bicyclist  wha 
started  to  ride  over  crossing  at  which  gates  were  partly  up  without  looking  or 
listening,  and  was  struck  by  gate  descending,  not  in  exercise  of  due  care. 

Cited  in  notes  ( 38  L.R.A.  787 )  on  negligence  in  getting  on  or  off  moving  street 
car;  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  260)  on  duty  to  look  and  listen  before  crossing  electric 
road;  (33  L,R.A.(N.S,)  1134)  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  contributory  negligence; 
(19  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  205)  on  contributory  negligence  as  bar  to  recovery. 

Distinguished  in  Hennessey  v.  Taylor,  189  Mass.  585,  3  L.R.A. (N.S.)  347,  76 
N.  E.  224,  4  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  396,  holding  owner  of  automobile  liable  in  dam- 
ages for  running  down  pedestrian  in  act  of  crossing  street  for  purpose  of  tak- 
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ing  eleetrie  car;  Bremer  ▼.  St.  Paal  C.  R.  Co.  107  Minn.  332,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
895,  120  N.  W.  382,  holdmg  street  car  company  liable  for  injury  of  passenger 
who  alighted  from  car  in  street  and  in  crossing  other  track  was  struck  by  work 
car  and  injured,  «uch  passenger  has  right  to  rely  on  exercise  of  due  care  on  part 
of  motorman  in  giving  signals,  having  car  under  control  and  going  at  slow 
speed. 

16  L.  R.  A.  492,  FRORER  v.  PEOPLE.  141  111.  171,  31  N.  E.  395. 
Poltee  poavr«r  and  rlarbt  of  eontraot* 

Cited  in  Bailey  y.  Pe<^le,  190  111.  33,  54  L.  R.  A.  840,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  116,  60 
N.  E.  98,  holding  privilege  to  contract  for  right  to  use  property  is  a  liberty  and 
properly  right;  State  eso  rel,  Zillmer  v.  Kreutzberg,  114  Wis.  543,  58  L.  R.  A. 
754,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  934,  90  N.  W.  1098,  declaring  statute  invalid  which  forbids 
employer  to  discharge  employee  because  member  of  labor  organization;  Adams  v. 
Brenan,  177  111.  200,  42  L.  R.  A.  720,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  222,  52  N.  £.  314,  holding 
invalid,  attempted  contract  for  employment  of  \mion  workmen  only  by  public 
school  board,  entered  into  under  agreement  with  trades  union;  Com.  v.  Vrooman, 
164  Pa.  309,  35  W.  N.  C.  98,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  603,  30  Atl.  217,  Reversing  16  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  95,  3  Pa.  Dist.  R.  342,  declaring  valid,  act  prohibiting  issue  of  policies 
for  fire  and  lightning  insurance  except  by  corporations;  Ruhstrat  v.  People,  185 
III.  140,  49  L.  R.  A.  183,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  30,  57  N.  E.  41,  holding  invalid,  act 
prohibiting  use  of  national  flag  for  advertising  purposes;  People  ew  rel,  Mcllhany 
V.  Chicago  Live  Stock  Exchange,  170  III.  567,  39  L.  R.  A.  376,  62  Am.  St.  Rep. 
104,  48  N.  E.  1062,  holding  invalid,  by-law  of  commercial  exchange  attempting  to 
restrict  employment  of  solicitors,  as  restriction  on  freedom  of  trade  and  business ; 
Chicago  V.  Netcher,  183  111.  110,  48  L.  R.  A.  264,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  93,  55  N.  E. 
707,  holding  ordinances  prohibiting  sale  of  certain  foodstuffs  by  department  stores 
not  regulation  of  sale  as  health  measure;  State  v.  Dal  ton,  22  R.  I.  86,  48  L.  R.  A. 
780,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  818,  46  Atl.  234,  refusing  to  sustain  act  prohibiting  giving 
of  trading  stamps  as  under  police  power;  Eden  v.  People,  161  111.  303,  32  L.  R.  A. 
662,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  365,  43  N.  E.  1108,  holding  act  to  close  barber  shops  on 
Sunday  not  within  police  power;  Booth  v.  People,  186  111.  48,  50  L.  R.  A.  763, 
78  Am.  St.  Rep.  229,  57  N.  E.  798,  upholding  statute  against  gambling  options, 
although  it  includes  kinds  of  property  not  before  subject  to  options;  Swigart  v. 
People,  50  111.  App.  187,  holding  section  of  criminal  act  prohibiting  gaming 
within  2  miles  of  certain  fairs  not  repealed  by  act  to  prohibit  bookmaking  and 
pool-selling;  State  v.  Smiley,  65  Kan.  284,  69  Pac.  199,  holding  "ant i- trust"  laws 
valid;  State  v.  Smiley,  65  Kan.  284,  67  L.R.A.  920,  69  Pac.  199  (dissenting 
opinion),  as  to  right  of  state  to  regulate  power  to  contract;  Withey  v.  Bloem. 
163  Mich.  426,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  632,  128  N.  W.  913,  to  the  point  that  right  of 
individual  to  contract  with  reference  to  labor  is  property  right  within  meaning 
of  constitution;  People  v.  Steele,  231  III.  346,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  366,  121  Am.  St. 
Rep.  321,  83  N.  E.  236,  holding  act  to  prohibit  sale  of  theater  tickets  for  more 
than  price  printed  thereon  invalid;  ToUiver  v.  Blizzard,  143  Ky.  776,  34  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  894,  137  S.  W.  509,  holding  that  police  power  does  not  extend  to  prohibi- 
tion of  sale  of  soft  drinks;  Kemp  v.  Division  No.  241,  A.  A.  S.  &  E.  R.  E.  153 
111.  App.  371,  to  the  point  that  trade  unions  may  cease  to  work,  but  if  they  com- 
bine to  prevent  others  from  obtaining  work  by  threats  of  strike,  they  combine  to 
accomplish  unlawful  purpose  and  may  b§  restrained. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  Am.  St.  Rep.  213)  on  statute  regulating  relations  of 
master  and  servant;  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  178)  on  protection  of  corporations  from 
special  and  hostile  legislation;  (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  244)  on  acts  which  legislature 
may  declare  criminaL 
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DistinguiBhed  in  Meadowcroft  ▼.  People,  163  111.  63,  35  L.  R.  A.  179,  54  Am. 
St.  Rep.  447,  45  N.  E.  303,  sustaining  conviction  under  act  forbidding  taking  of 
deposits  by  insolvent  bank;  State  v.  Nelson,  52  Ohio  St.  103,  26  L.  R.  A.  320, 
39  N.  E.  22,  upholding  act  requiring  owners  and  operators  of  street  cars  to  provide, 
for  well-being  of  employees, 

—  Aa   to  hours. 

Cited  in  Low  v.  Rees  Printing  Co.  41  Neb.  141,  24  L.  R.  A.  708,  43  Am.  St.  Rep- 
670,  59  N.  W.  362,  declaring  unconstitutional,  sections  of  act  limiting  hours  of 
work  except  of  farm  and  domestic  laborers;  Ritchie  v.  People,  155  HI.  104,  2^ 
L.  R.  A.  79,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  315,  40  N.  E.  454,  declaring  void,  section  of  act 
providing  that  women  shall  work  only  eight  hours  a  day;  State  v.  Holden,  14 
Utah,  93,  37  L.  R.  A.  107,  46  Pac.  756,  holding  valid,  act  limiting  hours  of 
laborers  in  underground  mines;  Re  Morgan,  26  Colo.  443,  47  L.  R.  A.  64,  77  Am. 
St.  Rep.  269,  58  Pac.  1071,  holding  act  limiting  working  hours  in  underground 
mines  invalid;  W.  C.  Ritchie  &  Co.  v.  Wayman,  244  111.  519,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
998,  91  N.  E.  695,  sustaining  a  ten-hour  labor  law  for  women;  State  v.  MuUer, 
48  Or.  263,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  805,  85  Pac.  855,  11  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  88,  sustain- 
ing statute  prescribing  ten-hour  day  for  females  employed  in  mechanical  estab- 
lishment, factory  or  laundry. 

—  An  to  vragre*. 

Cited  in  Braceville  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  147  111.  71,  22  L.  R.  A.  341,  37  Am. 
St.  Rep.  206,  35  N.  E.  62,  holding  invalid,  act  which  requires  monthly  payment 
of  wages  by  certain  kinds  of  corporations;  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  319,  21 
L.  R.  A.  805,  22  S.  W.  350,  and  State  v.  Haun,  61  Kan.  158,  47  L.  R.  A.  374, 
59  Pac.  340,  holding  invalid,  act  requiring  payment  to  laborers  in  money  only; 
State  V.  Peel  Splint  Coal  Co.  36  W.  Va.  851,  17  L.  R.  A.  401,  15  S.  E.  1000 
(dissenting  opinions),  majority  sustaining  acts  providing  for  payment  of  wages 
in  money  only,  and  requiring  payment  for  mining  coal  before  screening;  Com.  v. 
Brown,  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  365,  43  W.  N.  C.  76,  holding  invalid,  act  making  it 
unlawful  for  owners  and  operators  of  mines  to  screen  coal  before  weighing  and 
crediting  amount  to  miner;  Ramsey  v.  People,  142  111.  384,  17  L.  R.  A.  854» 
32  N.  E.  364,  and  Re  House  Bill  No.  203,  21  Colo.  28,  39  Pac.  431,  declaring  in- 
valid,  act  compelling  payment  at  pit  mouth  for  all  coal  unscreened;  Harding  v. 
People,  160  111.  464,  32  L.  R.  A.  447,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  344,  43  N.  E.  624,  holding 
unconstitutional,  act  requiring  weighing  of  coal  before  screening,  where  coal  is 
to  be  shipped  by  rail  or  water;  People  ea?  rel,  Rodgers  v.  Coler,  166  N.  Y.  19, 
52  L.  R.  A.  822,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  605,  59  N.  E.  716,  holding  void,  act  (ixing" 
compensation  city  must  pay  for  labor  or  other  services;  Leep  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  R.  Co.  58  Ark.  420,  23  L.  R.  A.  269,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  109,  25  S.  W.  75,. 
holding  act  requiring  payment  of  wages  aue  employee  upon  discharge,  and  pro- 
viding, as  penalty  for  default,  for  continuance  of  wages  until  paid,  imconstitu- 
tional  as  to  private  persons,  but  valid  as  to  corporations;  Luman  v.  Hitchen» 
Bros.  Co.  90  Md.  26,  46  L.  R.  A.  396,  44  Atl.  1051,  holding  invalid,  act  pro- 
hibiting mining  and  railroad  corporations  from  selling  goods  and  merchandise 
to  their  employees;  Whitebreast  Fuel  Co.  v.  People,  175  111.  54,  51  N.  E.  853,. 
holding  that  provisions  of  act  for  payment  of  coal  miners  ''at  such  prices  aa  may 
be  agreed  upon  by  respective  parties"  do  not  apply  to  contract  for  payment  on. 
different  basis  than  specified  in  act;  Leischke  v.  Miller,  100  HI.  App.  141,  hold- 
ing act  requiring  all  claims  in  suit  before  justice  to  be  brought  forward  by  each- 
party,  or  be  debarred,  not  applicable  to  suit  for  wages;  Mallin  v.  Wenham,  209^ 
HI.  256,  65  L.  R.  A.  605,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  233,  70  N.  E.  564,  and  Brewer  v.. 
Griesheimer,  104  111.  App.  331,  holding  assignment  by  workman  of  unearned  wage». 
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not  contrary  to  public  policy;  Dixon  v.  Poe,  159  Ind.  497,  60  L.  R.  A.  310,  95 
Am.  St.  Rep.  309,  65  N.  £.  518,  holding  act  prohibiting  payment  of  miners  in 
trade  checks  unconstitutional;  Kellj'^ille  Coal  Co.  y.  Harrier,  207  111.  627,  99 
Am.  St.  Rep.  240,  69  N.  E.  927,  holding  unconstitutional,  act  prohibiting  em- 
ployers from  setting  off  debts  against  claims  for  wages;  Massie  v.  Cessna,  239 
111.  358,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1111,  130  Am.  St,  Rep.  234,  88  N.  E.  152,  holding  act 
relative  to  assignment  of  wages,  income  or  salary',  designed  to  prevent  wage 
earners  from  becoming  victims  of  ''loan  sharks"  unconstitutional;  State  v.  Mis- 
souri Tie  &  Timber  Co.  181  Mo.  555,  65  L.R.A.  594,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  614,  80  S. 
W.  933,  2  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  119,  holding  statute  making  it  unlawful  to  issue, 
pay  out  or  circulate  for  payment  of  wages,  a  medium  of  payment  not  negotiable 
or  redeemable  at  its  face  value  in  lawful  money  of  the  United  States  invalid; 
Jordan  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  535,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  606,  103  S.  W.  633,  14 
A  &  £.  Ann.  Cas.  616,  holding  act  prohibiting  issuance  of  ticket,  check  or  writ- 
ing obligatory  for  labor  performed,  redeemable  or  payable  in  goods  or  merchan- 
dise, invalid. 

Cited  in  notes   (28  L.R.A.  274)    on  validity  and  effect  of  statutes  requiring 
wages  to  be  paid  in  lawful  money;    (122  Am.  St.  Rep.  907)  on  constitutionality 
of  statutes  regulating  time  and  method  of  payment  of  wages. 
Diacrlmiiut'tion. 

Cited  in  Bailey  v.  People,  190  111.  33, 54  L.  R.  A.  840,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  116,  60  N.  £. 
98,  holding  invalid,  provisions  in  act  restricting  number  of  persons  sleeping  in  same 
room  of  lodging  house,  because  aimed  at  lodging  houses  only ;  Johnson  v.  Goodyear 
Min.  Co.  127  Cal.  15,  47  L.  R.  A.  343,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  69  Pac.  304,  holding  in- 
valid, act  giving  preference  to  liens  of  laborers  for  corporation  over  all  other 
liens;  Waters  v.  Wolf,  162  Pa.  168,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  816,  29  Atl.'646,  which 
holds  invalid^  act  giving  lien  for  work  and  material  contracted  for  by  subcon- 
tractor, notwithstanding  agreement  between  owner  and  contractor;  Palmer  v. 
Tingle,  55  Ohio  St.  445,  45  N.  E.  313,  holding  invalid,  mechanic's  lien  act  giving 
lien  for  labor  and  materials  under  contract  with  contractor;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Ellis,  165  U.  S.  164,  41  L.  ed.  671,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  255,  holding  invalid, 
act  giving  attorney's  fees  in  successful  suits  against  railroad  companies;  Starne 
V.  People,  222  111.  193,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  389,  78  N.  E.  61,  holding  act  requiring 
mine  owners  and  operators  to  maintain  wash-room  at  top  of  each  mine  invalid 
AS  being  special  legislation;  Josma  v.  Western  Steel  Car  &  Foundry  Co.  249  111. 
515,  94  N.  E.  945,  holding  invalid  statute  which  imposes  upon  employers  of 
workmen  coming  from  another  place  different  measure  of  liability  civil  and 
criminal  for  wrongful  acts  from  that  imposed  upon  other  persons;  Off  &  Co.  v. 
Morehead,  235  111.  44,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  169,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  184,  85  N.  E.  264, 
14  A.  ft  £.  Ann.  Cas.  434,  holding  bulk  sales  law  invalid  as  being  special  class 
legislation  affecting  buyers  and  sellers  of  stocks  of  merchandise  only;  People  v. 
Richards  &  K.  Mfg.  Co.  1  111.  C.  Ct.  178,  holding  determination  of  legislature  as 
to  proper  classification  of  corporations  concerning  which  power  to  amend  charters 
is  to  be  exercised,  subject  to  review  by  courts. 

Distinguished  in  Vogel  v.  Pekoe,  157  111.  344,  30  L.  R.  A.  494,  42  N.  E.  380, 
declaring  valid,  act  providing  for  attorney's  fee  in  successful  suits  by  working- 
men  for  wages;  Lawrence  v.  Rutland  R.  Co.  80  Vt.  389,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  358, 
67  Ath  1091,  13  A.  Sl  £.  Ann.  Cas.  475,  sustaining  law  requiring  certain  corpo- 
rations to  pay  employees  weekly,  forbidding  payment  in  script,  vouchers,  due- 
bills  or  store  orders,  and  forbidding  assignment  of  future  wages  to  such  corpo- 
rations. 
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Due  proceiw  of  lair. 

Cited  in  Union  Drainage  Diet.  v.  Smith,  233  III.  424,  16  L.R.A.(N^.)  295, 
84  N.  E.  376,  holding  statute  empowering  court  to  direct  commissioner  of 
drainage  district  to  act  with  other  commissioners  in  assessing  benefits  when 
lands  of  first  commissioner  are  or  may  be  subject  to  assessment  violation  of  con- 
stitutional provision  against  depriving  person  of  property  without  due  process 
of  law;  People  v.  Richards  &  K.  Mfg.  Co.  1  III.  C.  C.  178,  holding  "law"  as 
used  in  phrase  "due  process  of  law"  means  general  public  law  binding  upon  all 
members  of  community  under  all  circumstances. 

16  L.  R.  A.  497,  LOKER  v.  GERALD,  157  Mass.  42,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  252,  31  N.  E. 

709. 
Jnriiidiction. 

Cited  in  Chase  v.  Henry,  166  Mass.  581,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  423,  44  N.  E.  988 
(dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  discharge  in  insolvency  no  bar  to  action 
on  debt  due  partnership,  one  member  of  which  never  resided  in  state  where  dis- 
charge granted. 
— -  Of  action    for   divorce. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Clark,  191  Mass.  132,  77  N.  E.  702,  holding  every  state  has 
jurisdiction  to  decree  divorce  for  proper  cause  in  favor  of  its  own  citizens,  for 
purpose  of  determining  and  establishing  status  of  the  citizen,  even  though  other 
party  to  marriage  is  nonresident;  Hull  v.  Hull,  30  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  209,  8  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  422,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  76,  holding  where  respondent  in  divorce  suit  is 
nonresident,  and  cannot  be  personally  served  with  summons  proceeding  is  in  rem 
and  valid  a^  to  status  of  complainant. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Miller  v.  Miller,  24  L.  R.  A.  137,  which  holds  require- 
ment of  two  years'  residence  to  give  jurisdiction  of  suit  for  divorce  not  applicable 
to  suit  for  alimony;  Kempson  v.  Kempson,  58  L.  R.  A.  484,  which  sustains  juris- 
diction in  state  where  parties  married  and  wife  resides,  ot  suit  to  enjoin  fraudu- 
lent divorce  suit  by  husband  in  other  state. 

Cited  in  notes   (59  L.  R.  A.  164)    on  conflict  of  laws  on  subject  6f  divorce; 

(19  L.  R.  A.  816)    on  validity  of  decree  of  divorce  obtained  on  publication  or 

service  out  of  state,  where  defendant  did  not  appear;    (19  L.  R. *A.  518)    on 

validity  of  divorce  decree  granted  by  court  of  foreign  country;   (53  Am.  St.  Rep. 

183)  on  jurisdiction  over  absent  citizens. 

Distinguished  in  Dickinson  v.  Dickinson,  167  Mass.  476,  45  N.  E.  1091,  sus- 
taining divorce  by  woman  from  husband  who  went  to  another  state,  obtained 
divorce,  and  returned  to  state  to  reside. 

Criticized  in  Hekking  v.  Pfaif,  82  Fed.  405,  holding  subsequent  marriage  of  one 
divorced  by  court  of  another  state  having  no  jurisdiction  over  him  does  not 
operate  in  any  way  to  prevent  his  denying  jurisdiction  of  suit  to  award  alimony. 
Domicll  of  married  vroman. 

Cited  in  Kendrick  v.  Kendrick,  188  Mass.  555,  74  N.  E.  598,  holding  where  wife 
fails  to  sustain  burden  of  proof  of  desertion  by  husband,  her  domicil  is  taken 
to  have  followed  that  of  her  husband. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Wickes,  49  L.  R.  A.  138,  which  denies  right  of  woman 
placing  husband  in  home  for  incurables,  to  acquire  separate  domicil;  Atherton  r. 
Atherton,  40  L.  R.  A.  291,  which  holds  matrimonial  domicil  of  wife  leaviifg  hus- 
band for  cruelty  may  be  changed  by  removal  to  other  state. 

Cited  In  notes  (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  727)  on  domicil  of  married  woman;  (84 
Am.  St.  Rep.  29)  on  exceptions  to  rule  that  husband's  domicil  is  that  of  wife. 
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16  L.  R.  A.  600,  DELAFOILE  v.  STATE,  54  N.  J.  L.  381,  24  Atl.  567. 
Riflrlit   of   arreat. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Krubeck,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  523,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  38,  5  Lack.  Legal 
News,  345,  holding  that  peace  officer  cannot  enter  private  inclosure  and  arrest 
person  making  noise,  unless  affray  occurring  or  imminent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cabell  v.  Arnold,  22  L.  R.  A.  87,  which  holds  deputy 
marshal  not  justified  in  making  arrest  on  warrant  in  marshal's  hands;  State  v. 
Lewis,  19  L.  R.  A.  449,  which  denies  officer's  right  to  arrest  for  breach  of  peace 
not  committed  in  his  presence. 

Cited  in  not«  (51  L.  R  A.  216)  on  liability  of  officer  for  making  arrest. 

16  L.  R.  A.  505,  SHELBYVILLE  WATER  CO.  v.  PEOPLE,  140  111.  645,  30  N.  E. 

678. 
'Waterirorlca    as    personal    property. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Chicago,  107  111.  App.  278,  holding  that  private  system  of 
waterworks  in  dedicated  streets  did  not  pass  to  city  upon  annexation  of  terri- 
tory containing  same. 

'When  and   Trliere   property  taxable. 

Cited  in  Knopf  v.  Lake  Street  Elev.  R.  Co.  197  111.  214,  64  N.  E.  340,  holding 
elevated  railroads  are  railroads  for  purposes  of  taxation,  to  be  assessed  by  state 
board  and  not  locally. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Paris  v.  Norway  Water  Co.  21  L.  R,  A.  526,  which  holds 
water  mains,  pipes,  etc.,  taxable  where  located;  Fond  du  Lac  Water  Co.  v.  Fond 
du  Lac,  16  L.  R.  A.  581,  which  holds  assessment  of  pumping  station  and  works, 
apart  from  water  mains,  franchises,  and  other  property  constituting  water  plant, 
erroneous. 

Cited  in  notes  (60  L.R.A.  855)  on  taxation  of  municipal  waterworks;  (69 
L.R.A.  432)  on  situs,  for  taxing  purposes,  of  tangible  personalty  of  domestic 
corporations;  (66  L.R.A.  57)  on  nature  of  railroad  as  realty  or  personalty;  (1 
L.RJ^.(N.S.)  264)  on  taxes  on  easemente  of  corporation  in  highway  as  real 
estate. 

Preaumptlon    of    performance    of    public    duty. 

Cited  in  Cairo,  V.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Mathews  152  111.  155,  38  N.  E.  623,  holding 
presumption  that  collector  attempted  to  collect  tax  out  of  personal  property  not 
rebutted  by  testimony  of  deputy  that  he  made  no  effort  te  so  collect;  Adams  v. 
Osgood,  60  Neb.  782,  84  N.  W.  257,  assuming  that  board  of  equalization  did  its 
duty  in  holding  sessions  in  years  when  texes  complained  of  were  laid. 

Distinguished  in  Mt.  Carniel  Light  &  Water  Co.  v.  People,  166  111.  202,  46 
N.  E.  722,  holding  that  personal  property  tax  cannot  be  charged  to  real  estate 
when  it  is  admitted  by  collector  that  he  made  no  attempt  to  collect  it  from 
personal  property. 
Antendment  of  record. 

Cited  in  Hoover  v.  People,   171  111.   187,  49  N.  E.  367,  holding  that  copy  of 
ordinance  authorizing  improvement  can  be  filed  by  order  of  court  before  hearing, 
as  amendment  to  report  of  clerk. 
Blectrle  poles  as  realty. 

Cited  in  Streator  Independent  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.-  v.  Interstate  Independent 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co,  142  III.  App.  191,  holding  freehold  not  involved  in  claim 
of  right  to  have  cross-arms,  wires  and  other  fixtures  attached  to  poles  on  right 
of  way  of  telephone  and  telegraph  company. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 7. 
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16  L.  R.  A.  607,  EIDAM  v.  FINNEGAN,  48  Minn.  53,  50  N.  W.  933 
stipulation*,   admlaslons,   and   iivaLi'verm   In   actions. 

Cited  in  Southern  Kansas  R.  Co.  v.  Pavey,  57  Kan.  529,  46  Pac.  969,  holding 
client  bound  by  stipulations  of  attorney  continuing  case,  and  providing  for  con- 
clusiveness of  judgment  in  certain  events;  Stone  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  174 
U.  S.  422,  43  L.  ed.  1032,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  747,  Reversing  88  Fed.  405,  denying 
authority  of  attorney  to  bind  party  until  he  has  been  retained  as  such  in  action 
begun;  Grand  Lodge,  I.  O.  F.  S.  I.  v.  Ohnstein,  110  111.  App.  329,  holding 
promise  of  attorney  to  one  claimant  to  pay  claim  upon  discontinuance  of  suit, 
if  other  claimant  successful,  binding  on  client;  Brown  v.  Arnold,  127  Fed.  392, 
holding  attorney  employed  to  defend  action,  without  power,  after  judgment  and 
termination  of  term  of  court,  to  bind  client  by  stipulation;  Gibson  v.  Nelson,  111 
Minn.  187,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  529,  137  Am.  St.  Rep.  549,  126  N.  W.  731,  holding 
that  attorney  has  no  implied  power  to  compromise  cause  of  action,  except  in 
emergency  to  protect  client's  interests;  Brown  v.  Arnold,  67  C.  C.  A.  125,  131 
Fed.  724,  holding  stipulation  to  abide  by  final  decision  in  another  case  within 
the  general  power  of  attorneys  conducting  several  cases  involving  the  same  issue; 
Wilson  V.  Northwestern  Nat.  L.  Ins.  Co.  103  Minn.  39,  114  N.  W.  251,  on  effect 
of  stipulations  in  actions;  Lieberknecht  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  110  Minn.  460, 
126  N.  W.  71,  holding  that  motion  to  set  aside  stipulation  made  between  counsel 
that  particular  action  shall  abide  result  of  one  on  trial  is  addressed  to  discre- 
tion of  trial  court. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.R.A.  678,  679)  on  admissions  and  waivers  of  fiduciaries 
in  actions;  (132  Am.  St.  Rep.  158)  on  implied  authority  of  attorney  in  con- 
ducting  litigation. 

16  L.  R.  A.  610,  MINOT  v.  RUSS,  156  Mass.  458,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  472,  31  N.  E, 

489. 
lilablllty  of  dra^rer  of  checlc. 

Followed  w^ithout  discussion  in  Randolph  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hornblower,  160  Mass. 
402,  35  N.  E.  850. 

Cited  in  Oyster  &  Fish  Co.  v.  National  Lafayette  Bank,  51  Ohio  St.  113,  46  Am. 
St.  Rep.  560,  36  N.  E.  833,  holding  drawer  of  check  having  it  certified  liable  to 
payee  on  failure  of  drawee  before  presentment;  Schlesinger  v.  Kurzrok,  47  Misc. 
640,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  442  (dissenting  opinion),  on  difference  between  effect  of 
certification  at  instance  of  drawer  and  at  instance  of  payee  or  holder;  Farmers' 
&  M.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Elizabethtown  Nat.  Bank,  30  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  273,  22  Lane. 
L.  Rep.  315,  on  effect  of  certification  of  check  upon  liability  of  drawer. 

Cited  in  note  (128  Am.  St.  Rep.  697)  on  certified  checks. 

Distinguished  in  Times  Square  Automobile  Co.  v.  Rutherford  Nat.  Bank,  77 
N.  J.  L.  650,  134  Am.  St.  Rep.  811,  73  Atl.  479,  holding  where  check  is  certified 
by  bank  at  request  of  holder,  bank  cannot,  when  sued  by  holder  on  contract  of 
certification,  defend  on  ground  that  check  was  given  in  purchase  procured  by 
false  representations. 

16  L.  R.  A.  512,  SIZER  v.  QUINLAN,  82  Wis.  390,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  65,  52  N.  W. 

590. 
Rlsht  of  ofrner  of  noil  subject  to  ira^* 

Cited  in  Dyer  v.  Walker,  99  Wis.  408,  76  N.  W.  79,  and  Wille  ▼.  Barta,  88 
Wis.  428,  60  N.  W.  789,  holding  that  owner  of  land  may  maintain  gate  across 
right  of  way  over  it  if  it  does  not  unreasonably  interfere  with  way;  Boyd  v. 
Bloom,  152  Ind.  154,  52  N.  E.  751,  holding  that  grant  of  "free  and  undisturbed 
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right  to  uBe"  way  does  not  prevent  maintenance  of  gates  across  it>  not  interfering 
with  use. 

Cited  in  note  (95  Am.  St.  Rep.  329)  on  rights  and  obligations  of  parties  to 
private  ways. 

16  L.  R.  A.  614,  KELLY  v.  LYNCHBURG  &  D.  R.  CO.  110  N.  C.  431,  15  S.  E.  200. 

16  L.  R.  A.  516,  MUTUAL  ACCI.  ASSO.  v.  JACOBS,  141  lU.  261,  33  Am.  St. 

Rep.  302,  31  N.  E.  414. 
Trust    funds    and    bank    deposits. 

Cited  in  Whitbeck  v.  Ramsay,  74  111.  App.  544,  holding  that  sureties  of  state 
treasurer  cannot  recover  from  administrator  of  his  estate  money  withdrawn  by 
him  and  mingled  with  funds  of  estate,  until  they  identify  it  as  special  deposit; 
Woodhouse  v.  Crandall,  197  111.  110,  58  L.  R.  A.  387,  footnote  p.  385,  64  N.  E. 
292,  Reversing  99  111.  App.  555,  holding  that  special  deposit  in  trust  need  not  be 
identified  specifically,  if  the  money  is  in  the  bank,  though  mingled  with  other 
funds;  Lang  v.  Metzger,  101  111  App.  387,  holding  that  owner  of  misapplied  trust 
fund,  to  make  it  charge  on  real  estate  taken  by  executor,  must  show  that  the 
money  was  invested  in  the  property;  Weir  v.  Mowe,  81  111.  App.  297,  holding  that 
fund  deposited  in  bank  and  used  indiscriminately  by  banker  cannot  be  said  to  be 
represented  by  overdrafts;  Seiter  v.  Mowe,  182  111.  356,  55  N.  E.  526,  Aftirming 
81  111.  App.  353,  holding  that  money  of  cestui  qui  trust  cannot  be  followed  into 
hands  of  assignee  of  insolvent  trustee,  who  has  mingled  it  with  own  funds ; 
Kneisley  v.  Weir,  81  111.  App.  257,  holding  owner  of  trust  fund  mingled  with 
other  funds  in  bank  not  preferred  over  other  creditors  of  general  fund;  Moninger 
V.  Security  Title  &  T.  Co.  90  111.  App.  249,  holding  that  trust  fund  mingled  with 
general  funds  has  lost  its  identity  as  specific  trust  fund;  Lanterman  v.  Travous, 
174  111.  464,  51  N.  E.  805,  Affirming  73  111.  App.  678,  holding  that  insolvency  of 
depositing  bank,  known  to  it,  does  not  make  depositor  whose  funds  are  mingled 
with  other  depositors  a  preferred  creditor;  Bayor  v.  American  Trust  &  Sav. 
Bank,  157  111.  69,  41  N.  E.  622,  holding  that  mere  promise  by  banker,  unfulfilled, 
to  keep  deposit  in  separate  package,  does  not  make  it  special  deposit;  Clemmer 
v.  Drovers'  Nat.  Bank,  157  111.  215,  41  N.  E.  728,  Reversing  57  111.  App.  110, 
holding  that  bank  decreed  to  be  trustee  of  deposit  in  action  in  which  it  invoked 
equitable  jurisdiction  cannot  deny  that  jurisdiction  in  action  to  have  fund  dis- 
tributed; Gender  &  P.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  American  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank,  51  111.  App. 
350,  holding  drawer  of  check  payable  to  its  order  and  indorsed  for  deposit  with- 
banker's  firm  to  credit  of  drawer  is  entitled  to  its  return  on  insolvency  of  de- 
positor; Bayor  v.  Schaffner,  51  111.  App.  185,  holding  that  deposit  of  money 
mingled  with  funds  of  bank  passes  to  assignee  of  bank  notwithstanding  certificate 
of  deposit;  Cherry  v.  Territory,  17  Okla.  228,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1258,  89  Pac.  192^ 
holding  preference  denied  depositor  in  insolvent  bank  where  he  fails  to  show 
that  cash,  checks  or  drafts  deposited  or  proceeds  thereof  went  into  hands  of  re- 
ceiver; Scully  V.  Colean  Mfg.  Co.  160  111.  App.  289,  to  the  point  that  deposit  ia 
not  special  because  certificate  shows  it  was  made  to  secure  banker  against  liabil- 
ity as  surety,  where  depositor  knows  that  money  is  mingled  with  funds  of  bank.. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Beal  v.  Somerville,  17  L.  R.  A.  291,  which  holds  no  title 
to  check  passes  by  depositing  for  collection ;  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  v.  Guilmartin,. ' 

17  L.  R.  A.  322,  which  holds  special  deposit  accepted  for  depositor's  accommoda- 
tion, gratuitous;  State  ex  reL  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bartley,  23  L.  R.  A.  67,  which 
holds  as  loan,  money  deposited  on  open  account  subject  to  check;  Heironimus  v. 
Sweeney,  33  L.  R.  A.  99,  which  requires  repayment  of  special  deposit  with  sav- 
ings institution  before  regular  depositors  are  entitled  to  dividend;  Leaphart  v. 
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Commercial  Bank,  33  L.  R.  A.  700,  which  holds  money  deposited  in  bank  by  one 
described  as  "manager"  subject  to  check;  Allibone  v.  Ames,  33  L.  R.  A.  585, 
which  holds  deposit  jof  public  money  by  county  treasurer  in  bank  designated  as 
depository  not  unlawful  loan ;  Muhlenberg  v.  Northwest  Loan  &  T.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A. 
667,  which  denies  equitable  lien  of  special  depositor  on  funds  of  bank  in  hands 
of  receiver;  Kimmel  v.  Dickson,  25  L.  R.  A.  309,  which  holds  trust  fund  con- 
stituted by  deposit  in  banlc  for  payment  to  specific  person  on  presentation  of 
deed;  Anderson  v.  Pacific  Bank,  32  L.  R.  A.  479,  which  holds  deposit  of  gold  coin 
in  pledge,  to  secure  obligation  on  bail  bond,  special. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  Am.  St.  Rep.  608)  on  right  to  follow  trust  funds;  (86  Am. 
St.  Rep.  804)  on  right  to  recover  money  deposited  with  or  collected  by  bank 
upon  its  insolvency;  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  777,  778,  781)  on  title  of  bank  to  money 
deposited  with  or  collected  by  it. 

Distinguished  in  Anderson  v.  Pacific  Bank,  112  Cal.  602,  32  L.  R.  A.  480,  53 
Am.  St.  Rep.  228,  44  Pac.  1063,  holding  that  money  deposited  with  bank  to  se- 
cure it  from  loss  for  furnishing  bail  is  special  deposit  which  bank  cannot 
mingle  with  common  funds  without  consent  of  depositor. 

16  L.  R.  A.  519,  FISHER  v.  OREGON  SHORT  LINE  &  U.  N.  R.  CO.  22  Or.  533, 

30  Pac.  425. 
Sxpert  testimony. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fire  Asso.  33  Or.  181,  53  Pac.  8,  holding  expert 
testimony  employed  where  question  of  science,  art,  or  trade  involved,  and  witness 
possesses  especial  skill  or  knowledge  therein;  Farmers'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Woodell, 
38  Or.  299,  61  Pac.  837,  holding  opinion  evidence  admissible  on  cultivation  of 
•sugar  beets  where  preliminary  exiimination  disclosed  witness  had  cultivated  them 
one  year  and  observed  growth  another;  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wagner,  50 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  241,  109  S.  W.  1120,  holding  testimony  of  surgeon  that  wounds 
on  body  of  deceased  were  self  inflicted  inadmissible. 
"Who  are  felloir  servanta. 

Cited  in  Wellston  Coal  Co.  v.  Smith,  65  Ohio  St.  77,  55  L.  R.  A.  102,  87  Am. 
St.  Rep.  547,  61  N.  E.  143,  holaing  that  mine  boss  cannot  delegate  his  duties  to 
miner  so  that  latter  in  that  capacity  is  fellow  servant  of  other  miners;  Brunell 
V.  Southern  P.  Co.  34  Or.  205,  56  Pac.  129,  holding  section  hands,  men  operating 
hand  car,  and  overseer  of  surfacing  gang  of  railroad,  fellow  servants;  Mast  v. 
Kern,  34  Or.  251,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  580,  54  Pac.  950,  holding  superintendent  and 
manager  of  quarry  fellow  servant  of  workman  with  whom  he  is  engaged  in 
blasting. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Baltimore  a  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Andrews,  17  L.  R,  A.  190,  which 
holds  conductor  and  engineer  fellow  servants  of  brakcman  on  other  train;  Palmer 
V.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  637,  which  holds  assistant  roadmaster  not  fellow 
servant  of  gang  of  men  working  under  him;  Clarke  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  17  L.  R. 
A.  811,  which  holds  section  boss  of  one  gang  and  member  of  another  gang  fellow 
servants. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.R.A.  794)  on  what  constitutes  common  employment;    (75 
Am.  St.  Rep.  628,  629,  633)  on  who  is  a  vice  principal. 
Bills  of  exceptions. 

Cited  in  Beeman  v.  Hamlin,  23  Or.  319,  31  Pac.  707,  declaring  bill  of  exceptions 
should  not  contain  whole  proceedings  on  trial  in  exienso. 
Master's  liability   to  servant. 

Cited  in  notes  (54  L.  R.  A.  103)  on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with 
reference  to  character  of  act  which  caused  injury;   (17  L.  R.  A.  607)  on  reliance 
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upon  orders  as  affecting  contributory  negligence  of  employee;  (41  L.  R.  A.  45) 
on  knowledge  as  element  of  employer's  liability  to  injured  servant;  (26  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  322)  on  applicability  of  rule  as  to  safe  place,  where  servants  engaged  in 
removing  dangerous  conditions. 

Distinguished  in  Kinzel  v.  Atlanta,  K.  &  N.  R.  Co.  69  L.R.A.  759,  70  C.  C.  A. 
73»  137  Fed.  491,  holding  railroad  company  not  responsible  for  death  of  engineer 
killed  in  landslide,  where  roadbed  was  properly  constructed  and  track  excep- 
tionally well  patrolled  on  night  of  accident. 

16  L.  R.  A.  526,  GILKERSON-SLOSS  COMMISSION  CO.  v.  SALINGER,  66  Ark. 

294,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  105,  19  S.  W.  747. 
HiuilMuad'B  llabtlltT  for  antenuptial   debts  of  irife. 

Cited  in  Kies  v.  Young,  64  Ark.  386,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  198,  42  S.  W.  669,  hold- 
ing married  man  liable  for  antenuptial  debts  of  wife,  where  married  woman's 
aet  did  not  expressly  relieve  him. 
Hnabnnd  and   -vFlfe  ait  copartners. 

Cited  in  Haggett  v.  Hurley,  91  Me.  557,  41  L.  R.  A.  367,  footnote  p.  362,  40 
Atl.  661,  holding  that  married  woman  cannot  enter  into  partnership  with  hus- 
band so  as  to  subject  her  separate  estate  to  partnership  debts;  Hoaglin  v.  Hen- 
derson,  119  Iowa,  725,  61  L.  R.  A.  768,  footnote  p.  756,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  335,  94 
N.  W.  247,  sustaining  wife's  right  to  enter  into  partnership  agreement  with 
husband. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Seattle  Board  of  Trade  v.  Hayden,  16  L.  R.  A.  530,  which 
holds  partnership  between  husband  and  wife  not  authorized;  Fuller  &  F.  Co.  v 
McHenry,  18  L.R.A.  512,  which  denies  wife's  right  to  become  husband's  partner; 
Morrison  v.  Dickey,  69  L.R.A.  87,  which  holds  that  a  subpartnership  may  exist 
between  husband  and  wife  in  reference  to  profits  of  a  business  in  which  the  hus- 
band is  a  partner. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  Am.  St.  Rep.  935)  on  married  woman  as  partner;   (115  Am. 
St.  Rep.  412)  on  what  constitutes  a  partnership. 
Rigrlits  and  liabilities  of  married  -women. 

Cited  in  Allen- West  Commission  Co.  v.  Grumbles,  161  Fed.  463,  holding  at  law 
personal  judgment  cannot  be  rendered  against  married  woman  for  her  hus- 
band's debt  for  which  she  has  been  garnished,  under  Arkansas  law;  Re  Suckle, 
176  Fed.  829,  holding  wife  not  entitled  to  payment  for  services  in  her  husband's 
store  as  clerk  under  contract  with  him  as  against  her  husband's  creditors. 

16  L.  R.  A.  530,  SEATl^LE  BD.  OF  TRADE  v.  HAYDEN,  4  Wash.  263,  31  Am. 

St.  Rep.  919,  30  Pac.  87,  32  Pac.  224. 
Partnersbip   contracts  betireen   bnsband  and   -wife. 

Cited  in  Haggett  v.  Hurley,  91  Me.  558,  41  L.  R.  A.  367,  40  Atl.  661,  holding 
that  married  woman  cannot  become  partner  of  husband  so  as  to  subject  her 
separate  property  to  partnership  debts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fuller  &  F.  Co.  v.  McHenry,  18  L.  R.  A.  512,  which  denies 
wife's  right  to  become  husband's  partner. 

Cited  in  notes  (16  L.R.A.  527)  on  partnership  between  husband  and  wife  in 
business;  (34  Am.  St.  Rep.  339)  on  power  of  married  women  to  be  partners; 
(115  Am.  St.  Rep.  412)  on  what  constitutes  a  partnership. 

Distinguished  in  Elliott  v.  Hawley,  34  Wash.  691,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  1016,  76 
Pac.  93,  holding  wife  entitled  to  increase  upon  investment  of  her  separate  money 
made  in  partnership  wherein  herself,  husband  and  another  were  partners. 

Disapproved  in  Hoaglin  v.  Henderson,  119  Iowa,  728,  61  L.  R.  A.  759,  97  Am. 
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St.  Rep.  335,  94  N.  W.  247,  sustaining  wife's  right  to  enter  into  partnership  agree- 
ment with  husband. 

16  L.  R.  A.  538,  SMITH'S  APPEAL,  61  Conn.  420,  24  Atl.  273. 
Dlsqnalillcatlon  of  executor. 

Cited  in  Kidd  v.  Bates,  120  Ala.  85,  41  L.  R.  A.  155,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  23 
8o.  735,  holding  disabilities  mentioned  in  statute  the  only  ones  which  authorize 
refusal  of  issue  of  letters  testamentary  to  executor  named  in  will;  Terry's  Ap- 
peal, 07  Conn.  184,  34  Atl.  1032,  holding  that  executor,  capable  df  service,  ac- 
cepting trust  and  qualifying,  should  have  sole  administration  of  estate;  Farmers' 
Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Smith,  74  Conn.  627,  51  Atl.  609,  denying  right  of  foreign  trust 
company  to  act  as  executor;  Saxe  v.  Saxe,  119  Wis.  501,  97  N.  W.  187,  holding 
that  letters  testamentary  must  be  issued  to  executor  named  in  will,  if  legally 
competent;  Clark  v.  Patterson,  114  III.  App.  317,  holding  woman  alleged  to  have 
maintained  illicit  relations  with  testator  and  to  have  received  property  from 
him  in  which  her  interest  was  adverse  to  the  estate  entitled  to  appointment  as 
executrix;  Breen  v.  Kehoe,  142  Mich.  00,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  351,  113  Am.  St.  Rep. 
558,  105  N.  W.  28,  holding  under  statute  a  nonresident  alien  is  not  absolutely 
disqualified  from  serving  as  executor,  but  his  nonresidence  is  ground  for  the  exer- 
cise of  a  discretion  in  probate  judge  in  matters  of  appointing  him  or  revoking 
his  letters. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kidd  v.  Bates,  41  L.  R.  A.  154,  which  holds  that  disputed 
indebtedness  to  estate  does  not  disqualify  one  as  executor. 

16  L,  R.  A.  542,  ROSS  v.  MORROW,  85  Tex.  172,  19  S.  W.  1090. 
Innocent  pnrchaaem. 

Cited  in  New  York  &  T.  Land  Co.  v.  Hyland,  8  Tex,  Civ.  App.  609,  28  S.  W. 
206,  holding  that  innocent  purchaser  from  part  of  heirs  to  exclusion  of  others 
must  show  both  ignorance  of,  and  diligence  to  ascertain,  their  existence. 
Compntatlon   of   time. 

Cited  in  Linhart  v.  State,  33  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  608,  27  S.  W.  260,  holding  boy 
thirteen  years  old  on  day  before  thirteenth  anniversary  of  birth;  Frost  v.  State, 
153  Ala.  664,  46  So.  203,  assuming  that  person  reaches  designated  age  on  day 
preceding  anniversary  of  his  birtli;  Erwin  v.  Benton,  120  Ky.  550,  87  S.  W.  291, 
9  Ann.  Cas.  264,  holding  in  law  man  is  twenty-one  years  old  on  day  preceding  his 
"twenty-first  birthday;  Com.  v.  Howe,  35  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  565,  holding  girl  sixteen 
years  of  age  on  day  preceding  sixteenth  anniversary  of  her  birth. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Montoya  de  Antonio  v.  Miller,  21  L.  R.  A.  699,  which  holds 
that  marriage  does  not  make  girl  of  legal  age. 

Cited  in  notes  (49  L.R.A.  215)  on  rule  as  to  first  and  last  days  in  computation 
of  time;   (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  377)  on  computation  of  time. 

16  L.  R.  A.  545,  SOUTHWESTERN  TELEG.  &  TELEPH.  CO.  v.  ROBINSON, 

1  C.  C.  A.  684,  2  U.  S.  App.  205,  60  Fed.  810. 
Proximate  canse  of  Injnrjr. 

Cited  in  Ahem  v.  Oregon  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  24  Or.  293,  22  L.  R.  A.  640, 
footnote  p.  635,  33  Pac.  403,  holding  negligence  in  leaving  telephone  wire  where 
it  is  touched  by  traveler  on  sidewalk,  proximate  cause  of  injury. 
•Concurrent  cavsea. 

Cited  in  Selleck  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  93  Mich.  379,  18  L.  R.  A.  157, 
•53  N.  W.  556,  holding  smoke  and  steam  enveloping  train  concurrent  causes,  leav- 
ing it  for  jury  to  determine  whether  horses  were  frightened  by  train  so  enveloped ; 
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Central  U.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Sokola,  34  Ind.  App.  437,  73  N.  E.  143,  holding  negli- 
gence which  contributes  to  injury  at  time  and  place  thereof  cannot  be  said  to  be 
remote  cause;  Bacon  v.  Pullman  Co.  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  582,  89  C.  C.  A.  1,  169  Fed. 
6,  14  Ann.  Cas.  616,  holding  sleeping  car  company  liable  for  suffering  of  pas- 
senger in  diseased  condition  due  to  deprivation  of  relief  which  would  have 
been  aff'orded  by  medicines  and  stimulants  contained  in  hand  bag  stolen  by  porter. 
JLlabllity  for  ncflrllflrence  in  emplojnuent  of  dannr^ronfl  affenclea. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  State,  82  Md.  312,  31  L.  R.  A.  576,  51  Am. 
St.  Rep.  464,  33  Atl.  763,  holding  telegraph  company  prima  facie  liable  for  injury 
from  contact  with  broken  wire  hanging  across  feed  wire  of  electric  railway;  Citi- 
xenB  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Thomas,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  24,  99  S.  W.  879,  holding  where 
telephone  wire  is  so  constructed  that  it  will  probably  fall  on  wire  of  another 
company  and  become  charged  with  electric  current,  telephone  company  held  to 
same  degree  of  care  as  though  its  own  wire  was  charged  originally  with  such 
current;  Norfolk  &  P.  Traction  Co.  v.  Daily,  111  Va.  676,  69  S.  E.  963,  holding 
that  traction  company  in  extending  wire  from  trolley  wire  to  building  for  light- 
ing purposes  is  not  required  to  guarantee  safety  of  wire  against  accident  from 
lightning  but  must  exercise  due  and  ordinary  care;  Finch  v.  Ottawa,  111  C.  C. 
A.  199,  190  Fed.  302,  holding  that  city  is  bound  to  exercise  reasonable  care  to 
prevent  injuries  to  third  persons  on  street,  from  electricity  conducted  along  street 
by  wires  for  electric  lighting. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Haynes  v.  Raleigh  Gas  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  810,  which  holds 
negligence  shown  by  guy  wire  charged  with  deadly  current  hanging  to  ground 
irom  tree;  Illingsworth  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  562,  which  holds 
reasonable  care  to  keep  electric  wires  safe,  due  towards  persons  Housed  to  ap- 
proach them;  Knottnerus  y.  North  Park  Street  R.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  726,  which 
holds  roller  coaster  not  dangerous  agency  making  owner  of  pleasure  resort  where 
used  liable  for  coaster  owner's  negligence;  Jackson,  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  26 
L.  R.  A.  101,  which  holds  connection  of  bam  with  flag-staff  on  other  building 
by  telephone  wire  renders  company  liable  for  loss  of  barn  by  lightning  striking 
flagstaff;  Burt  v. Douglas  County  Street  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  479,  which  holds 
'  -company  liable  for  electric  shock  of  passenger  due  to  imperfect  insulation; 
Koelsch  v.  Philadelphia  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  769,  which  requires  system  of  inspection 
tiy  gas  company  which  will  insure  reasonable  promptness  in  detecting  leaks; 
Rutland  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Marble  City  Electric  Light  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  821, 
which  holds  electric  light  company  entitled  to  injunction  against  erection  of 
wires  carrying  dangerous  current. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  L.R.A.  588)  on  liability  for  injuries  by  electric  wire  in 
highways;  (1  Brit.  Rul.  Cas.  806,  809)  on  duty  to  protect  traveler  from  elec- 
"tricity  from  wires  on  highway;  (100  Am.  St.  Rep.  623)  on  duties  and  liabilities 
of  electric  corporations. 

16  L.  R,  A.  547,  FLACK  v.  GOSNELL,  76  Md.  88,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  413,  24  Atl.  414. 
liiablltty  of  cotenant  to  account   for   rent   and   prollta. 

Cited  in  Vaughan  v.  Langford,  81  S.  C.  287,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  912,  62  S.  E. 
:316,  16  Ann.  Cas.  91,  holding  rents  due  one  cotenant  by  another  do  not  constitute 
outstanding  lien  or  incumbrance  on  latter's  moiety;  Hogan  v.  McMahon,  115 
Md.  203,  80  Atl.  695,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  1260,  to  the  point  that  no  lien  exists 
in  favor  of  rents  due  by  one  cotenant  to  another.  Cascaden  v.  Dunbar,  3  Alaska, 
<88,  holding  lis  pendens  cannot  serve  as  lien  on  any  portion  of  property  owned 
9>y  a  number  of  persons  except  portion  in  controversy. 

Cited  in  notes   (28  L.R.A.  841,  849;  29  L.RJl.(N.S.  )236)  on  liability  of  co- 
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tenant  to  account  for  use  and  occupation^  and  rent  and  profits;  (35  Am.  Bt.  Rep.. 
417)  on  lien  of  cotenant  on  moiety  of  another;   (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  532)  on  right 
of  subrogation. 
Dlstrlbntion   of  estate. 

Distinguished  in  Gosnell  v.  Flaclc,  76  Md.  427,  18  L.  R.  A.  160,  25  Atl.  411^ 
holding  that  distributee  of  estate,  who  is  also  debtor,  cannot  receive  his  share 
without  payment  of  debt. 

16  L.  R.  A.  550,  STATE  v.  MURPHY,  17  R.  I.  698,  24  Atl.  473. 
Dtaplidty  In   Indictment. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Fidler,  148  Ind.  222,  47  X.  £.  464,  holding  charging  several 
things  conjunctively  in  single  count  which,  disjunctively,  make  a  crime,  not 
duplicity;  Knowles  v.  United  States,  96  C.  C.  A.  579,  170  Fed.  411,  holding 
writing  to  be  within  statute  prohibiting  use  of  mails  for  circulation  of  obscene, 
lewd  or  lascivious  literature,  need  not  be  obscene,  lewd  and  lascivious;  State  v. 
Smith,  29  R.  I.  524,  72  Atl.  710,  on  use  of  word  "and"  instead  of  "or." 
SnfllclencT  of   indictment. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Clark,  141  Iowa,  302,  119  N.  W.  719,  holding  that  indictment 
for  obtaining  money  or  property  by  false  pretenses  must  expressly  state  name  of 
person  wronged;  State  v.  Weaver,  J49  Iowa,  408,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1051,  128  N. 
W.  559,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  1137,  holding  that  under  statute  indictment  lor 
uttering  forged  instrument  need  not  designate  person  to  whom  instrument  was 
uttered;  Wright  v.  United  SUtes,  18  Okla.  515,  90  Pac.  732,  11  Ann.  Cas.  995, 
on  necessity  of  use  of  word  "feloniously"  in  indictment;  Tucker  v.  State,  69  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  292,  128  S.  W.  617,  holding  that  in  prosecution  for  swindling  private 
banking  corporation,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  incorporation  of  bank. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  116)  on  sufficiency  of  indictment;  (31  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1047)  on  necessity  in  indictment  for  forgery,  or  uttering  forged  instru- 
ment, of  naming  person  to  whom  instrument  passed. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Tourjee,  26  R.  I.  235,  58  Atl.  767,  holding  indictment 
for  unlawfully  and  carnally  knowing  girl  under  sixteen  n^d  not  charge  act  was 
feloniously  done  where  offense  is  one  created  by  statute. 
Clasaillcatlon  of  crimes. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Nichols,  27  R.  I.  78,  60  Atl.  763,  alluding  to  fact  forgery  at 
common  law  was  only  misdemeanor  as  illustration  of  change  of  public  opinion 
as  to  what  is  infamous  crime;  Com.  v.  Moll,  39  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  109,  affirming  on 
this  point  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  939,  holding  concealment  of  death  of  bastard  child 
misdemeanor  in  absence  of  statute  making  it  felony. 
Record*  of  corporation  a«  evidence. 

Cited  in  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Deepwater  R.  Co.  67  W.  Va.  683,  50  S.  E. 
890,  on  introduction  in  evidence  of  records  and  books  of  corporation. 

16  L.  R.  A.  554,  GATES  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  R.  CO.  160  Pa.  50,  24  Atl.  638. 

Report  of  second  appeal  in  154  Pa.  571,  32  W.  N.  C.  334,  26  Atl.  598. 
Vladnctii  over  rail^ra^  tracks. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Parkersburg  A  C.  Street  R.  Co.  26  Pa.  Super^ 
Ct.  165,  enjoining  street  railway  company  from  placing  its  tracks  on  overhead 
bridge  by  which  street  carried  over  complainant  railway  company's  tracks. 
——Liability  for  defects. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  201  Pa.  134,  60  Atl.  829,  holding  rail- 
road not  liable  for  death  by  negligent  construction  of  bridge  by  railroad,  which 
occurred  long  after  acceptance  of  bridge  by  borough;  Wetherbee  v.  Michigan  C. 
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R.  Co.  122  Mich.  4,  80  N.  W.  787,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  injury 
due  to  defective  planking  in  bridge  erected  by  it  over  tracks,  under  agreement 
with  city,  after  bridge  passed  under  control  of  city. 

Distinguished  in  Francis  v.  Franklin  Twp.  179  Pa.  201,  36  Atl.  202,  as  in 
applicable  to  the  case  of  comparative  liability  of  county  and  township  for  defects 
in  county  bridge. 
Joint   liability. 

Cited  in  Aiken  v.  Philadelphia,  9  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  506,  43  W.  N.  C.  503,  holding 
that  injured  party  can  bring  action  against  city  for  injury  in  driving  into  un- 
guarded ditch,  if  city  ultimately  liable;  Fowler  v.  Jersey  Shore,  17  Pa.  Super. 
Ct,  373,  holding  injured  party  can  elect  which  of  two,  jointly  liable,  he  will 
proceed  against;  Rahenkamp  v.  United  Traction  Co.  14  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  640,  hold- 
ing that  one  of  two  street  railways  jointly  and  severally  liable  cannot  defend 
by  alleging  that  suit  can  be  brought  against  other,  who  can  settle  with  it;  Button 
V.  Lansdowne,  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  210,  44  W.  N.  C.  293,  7  Del.  Co.  Rep.  402,  hold- 
ing that  parties  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  negligence  may  be  joined  in  same 
action;  Com.  v.  Philadelphia,  H.  &.  P.  R.  Co.  23  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  210,  holding  ordi- 
nance requiring  railroad  company  to  keep  watchman  at  crossing  in  open  country 
unreasonable;  Bucher  v.  Sunbury,  216  Pa.  95,  84  Atl.  906,  holding  borough  re- 
sponsible for  injuries  due  to  slippery  walk  regardless  of  question  whether  abut- 
ting owner  liable;  Homestead  v.  Homestead  Lumber  Co.  47  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  502, 
holding  that  in  proper  case  municipality  can  maintain  suit  against  wrongdoer 
who  caused  injury  for  which  it  was  compelled  to  respond  in  damages.  . 
Reaponalbllity   for  unsafe  condition   of  hifflft'vvay. 

Cited  in  Milton  v.  Bangor  R.  &  Electric  Co.  103  Me.  222,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  205, 
125  Am.  St.  Rep.  293,  68  Atl.  826,  holding  street  railway  company  liable  for 
injury  sustained  by  traveler  by  reason  of  defective  crossing,  though  company 
without  notice  of  defect  or  injury  and  by  charter  entitled  to  same  rights  as 
towns  in  such  actions. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  O'Hanlin  v.  Carter  Oil  Co.  66  L.R.A.  893,  which  holds 
person  maintaining  steam  pipe  beneath  highway  liable  for  injury  to  child  pre- 
cipitated into  opening  on  giving  away  of  earth  over  such  pipe  and  burned  by 
steam  escaping  from  break  in  pipe,  although  the  city  permitted  its  placing  in 
highway. 

16  L.  R.  A.  557,  HART  v.  COLE,  156  Mass.  475,  31  N.  E.  644, 
Ijiabillty   for  injury   to   tremj^mmeru  or  licensees. 

Cited  in  Coupe  v.  Piatt,  172  Mass.  459,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  293,  62  N.  E.  526, 
sustaining  recovery  against  owner  for  personal  injuries  to  visitor  of  tenant  call- 
ing on  latter's  invitation;  Blackstone  v.  Chelmsford  Foundry  Co.  170  Mass.  322, 
49  N.  E.  635,  holding  employee  of  owner,  injured  on  uncompleted  staircase  of 
house  which  contractor  has  not  turned  over,  mere  licensee;  Ganley  v.  Hall,  168 
Mass.  614,  47  N.  E.  416,  denying  right  of  recovery  to  mere  licensees  for  damages 
for  slipping  on  ice  formed  by  water  which  dripped  from  defective  gutters  of 
tenement;  Barman  v.  Spencer  (Ind.)  44  L.  R.  A.  818,  49  N.  E.  9,  holding  that 
guest  at  private  residence  has  right  of  action  against  owner,  where  he  fell  into 
unguarded  well  at  night  on  way  to  privy;  Wilcox  v.  Zane,  167  Mass.  306,  45  N.  E. 
923,  holding  owner  of  building  liable  for  injury  to  servant  of  tenant,  due  to  break- 
ing of  rotten  board  on  roof  used  in  common  by  tenants  as  drying  ground;  Cum- 
berland Tcleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Martin,  25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  789,  63  L.  R.  A.  470, 
76  S.  W.  394,  holding  telephone  company  not  liable  for  death  of  pedestrian  killed 
by  lightning  conducted  under  store  porch  by  uninsulated  wire;  West  v.  Poor, 
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196  Mass.  185,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  937,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  641,  81  N.  E.  960,  holding: 
milkman,  who  found  children  in  his  wagon  on  returning  from  making  delivery  at 
house  and  gave  them  ride,  not  liable  for  injury  of  one  of  them  caused  by  horae 
starting  up  while  he  was  trying  to  help  child  out;  Beaning  v.  South  Bend  Elec- 
tric Co.  45  Ind.  App.  276,  90  N.  E.  786,  holding  that  city  employee  engaged  in 
disentangling  city's  police  telephone  wires  from  telephone  company's  wires  has- 
implied  invitation  to  climb  company's  poles;  Norris  v.  Hugh  Nawn  Contracting 
Co.  206  Mass.  61.  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  624,  91  N.  E.  886,  19  Ann.  Cas.  424,  holding, 
that  owner  of  stone  quarry  is  not  liable  for  injury  to  newsboy  by  fall  of  derrick,, 
where  boy  was  on  premises  at  invitation  of  foreman  to  sell  latter  paper;  Lunt 
v.  Post  Printing  &  Pub.  Co.  48  Colo.  322,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  67,  110  Pac.  203,  21 
Ann.  Cas.  492,  holding  that  owner  of  property  upon  which  indications  of  fire 
are  present  does  not  by  turning  in  fire  alarm  extend  invitation  to  firemen  to 
enter  premises  within  rule  regulating  owner's  liability  for  safe  conditions  ol' 
premises. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Baddeley  v.  Shea,  33  L.  R.  A.  747,  which  denies  liability 
for  injury  to  man  refusing  assistance  in  carrying  trunk,  by  breaking  of  platform* 
in  apparently  good  condition;  Benson  v.  Baltimore  Traction  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  714,. 
which  denies  recovery  to  student  falling  into  uncovered  vat  while  class  inspecting- 
power  house  under  permission;  Fellows  v.  Gilhuber,  17  L.  R.  A.  578,  which  holds 
lessor  of  hotel  not  liable  for  injury  to  guest  by  defective  awning;.  Sterger  y». 
Van  Siclen,  16  L.  R*  A.  640,  which  holds  property  owner  not  required  to  have- 
stairways  safe  as  to  person  on  premises  in  search  of  child;  McGinley  v.  Alliance- 
Trust  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  334,  which  holds  lessor  of  apartment  house  retaining  con- 
trol of  stairways  liable  for  injury  to  tenants  from  lack  of  repair  of  stair  railing: 
Ryerson  v.  Bathgate,  57  L.  R.  A.  308,  which  denies  liability  of  owner  for  injury 
to  one  using  premises  for  purpose  not  authorized  by  invitation. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.R.A.  157)  on  landlord's  liability  as  to  condition  of  part 
of  premises  not  controlled  by  tenant;  (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  458)  on  implied  obliga- 
tion of  landlord  to  repair,  and  implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  premises  for  pur- 
poses for  which  they  are  let;  (19  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  99,  100)  on  liability  to  licensee? 
for  injury  by  defective  or  dangerous  premises. 

Distinguished  in  Parsons  v.  Manser,  119  Iowa,  93,  62  L.  R.  A.  135,  97  Am.. 
St.  Rep.  283,  93  N.  W.  86,  holding  owner  of  bees  liable  for  injuries  resulting  from- 
attack  upon  horses  standing  in  road. 

16  L.  R.  A.  558,  YOUNGER  v.  JUDAH,  111  Mo.  303,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  627,  1^ 

S.  W.  1109. 
Violation  of  cItU  rlft-htn  act. 

Cited  in  Chilton  v.  St.  Louis  &  I.  M.  R.  Co.  114  Mo.  92,  19  L.  R.  A.  271,  21 
S.  W.  457,  holding  regulation  of  railroad  forbidding  negroes  to  ride  in  same- 
cars  with  whites  reasonable,  where  safe  and  commodious  cars  for  them  are  pro- 
vided; Morrison  v.  State,  116  Tenn.  550,  95  S.  W.  494,  sustaining  statute  requir- 
ing that  separate  seats  be  set  apart  in  street  cars  for  white  and  colored  persons; 
Hammer  v.  State,  173  Ind.  199,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  798,  89  N.  E.  850,  140  Am. 
St.  Rep.  248,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1034,  holding  no  constitutional  privileges  or  immunities 
are  denied  a  citizen  by  forbidding  him  to  wear  the  badge  of  a  secret  society  of 
which  he  is  not  a  member  nor  are  exclusive  privileges  unlawfully  conferred  by 
such  legislation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cecil  v.  Green,  32  L.  R.  A.  566,  which  holds  drug  store- 
where  soda  water  is  sold  not  place  of  accommodation  and  amusement  within  civiB 
rights  act. 
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Cited  in  notes  (1  L.R.A,(N.S.)  1185)  on  rights  of  holder  of  theater  ticket;  (1 
L.RJL<X.S.)  1180)  on  right  of  manager  to  impose  restrictions  upon  admission 
to  theater;   (110  Am.  St.  Rep.  535)  on  law  of  theaters  and  similar  shows. 

Distinguished  in  McLain  v.  St.  Louis  &  G.  R.  Co.  131  Mo.  App.  737,  111  S.  W. 
835,  where  no  regulation  of  company  appeared  in  proof. 

16  L.  R.  A.  561,  SOUTHARD  v.  CURLEY,  134  N.  Y.  148,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  642, 

31  N.  E.  330. 
Reformation    of   contract. 

Cited  in  Weed  v.  Whitehead,  1  App.  Div.  195,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  178;  Santa 
Clara  Female  Academy  v.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  93  Wis.  67,  66  N.  W.  1140;  Koen 
V.  Kerns,  47  W.  Va.  580,  35  S.  E.  902;  Johnstown  Min.  Co.  v.  Butte- &  B.  ConsoL 
Min.  Co.  60  App.  Div.  347,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  257;  Simpkins  v.  Taylor,  81  Hun,  468, 
31  N.  Y.  Supp.  169;  Christopher  &  T.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Twenty-third  Street  IL 
Co.  149  N.  Y.  58,  43  N.  E.  538,  Affirming  78  Hun,  467,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  233; 
Dougherty  v.  Lion  F.  Ins.  Co.  41  Misc.  287,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  10;  McGuigan  v. 
Gaines,  71  Ark.  617,  77  S.  W.  52, —  declaring  evidence  required  to  reform  written 
contract  on  groimd  of  mistake  must  be  of  ''most  substantial  and  convincing- 
cluiracter;"  Kelley  v.  Root,  74  App.  Div.  505,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  431  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  right  to  have  contract  of  sale  of  stock  reformed  not 
shown,  although  it  does  not  embody  entire  contract;  Jamaica  Sav.  Bank  v.. 
Taylor,  72  App.  Div.  568,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  790,  holding  that  right  to  reform  land 
contract  for  mutual  mistake  in  description  does  not  require  more  than  satisfac- 
tory pre]>onderance  of  evidence;  Burt  v.  Quackenbush,  72  App.  Div.  549,  75  N.  Y* 
Supp.  1031,  refusing  to  reform  condition  of  agreement  to  procure  "building  loan 
or  other  loan,"  where  evidence  does  not  disclose  mutual  mistake;  Darmour  v^ 
Chapman,  2  App.  Div.  115,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  674,  permitting  reformation  for  mutual 
mistake  of  bond  which  should  have  contained  certain  condition  as  provided  by 
declaration  of  trust;  Webb  v.  Morrison,  92  Ilun,  605,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  449,  re- 
forming and  enforcing  contract  for  purchase  of  land;  Cortland  Howe  Ventilating 
Stove  Co.  V.  Howe,  92  Hun,  117,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  701,  reforming  contract  wher& 
evidence  disclosed  fact  that  instrument  did  not  contain  actual  agreement;  Stem 
v.  La  dew,  47  App.  Div.  340,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  267,  holding  that  mutual  mistake  a» 
to  price  of  hides  in  contract  must  be  established  by  party  asserting  it;  Greene 
V.  Smith,  13  App.  Div.  465,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  610,  refusing  to  reform  contract  in- 
serting important  provisions,  on  contradictory  evidence  of  parties  to  it,  when  it. 
has  existed  twenty  years  unchallenged ;  Doane  v.  Dunham,  64  Neb.  136,  89  N.  W.. 
640,  holding  parol  evidence  of  resulting  trust,  upon  conveyance  of  land  by  husband 
to  wife,  must  be  clear  and  convincing;  Duke  v.  Stuart,  45  Misc.  125,  91  N.  Y» 
Supp.  885,  holding  burden  of  proof 'on  plaintiff  to  establish  mistake  in  written 
instrument  which  he  seeks  to  reform;  proof  must  be  clear,  positive  and  convinc- 
ing; mere  preponderance  of  testimony  insufficient;  House  v.  Wechsler,  104  App» 
Div.  132,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  593  (dissenting  opinion),  on  proof  of  mistake  in  written 
contract.  ^ 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  917)  on  relief  from  mistake  of  law  as  to  effect 
of  instrument;   (65  Am.  St.  Rep.  494)  on  reformation  of  contracts. 
ETldence  required  to  entablisli  grift  cansa  mortiii. 

Cited  in  Reynolds  v.  Reynolds,  20  Misc.  257,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  338,  which  holdB 
gift  causa  mortis  may  be  established  by  fair  preponderance  of  evidence;  Gibbs  v. 
Camahan,  4  Misc.  567,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  786,  holding  that  gift  causa  mortis  does 
not  require  to  be  proved  by  "clearest,  strongest,  and  most  unequivocal  evidence;" 
Cook  V.  Dowling,  6  Misc.  273,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  764,  which  holds  burden  of  proof 
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to  establish  right  of  possession  of  bonds  is  on  executor  of  decedent,  where  it  is 
claimed  they  had  been  given  to  the  one  in  possession  of  them. 
Clear  and  conTlncliiflr  proof. 

Cited  in  Virginia  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hogue,  105  Va.  363,  54  S.  E.  8,  holding 
clear  and  satisfactory  proof  in  cases  involving  fraud  or  false  swearing  is  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence  sufficient  to  overcome  presumption  of  innocence  of  moral 
turpitude  or  crime;  Baird  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  72  Misc.  164,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  329, 
holding  that  evidence  must  be  clear,  and  convincing  in  order  to  establish  case  for 
reformation  of  contract;  Liberty  v.  Haines,  103  Me.  191,  68  All.  738,  holding  to 
establish  ante  mortem  contract  that  results  in  post  mortem  disposition  of  estate 
proof  must  be  clear,  convincing  and  satisfactory. 

Cited  in  note  (31  Am.  St.  Rep.  180)  on  evidence  converting  absolute  deed  into 
mortgage. 

16  L.  R.  A.  664,  GAY  v.  BRTERFIELD  COAL  &  I.  CO.  94  Ala.  303,  33  Am.  St. 

Rep.  122,  11  So.  353. 
Rlfflftt  of  'VFldo'w  under  forecloanre. 

Cited  in  McGough  v.  Sweetser,  97  Ala.  364,  19  L.  R.  A.  471,  12  So.  162,  hold- 
ing that  widow  who  has  not  been  made  party  to  foreclosure  proceedings  has  same 
rights  as  she  would  have  had  before  proceedings  begun. 
Actions  pendlnir  In  conrta  of  concurrent  Jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Rodgers  v.  Pitt..  96  Fed.  677,  holding  that  state  and  Federal  courts 
do  not  belong  to  same  system,  in  so  far  as  jurisdiction  is  concurrent;  Craig  v. 
Hoge,  95  Va.  280,  28  S.  E.  317,  and  Troy  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Prestwood,  116  Ala. 
123,  22  So.  262,  holding  that  court  will  not  attempt  to  interfere  with  proceedings 
first  instituted  in  another  court  of  concurrent  jurisdiction;  Southern  Granite 
Co.  V.  Wadsworth,  115  Ala.  575,  22  So.  157,  refusing  to  entertain  jurisdiction  of 
action  against  receiver  appointed  by  Federal  court;  Gardner  v.  Caldwell,  16  Mont. 
233,  40  Pac.  690,  holding  that  judgment  creditor  has  no  right  to  levy  execution 
on  property  of  debtor  in  custody  of  receiver  in  another  judicial  district;  Tur- 
rentine  v.  Blackwood,  125  Ala.  441,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  254,  28  So.  95,  holding  that 
state  court  will  not  interfere  with  bankrupt's  property  when  Federal  court  has 
acquired  jurisdiction;  Gay  v.  Brierfield  Coal  &  I.  Co.  106  Ala.  620,  17  So.  618, 
holding  that  creditors  can  reach  all  of  debtor's  property  in  hands  of  alleged 
fraudulent  purchasers,  when  latter  shall  have  ceased  to  hold  it  under  claim  bond 
executed  in  another  court;  Williams  v.  Dismukes,  106  Ala.  409,  17  So.  620, 
holding  that  property  in  custody  of  law  under  process  of  one  court  cannot  be 
«eized  under  process  of  another  court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction;  George  v. 
Central  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  101  Ala.  623,  14  So.  752,  holding  that  court  of  equity  has 
jurisdiction  to  enjoin  use  of  stock  of  one  railroad  by  another,  though  that  rail- 
road is  in  hands  of  receiver  appointed  by  another  court;  Rodgers  v.  Pitt,  96  Fed. 
670,  upholding  jurisdiction  of  Federal  court  where  state  court  had  not  exclusive 
possession  of  property,  and  no  process  against  property  haa  been  issued,  or  re- 
ceiver appointed,  or  injunction  granted;  Gray  v.  South  &  North  Ala.  R.  Co.  151 
Ala.  224,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  584,  43  So.  859,  holding  when  jurisdiction  of  county 
chancery  court  has  once  attached,  its  jurisdiction  will  not  be  disturbed  fcy  that 
of  another  court  of  equal  powers;  Brooke  v.  Ketler,  166  Ala.  82,  51  So.  940,  to 
the  point  that  state  court  had  power  to  hear  question  of  validity  of  bonds  held 
by  receiver  appointed  by  Federal  court,  but  would  so  mould  decree  as  not  to  in- 
terfere with  property  lawfully  in  receiver's  hands;  Gillen  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co. 
137  Ky.  383,  125  S.  W.  1047,  holding  that  answering  to  merits  is  waiver  of  ob- 
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jection  that  land  injured  was  not  located  in  county  in  which  action  for  injury 
to  it  was  brought. 

Cited  in  notes  (71  Am.  St.  Rep.  356)  on  relation  of  receivers  to  pre-existing 
liens  and  remedies  for  their  enforcements;  (74  Am.  St.  Rep.  286,  293,  296)  on 
action  without  leave  of  court  against  receiver  or  person  for  whom  he  is  ap- 
pointed. 

Distinguished  in  Leigh  v.  Green,  62  Xeb.  354,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  751,  86  N.  W. 
1003,  holding  that  tax  lien  foreclosure  may  be  prosecuted  to  sale  of  land,  not* 
withstanding  pending  action  in  Federal  court  wherein  lands  have  been  levied  upon 
under  attachment;  Parsons  v.  Snider,  42  W.  Va.  620,  26  S.  E.  286,  holding  that 
giving  notice  by  trustee  of  sale  of  property  in  trust  deed  does  not  prevent  court's 
taking  possession,  to  administer  for  benefit  of  lienors. 

Limited  in  Davis  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Hess,  30  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  196,  holding  under 
Federal  statute  state  court  may  establish   debt  against  receivership,  where  re- 
ceiver was  appointed  by  federal  court,  but  its  process  cannot  be  used  to  wrest 
property  from -receiver  and  gain  preference. 
JudftTuent  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Ft.  Payne  Furnace  Co.  v.  Ft.  Payne  Coal  &  I.  Co.  96  Ala.  476,  38 
Ani.  St.  Rep.  109,  11  So.  439,  refusing  to  dismiss  bill  when  it  is  not  clear  whether 
facts  authorize  amendment  of  bill  to  give  it  equity. 
Creditors'  actlonii. 

Cited  in  Alabama  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v.  McKeever,  112  Ala.  143,  .20  So.  84,  hold- 
ing that  simple  contract  creditor  may  file  bill  to  reach  assets  of  insolvent  debtor 
fraudulently  conveyed,  or  in  respect  to  which  suit  has  been  brought  to  hinder 
and  delay  creditors;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pullen,  129  Ala.  642,  29  So.  686,  hold- 
ing that  stranger  to  collusive  judgment  may  attack  it  collaterally  when  it  im- 
perils his  rights  in  subject-matter. 
Po-wer  of  receiver  to  create  Itena. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.  R.  A.  603)  on  power  to  permit  receiver  of  private  cor- 
porations to  create  lien  on  its  property. 

16  L.  R.  A.  576,  CROCKER  v.  SMITH,  94  Ala.  295,  10  So.  258. 
"W^iien  tnatrument  ^vlll  or  deed. 

Cited  in  Abney  v.  Moore,  106  Ala.  134,  18  So.  60,  holding  instrument  in  form 
of  deed,  not  witnessed,  delivered  to  children  named  as  grantees  and  stating  title  to 
vest  on  them  at  death,  deed,  not  will ;  Murray  v.  Cazier,  23  Ind.  App.  603,  53  N.  E. 
476,  holding  attempted  disposition  of  rents  in  lease  after  husband's  death  testa- 
mentary', requiring  statutory  formalities;  Moore  v.  Campbell,  102  Ala.  452,  14 
So.  780,  holding  parol  trust  cannot  take  effect  as  testamentary  bequest  or  devise; 
Kelly  v.  Richardson,  100  Ala.  595,  13  So.  785,  holding  instrument  making  gift 
of  real  estate,  but  retaining  use  during  life,  void  as  deed,  but  operative  as 
codicil  if  formally  executed;  Tuttle  v.  Raish,  116  Iowa,  335,  90  N.  W.  66,  con- 
struing instrument  in  form  of  deed  to  be  attempt  at  testamentary  disposition  of 
property;  Griswold  v.  Griswold,  148  Ala.  242,  121  Am.  St.  Rep.  64,  42  So.  554, 
holding  instrument  purporting  to  be  deed  on  its  face  will  be  treated  as  such  in 
absence  of  proof  of  contrary  intention,  provided  it  has  been  delivered;  McLain  v. 
Garrison,  39  Tex.  Civ.  App.  442,  89  S.  W.  284,  construing  as  a  deed  an  instrument 
in  form  a  deed  which  contained  clause  "to  have  and  to  hold  after  my  death  ;'^ 
Heaston  v.  Krieg,  167  Ind.  116,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  475,  77  N.  E.  805,  holding  in- 
terpretation which  would  nullify  instrument  duly  witnessed  according  to  law 
of  wills  not  to  be  adopted  if  reasonably  avoidable. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ferris  v.  Neville,  64  L.  B.  A.  464,  which  holds  BuflScient> 
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paper  executed  as  will,  stating  that  it  is  good  to  specified  person  for  specified 
amount  from  writer's  estate. 

Cited  in  note  (89  Am.  St.  Rep.  496)  on  what  constitutes  a  testamentary  writ- 
ing. 

Distinguished  in  Strickland  v.  Griswold,  149  Ala.  329,  43  So.  105,  holding 
paper  in  form  a  deed,  indicating  no  intention  it  should  be  will  delivered  to  third 
person  for  grantee  is  deed;  Clay  v.  Layton,  134  Mich.  342,  96  N.  W.  458,  holding 
instrument  plainly  a  deed  conveying  present  interest  cannot  be  contradicted  as 
means  of  establishing  it  as  will. 

16  L.  R.  A.  678,  COM.  v.  GRAHAM,  157  Mass.  73,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  256,  31  N.  E. 

706. 
Validity  of  extraterritorial  marriave. 

Cited  in  Tyler  v.  Tyler,  170  Mass.  151,  48  N.  E.  1076,  holding  marriage  by 
divorced  people  outside  of  state,  to  evade  its  laws,  void  under  statute;  Jackson 
v.  Jackson,  82  Md.  30,  34  L.  R.  A.  775,  33  Atl.  317,  sustaining  common-law 
marriage,  valid  when  consummated;  State  ex  rel.  Wilkinson  v.  Dellinger,  126 
N.  C.  465,  35  S.  E.  819,  holding  that  marriage  of  female  after  reaching  marriage- 
able age  emancipates  her  from  parental  control;  Sturgis  v.  Sturgis,  51  Or.  IB, 
15  L.R.A.{N.S.)  1037,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  724,  93  Pac.  696,  holding  extraterritorial 
marriage  valid  though  parties  leave  state  to  avoid  its  marriage  laws;  Dudley 
v.  Dudley,  151  Iowa,  145,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1172,  130  N.  W.  785,  holding  that 
marriage  of  divorced  person  in  state  where  such  marriage  is  valid,  is  valid  in 
state  where  divorce  was  granted  although  decree  prohibited  his  remarriage;  Earle 
V.  Earle,  141  App.  Div.  614,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  317,  to  the  point  that  lex  loci  con- 
tractus governs  as  to  validity  of  marriage  unless  marriage  be  odious  by  common 
consent  of  nations. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  34  L.  R.  A.  773,  which  sustains  mar- 
riage, valid  in  state  where  contracted;  State  ex  rel.  Scott  v.  Lowell,  46  L.  R.  A. 
440,  which  denies  father's  riglit  to  prevent  girl,  marrying  under  statutory  age, 
from  living  with  her  husband  if  she  so  elects;  Norman  v.  Norman,  42  L.  R.  A. 
343,  which  holds  marriage  on  high  seas  by  parties  leaving  land  to  evade  laws  of 
^residence  invalid;  Re  Stull,  39  L.  R.  A.  539,  which  holds  invalid,  marriage  be- 
tween man  and  paramour  in  other  state  to  avoid  laws  of  domicil. 

Cited  in  notes  (57  L.R.A.  172)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  validity  of  marriage; 
(5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  829)  on  law  governing  validity  of  marriage;  (60  Am.  St. 
Eep.  944)  on  validity  of  foreign  marriage  in  violation  of  laws  of  place  where 
parties  reside;  (124  Am.  St.  Rep.  106)  on  common  law  marriages;  (79  Am.  St. 
Hep.  365,  367)  on  what  marriages  are  void;  (67  L.R.A.  48)  on  how  case  deter- 
mined when  proper  foreign  law  not  proved;  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  867)  on  law  govern- 
ing validity  of  contracts. 
Rlsrhta  and  liabilitiea  of  infants. 

Cited  in  Peck  v.  Cain,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  40,  63  S.  W.  177,  holding  infant  leas- 
ing premises  for  term  of  years  not  liable  for  rent  after  abandonment;  Cochran 
V.  Cochran,  196  N.  Y.  89.  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  163,  89  N.  E.  470,  17  Ann.  Cas.  782, 
holding  right  of  infant  husband  to  his  wages  as  against  father  necessarily  results 
from  husband's  duty  of  support. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  160)  on  marriage  of  infant  as  working 
emancipation;   (113  Am.  St.  Rep.  119)  on  emancipation  of  infants. 
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16  L.  R.  A.  681,  FOND  DU  LAC  WATER  CO.  v.  FOND  DU  LAC,  82  Wis.  322, 
62  N.  W.  439. 

AaaeMnnent   of   property   of   ava«l-pvblic   eorporation. 

Cited  in  State  ex  reh  Milwaukee  Street  R,  Co.  v.  Anderson,  90  Wis.  563,  63 
N.  W.  746,  holding  that  franchise  of  street  railway  and  property  necessary  for 
its  use  and  enjoyment  are  to  be  assessed  as  an  entirety;  Qetroit  Citizens'  Street 
R.  Co.  V.  Detroit,  125  Mich.  692,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  589,  85  N.  W.  96,  upholding 
assessment  of  tangible  property  of  street  railway  as  enhanced  by  its  franchise; 
Monroe  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Monroe,  110  Wis.  19,  85  N.  W.  685,  holding  that  con- 
tract 1>etween  city  and  water  company  to  pay  part  of  taxes  against  company  as 
rental  cannot  be  enforced  where  this  part  cannot  be  separated  from  whole; 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee,  89  Wis.  514,  28  L.  R.  A.  254,  62  N.  W. 
417,  holding  provision  of  city  charter  relating  to  taxation  does  not  authorize 
assessment  for  local  improvement  on  tracks  and  right  of  way  of  railroad;  State 
ex  rel.  Ashland  Water  Co.  v.  Wharton,  115  Wis.  461,  91  N.  W.  976,  holding 
assessment  of  entire  property  of  water  company  valid,  although  classed  as  real 
estate;  Merrill  R.  &  Lighting  Co.  v.  Merrill,  119  Wis.  256,  96  N.  W.  686,  holding 
land  leased,  "owned''  within  meaning  of  statute  relating  to  taxation  of  street 
railways;  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  San  Antonio,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
103,  73  S.  W.  859,  holding  corporate  franchises  taxable  under  statute  requiring 
all  property  in  state  not  exempt  to  be  taxed;  Washburn  v.  Washburn  W^ater- 
works  Co.  120  Wis.  585,  98  N.  W.  539,  holding  lands,  water  mains,  franchises 
and  other  property  of  water  company  in  use  and  for  use  in  performing  duties 
upon  it  are  personal  property  for  purposes  of  taxation;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  State,  128  Wis.  619,  108  N.  W.  557,  holding  evidence  of  valuation  of  corpo- 
rate or  other  business  property  in  use  as  it  is  seen  necessarily  implies  valuation 
of  intangible  elements.^ 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Paris  v.  Norway  Water  Co.  21  L.  R.  A.  525,  which  holds 
water  mains,  pipes,  etc.,  taxable  where  located. 

Cited  in  notes  (60  L.  R.  A.  851)  on  taxation  of  municipal  waterworks;  (17 
L  R.  A.  93)  on  what  property  is  part  of  corporate  franchise  for  purposes  of 
taxation;  (57  L.  R.  A.  38,  46)  on  taxation  of  corporate  franchise  in  United 
States;  (60  L.  R.  A.  333)  on  constitutional  equality  in  United  States  in  rela- 
tion to  corporate  franchise;  (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  873)  on  taxation  of  franchises. 
Eiieaa  on  property  of  qiiajii*piibllc  corporAtton. 

Cited  in  National  Foundry  &  Pipe  Works  v.  Oconto  Water  Co.  52  Fed.  46, 
holding  plant  for  water  supply  of  city  an  entirety,  and  lien  cannot  be  maintained 
on  piping  alone,  but  attaches  to  entire  plant;  Chapman  Valve  Mifg.  Co.  v. 
Oconto  Water  Co.  89  Wis.  273,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  830,  60  N.  W.  1004,  refusing 
mechanic's  lien  on  either  portion  or  entire  plant  of  public  water  supply  com- 
pany; Pittsburg  Testing  Laboratory'  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  110 
Wis.  643,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  948,  86  N.  W.  592,  holding  lien  may  be  enforced  against 
such  property  of  railway  as  not  necessary  to  use  as  railway;  National  Foundry 
A  Pipe  Works  v.  Oconto  Water  Co.  52  Fed.  56,  holding  that  franchise  of  water 
supply  company,  being  inseparable  from  its  plant,  may  be  sold  to  enforce  me- 
chanic's lien;  National  Foundry  &  Pipe  Works  v.  Oconto  City  Water  Supply 
Co.  51  C.  C.  A.  473,  113  Fed.  801,  holding  lien  laws  of  state  have  no  application 
to  city  water  supply  companies. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Milwaukee  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Anderson,  90  Wis. 
568,  63  N.  W.  746,  holding  that  assessment  of  power  houses  and  lota  separately 
from  irancbises  of  company  rendered  tax  yoid. 
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Revievr    of   aaaeaament. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Oneida  County,  103  Wis.  158,  79  N.  W.  216,  declaring  tax 
illegal  when  board  of  review,  without  evidence,  arbitrarily  raised  assessor's  valua- 
tion; State  ex  rel.  John  R.  Davis  Lumber  Co.  v.  Sackett,  117  Wis.  585,  94  N.  W. 
314,  holding  change  in  assessor's  valuation  of  logs,  by  board  of  review,  without 
sufficient  evidence,  invalid. 
Appurtenant  rtsrlitfi  an  property. 

Cited  in  Waterbury  v.  Rigney,  79  Conn.  65,  63  Atl.  775,  holding  right  to  take 
water  from  pond  will  not  pass  as  appurtenance  unless  necessary  to  enjoyment 
of  land  granted. 

Cited  in  note  (81  Am.  St.  Rep.  764)  on  appurtenances. 

16  L.  R.  A.  686,  Ex  parte  BACOT,  36  S.  C.  125,  15  S.  E.  204. 
Rlgrl&t   of   condemnation. 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Morehouse,  112  Wis.  13,  56  L.  R.  A.  245, 
88  Am.  St.  Rep.  918,  87  N.  W.  849,  sustaining  right  to  condemn  land  for  spur 
of  railway  for  use  of  single  industry;  Leitzsey  v.  Columbia  Water  Power  Co. 
47  S.  C.  479,  34  L.  R.  A.  220,  25  S.  E.  744,  holding  that  statute  directing  im- 
provement of  canal  and  construction  of  dam  to  raise  water  included  right  to  con- 
demn land  necessary  for  those  purposes;  Boyd  v.  Winnsboro  Granite  Co.  66  S.  C. 
439,  45  S.  E.  10,  holding  charter  of  private  corporation  amended  by  later  Consti- 
tution and  statute,  so  as  to  take  away  right  to  acquire  property  by  condem- 
nation; Westport  Stone  Co.  v.  Thomas,  175  Ind.  324,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  651,  94 
N.  E.  406,  holding  lateral  railroad  to  stone  quarry,  which,  under  statute,  is  sub- 
ject to  governmental  control  and  open  to  anyone  desiring  to  use  it,  is  a  public 
use,  although  numlSer  requiring  its  use  be  small. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Rhode  Island  Suburban  R.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  879,  which 
denies  power  to  condemn  land  for  power  house  and  coal  pockets  in  city  5  miles 
from  street  railway  lines. 

Cited  in  notes   (102  Am.  St.  Rep.  825)   on  uses  for  which  power  of  eminent 
domain  cannot  be  exercised;    (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  931)   on  existence  of  public  use 
as  question  for  courts;    (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)    648)    on  constitutionality  of  statute 
conferring  eminent  domain  or  other  than  railroad  for  spur  or  lateral  track. 
Subject   of  act   expressed   In   title. 

Cited  in  Hill  v.  Abbeville,  59  S.  C.  408,  38  S.  E.  11  (circuit  court  decree,  af- 
firmed on  appeal),  prescribing  powers  to  be  exercised  by  municipal  corporations, 
which  was  entitled  "an  act  relating  to  the  powers  of  certain  corporations;" 
Riley  v.  Charleston  Union  Station  Co.  71  S.  C.  488,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  579,  51  S. 
E.  485,  holding  when  creation  of  corporation  is  subject  of  legislative  act,  powers 
to  be  given  corporation  is  necessarily  included. 

Cited  in  notes  (55  L.  R.  A.  839)  on  power  of  legislature  to  enact  a  Code  or 
compilation  of  laws,  or  amend  many  or  undesignated  sections  thereof  by  single 
statute;  (64  Am.  St.  Rep.  75,  86)  on  sufficiency  of  title  of  statute;  (79  Am.  St. 
Rep.  468)  as  to  when  title  of  statute  embraces  only  one  subject  and  what  may 
be  included  thereunder. 
Supers laory  control  over  Inferior  tribunal. 

Cited  in  note  (51  L.  R.  A.  66)  on  Buperintending  control  and  supervisory  juris- 
diction of  superior  over  inferior  or  subordinate  tribunal. 

16  L.  R.  A.  591,  STANWOOD  v.  MALDEN,  157  Mass.  17,  31  N.  E.  702. 
Daniagrea  for  diminiablngr  value  of  land. 

Cited  in  Rand  v.  Boston,  164  Mass.  356,  41  N.  E.  484,  denying  right  of  recovery 
for  lessening  value  of  land  by  obstruction  of  light,  air,  etc.,  by  building  embank- 
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ment  on  land  on  opposite  side  of  street;  Cram  v.  Laconia,  71  N,  H.  48,  67  L.R.A. 
286,  51  Atl.  635;  Dantzer  v.  Indianapolis  Union  R.  Co.  141  Ind.  614,  34  L.R.A.  772, 
60  Am.  St.  Rep.  343,  39  N.  E.  223 ;  Newton  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  72  Conn. 
428, 44  Atl.  813 ;  Re  Melon  Street  (Pa.)  38  L.  R.  A-  278, 38  Atl.  482,  Reversing  1  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  7d,— holding  abutting  owner,  on  street  discontinued  at  another  point 
not  damaged  where  he  has  free  access  to  lot;  Buhl  v.  Fort  Street  Union  Depot  Co. 
98  Mich.  604,  23  L.  R.  A.  395,  57  N.  W.  829,  holding  that  inconvenience  of  abut- 
ting owner  on  street,  another  portion  of  which  is  discontinued,  being  common  with 
all  other  abutters,  is  damnum  absque  injuria;  Sawyer  v.  Com.  182  Mass.  247,  59 
Jm  R.  a.  727,  65  N.  E.  52,  holding  business  not  property  within  statute  providing 
for  jury  trial  to  determine  damage  in  case  of  injury  to  property  by  exercise  of 
right  of  eminent  domain;  Taft  v.  Com.  158  Mass.  548,  35  N.  E.  1046,  discussing 
measure  of  damages  for  diminution  in  value  of  land  because  of  sewer  imder  public 
way;  Wellington  v.  Boston  &  M.  R,  Co.  158  Mass.  189,  33  N.  E.  393,  denying  dam- 
ages for  narrowing  private  way,  to  owners  not  on  way  or  having  easement  in  it; 
Emerson  v.  Somerville,  166  Mass.  117,  44  N.  E.  110,  holding  owner  of  buildings 
erected  on  land  of  another,  without  right  to  purchase  it,  not  entitled  to  damages 
for  taking  of  such  land  for  park  after  notice  to  remove  buildingrg;  Natick  Gas- 
light Co.  V.  Natick,  175  Mass.  250,  56  N.  E.  292,  holding  town  liable  to  abutting 
owner  only  for  diminution  in  value  of  his  land  because  of  discontinuance  of  way, 
due  to  right  to  keep  its  main  pipe  in  street;  Sears  v.  Street  Comrs.  180  Mass. 
282,  62  L.  R.  A.  149,  62  N.  E.  397,  holding  failure  to  provide  for  loss  of  value  by 
diversion  of  travel  due  to  public  improvement,  no  objection  to  constitutionality  of 
act  providing  for  it;  Robinson  v.  Brown,  182  Mass.  268,  65  N.  E.  377,  holding  action 
not  maintainable  by  abutting  owner  for  damages  for  obstructions  to  way  not  op- 
posite his  premises;  Putnam  v.  Boston  &  P.  R.  Co.  182  Mass.  354,  65  N.  E.  790, 
upholding  right  of  abutter  to  recover  damages  for  temporary  cutting  off  of  access 
to  streets  of  city  by  obstruction  not  in  front  of  his  property;  Sheehan  v.  Fall 
River,  187  Mass.  359,  73  N.  E.  544,  on  right  of  recovery  for  injury  to  interest  in 
real  estate  other  than  fee;  Scnitchfteld  v.  Choctaw,  0.  &  W.  R.  Co.  18  Okla.  315, 
9  L.  R.  A.  (N.S.)  500,  88  Pac.  1048,  holding  land  owner  cannot  recover  damages 
for  construction  of  railroad  in  street  where  his  only  grievance  consists  in  not 
having  free  access  to  his  premises  on  one  particular  street  in  one  direction; 
Highbarger  v.  Milford,  71  Kan.  344,  80  Pac.  633  (dissenting  opinion),  on  absence 
of  right  of  landowner  to  damages  for  vacation  of  highway  when  he  has  other 
means  of  access  to  public  way;  Ponischill  v.  Hoquiam  Sash  &  Door  Co.  41  Wash. 
309,  83  Pac.  316,  holding  lot  owners  not  entitled  to  damages  for  vacation  of 
street  where  they  have  other  means  of  ingress  and  egress;  Newark  v.  Hatt,  77 
N.  J.  L.  53,  71  Atl.  330,  holding  only  damages  to  land  caused  by  vacation  of 
street  covered  by  statute  are  direct  damages  arising  when  owner's  access  is  com- 
pletely cut  off;  Re  Ruscomb  Street,  31  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  66,  14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  186,  hold- 
ing properties  not  situated  in  block  where  vacation  of  street  takes  place,  not 
entitled  to  damages;  Muhlker  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  197  U.  S.  573,  49  L.  ed. 
879,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  522  (dissenting  opinion),  on  distinction  between  com- 
mercial advantage  of  expectation  street  will  remain  open  and  right  in  rem 
that  it  shall  remain  so;  Albes  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  164  Ala.  363,  51  So.  327,  to 
the  point  that  abutter  is  entitled  to  compensation  for  closing  of  street  if  access 
to  premises  from  public  street  are  seriously  interfered  with;  Newark  v.  Hatt, 
79  N.  J.  L.  551,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  641,  77  Atl.  47,  holding  that  where  part  of 
street  between  two  adjacent  cross  streets  is  vacated,  all  land  between  cross 
streets  bounding  on  partly  vacated  streets  suffer  special  injury  for  which  dam- 
ages may  be  recovered;  Home  for  Aged  Women  v.  Com.  202  Mass.  433,  24  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  85,  89  N.  "k.  124,  on  greater  liberality  of  English  as  compared  with 
L.R.A.   Au.   Vol.   III.— 8. 
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Massachusetts   law   in   awarding  damages  for  interference  with  advantages   in 
use  of  private  property. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.  R.  A.  664)  on  effect  of  abandonment  of  highway;  (109 
Am.  St.  Rep.  913)  on  what  constitutes  ''damage"  to  property  within  provision 
that  property  shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged  for  public  use  without  compen- 
sation. 

Criticized  in  Lincoln  v.  Com.  164  Mass.  375,  41  N.  £.  489,  sustaining  damages  to 
land  by  taking  adjoining  land  for  construction  of  sewer. 
AMieaamenta    for    Improvemeiita. 

Cited  in  Lincoln  v.  Street  Comrs.  176  Mass.  213,  57  X.  E.  356,  holding  evidence 
inadmissible  that  other  estates,  not  assessed,  were  benefited,  if  those  benefits  were 
common  to  all  and  not  special. 
Rivlit  of  ^Fay  by  prescription. 

Cited  in  Hamlen  v.  Keith,  171  Mass.  81,  50  N.  E.  462,  refusing  to  enjoin  exten- 
sion of  front  of  building  on  ground  of  public  right  of  way  by  prescription  or  dedica- 
tion. 

16  L.  R.  A.  593,  SKOTTOWE  v.  OREGON  SHORT  LINE  &  U.  N.  R.  CO.  22  Or. 

430,  30  Pac.  222. 
Duty    to    provide    aafe    ^Fays,    atationa,    and    platforma. 

Cited  in  Haselton  v.  Portsmouth,  K.  &  Y.  Street  R.  Co.  71  N.  H.  591,  53  Atl. 
1016,  holding  street  railway  must  maintain  platform  which  it  uses  for  passengers 
in  reasonably  safe  condition,  although  it  may  be  within  limits  of  highway;  Union 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Evans,  52  Neb.  54,  71  N.  W.  1062,  holding  railway  must  keep  approach 
to  platform  reasonably  safe  for  passengers;  Georgia  Southern  &  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Cart- 
ledge,  116  Ga.  166,  59  L.  R.  A.  120,  footnote  p.  118,  42  S.  E.  405,  holding  evidence 
inadmissible  that  after  injury  railway  moved  further  from  track,  post  used  for  let- 
ter-pouch grab;  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Godfrey,  156  Ala.  215,  130  Am.  St. 
Rep.  76,  47  So.  185,  on  liability  of  railroad  company  for  injury  to  person  coming 
on  its  premises  by  invitation,  also  citing  annotation  on  this  point;  Diamond 
Rubber  Co.  v.  Harryman,  41  Colo.  419,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  779,  92  Pac.  922,  on 
admissibility  of  evidence  that  obstruction  in  sidewalk  was  under  control  of  de- 
fendant where  issue  is  as  to  whether  defendant  placed  obstruction  there. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hunter  v.  Weston,  17  L.  R.  A.  633,  which  holds  alley  exist- 
ing only  on  city  plat  not  within  ordinance  prohibiting  uncovered  excavaton  near 
alley;  Graeff  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  607,  which  denies  negligence  of 
carrier  in  constructing  door  in  such  a  way  as  not  to  prevent  stranger's  rude  act  in 
pushing  it  against  person  while  hurrying  to  train;  Cotant  v.  Boone  Suburban 
R.  Co.  69  L.R.A.  982,  which  holds  railroad  company  inviting  passengers  to  use 
stile  over  wire  fence  in  leaving  grounds  bound  to  use  at  least  ordinary  care  to 
see  that  it  is  fit  for  the  purpose  intended. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  521)  as  to  when  person  who  has  started  for  train 
becomes  passenger;  (23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  633)  on  right  of  passenger  using  approach 
to  station  provided  by  carrier;  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  865,-  867)  on  degree  of  care 
toward  passenger  at  station;  (32  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1142)  on  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence of  condition  before  and  after  accident  of  property  whose  defects  alleged 
to  have  caused  injury. 
Recovery  of  damagre** 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  452)  on  recovery  in  administrator's  action  for 
benefit  of  estate,  of  probable  accumulations  of  deceased  as  damages  for  death. 
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aa  L.  R.  A.  600,  HUGHES  v.  TORGERSON,  96  Ala.  346,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  106,  11 
So.  209. 

Siorlita  of  llenom. 

Cited  in  Little  Rock,  H.  S.  d:  T.  R.  Co.  y.  Spencer,  66  Ark.  203,  42  L.  R.  A.  342, 
-47  S.  W.  196,  holding  that  lien  can  be  established  without  showing  work  was  done 
urith  claimant's  own  hands;  Post  v.  Miles,  7  N.  M.  332,  34  Pac.  686  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  mechanic's  lien  notice  complying  exactly  with  statute 
sufficient,  although  infant  heirs  of  former  owner  not  named;  Western  Iron 
Works  V.  Montana  Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  30  Mont.  666,  77  Pac.  413,  holding  descrip- 
tion of  property  in  notice  of  lien  as  '^two-story  brick  mill  building,  with  lots 
upon  which  same  is  situated"  followed  by  more  particular  description  of  land 
sufficient;  Johnson  v.  McClure,  10  N.  M.  621,  62  Pac.  983;  Friedlander  v.  Tain  tor, 
14  N.  D.  396,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  697,  104  N.  W.  627,  9  Ann.  Cas.  96,— holding 
Architect  entitled  to  lien  statutory  upon  building  for  services  in  drawing  plans 
and  specifications  and  supervising  construction;  Joplin  Supply  Co.  v.  West, 
149  Mo.  App.  90,  130  S.  W.  166,  to  the  point  that  mechanics  and  materialmen 
have  lien  under  statute  even  where  land  and  buildings  are  owned  by  different 
persons. 

Cited  in  notes  (62  L.  R.  A.  370)  on  mechanics'  liens  upon  buildings  distinct  from 
land;  (18  L.  R.  A.  310)  on  who  are  laborers,  employees,  or  servants  within  mean- 
ing of  statutes  giving  them  preferences;  (36  L.RJk..(N.S.)  364)  on  right  of 
architect  to  mechanics'  lien. 

36  L.  R.  A.  603,  FARMERS  LOAN  &  T.  CO.  v.  GRAPE  CREEK  COAL  CO.  50  Fed. 
481. 

JPrtorlty   of   llenii   or   clalmii. 

Cited  in  Doe  v.  Northwestern  Coal  &  Transp.  Co.  78  Fed.  73;  Newton  v.  Eagle 
ft  P.  Mfg.  Co.  76  Fed.  419;  Fidelity  Ins.  Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.  v.  Roanoke  Iron  Co. 
68  Fed.  626;  Hanna  v.  State  Trust  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  204,  16  C.  C.  A.  690,  36  U.  S. 
App.  61,  70  Fed.  6;  Hooper  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  81  Md.  691,  29  L.  U.  A.  272,  32 
Atl.  606;  United  States  Invest.  Corp.  v.  Portland  Hospital,  40  Or.  633,  56  L.  R. 
A.  629,  67  Pac.  194;  International  Trust  Co.  v.  United  Coal  Co.  27  Colo.  267,  83 
Am.  St.  Rep.  69,  60  Pac.  621 ;  Baltimore  BIdg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Alderson,  32  C.  C. 
A.  547,  61  U.  S.  App.  636,  90  Fed.  147, — refusing  to  authorize  issue  of  certificates 
by  receiver  of  private  corporation,  which  will  be  paramount  lien  as  against  exist- 
ing lienors;  Snively  v.  Loomis  Coal  Co.  69  Fed.  206,  denying  priority  of  claims  for 
labor  and  materials  to  mining  company  over  mortgage  bonds  or  vendor's  lien; 
Dalliba  v.  Winschell,  11  Idaho,  371,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  267,  82  Pac.  107,  holding 
.court  of  equity  without  authority  to  place  receiver  in  charge  of  mining  prop- 
erty, and  operate  same,  and  charge  resulting  loss  as  preferred  claim  and  lien 
against  the  property  to  prejudice  of  prior  recorded  liens;  Lockport  Felt  Co.  v. 
United  Box  Board  &  Paper  Co.  74  N.  J-  Eq.  693,  70  Atl.  980,  holding  court  may 
not  authorize  receiver  of  private  corporation  to  borrow  money  on  property  of 
corporation  and  issue  securities  which  will  displace  prior  liens  and  encum- 
brances except  for  preservation  of  property  and  expenses  of  realizing  upon  it 
by  sale;  Lazear  v.  Ohio  Valley  Steel  Foundry  Co.  66  W.  Va.  119,  63  S.  E.  772, 
holding  rights  of  holders  of  receiver's  certificates  are  vested  to  extent  that  court 
cannot  divest  them  any  more  than  it  can  displace  prior  lien  without  consent  of 
lienor;  International  Trust  Co.  v.  Decker  Bros.  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  166,  81  C.  C. 
A.  302,  162  Fed.  83,  holding  in  case  of  private  corporation  court  without  au- 
thority, except  by  consent  of  mortgage  lien  holders,  to  supplant  their  liens  by 
'receiver's  certificates  issued  for  obligations  other  than  those  for  expenses  of 
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realization  and  to  preserve  property;  Re  Clark  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  173  Fed.  663^ 
holding  by  analogy  court  of  bankruptcy  cannot,  without  notice,  take  money  o£ 
lien  creditor  to  pay  expenses  of  general  estate  or  provide  fund  for  distribution! 
among  general  creditors;  Re  Vulcan  Foundry  &  Machine  Co.  103  C.  C.  A.  637> 
180  Fed.  674,  holding  by  analogy  lien  creditors  in  bankruptcy  proceedings  have 
interests  which  cannot  be  affected  without  their  consent  in  effort  to  benefit, 
general  creditors;  Re  Vulcan  Foundry  &  Mach.  Co.  58  Pittsb.  L.  J.  18,  to  the 
point  that  mortgage  creditors  of  private  corporation  should  not  have  security 
displaced  by  receiver's  certificates;  Fisher  v.  Southern  Loan  &  T.  Co.  138  N^ 
C.  103,  50  S.  E.  592,  holding  court  has  no  power  to  authorize  receiver  to  issue 
certificates  to  administratrix. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  St.  Louis  Trust  Co.  v.  Riley,  30  L.  R.  A.  456,  which  denies 
right  to  prefer  claim  for  personal  injuries  over  mortgage  debt  in  receiver's  earn- 
ings; Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Crawford,  28  L.  R.  A.  761,  which  holds  earning 
of  railroad  while  operated  by  receiver  subject  to  equitable  lien  for  company's  in- 
debtedness; Hanna  v.  State  Trust  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  201,  which  denies  power  to  au- 
thorize receiver  to  borrow  money  to  carry  on  business  by  issuing  certificates  supe- 
rior to  first  mortgage;  United  States  Invest.  Corp.  v.  Portland  Hospital,  56  L.  R. 
A.  627,  which  denies  authority  of  receiver  continuing  operation  of  hospital,  to  con- 
tract debts  taking  precedence  over  prior  claims ;  Drennen  &  Co.  v.  Mercantile  Trust 
&  D.  Co.  39  L.  R.  A.  623,  which  holds  employee  of  manufacturing  or  mining  com- 
pany entitled  to  ijriority  for  wages  earned  within  six  months  before  receiver 
appointed;  Whitely  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  303,  which  holds  preference 
to  railroad  mortgages  not  gained  by  paying  judgment  for  damages  against  com- 
pany by  surety  on  supersedeas  bond. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1057,  1064)  on  priority  of  claims  against 
property  in  hands  of  receiver  over  recorded  liens;  (71  Am.  St.  Rep.  380)  on 
relation  of  receivers  to  pre-existing  liens  and  remedies  for  their  enforcements; 
(54  Am.  St.  Rep.  432)  on  claims  taking  precedence  over  mortgages  of  railways 
and  similar  property;    (128  Am.  St.  Rep.  108)   on  receiver's  certificates. 

Distinguished  in  Laughlin  v.  United  States  Rolling-Stock  Co.  64  Fed.  26,  re- 
fusing priority  of  lien  to  holders  of  certificates  of  receivers  of  private  corporation. 

16  L.  R.  A.  605,  BOURGET  v.  CAMBRIDGE,  156  Mass.  391,  31  N.  E.  390. 
Rlflrlit,   dutlea,  and  llAbllttiea  aa   to  use  of  electricity  or  crater. 

Cited  in  Bourget  v.  Cambridge,  159  Mass.  389,  34  N.  E.  455,  holding  city  liable 
for  defect  in  highway  caused  by  loosely  hanging  wire,  though,  defect  caused  by 
another;  White  v.  I^wiston,  A.  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  107  Me.  417,  78  Atl.  473, 
holding  that  street  car  company  is  liable  for  injury  to  passengers  caused  by 
dangerous  condition  of  place  where  passengers  alight,  where  they  are  charged 
with  keeping  streets  in  repair. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Burt  v.  Douglas  County  Street  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  479, 
which  holds  company  liable  for  electric  shock  of  passenger,  due  to  imperfect  in- 
sulation; Rutland  Electric  Light  CJo.  v.  Marble  City  Electric  Light  Co.  20  L. 
R.  A.  821,  which  holds  electric  light  company  entitled  to  injunction  against  erec- 
tion of  wires  carrying  dangerous  current;  Illingsworth  v.  Boston  Electric  Light 
Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  552,  which  holds  reasonable  care  to  keep  electric  wires  safe,  due 
towards  persons  licensed  to  approach  them;  Ahem  v.  Oregon  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
22  L.  R.  A.  635,  which  holds  telephone  company  liable  for  injury  from  electric  wire 
left  hanging  on  electric  light  company's  pole;  Haynes  ▼.  Raleigh  Gas  Co.  26  L.  R. 
A.  810,  which  holds  negligence  shown  by  guy  wire  charged  with  deadly  current 
hanging  to  ground  from  tree;  Jackson  ▼.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  101> 
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which  holds  connection  of  bam  with  flag-staff  on  other  building  by  telephone  wire 
renders  company  liable  for  loss  of  bam  by  lightning  striking  fiag-staff. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.R.A.  574,  589)  on  liability  for  injuries  by  electric  wires  in 
highways;  (1  Brit.  Rul.  Cas.  804,  809,  812)  on  duty  to  protect  traveler  from 
electricity  from  wires  on  highway. 

Distinguished  in  Greenville  v.  Jones,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  81,  45  S.  W.  970,  which 
holds  city  not  liable  for  damage  to  building  by  use  of  water  at  water  station 
erected  without  its  consent,  although  it  has  failed  to  remove  nuisance. 
NeKliv«nee  of  trav^elera  In   tovclLinsr  electric  ^wires* 

Cited  in  Klagcs  v.  Gillette-Herzog  Mfg.  Co.  86  Minn.  466,  90  N.  W.  1117,  hold- 
ing contributory  negligence  not  shown  by  one  attracted  to  spot  attempting  to  push 
loose  part  of  derrick  cable,  charged  with  electricity,  from  street  into  gutter; 
Prince  v.  Lowell  Electric  Light  Corp.  201  Mass.  282,  87  N.  E.  558,  holding 
manner  in  which  traveler  comes  in  contact  with  live  wire,  which  may  be  found 
to  be  a  defect  in  way  for  which  defendant  is  responsible  is  not  material,  if 
traveler  was  not  negligent;  Linton  v.  Weymouth  Light  &  P.  Co.  188  Mass.  278,  74 
X.  E.  321,  holding  whether  plaintiff's  or  defendant's  theory  of  how  plaintiff 
came  in  contact  with  live  wire  is  correct  is  a  question  for  jury. 

Cited  in  note  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  291)  on  contributory  negligence  of  volunteer 
as  to  electric  wire  or  apparatus. 

16  L.  R.  A.  606,  PEOPLE  ew  rel,  BRADLEY  v.  SHAW,  133  i^.  Y.  493,  31  N.  E. 

512. 
Validity    of   ballots   and   elections* 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Hostetter,  137  Mo.  645,  38  L.  R.  A.  216,  59  Am. 
8t.  Rep.  515,  39  S.  W.  270,  holding  that  electors  are  not  restricted  to  names  or 
ofTices  printed  on  official  ballot;  Sanner  v.  Patton,  155  111.  565,  40  N.  E.  290,  hold- 
ing legal  ballots,  cast  for  person  not  nominated,  but  whose  name  was  written  in 
blank  space  on  printed  ticket;  Montgomery  v.  O'Dell,  67  Hun,  176,  22  N.  Y.  Supp. 
412,  holding  ballot  pasted  on  regular  official  ballot  valid,  although  person  voted 
for  not  regularly  nominated;  State  ex  rel,  Norton  v.  Van  Camp,  36  Neb.  105,  64 
N.  W.  113,  holding  court  cannot  go  behind  returns  of  canvassing  board  in  man- 
damus proceeding;  People  ex  rel.  Goring  v.  Wappingers  Falls,  144  N.  Y.  619,  39 
N.  E.  641,  sustaining  right  of  voter  to  write  or  paste  on  official  ballot  office 
omitted,  and  name  of  person  voter  wishes  to  fill  it;  People  ex  reL  Bradley  v.  Essex 
County,  69  Hun,  407,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  654,  holding  board  of  supervisors  cannot  de- 
termine contest  to  seat  of  duly  elected  and  qualified  member,  after  rights  substan- 
tially passed  on  by  court  of  appeals;  Re  Hirsh,  14  Misc.  382,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  19, 
holding  court  cannot  pass  upon  ballots  as  marked  for  identification,  unless  chal- 
lenged and  returned  as  marked;  People  ex  rel.  Howard  v.  Erie  County,  42  App. 
Div.  514,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  476,  holding  that  right  of  supervisor  who  has  received 
certificate  of  election  to  seat  on  board  must  be  determined  by  mandamus ;  People 
ex  rel.  Bush  v.  McKenzie,  66  Hun,  270,  48  N.  Y.  S.  R.  793,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  279, 
holding  inspectors  of  election  not  authorized  to  attach  ballots  to  statement  of 
result  unless  election  officer  or  watcher  at  canvass  declares  his  belief  that  they 
were  marked  for  identification;  Re  McDade,  43  App.  Div.  315,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  333, 
doubting  whether  ballots  "protested  on  account  of  parties"  were  "marked  for 
identification;"  People  ex  rel.  Deister  v.  Wintermute,  194  N.  Y.  108,  86  N.  E. 
818,-  holding  constitutional  rights  of  voter  not  necessarily  impaired  by  use  of 
voting  machine;  People  ex  rel.  McLaughlin  v.  Aumenwerth,  136  App.  Div.  895, 
120  N.  Y.  Supp.  295,  holding  mandamus  proper  remedy  to  compel  board  of  in- 
spectors to  complete  imperfect  canvass  uncompleted  because  of  failure  to  count 
bfllots  marked  for  identification;  Re  Callahan,  200  N.  Y.  61,  140  Am.  St.  Rep. 
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626,  93  N.  E.  262,  holding  that  provisions  if  election  laws  forbidding  party- 
committee  or  independent  body  authorized  to  make  nominations  to  nominate- 
candidate  of  another  party  is  invalid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Phelan  v.  Walsh,  17  L.  R.  A.  364,  in  which' 
various  decisions  as  to  validity  of  ballots  are  made;  Lindstrom  v.  Manistee  Coun- 
ty, 19  L.  R.  A.  172,  which  refuses  to  exclude  ballot  with  unauthorized  vignette;: 
State  e<D  rel,  Baxter  v.  Lllis,  17  L.  R.  A.  382,  which  requires  rejection  of  ballots 
with  device  upon  them  in  municipal  election;  Eaton  v.  Brown,  17  L.  R.  A.  697, 
which  holds  void,  ballot  law  prohibiting  marking  elsewhere  of  ballot  marked  op- 
posite name  of  political  party;  Re  Contested  Election,  27  L.  R.  A.  234,  which  de- 
nies right  to  paste  slip  ticket  over  printed  matter  on  ballot;  Chamberlin  v.  Wood,. 
56  L.  R.  A.  187,  which  authorizes  limitation  of  votes  to  candidates  whose  names  on;, 
official  ballot. 

Cited  in  notes   (91  Am.  St.  Rep.  686)   on  right  of  elector  to  vote  for  candi- 
date  not  named  on   official   ballot;    (49  Am.   St.  Rep.   247)    on  distinguishing - 
marks  invalidating  ballot. 

Distinguished  in  Fletcher  v.  Wall,  172  111.  434,  40  L.R.A.  621,  footnote  p.  617,, 
50  N.  E.  230,  upholding  action  of  board  of  canvassers  in  rejecting  paster  ballots; 
State  em  rel,  Bennett  v.  Barber,  4  Wyo.  81,  32  Pac.  14,  holding  that  validity  of 
election  cannot  be  determined  when  mandamus  is  asked  by  one  elected  to  office, . 
to  compel  canvass  of  returns;  Vallier  v.  Brakke,  7  S.  D.  553,  64  N.  W.  1119,  re- 
fusing rehearing  where  elector  did  not  follow  directions  of  election  law  in  voting^: 
for  candidate. 

Disapproved  in  Chamberlain  v.  Wood,  15  S.  D.  227,  56  L.  R.  A.  190,  91  Am^ 
St.  Rep.  674,  88  N.  W.  109,  limiting  right  to  vote  to  candidates  on  official  ballot,, 
unless  right  to  vote  for  others  secured  by  (Constitution. 
Title  to  and  possewiion  of  offlee. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Boynton,  71  Hun,  316,  25  N.  Y.  Supp,  60,  holding  member - 
of  public  board  not  officer  de  facto  whose  claims  to  o^oe  have  been  denied  by  court 
of  last  resort;  Re  Bradley,  141  N.  Y.  530,  36  N.  E.  598,  holding  one  who  has  re- 
ceived certificate  of  election  to  office,  and  qualified,  entitled  to  delivery  of  booksv 
and  money  from  predecessor. 

16  L.  R.  A.  608,  HOEFLING  v.  SAN  ANTONIO,  85  Tex.  228,  20  S.  W.  85. 
ITnfformlty  of  taxation. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Terrell,  40  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  30,  48  S.  W.  504,  denying  power- 
of   city   to  levy  occupation   tax   upon  business   not  taxed  by   state;    Brown  v... 
Galveston,  97  Tex.  16,  75  S.  W.  488,  holding  ordinance  levying  occupation  tax 
upon   vehicles   owned   and  kept  in   city   void,   where  state   has   levied   no  occu- 
pation tax  on  keepers  of  such  vehicles;   Ex  parte  Woods,  52  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.. 
583,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)    454,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  1107,  108  S.  W.  1171,  holding  act 
imposing   occupation   tax   on   non-intoxicating   liquor   in   local   option   territory, 
excepting  druggists   and   pharmacists   from   its  operation,   violates  requirement, 
of  uniformity  and  equality  in  taxation;    Owens  v.  State,  53   Tex.  Crim.   Rep.. 
108,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  772,  112  S.  W.  1075,  holding  act  levying  occupation  tax 
on    business   of   procuring   assignments    and   transfers   of   unearned    wages   and' 
excepting  a  certain  class  from  its  operation  invalid,  because  violative  of  consti- 
tutional requirement  that  taxes  be  uniform  and  equal. 

Cited    in    footnote    to   Re    Snyder,    68    L.R.A.    708,   which    sustains   right   of" 
farmer  to  sell  products  of  his  farm  in  city  without  license. 

Cited  in  note   (129  Am.  St.  Rep.  253)   on  constitutional  limitations  on  power: 
to  impose  license  or  occupation  taxes. 
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ReeoT^ery  of  lllevml  taxes. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  St.  Anthony  &  D.  Elevator  Co.  v.  Soucie,  60  L.  R.  A. 
262,  which  sustains  right  to  recover  illegal  taxes  paid  under  protest  to  prevent 
tax  collector's  sale  of  personal  property;  C.  &  J.  Michel  Brewing  Co.  v.  State^ 
70  L.R.A«  911,  which  holds  that  requiring  foreign  corporation  to  pay  license 
fee  as  condition  precedent  to  sale  of  products  within  state  or  subject  itself  to- 
penalties  supposed  to  be  prescribed  by  statute  not  such  compulsion  as  will 
entitle  it  to  recover  amounts  paid  on  statute  being  held  unconstitutional. 

16  L.  R.  A.  611,  STATE  em  rel.  ATTY.  GEN.  v.  FIDEUTY  &  G.  INS.  CO.  4& 

Ohio  St.  440,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  673,  31  N.  E.  668. 
Rfffht  of  forelin&  corporation   to  do  baalneaa  In  atate. 

Cited  in  People  ex  reL  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Van  Cfeave,  183  111.  335,  47  L.  R. 
A.  798,  65  N.  E.  698,  holding  that  superintendent  of  insurance  cannot  refuse  li* 
cense  to  foreign  insurance  company  because  of  similarity  of  name  with  that  of 
domestic  company;  Mannington  v.  Hocking  Valley  R.  Co.  183  Fed.  157,  holding 
that  ownership  by  foreign  railroad  of  controlling  interest  in  domestic  railroad 
does  not  constitute  transaction  of  business  in  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  304)  on  restrictions  on  business  of  foreign  insur* 
anoe  companies;  (24  L.  R.  A.  296)  on  recognition  or  exclusion  of  foreign  corpora* 
tions. 
<|no  ^rarranto  avalnat  foretflrn  corporation. 

Cited  in  Woods  v.  Equitable  Debenture  Co.  8  Ohio  N.  P.  128,  11  Ohio  S.  &. 
C.  P.  Dec.  166,  holding  that  quo  warranto  will  lie  against  foreign  corporation; 
Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Wolverine  Fish  Co.  v.  Booth  &  Co.  143  Mich.  103,  106  N. 
W.  868,  holding  proceedings  in  nature  of  quo  warranto  appropriate  proceedings 
by  which  to  test  acts  of  foreign  corpoi'ation  alleged  to  be  done  without  charter^ 
and  Its  right  to  do  business  in  state;  Mannington  v.  Hocking  Valley  R.  Ck>. 
183  Fed.  157,  to  the  point  that  foreign  corporations  may  be  ousted  by  quo- 
warranto  if  in  doing  business  here  they  exercise  franchises  in  contravention  of 
local  law;  State  ex  rel.  Gates  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  120  Tenn.  136,  110  S.  W. 
565,  holding  filing  of  bill  in  equity  to  oust  foreign  corporation  from  state  under 
statute  is  only  method  by  which  such  litigation  can  be  inaugurated  or  con- 
ducted under  Tennessee  practice;  People  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Michigan  Sani- 
tarium &  Benev.  Asso.  151  Mich.  464,  116  N.  W,  423,  holding  quo  warranto- 
proper  remedy  to  test  liability  of  corporation  to  pay  taxes,  where  such  remedy 
and  remedy  by  equity  are  both  provided  for  by  statute. 
Wbat  is  necessary  to  create  corporation. 

Cited  in  Cincinnati  v.  Qaeeh  City  Teleph.  Co.  2  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  360,  15 
Ohio  8.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  52,  holding  that  telephone  company  has  not  sufficient 
organization  to  bring  appropriation  proceedings,  where  its  directors  were  elect- 
ed by  stockkholders  who  had  not  paid  in  statutory  ten  per  cent  on  stock. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Slocum  v.  Head,  50  L.  R.  A.  324,  which  holds  persons  at- 
tempting to  incorporate  by  filing  original  articles  instead  of  copies  entitled  to- 
all  rights  of  corporation  as  to  persons  dealing  with  them  as  such. 

16  L.  R.  A.  614,  MORGAN  v.  BELL,  3  Wash.  554,  28  Pac.  925. 
Bflstalce  as  to  legral  rierbts. 

Cited  in  Cunningham  v.  Duncan,  4  Wash.  508,  30  Pac.  647,  holding  one  not 
aware  of  inability  of  other  party  to  convey,  entitled  to  recover  money  paid  on  con- 
tract after  action  begun  for  specific  performance;  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  10  Wash^ 
122,  38  Pac.  1054    (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  statute  of  limi- 
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taiions  had  run  against  action  by  divorced  wife,  resident  of  another 
state,  against  former  husband  to  set  aside  deed  of  community  land,  although 
ignorant  of  law  of  land  at  time  of  conveyance;  Onnsby  v.  Graham,  123 
Iowa,  200,  98  N.  W.  724,  holding  vendee  not  entitled  to  specific  performance  of 
contract  to  reconvey  title  which  vendor  does  not  possesB;  Rauen  v.  Prudential 
Ins.  Co.  129  Iowa,  740,  106  N.  W.  198,  holding  rule  by  which  party  presumed 
to  know  law  has  no  reference  to  law  of  another  state  or  county;  Bolinger  v. 
Beacham,  81  Kan.  751,  106  Pac.  1094,  holding  ignorance  of  laws  of  another 
state  deemed  ignorance  of  fact. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Alton  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  18  L.  R.  A.  144,  which  denies  in* 
dorsee's  right  to  recover  back  amount  paid  under  mistaken  belief  as  to  liability. 

Cited  in  note  (55  Am.  St.  Rep.  496,  506)  on  ignorance  of  one's  rights  as  a 
ground  of  relief. 

Distinguished  in  Konnerup  v.  Frandsen,  8  Wash.  555,  36  Pac.  493,  upholding 
right  to  specific  performance  of  contract  to  convey  community  land  where  wife 
encouraged  and  consented  to  contract,  ratified  performance,  and  accepted  bene- 
fits; Ashlers  v.  Estherville,  130  Iowa,  273,  104  N.  VV.  453,  holding  taxes  paid 
under  mistake  as  to  law  regarding  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  not  recoverable. 

Cited  in  Engstrom  v.  Merriam,  25  Wash.  77,  64  Pac  914,  holding  measure  of 
damages  for  failure  to  give  possession  of  leased  premises  for  new  business  is  dif- 
ference between  rent  and  rental  value;  West  Coast  Mfg.  &  Invest.  Co.  v.  W^est 
Coast  Improv.  Co.  31  Wash.  613,  72  Pac.  455,  holding  damages  for  breach  of  war- 
ranty to  be  proportionate  value  of  part  of  land  as  to  which  title  failed  to  whole 
tract;  Empire  Realty  Corp.  v.  Sayre,  107  App.  Div.  422,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  371, 
holding  where  vendor,  without  fraud  on  his  part,  is  unable  to  convey  market- 
able title,  vendee  not  entitled  to  damages  for  loss  of  bargain  beyond  money 
paid  with  interest,  expenses  due  to  obligation  itself,  and  expense  of  examining 
title;  Babcock,  C.  &  Co.  v.  Urquhart,  53  Wash.  177,  101  Pac.  713,  holding 
where  seller  is  free  from  false  representations,  fraud  and  bad  faith,  purchaser 
cannot  recover  for  loss  of  bargain,  but  can  recover  moneys  paid  on  purchase 
price  and  expenses  incurred  in  pursuance  of  contract  with  interest;  Roberta 
T.  McFadden,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  55,  74  S.  W.  105,  on  English  rule  of  damages 
for  breach  of  warranty  in  contracts  for  sale  of  real  estate. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Arentsen  v.  Moreland,  65  L.R.A.  973,  which  holds  that 
knowledge  by  one  contracting  to  purchase  land  that  the  vendor  has  only  an 
option  contract  to  purchase  and  has  contracted  to  sell  the  saw  timber  to  a 
third  person  will  not  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  damages,  where  vendor  re- 
fuses to  convey  more  than  the  land  free  from  the  timber;  Gerbert  v.  Congre- 
gation of  the  Sons  of  Abraham,  69  L.  R.  A.  764,  which  denies  vendee's  right 
to  recover  value  of  buildings  placed  on  land  without  vendor's  request  before 
time  fixed  for  conveyance  on  title  proving  defective. 

Cited  in  notes  (20  L.  R.  A.  757)  on  damages  in  lieu  of  injunction;  (52  L.  R.  A. 
241)  on  loss  of  profits  of  sale  or  purchase  as  damages;  (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  972) 
on  measure  of  vendee's  damages  on  branch  of  contract  to  convey  realty. 

Distinguished  in  Belden  v.  Krom,  34  Wash.  185,  75  Pac.  636,  holding  where 
vendor  in  sale  of  personalty  refuses  to  deliver  property  after  payment  of  pur- 
chase price,  measure  of  damages  market  value  of  property  at  time  of  default. 
Rierlit  to  Jury   trial. 

Cited  in  Goldthwait  v.  Lynch,  9  Utah,  191,  33  Pac.  699,  holding  that  action  for 
damages  for  breach  of  contract  is  one  at  law,  to  be  tried  by  jury  where  such  trial 
demand;  Leisch  v.  Baer,  24  S.  D.  186,  123  N.  W.  719,  holding  that  defendant 
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is  entitled  to  jury  trial  where  plaintiff  knowing  that  specific  performance  is 
impossible  asks  for  damages  and  specific  performance. 
Sp««iflc  v«rfo»aAnce. 

Cited  in  Peters  v.  Van  Horn,  37  Wash.  653,  79  Pac.  1110,  holding  action  for 
specific  performance  of  contract  to  convey  realty  or  damages  in  lieu  thereof 
not  maintainable  by  one  who  knows  before  action  commenced  that  other  party 
cannot  perform  for  want  of  title;  Morrisey  v.  Strom,  57  Wash.  488,  107  Pac. 
191,  holding  if  seller  not  in  fact  owner  of  realty  and  unable  to  perform  contract, 
buyer  has  no  right  to  specific  performance;  Smith  v.  Flathead  River  Coal  Co. 
64  Wash.  643,  117  Pac.  475,  holding  that  decree  of  specific  performance  of  con- 
tract of  corporation  to  issue  stock,  will  be  denied  where  corporation  had  no 
power  to  issue  the  stock;  Silver  Camp  Min.  Co.  v.  Dickert,  31  Mont.  494,  67 
L.R.A.  943,  78  Pac.  967,  3  Ann.  Cas.  1000,  holding  action  for  specific  perform- 
ance to  convey  realty  is  in  personam;  Wright  v.  Suydam,  59  Wash.  536,  108 
Pac.  610,  holding  that  damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  convey  cannot  be 
awarded  in  action  for  specific  performance,  where  plaintiff  knew  specific  per- 
formance was  impossible. 

Cited  in  notes   (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)   85)  on  effect  of  defendant's  mistake  of  fact 
on  specific  performance  of  contract  induced  thereby;    (23  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1135) 
as  to  whether  jurisdiction  of  suit  for  specific  performance  of  land  contract  with- 
in territorial  jurisdiction,  may  rest  upon  constructive  service  upon  nonresident. 
Veuve  of  Action. 

Cited  in  Sheppard  v.  Coeur  d'Alene  Lumber  Co.  62  Wash.  14,  —  L.R.A. 
(KJS.)  — ,  112  Pac.  932,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  909,  holding  that  action  under  Rem 
k  Bal.  Code,  section  8805,  for  recovery  of  rent  from  tenant  by  sufferance,  ia 
transitory;  Rosenbaum  v.  Evans,  63  Wash.  508,  115  Pac.  1054  holding  that 
action  to  reform  deed  is  transitory  action. 

16  L.  R.  A.  626,  MOORE  v.  ROLIN,  89  Va.  107,  15  S.  E.  520. 
Libel. 

Cited  in  note  (116  Am.  St.  Rep.  816)  on  what  words  are  libelous  per  se. 

16  L.  R.  A.  627,  ILLINOIS  C.  R.  CO.  v.  MINOR,  69  Miss.  710,  11  So.  101. 
Carrler'a  liability  to  paaaenarem. 

Cited  in  Tall  v.  Baltimore  Steam  Packet  O.  90  Md.  254,  47  L.  R.  A.  122,  foot- 
note p.  120,  44  Atl.  1007,  holding  carrier  not  liable  for  shooting  of  passenger  by- 
fellow  passenger  quarreling  over  game  of  cards;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Shields, 
9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  666,  28  S.  W.  709,  holding  that  railway  employee  must  exercise 
highest  care  and  diligence  to  prevent  jug  ot  alcohol  from  being  spilled  in  car,, 
so  that  it  shall  not  ignite  and  burn  passenger;  Maryland  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Tucker, 
115  Md.  60,  80  Atl.  688,  holding  that  carrier  is  bound  to  use  due  care  in  selec- 
tion of  their  agents  so  as  to  protect  passengers  from  injury  by  them;  Grimsley 
V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  1  Ga.  App.  559,  57  S.  E.  943,  holding  carrier  not 
free  from  negligence  as  matter  of  law  where  drunken  and  disorderly  passenger 
whose  condition  is  known  to  servants  in  charge  of  train  discharges  revolver 
and  injures  passenger. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  v.  State,  54  L.  R.  A.  942, 
which  holds  carrier  liable  for  injuries  inflicted  on  passenger  by  drunken  passenger 
permitted  to  return  and  remain  after  removal;  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Jeffer- 
son, 17  L.  R.  A.  571,  which  holds  colored  passenger  entitled  with  white  passenger 
to  protection;  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Boyle,  59  L.  R.  A.  104,  which  denies 
carrier's  liability  for  shooting  of  passenger  by  negro  tramp  attempting  to  escape 
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from  arrest  for  stealing  ride;  SuUivaix  v.  Jefferson  Ave.  R.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  167, 
which  denies  carrier's  liability  for  injury  to  passenger  whose  dress  ignites  by 
match  carelessly  thrown  by  other  passenger;  Spangler  v.  St.  Joseph  &  G.  L  R. 
Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  634,  which  holds  carrier  bound  to  protect  passengers  after 
alighting,  from  misconduct  and  assault  of  fellow  passengers  reasonably  to  be- 
anticipated. 

Cited  in  notes  (55  L.  R.  A.  719)  on  carrier's  liability  for  assault  on  pas- 
senger by  strikers,  mob,  or  third  persons;  (2  L.R. A. ( ( X.S. )  105)  on  liability 
of  carrier  for  stranger's  assault  on  passenger;  (32  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1206)  on 
carrier's  liability  for  assault  by  fellow  passenger;  (32  Am.  St.  Rep.  92)  on 
carrier's  duty  to  protect  passengers  from  assault. 
Objections    to    inatmcttona. 

Cited  in  Alexander  v.  Flood,  77  Miss.  926,  28  So.  787,  refusing  to  consider  objec- 
tions to  instructions  not  made  in  court  below. 

16  L.  R.  A.  631,  FLORIDA  SOUTHERN  R.  CO.  v.  HIRST,  30  Fla.  1,  32  Am.  St. 

Rep.  17,  11  So.  506. 
Direction   of  ▼erdlct. 

Cited  in  De  Graffenried  v.  Wallace,  2  Ind.  Terr.  662,  53  S.  W.  452,  holding  that 
court,  in  setting  aside  verdict  for  plaintiff,  should  direct  verdict  for  defendant; 
De  Graffenried  v.  Wallace,  2  Ind.  Terr.  662,  53  S.  W.  452,  holding  that  court 
should  direct  verdict  for  defendant,  if  evidence  such  that  contrary  verdict  should 
be  set  aside. 
Relation  of  carrier  nnd  pajMenir«r* 

Cited  in  Jackson  v.  Grand  Ave.  R.  Co.  118  Mo.  220,  24  S.  W.  192,  holding  it  not 
unreasonable  that  passengers  should  acquaint  themselves  with  rules  adopted  for 
their  safety;  Berry  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  124  Mo.  304,  25  S.  W.  229  (dissenting 
opinion ) ,  as  to  right  of  public  to  determine  when  an  exigency  may  demand  suspen- 
sion of  rules  of  railway  company;  Rawlings  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  97  Mo.  App.  518, 
71  S.  W.  534,  holding  passenger  entitled  to  recover  for  inconvenience,  loss  of  time, 
labor,  and  necessary  expense  caused  by  being  carried  beyond  station;  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Crosby,  53  Fla.  435,  43  So.  318,  holding  purchase  of  ticket 
or  payment  of  fare  not  essential  to  status  of  one  as  passenger  on  railroad  train. 

Cited  in  note   (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  85,  90,  91,  100)   on  who  are  passengers  and 
when  they  become  such. 
Nearllfirence  of  paasenarer. 

Cited  in  McLean  v.  Atlantic  Cost  Line  R.  Co.  81  S.  C.  110,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
766,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  892,  61  S.  E.  900,  holding  it  is  negligence  per  se  for 
passenger  to  ride  on  top  of  caboose  car. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Florida  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Sullivan,  61  L.  R.  A.  410,  which 
denies  negligence  of  white  passenger  in  riding  in  car  set  apart  for  negroes. 

Distinguished  in  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Crosby,  53  Fla.  448,  43  So.  318, 
holding  book  of  rules  containing  rule  as  to  duty  of  conductors  to  keep  pas- 
sengers in  proper  place  and  not  allow  them  to  violate  rules  of  company  in- 
admissible in  evidence. 
Ri«lc«  aMumed  by  pasaenarer. 

Cited  in  note  (19  L.RJ^.  311)  on  what  risk  is  assumed  by  passenger  on  freight 
train. 
Bleanlnar  of  vrow  nevlivence. 

Cited  in  Florida  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Foxworth,  41  Fla.  59,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  149, 
25  So.  338,  upholding  instruction  using  term  "gross  negligence"  where  it  appears 
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that  it  was  not  intended  to  imply  that  injury  was  due  to  sole  fault  of  defendant; 
Ames  V.  Waterloo  &  C.  F.  Rapid  Transit  Co.  120  Iowa,  666,  96  N.  W.  161  (dis- 
senting opinion),  as  to  liability  in  case  of  gross  negligence. 

Cited  in  note    (69  L.R.A.  602)    on  right  to  recover  for  ordinary  negligence 
under  allegation  of  gross,  wilful  or  wanton  negligence,  or  vice  versa. 
^nrUfal    Injurr. 

Cited  in  Aiken  v.  Holyoke  Street  R.  Co.  184  Mass.  272,  68  N.  E.  238,  holding 
failure  of  one  injured  to  exercise  due  care,  no  defense  to  action  for  wanton  and 
wilful  injury;  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Coachman,  59  Fla.  129,  62  So. 
377,  20  Ann.  Cas.  1047,  on  question  of  reckless  or  wilful  negligence. 

Cited  in  note   (110  Am.  St.  Rep.  280)   on  imputed  negligence. 
Injarlea   due   to  Joint   nearlivence   of   plAlnttfl  and   defendant. 

Cited  in  Florida  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Foxworth,  41  Fla.  66,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  149, 
25  So.  338,  holding  that  statute  allowing  recovery  for  injuries  due  to  negligence 
of  railroad  company,  contributed  to  by  one  injured,  applies  to  action  brought  by 
tatter's  representative. 
Pnnltl^e  or  exemplary  dnmaareji. 

Cited  in  Florida  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Mooney,  40  Fla.  35,  24  So.  148,  refusing 
punitive  damage  to  employees  injured  through  carelessness,  not  wanton,  reckless 
indifference  of  engineer  of  shifting  engine. 

Cited  in  note  (69  Am.  St.  Rep.  596,  698)  on  exemplary  damages  against 
corporations. 

16  L.  R.  A.  640,  STERGER  v.  VAN  SICLEN,  132  N.  Y.  499,  28  Am.  St  Rep. 

594,  30  N.  E.  987. 
Ijlablllty    for   Injnry   to    lleensee    or    treapaaaer. 

Cited  in  Flanagan  v.  Atlantic  Alcatraz  Asphalt  Co.  37  App.  Div.  480,  66  N. 
IT.  Supp.  18,  holding  owner  not  liable  to  servant  of  contractor  doing  work  on  prem- 
ises and  injured  by  fall  of  gate  while  engaged  on  business  of  his  own;  Reynolds  v. 
Van  Beuren,  155  N.  Y.  125,  42  L.  R.  A.  131,  49  N.  E.  263,  denying  right  of  re- 
<»very  against  advertisers  using  sign-board  on  building,  for  injuries  due  to  fall  of 
sign;  McCann  v.  Thilemann,  36  Misc.  148,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  1076,  -holding  that 
owner  of  vacant,  unfenced  lot  who  does  not  object  to  use  of  way  over  it  is  only 
required  to  protect  mere  licensee  from  wanton,  wilful  injury;  Wells  v.  Brooklyn 
Heights  R.  Co.  34  'Misc.  46,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  305,  holding  that  elevated  railroad 
-company  owes  duty  to  licensee  to  avoid  running  him  down  with  locomotive ;  Greene 
v.  Linton,  7  Misc.  274,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  891,  holding  owner  of  vacant  lots  not  liable 
for  drowning  of  child  in  cesspool  at  some  distance  from  street;  Moran  v.  Pull- 
man Palace  Car  Co.  134  Mo.  652,  33  L.  R.  A.  759,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  543,  36  S. 
W.  659,  holding  owner  of  premises  on  which  pond  of  water  accumulated  not  liable 
for  drowning  of  lad  playing  in  pond;  Bobbins  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  91  Tex. 
«3,  38  L.  R.  A.  575,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  850,  41  S.  W.  62,  holding  railway  company 
•not  liable  for  drowning  of  infant  in  pool  of  water  allowed  to  accumulate  on  its 
right  of  way;  Huebner  v.  Hammond,  80  App.  Div.  129,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  296  (dis- 
senting opinion ) ,  majority  holding  that  longshoreman  has  no  right  of  recovery  for 
injury  due  to  uptilted  grating  on  lighter,  upon  which  he  was  sent  by  his  foreman 
without  request  from  crew  of  lighter;  Speckman  v.  Boehm,  36  App.  Div.  264,  56 
N.  Y.  Supp.  758,  holding  erroneous,  instruction  that  lessor  liable  though  he  "did 
not  actually  know  of  decayed  condition  of  floor*'  of  basement  into  which  injured 
party  was  sent  by  tenant  of  another  floor;  Jehle  ▼.  Ellieott  Square  Co.  31  App. 
Div.  346,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  366,  sustaining  nonsuit  against  owner  where  person 
Jcilled  was  employee  of  independent  oontractor  using  elevator  in  uncompleted  and 
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unaccepted  building;  Sunderlin  v.  Hollister,  4  App.  Div.  486,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  682, 
holding  it  error  to  dismiss  complaint  when  evidence  disclosed  that  plaintiff  fell 
into  unguarded  elevator  hole  while  in  store  to  make  purchase.  McNeven  v.  Ar- 
nott,  4  App.  Div.  137,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  759,  refusing  recovery  for  death  of  trespasser 
falling  from  runway  across  excavation  near  sidewalk;  Castoriano  v.  Miller,  15- 
Misc.  266,  71  N.  Y.  S.  R.  471,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  419,  which  holds  brewery  not  liable 
for  injury  to  child  scalded  by  falling  into  slop  box  while  going  through  passage- 
way where  he  had  no  business  to  be;  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Beavers,  113  Ga^ 
413,  64  L.  R.  A.  321,  39  S.  E.  82,  holding  owner  of  lot  not  bound  to  guard  excava- 
tion from  children  coming  upon  it  as  mere  trespassers;  Clapp  v.  La  Grill,  103' 
Tenn.  174,  62  S.  W.  134,  holding  owner  not  liable  for  injuries  to  one  rightfully  on 
premises  and  stepping  on  grating  that  gave  way  and  let  him  into  cellar,  when 
owner  could  not  have  known  condition  with  ordinary  care ;  Deyo  v.  Kingston  Con- 
sol.  R.  Co.  94  App.  Div.  684,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  487  (dissenting  opinion),  majority 
holding  street  car  company  not  liable  for  negligence  of  servant  of  independent  con- 
tractor firing  skyrocket  injuring  spectator  paying  way  into  public  park; 
Cumberland  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Martin,  26  Ky.  L.  Rep.  789,  63  L.  R.  A.  470, 
76  S.  W.  394,  holding  telephone  company  not  liable  for  death  of  pedestrian  by 
lightning  conducted  by  uninsulated  wire  under  stone  porch;  Flaherty  v.  Nie- 
man,  125  Iowa,  548,  101  N.  W.  280,  holding  wife  of  tenant  occupying  defective 
platform  as  licensee  cannot  recover  from  landlord  for  injuries  caused  by  fall 
thereof;  Barry  v.  Calvary  Cemetery  Asso.  106  Mo.  App.  364,  80  S.  W.  709, 
holding  person  passing  over  cemetery  grounds  by  implied  license,  cutting  across 
lots  for  convenience,  cannot  recover  from  cemetery  association  for  injury  due 
to  stepping  in  hole;^Glaser  v.  Rothschild,  106  Mo.  App.  426,  80  S.  W.  332,  hold- 
ing one  on  business  visit  at  wholesale  house  given  key  to  toilet  room  in  base- 
ment at  his  request  cannot  recover  for  injury  due  to  fall  into  elevator  pit  in 
basement;  Racine  v.  Morris,  136  App.  Div.  470,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  146,  holding 
action  to  recover  for  death  of  policeman  who  discovered  door  to  defendant's 
premises  ajar,  entered  to  make  search  and  was  precipitated  into  elevator 
shaft,  not  maintainable  under  principles  of  common  law;  Stinson  v.  Edgewater 
Saw  Mills  Co.  139  App.  Div.  171,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  745,  holding  that  sawmill 
company  in  control  of  pier  is  liable  for  injury  to  federal  customs  inspector 
who  was  injured  by  stepping  through  loose  plank  on  pier  while  in  performance- 
of  duty;  Birch  v.  New  York,  190  N.  Y.  404,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  599,  83  N.  E.  51,. 
holding  city  owning  pier  upon  which  public  not  invited  to  come,  not  liable  for 
death  of  person  falling  through  hole  therein  and  drowning;  McConkey  v.. 
Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  35  Wash.  60,  76  Pac.  526,  holding  one  crossing  railroad' 
bridge  for  his  own  benefit,  assuming  to  do  so  because  privilege  not  denied,  takes, 
situation  as  he  finds  it;  Breen  v.  Gill,  125  App.  Div.  644,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  64 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  exercise  of  license  under  surrounding  cireumstanceS' 
by  licensee;  Glaser  v.  Rothschild,  221  Mo.  223,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1061,  120  S.. 
W.  1,  17  Ann.  Cas.  576,  on  absence  of  duty  on  part  of  owner  of  premises  to« 
licensee;  Carroll  v.  State,  73  Misc.  521,  133  N.  Y.  Supp.  274  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), on  liability  of  owner  to  trespasser  for  injury  caused  by  defective  premises;. 
Englebardt  v.  Central  New  England  R.  Co.  139  App.  Div.  789,  124  N.  Y.  Supp. 
494,  holding  that  in  absence  of  invitation  one  using  private  property  by  bare 
permission  must  take  it  as  he  finds  it. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Benson  v.  Baltimore  Traction  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  714,  whiclk 
denies  recovery  to  student  falling  into  uncovered  vat  while  class  inspecting  power 
house  under  permission. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.R^.(N.S.)  602)  on  liability  to  trespasser  or  bare  lioMisefr 
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from  actiTe  negligence;    (92  Am.  St.  Rep.  506,  507^  515)   on  liability  to  third 
persons  of  lessors  of  real  or  personal  property. 

Distinguished  in  SchoUhamer  v.  Hamburger^  63  Misc.  310,  116  N.  Y.  Supp. 
738,  holding  where  plaintiff  was  instructed  by  defendant  to  go  through  defend- 
ant's building  when  he  had  occasion  to  use  light  shaft  obstructed  by  defendant's 
building  operations  and  plaintiff  fell  while  walking  across  plank,  dismissal  of 
suit  on  ground  plaintiff  mere  licensee,  erroneous. 
D«tF  of  oiprmer  to  keep  premises  reasonably  safe. 

Cited  in  Fogarty  y.  Bogart,  59  App.  Div.  119,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  47,  holding  that 
owner  of  apartment  house  owes  duty  of  keeping  place  reasonably  safe  for  one 
coming  to  inquire  about  rooms;  McGovem  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  11  App.  Div.  593, 
42  N.  Y.  Supp.  595,  sustaining  verdict  for  death  of  brakeman  swept  off  car  passing 
under  cross-beam  placed  within  4  feet  of  top  of  car;  Taylor  y.  Constable,  57  Hun, 
373,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  607,  holding  that  overseer,  directed  by  commissioner  of  high- 
ways to  repair  bridge,  may  recover  for  personal  injuries  in  breaking  of  bridge 
while  driving  across  with  loaded  wagon;  Barrett  v.  Lake  Ontario  Beach  Improv. 
Co.  68  App.  Div.  613,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  301  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding 
company  not  liable  for  death  of  boy  falling  from  toboggan  slide  by  slipping  be- 
neath lower  strip  of  guard  railing;  Frank  v.  Mandel,  76  App.  Div.  418,  78  N.  Y. 
Supp.  855;  Brady  v.  Klein,  133  Mich.  426,  62  L.  R.  A.  911,  96  N.  W.  657,  holding 
that  covenant  of  landlord  to  repair  does  not  inure  to  benefit  of  guest  or  licensee  of 
tenant;  Hickok  v.  Auburn  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  200  N.  Y.  471,  93  N.  E.  1113, 
to  the  point  property  owner  owes  no  duty  to  trespasser  to  keep  premises  in  safe 
condition;  Washington  v.  Episcopal  Church  of  St.  Peter's,  111  App.  Div.  403, 
97  N.  Y.  Supp.  1072,  holding  lessor  of  premises  owed  no  duty  to  person  injured 
by  fall  through  elevator  opening  where  lessor  did  not  maintain  elevator  and 
there  was  no  evidence  tending  to  show  faulty  condition  on  demise  of  premises. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Baddeley  v.  Shea,  33  L.  R.  A.  747,  which  denies  liability  for 
injury  to  man  refusing  assistance  in  carrying  trunk,  by  breaking  of  platform  in 
apparently  good  condition. 

Distinguished  in  Delaney  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  78  Hun,  396,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
226,  holding  lessees  of  wharves  in  New  York  bound  to  keep  them  in  repair  for  pub- 
lic safety,  and  to  give  warning  when  they  are  being  repaired. 

16  L.  R.  A.  643,  DARLING  v.  NEW  YORK,  P.  &  B.  R.  CO.  17  R.  I.  708,  24  Atl. 
462. 

Comtrlbatory  nenrllflremce. 

Cited  in  Whipple  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  A  H.  R  .Co.  19  R.  I.  592,  61  Am.  St.  Rep. 
796,  35  Atl.  305,  holding  injury  to  brakeman  brushed  from  ladder  of  ear  by  tele- 
graph pole  too  near  track  not  due  to  his  negligence,  where  he  had  no  warning  of 
its  proximity;  Nicholas  v.  Peck,  21  R.  I.  406,  43  Atl.  1038,  holding  it  contributory 
negligence  to  walk  into  defect  in  sidewalk,  perfectly  obvious,  in  broad  daylight; 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Rowan,  55  Kan.  286,  39  Pac.  1010,  holding  it  foi 
jury  to  determine  negligence  of  brakeman  killed  by  striking  beams  of  low  bridge 
while  on  top  of  high  furniture  car,  when  no  warning  had  been  given;  McGarrit> 
V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  25  R.  I.  279,  55  Atl.  718,  holding  instruction 
that  brakeman  assumed  risk  of  looping  of  tell-tale  properly  refused  where  jury 
might  find  his  duties  were  so  engrossing  as  to  take  away  thought  of  danger. 

Cited  in  note  (41  L.  R.  A.  38)  on  knowledge  as  element  of  employer's  liability 
to  injured  servant. 

Distinguished  in  Piper  v.  Cambria  Iron  Co.  78  Md.  252,  27  Atl.  939,  which  holds 
master  not  liable  for  injury  to  employee  who  8teppe<l  into  space  between  car  and 
platform  while  imloading  car. 
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Coercion  of  Jury* 

Cited  in  Edwards  v.  Murray,  5  Wyo.  169,  38  Pac.  681,  refusing  reversal  because 
bailiff  answered  question  of  juryman  as  to  w^hen  judge  would  call  them  into  court : 
"I  suppose,  some  time  next  week." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  v.  Sheldon,  41  L.  R.  A.  644,  which  holds  jury  coerced 
where  they  have  been  kept  for  eighty-four  hours  in  small  room,  without  beds,  and. 
have  reason  to  believe  still  further  detention  liable  unless  they  agree. 
Maiiter'a  duty  to  servant. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  29  R.  I.  167,  69  Atl.  364, 
holding  it  negligence  for  railroad  company  to  place  post  too  near  tracks  to  be- 
reasonably  safe  for  brakemen  properly  discharging  duties  on  passing  freights 
trains. 

Cited  in  note  (98  Am.  St.  Rep.  310)  on  liability  to  servant  for  injuries  due  to 
defective  machinery  and  appliances. 

16  L.  R.  A.  646,  ALLEN  v.  ALLEN,  95  Cal.  184,  30  Pac.  213. 

Cited  in  Allen  v.  Allen,  106  Cal.  138,  39  Pac.  436,  holding  in  subsequent  action 
in  ejectment  between  same  parties  the  judgment  in  cited  case  was  a  bar  to 
equities  set  up  as  defense  and  counterclaim. 
l^l&en   rlflrhta   are   vented. 

Cited  in  Falconer  v.  Simmons,  51  W.  Va.  176,  41  S.  E.  193,  holding  party  has  no 
vested  right  in  writ  of  certiorari  grivnted  on  strength  of  former  decision  which  has 
been  overruled;  Weston  v.  Ralston,  48  W'.  Va.  190,  36  S.  E.  446,  holding  that  prop- 
erty cannot  vest  under  decision  which  is  later  declared  erroneous;  Allen  v.  Allen, 
38  C.  C.  A.  338,  97  Fed.  527,  holding  that  equitable  action  in  Federal  court  cannot 
be  maintained  to  set  aside  judgment  in  state  court  because  of  impairment  of  obli- 
gation; Green  v.  Thornton,  8  Cal.  App.  165,  96  Pac.  382,  holding  when  debt  se- 
cured by  deed  intended  as  mortgage  is  barred  by  statute  of  limitations,  the 
right  to  redeem  is  also  barred,  statute  extending  time  to  redeem  enacted  after 
coveyance  being  inapplicable;  Johnson  v.  Taylor,  150  Cal.  207,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
822,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  181,  88  Pac.  903,  holding  law  authorizing  making  of  tax 
deed  at  fixed  time,  where,  under  law  in  force  at  date  of  sale,  deed  could  not  be 
made  until  thirty  days  after  giving  of  notice  by  purchaser,  affects  substance  of 
owner's  right. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gross  v.  Whitley  County,  58  L.  R.  A.  394,  which  denies 
county  treasurer's  right  to  compensation  under  statute  in  force  during  first  term^ 
for  services  during  second  term  under  different  statute. 

Cited  in  note   (11  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   826)   on  effect  of  debt  becoming  barred  upon 
rights  and  remedies  under  conveyance  absolute  on  face,  intended  as  mortgage. 
Effect  of  statute  of  limitation  of  anotl&er  state  upon  rlKl&t  of  action. 

Cited  in  Lilly-Brackett  Co.  v.  Sonnemann,  157  Cal.  199,  106  Pac.  715,  21 
Ann.  Cas.  1279,  holding  that  if  action  is  barred  on  note  secured  by  mortgage 
by  law  of  state  where  made,  action  to  foreclose  is  also  barred  here. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  637)  as  to  when  statute  of  limitations  will  govern 
actions  in  another  state  or  country. 
"Wlien  court  decision  part  of  contrftct. 

Cited  in  Green  v.  Thornton,  8  Cal.  App.  166,  96  Pac.  382,  holding  parties  to 
deed  intended  as  mortgage  are  deemed  to  have  contracted  in  view  of  rule  laid 
down  by  decisions  for  interpretation  of  such  instruments;  Storrle  v.  Cortes> 
90  Tex.  291,  35  L.R.A.  670,  38  S.  W.  154,  holding  decision  of  court  is  not  law,, 
and,  if  erroneously  made,  cannot  make  law;  Crigler  v.  Shepler,  79  Kan.  840,  2^ 
L.R.A.(K.S.)   505,  101  Pac.  619,  holding  former  decision  between  other  parties 
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holding  statute  in  violation  of  which  contract  waa  made  invalid,  does  not  give 
right  to  recover  thereon  in  action  wherein  same  statute  is  held  valid;  Pickens 
V.  Coal  River  Boom  &  Timber  Co.  66  W.  Va.  24,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  362,  65  S.  E. 
865  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  their  being  no  justification  for  court  following 
a  former  erroneous  decision  not  entiring  into  contract  rights  of  parties. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Haskett  v.  Maxey,  19  L.  R.  A.  379,  which  holds  construc- 
tion of  statute  of  descents  at  time  heirs  give  quitclaim  becomes  part  of  contract. 

Cited  in  notes    (5  L,R.A.(N.S.)    860;   44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  886)    on  change  of  de- 
cision of  state  court  as  impairing  obligation  of  contract. 
Constrvetlom  of  statiite. 

Cited  in  San  Francisco  Sav.  Union  v.  Reclamation  Dist.  Xo.  124,  144  Cal. 
647,  79  Pac.  374,  holding  where  nothing  in  act  indicates  different  construction, 
it  should  be  given  only  prospective  operation. 

16  L.  R.  A.  655,  DAVIS  v.  BRONSON,  2  N.  D.  300,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  783,  50  N. 

W.  836. 
Repadiation   or  reiicisslon   of   contracts. 

Cited  in  Gibbons  v.  Rente,  51  Minn.  505,  22  L.  R.  A.  85,  footnote  p.  83,  53  N. 
W.  756,  holding  that  party  to  executory  contract  may  stop  performance,  subject 
to  compensate  other  party  in  damages  for  breach;  Ault  v.  Dustin,  100  Tenn.  383, 
45  S.  W.  981,  holding  that  party  to  contract  for  manufacture  of  rope  can  renounce 
it,  and  manufacturer  cannot  complete  and  recover,  but  must  sue  for  damages 
for  breach;  Ward  v.  American  Health  Food  Co.  119  Wis.  25,  96  N.  W.  388,  hold- 
ing recovery  upon  breach  of  executory  advertising  contract  limited  to  damages 
sustained  thereby;  McCall  Co.  v.  Jennings,  26  Utah,  465,  73  Pac.  639,  holding  ven- 
dee under  executory  contract  of  sale  liable  on  breach  only  for  resulting  damages; 
Davis  V.  State,  146  Ala.  124,  41  So.  681,  on  effect  of  one  party  putting  end  to 
contract  upon  rights  of  other  party,  annotation,  also  cited  on  this  point;  Chi- 
cago Bldg.  &  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Peterson,  133  Ky.  606,  118  S.  W.  384,  on  right  to  with- 
draw from  contract  while  it  remains  executory;  Poling  v.  Condon-Lane  Boom 
&  Lumber  Co.  55  W.  Va.  543,  47  S.  E.  279,  holding  language  of  letter  relative 
to  purchase  of  logs  did  not  constitute  renunciation  of  contract;  Comstock  v.  J. 
R.  Droney  Lumber  Co.  69  W.  Va.  106,  71  S.  E.  255,  holding  that  employer  may 
terminate  contract  subject  to  liability  for  compensation  for  work  done,  and  dam- 
ages in  form  of  profits  or  gains  prevented. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.  R.  A.  70)  on  right  to  rescind  or  abandon  contract  because 
of  other  party's  default;  (94  Am.  St.  Rep.  121)  on  countermand  of  executory 
contract  of  sale. 

Distinguished  in  P.  P.  Emory  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Salomon,  178  Mass.  684,  60  N.  E.  377, 
holding  that  anticipatory  notice  of  intention  not  to  fulfil  contract  to  deliver  goods 
by  certain  date  does  not  bind  other  party  as  conclusive  of  failure;  Stanford  v. 
McGill,  6  N.  D.  567,  38  L.  R,  A.  771,  72  N.  W.  938,  holding  rescission  of  contract 
before  performance  not  breach,  but  dispenses  with  offer  to  perform;  Barker  &  S. 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Edward  Hines  Lumber  Co.  137  Fed.  309,  where  there  was  breach 
of  independent  promise,  by  destruction  of  part  of  subject  matter  making  fjurther 
performance  as  to  this  impossible,  but  not  giving  right  to  abandon  performance 
of  the  balance. 
Damapres   for   breach    of   contract. 

Cited  in  Southern  Cotton-Oil  Co.  v.  Heflin,  39  C.  C.  A.  551,  99  Fed.  345,  holding 
measure  of  damages  on  breach  of  contract  for  failure  to  take  cotton-seed  meal  is 
difference  between  contract  price  and  market  price;  Oklahoma  Vinegar  Co.  v.  Car- 
ter, 116  Ga.  145,  59  L.  R.  A.  124,  footnote  p.  122,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  112,  42  S.  E. 
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378,  holding  damages  for  breach,  only  remedy  of  vendor  receiving  notice  before 
shipment  that  goods  will  not  be  received;  OflScial  Catalogue  Co.  v.  American 
Car  &  Foundry  Co.  120  Mo.  App.  580,  97  S.  W.  231,  holding  one  who  takes  con- 
tract to  print  advertisement  for  another  and  after  other's  withdrawal,  never- 
theless prints  advertisement,  cannot  recover  contract  price,  his  remedy  being  to 
sue  for  damages;  Woodman  v.  Blue  Grass  Land  Co.  125  Wis.  494,  103  N.  W. 
236,  as  to  time  when  action  to  recover  for  breach  may  be  brought  after  re- 
pudiation. 

Distinguished  in  Martin  v.  Meles,  179  Mass.  118,  60  N.  E.  397,  holding  damages 
for  repudiation  of  contract  fixed  when  demand  made  under  contract. 
Construction   of   contracts* 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Ravenna  Creamery  Co.  48  Neb.  478,  67  N.  W.  436,  holding 
subscribers  to  contract  to  secure  erection  of  creamery  liable  to  extent  of  subscrip- 
tion only;  Dunham  v.  Crawford,  130  Iowa,  365,  106  N.  W.  930,  holding  only 
joint  ownership,  not  partnership  contemplated  by  agreement  to  purchase  stallion, 
each  of  several  buyers  paying  a  share. 

Disapproved  in  Gibbons  v.  Rente,  51  Minn.  507,  22  L.  R.  A.  85,  53  N.  W.  756, 
holding  obligation  of  subscriber- to  pay  for  erection  of  creamery  is  several  and  in- 
dependent, but  obligation  of  all  subscribers  is,  in  other  respects,  joint. 

16  L.  R.  A.  660,  BARNES  v.  BARNES,  95  Cal.  171,  30  Pac.  298. 
Mental  flvfferlnar  and  craelty  as  sronnd  for  divorce. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Smith,  124  Cal.  652,  57  Pac.  573,  holding  that  complaint  con- 
tains no  cause  of  action  for  extreme  cruelty,  when  allegation  is  that  coarse 
epithets  were  applied  to  woman  who  was  accused  of  want  of  chastity;  Curl  v. 
Curl,  130  Cal.  639,  63  Pac.  65,  holding  it  question  of  fact  whether  grievous  mental 
anguish  was  caused  by  conduct  of  wife  intimately  associating  with  another  man; 
Mahnken  v.  Mahnken,  9  N.  D.  191,  82  N.  W.  870,  holding  grievous  mental  suf- 
fering sufficient  for  divorce,  although  there  be  no  bodily  injury;  Ring  v.  Ring 
118  Ga.  194,  62  L.  R.  A.  884,  44  S.  E.  861,  holding  habitual  and  intemperate  use 
of  morphine  not  "cruel  treatment"  authorizing  divorce;  Fleming  v.  Fleming,  95 
Cal.  434,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  124,  30  Pac.  566,  holding  it  a  question  of  fact  whether 
immoral  acts  of  husband  constitute  cruel  treatment;  Andrews  v.  Andrews,  120 
Cal.  187,  52  Pac.  298,  holding  that  finding  of  extreme  cruelty  cannot  be  dis- 
turbed unless  lack  of  evidence  thereon  indicates  a  want  of  judgment  and  an 
abuse  of  discretion;  Smith  v.  Smith,  119  Cal.  187,  48  Pac.  730,  holding  that  a 
finding  of  impairment  of  plaintiff's  health  supported  by  the  evidence  is  not 
essential  to  recovery  of  divorce  for  extreme  cruelty;  Kapp  v.  District  Ct.  31 
Nev.  453,  103  Pac.  235,  holding  that  complaint  alleging  that  husband  inhumanly 
caught  wife  by  throat  in  angry  and  threatening  manner  and  forced  her  out  of 
house,  sufficiently  alleged  extreme  cruelty;  Zweig  v.  Zweig,  46  Ind.  App.  595, 
93  N.  E.  234,  holding  that  anything  which  endangers  or  impairs  soundness  of 
mind  or  body  or  both  may  constitute  cause  for  divorce  on  ground  of  cruel  and 
inhuman  treatment;  Avery  v.  Avery,  148  Cal.  244,  82  Fac.  967,  holding  that 
bodily  injury  need  not  accompany  grievous  mental  suffering  to  constitute 
ground  for  divorce;  Mac  Donald  v.  Mac  Donald,  155  Cal.  688,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
47,  102  Pac.  927,  holding  accusations  of  depravity  to  constitute  extreme  cruelty 
though  not  accompanied  with  bodily  injury;  Wolff  v.  Wolff,  102  Cal.  437,  36 
Pac.  767,  holding  abusive  language  used  during  wife's  pregnancy  to  constitute 
extreme  cruelty;  Williams  v.  Williams,  101  Minn.  405,  112  N.  W.  528,  holding 
that  accusations  of  immoral  relations  with  employees  and  other  displays  of 
temper  and  jealousy  causing  marriage  relation  unbearable  constitute  extreme 
cruelty. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  Maddox  v.  Maddox,  52  L.  R.  A.  628,  which  denies  right  to 
divorce  for  crneltj  from  failure  to  provide  suitable  dwelling  house,  clothing,  and 
food. 

Cited  in  notes  (29  Am.  St.  Rep.  127)  on  cruelty  as  ground  for  divorce;  (18 
L.R.A^  ( ( N.S. )  306,  312)  on  making  charges  of  adultery  as  ground  for  divorce. 
DlMinUuial  of  action. 

Cited  in  Boyd  v.  Steele,  6  Idaho,  633,  59  Pac.  21,  holding  dismissal  of  action  not 
defeated  by  failure  of  clerk  to  enter  formal  judgment;  Evans  v.  Johnston,  116 
Cal.  183,  46  Pac.  906,  holding  an  action  pending  on  same  subject,  in  which  an 
order  of  dismissal  has  been  entered  constitutes  good  ground  for  plea  in  abate- 
ment in  subsequent  action  until  judgment  of  dismissal  is  entered;  State  ex  rel. 
Ostman  v.  Hines,  148  Mo.  App.  306,  128  S.  W.  260,  to  the  point  that  entry  of 
dismissal  of  action  by  plaintiff  is  insufficient  of  itself  to  operate  as  a  discon- 
tinuance. 
Discretion  to  arrant  continuance. 

Cited  in  Re  Kasson,  141  Cal.  39,  74  Pac.  436,  holding  denial  of  motion  for 
•continuance  not  an  abuse  of  discretion  where  grounds  therefor  are  that  defend- 
ants' attorney's  partner  is  absent,  such  partner  not  having  any  active  con- 
nection with  the  case;  Abrook  v.  Ellis,  6  Cal.  App.  454,  92  Pac.  390,  holding 
denial  of  continuance  not  an  abuse  of  discretion  under  the  circumstances;  Shel- 
don V.  Landwehr,  159  Cal.  781,  116  Pac.  44,  holding  that  upon  application  for 
continuance  question  of  good  or  bad  faith  of  application  may  be  considered. 
"■^  Affected  by  pnblto  Intereiit. 

Cited  in  Gulland  v.  Gulland,  62  W.  Va.  673,  59  S.  £.  612,  holding  that  liber- 
ality should  be  used  in  grranting  continuances  in  divorce  oases  because  of  public 
interest. 

16  L.  R.  A.  664,  BALLARD  v.  BURTON,  64  Vt.  387,  24  Atl.  769. 
SaffldencF   of   consideration. 

Cited  in  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Taylor,  66  Vt.  577,  29  Atl.  1012,  holding  that 
surrender  of  '*trade  paper,"  to  take  in  lieu  thereof  note  secured  by  mortgage,  is 
suiiicient  consideration  to  bind  mortgagor  as  to  his  false  representations,  made 
in  such  transaction;  Powers  v.  Woolfolk,  132  Mo.  App.  360,  111  S.  W.  1187,  hold- 
ing forbearance  on  note  sufficient  consideration  to  support  transfer  of  col- 
laterals; Lyndon  Sav.  Bank  v.  International  Co.  78  Vt.  181,  112  Am.  St.  Rep. 
^00,  62  Atl.  50,  holding  extension  of  time  sufficient  consideration  for  securing 
indorsers  not  original  parties  to  the  paper. 

Cited  in  note  (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  21,  22)  on  what  may  constitute  consideration 
for  contract. 
Wben  Indoraer  bonnd  on  certificate  of  deposit. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Towle  v.  Starz,  36  L.  R.  A.  463,  which  requires  demand  on 
last  day  of  grace  on  expiration  of  six  months  on  certificate  of  deposit  containing 
provision  for  leaving  money  on  deposit  six  months,  and  not  bearing  interest  after 
maturity. 

Distinguished  in  Jackson  v.  Mclnnis,  33  Or.  531,  43  L.  R.  A.  129,  72  Am.  St.  Rep. 
755,  54  Pac.  884,  holding  demand  of  payment  on  receiver  of  insolvent  bank  and 
notice  of  nonpayment  insufficient  to  bind  indorser  of  certificate  of  deposit  issued 
by  bank  before  insolvency. 
lime   of   payment. 

Cited  in  Citizens  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Babbitt,  71  Vt.  186,  44  Atl.  71,  holding 
silence  as  to  time  of  extension  of  note  and  time  of  payment  by  guarantor  leaves 
construction  to  be  reasonable  time  as  to  both. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 9. 
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Jndflrment    by    appellate    court. 

Cited  in  Miltimore  t.  Bottom,  66  Vt.  172,  28  Atl.  872,  holding  that  appellate 
court,  on  reversal,  may  render  Buch  judgment  as  lower  court  should  have  rendered. 
Parol   evidence    to   explain    Indorsement. 

Cited  in  Young  v.  Sehon,  53  W.  Va.  137.  6?  T,  R,  A.  505.  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  970, 
44  S.  E.  136,  holding  parol  evidence  admissible  to  explain  liuLi.i.j  r.f  promisee 
and  another  as  indorsers  of  non-negotiable  note;  Lyndon  Sav.  Bank  v.  interna- 
tional Co.  75  Vt.  231,  64  Atl.  191,  holding  that  real  obligation  of  indorser  in 
blank  on  promissory  note  may  be  shown  by  parol. 
Liability  of  anrety. 

Cited  in  Rouse  v.  Wooten,  140  X.  C.  560,  53  S.  E.  430,  6  Ann.  Cas.  280,  hold- 
ing that  a  surety  is  primarily  liable  on  paper  under  statute  making  any  one 
such  who  by  the  terms  of  the  pai)er  is  absolutely  required  to  pay  the  same. 

16  L.  R.  A.  668,  BLUM  v.  SCHWARTZ,  —  Tex.  — ,  20  S.  W.  54. 
Protection  of  bona  fide  purcbaser  at  Judicial  sale. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  34,  54)  on  how  far  purchaser  at  execution  or  judicial 
sale  is  protected  as  bona  fide  purchaser. 

16  L.  R.  A.  674,  CINCINNATI,  H.  &  D.  R.  CO.  v.  KASSEN,  49  Ohio  St.  230,  31 

N.  E.  282. 
Liability  for  failure  to  avoid  accident. 

Cited  in  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Schade,  15  Ohio  C.  C.  433,  sustaining  ver- 
dict for  plaintiff  where  jury  might  have  found  that  engineer  was  not  keeping  care- 
ful watcli  and  failed  to  give  signals  on  approaching  crossing;  Summit  Coal  Co.  v. 
Shaw,  16  Ind.  App.  16,  44  N.  E.  676,  holding  erroneous,  instruction  that  plain- 
tiff's negligence  will  not  prevent  recovery  if  defondnut  could  have  avoided  acci- 
dent, if  not  limited  to  negligence  after  becoming  aware  of  other's  danger;  Balti- 
more &  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Hellenthal,  31  C.  C.  A.  418,  60  U.  S.  App.  156,  88  Fed.  120, 
holding  it  proper  to  submit  to  jury  question  whether  engineer  could  not  have 
stopped  train  after  first  becoming  aware  of  child  on  track;  Gahagan  v.  Boston 
&  M.  R.  Co.  70  N.  H.  450,  50  Atl.  146,  sustaining  nonsuit  where  there  was  nothing 
in  man's  appearance  or  gnit  to  indicate  to  engineer  of  approaching  train  that  he 
was  not  fully  aware  of  danger  of  crossing  ahead  of  train;  Snyder  v.  Cleveland,  C. 
C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  60  Ohio  St.  497,  54  N.  E.  475,  holding  railroad  owes  duty  to  sta- 
tion agent  necessarily  on  track,  to  keep  lookout  so  as  to  prevent  his  being  run 
down  by  train  giving  no  warning  of  its  approach;  Linton  v.  Cathers,  70  Neb. 
595,  97  N.  W.  799,  holding  failure  to  stop  car  after  collision  with  plaintiff  who 
was  negligent  in  crossing  tracks  a  question  for  jury  as  to  proximate  cause. 

Distinguished  in  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  McCormick,  69  Ohio  St.  53,  68  N.  E.  571,  holding 
knowledge  of  engineer  in  time  to  prevent  accident  necessary  to  support  recovery 
for  injury  to  one  on  track. 
Proximate  cause. 

Cited  in  I^ke  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Ehlert,  19  Ohio  C.  C.  183.  holding  negli- 
gence of  railway  employees  in  failing  to  give  warning  of  approaching  train  to  one 
negligently  standing  close  to  track,  proximate  cause  of  death. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Daniels  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  62  L.  R.  A.  751, 
which  holds  carrier  not  liable  for  death  by  suicide  of  one  rendered  insane  by  neg- 
ligent injury;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Webb,  59  L.  R.  A.  109,  which  holds  negligent 
jolting  of  train,  hurling  passenger  through  door  on  track  insensible,  cause  of  death 
by  train  of  other  company;  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Mutch,  21  L.  R.  A,  316,  which  holds 
excessive  speed  not  proximate  cause  of  death  of  boy  attempting  to  catch  on  train; 
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People  V.  LewU,  46  L.   R.  A.  783,  which    liolds  tlmt  Biiicide  of  person   mortally 
wounded  does  not  relieve  assailant  from  guilt  of  mnnRlaughter. 
Contributory  negrltft'^nce. 

Cited  in  Schweinfurth  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  60  Ohio  St.  223,  64 
X.  E.  89,  holding  erroneous,  instruction  that  verdict  must  be  for  defendant  if  neg- 
ligence, however  slight,  of  plaintiff  contributed  to  accident;  Krause  v.  Morgan, 
53  Ohio  St.  37,  40  N.  E.  886,  holding  that  miner  must  be  free  from  negligence  to 
make  operator  liable  for  injury  due  to  explosion  of  fire  damp  under  statute  giv- 
ing right  of  action. 
Datr  of  carrier  tOTrard   dliuiblecl  pamieniitr^r. 

Cited  in  Black  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  193  Mass.  452,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
148,  79  N.  E.  797,  9  Ann.  Cas.  485,  holding  that  intoxicated  condition  of  plain- 
tiflf  no  defense  to  the  placing  of  him  in  a  dangerous  situation,  causing  injury- 
after   defendant's  knowledge  of  his  condition. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Reed  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  823,  which  re- 
quires railroad  company  to  stop  and  rescue  passenger  fallen  or  thrown  from  train, 
only  when  possible  without  risk  of  collision. 

Cited  in  notes  ( 19  L.  R.  A:  328)  on  exposure  of  drunken  passenger  to  danger  by 
ejection  from  car;   (27  L.R.A. (N.S.)   769)  on  duty  of  carrier  to  passenger  fallen 
from  train. 
Last    clear    chance. 

Cited  in  Drown  v.  Northern  Ohio  Traction  Co.  76  Ohio  St.  249,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
421,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  844,  81  N.  E.  320,  distinguishing  "last  clear  chance'' 
doctrine  from  a  modificaHon  of  contributory  negligence  rules,  and  holding  that' 
to  support  a  charge  thereon,  there  must  be  an  allegation  in  petition  that  de- 
fendant had  chance  to  avoid  injury  after  discovery  of  plaintiff's  danger;  Cain 
V.  Traction  Co.  13  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  599,  holding  that  negligence  of  defend- 
ant must  be  subsequent  to  that  of  plaintiff. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Baltimore  Consol.  R.  Co.  v.  Armstrong,  54  L.  R.  A.  424, 
which  denies  liability  towards  one  caught  between  two  street  cars  by  becoming 
confused  after  assenting  to  motorman's  instructions  as  to  reaching  safe  place. 

Cited  in  note  (56  L.  R.  A.  458)  on  doctrine  of  last  clear  chance. 

Distinguished  in  Mercer  v.  White,  11  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  143,  30  Ohio  C.  C. 
490,  holding  owner  not  liable  for  injury  to  person  from  dynamiting  of  wall, 
where  defendant  was  unaware  that  such  person  was  within  guard  ropes  before 
blast  was  fired;  Knepfle  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  13  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S. 
258,  holding  railroad  not  liable  for  death,  from  loss  of  bloody  of  passenger  fall- 
ing from,  and  run  over  by,  train,  where  train  did  not  back  up  to  aid  him. 
For  Injury  to  person  on  track. 

Cited  in  Foy  v.  Toledo  Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  10  Ohio  C.  C.  155,  6  Ohio  C.  D. 
398,  holding  railway  not  liable,  where  boy  playing  with  others  in  street,  sud- 
denly runs  in  front  of  car;  Cincinnati  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Jenkins,  20  Ohio  C.  C. 
2o9.  11  Ohio  C.  D.  131,  holding  charge  of  doctrine  of  last  chance  misleading,  in 
case  where  plaintiff,  to  avoid  obstruction  in  street,  drove  on  track  immediately 
in  front  of  street  car;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Gahan,  1  Ohio  C.  C. 
X.  S.  212,  24  Ohio  C.  C.  283,  holding  doctrine  of  last  chance  inapplicable,  where 
boy  climbs  between  cars  standing  at  or  near  crossing  and  does  not  look  out  for 
train  on  next  track;  Byrket  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  10  Ohio  C.  C.  N,  S. 
79,  29  Ohio  C.  C.  619,  holding  railroad  not  liable  for  injury  to  employee  walk- 
ing on  track  while  off  duty,  in  absence  of  actual  knowledge  by  those  controlling 
train  of  his  danger;  Miller  v.  Cincinnati  Traction  Co.  6  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  493, 
18   Ohio   8.   &   C.   P.    Dec.   472,    holding   that   question   of   negligence    is    for 
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jury,  where  girl  of  fourteen  started  to  cross  track  and  motorman  suddenly 
turned  on  power  and  girl  in  fright  stood  still;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Schade,  15  Ohio  C.  C.  433,  8  Ohio  C.  D.  321 ;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Ehlert, 
19  Ohio  G.  C.  183,  10  Ohio  C.  D.  447;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Hall, 
16  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  64, — holding  that  charge  that  traveler  crossing  railroad 
may  recover,  though  negligent,  if  defendant,  after  discovering  his  danger,  failed 
to  use  ordinary  care  to  avoid  injuring  him,  is  correct;  Cincinnati  Traction  Co. 
V.  Jennings,  7  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  470,  19  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  344,  holding  same 
in  case  of  attempt  to  drive  across  tracks  in  front  of  street  car. 

Distinguished  in  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Redding,  140  Ind.  104,  34 
L.  R.  A.  768,  39  N.  E.  921,  holding  carrier  not  guilty  of  wanton  neglect  of  duty 
in  not  stopping  freight  train  on  up  grade  to  remove  boy  who  had  jumped  on  car 
and  fallen  from  and  under  it;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Callahan,  2  Ohio 
C.  C.  N.  S.  333,  25  Ohio  C.  C.  12],  holding  railroad  not  liable,  where  section 
hand  is  injured  while  walking  along  track  without  paying  any  attention  to 
engine  back  of  him;  Lake  Shore  &.  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Reynolds,  3  Ohio  C.  C.  K.  S. 
173,  13-23  Ohio  C.  C.  205;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Harris,  3  Ohio  C.  C. 
N.  S.  604,  13-23  Ohio  C.  C.  405,— holding  that  charge  that  if  engineer  ought  to 
have  seen  decedent,  and  could  have  avoided  collision,  by  exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  railroad  would  be  liable,  is  error. 

16  li.  R,  A.  677,  LEWIS  v.  ARBUCKLE,  85  Iowa,  335,  52  N.  W.  237. 
Jj^gmlitT  of  acts  an  affected  by  Insanity  or  nndne  Inllnence. 

Cited  in  Chambers  v.  Brady,  100  Iowa,  627,  69  N.  W.  1015,  refusing  to  set  aside 
deed  of  parent  to  child  where  grantor,  of  undoubted  soundness  of  mind,  lived  with 
grantee,  who  took  care  of  him  in  sickness  and  in  health;  Ramsdell  v.  Ramsdell, 
128  Mich.  116,  87  N.  W.  81,  sustaining  deed  by  insane  person  executed  in  lucid 
interval;  Henderson  v.  Jackson,  138  Iowa,  331,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  481,  111  N.  W. 
821,  holding  that  a  superstitious  fear  of  husband's  post  mortem  displeasure 
causing  widow. to  will  her  property  to  husband's  relatives  will  not  invalidate 
will. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Orchardson  v.  Cofield,  40  L.  R.  A.  256,  which  holds  will 
prompted  by  delusion,  induced  by  belief  in  spiritualism,  that  beneficiary  gifted 
with  spiritual  powers  invalid;  People  v.  Oilman,  46  L.  R.  A.  218,  which  holds  con- 
spiracy to  cheat  by  materializing  seances  of  professed  medium  punishable,  though 
obvious  humbug. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.  R.  A.  270)  on  what  are  insane  delusions;  (63  Am.  St. 
Rep.  93)   on  insane  delusions. 

16  L.  R.  A.  681,  Re  LALLY,  85  Iowa,  49,  51  N.  W.  1155. 
Cnstody,  edncatlon,  and  ^velfare  of  child. 

Cited  in  Hadley  v.  Forrest,  112  Iowa,  126,  83  N.  W.  822,  refusing  custody  of 
her  child  to  divorced  woman  of  loose  character,  and  without  means,  seeking  to  ob- 
tain it  from  lady  in  whose  care  it  had  been  left;  State  v.  Bailey,  157  Ind.  330,  59 
L.  R.  A.  437,  61  N.  E.  730,  holding  that  parent  may  be  compelled  by  statute  to 
educate  child;  Miller  v.  Miller,  123  Iowa,  160,  98  N.  W.  631,  holding  abandon- 
ment of  child  by  parent  not  made  out  in  absence  of  adoption  proceedings,  by  dec- 
laration of  father  at  death  of  wife;  Smith  v.  Haas,  132  Iowa,  495,  109  N.  W. 
1075,  holding  that  the  interest  of  the  ward  may  be  considered  as  against  right 
of  guardian  to  custody  of  its  person  since  guardian's  right  is  equivalent  to 
that  of  a  parent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hibbette  y.  Bains,  51  L.  R,  A.  839,  which  sustains  father's 
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right  to  custody  of  child,  notwithstanding  assent  to  wife's  deathbed  contract  to 
give  custody  to  her  relatives;  Stapleton  v.  Poynter,  53  L.  R.  A.  784,  which  upholds 
custody  of  child  taken  against  its  will  from  wealthy  grandparent  and  given  to 
parent  of  moral  habits;  People  v.  Ewer,  25  L.  R.  A.  794,  which  holds  valid,  act 
prohibiting  employment  of  girls  under  fourteen  as  dancers  or  in  theatrical  exhi- 
bitions; Re  Reiss,  26  L.  R.  A.  798,  which  denies  power  of  court  to  compel  father 
to  send  children  to  visit  their  grandmother;  Kelsey  v.  Green,  38  L.  R.  A.  471, 
which  denies  absolute  right  of  guardian  appointed  on  father's  application,  as 
against  guardian  appointed  in  other  state  where  child  actually  resides;  Anderson 
V.  Young,  44  L.  R.  A.  277,  which  sustains  court's  power  to  uphold,  in  interest  of 
child,  custody  held  under  void  agi-eement  with  parent;  State  ex  rel.  Lasserre  v. 
Michel,  54  L.  R.  A.  927,  which  denies  father's  absolute  right  to  custody  of  minor 
child;  Re  Young,  36  L.  R.  A.  224,  which  upholds  grandparents'  right  to  custody 
of  children  to  exclusion  of  father's  sister  appointed  guardian  by  his  will; 
Jones  V.  Bowman,  67  L.R.A.  860,  which  holds  that  religious  belief  will  not  in 
absence  of  statutory  requirement  be  considered  in  determining  the  proper 
custodian  of  an  infant. 

16  L.  R.  A.  684,  PEOPLE  v.  BRIDGES,  142  111.  30,  31  N.  E.  115. 
Pisli   and    Hrame    lA'virs   nffeetlnfr   private    riarlits. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Theriault,  70  Vt.  624,  43  L.  R.  A.  293,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  696, 
41  Atl.  1030,  holding  valid,  act  prohibiting  fishing  for  a  certain  period  in  private 
f^treams  in  which  fish  placed  by  fish  commissioner;  Peters  v.  State,  96  Tenn.  688, 
33  L.  R.  A.  115,  footnote  p.  114,  36  S.  W.  399,  holding  act  to  protect  fish,  affecting 
.ill  waters,  valid  notwithstanding  private  ownership  of  bodies  of  water;  People  v. 
Doxtater,  75  Hun,  477,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  481,  holding  that  exclusive  riirht  of  fishing 
in  lake  connecting  with  navigable  river,  emptying  into  large  lake,  is  subordinate 
to  regulations  prescribed  bj'  legislature  for  general  good;  Re  Eberle,  98  Fed.  297, 
holding  valid,  statute  requiring  payment  of  license  fee  by  nonresident  for  privilege 
of  hunting:  Harper  v.  Galloway.  58  Fla.  261,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  797,  51  So.  226, 
holding  that  the  state  legislature  may  duly  regulate  and  make  any  provision 
within  its  discretion  for  tlie  preservation  of  game  for  the  people  of  the  state 
not  contrary  to  state  and  Federal  constitutions;  People  v.  Booth  Fisheries  Co. 
2.53  111.  429,  97  X.  E.  837.  holding  that  legislature  has  right  to  prohibit  killing 
or  taking  of  wild  game,  or  to  permit  such  killing  upon  such  conditions  as  it 
deems  just;  State  v.  Mallory,  73  Ark.  265,  67  L.R.A.  780,  83  S.  W.  955,  3  Ann. 
Cas.  852  (dissenting  opinion)  on  the  right  to  fish  as  not  being  inherent;  Ex 
parte  Fritz,  86  Miss.  217,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  700,  38  So.  722,  holding  it  the  right 
and  duty  of  state  to  protect  fish  from  destruction  or  undue  reduction  in  num- 
l>*»r8  by  riparian  owners  and  trespassers;  State  v.  Sutton,  139  X.  C.  576,  51 
S.  E.  1012,  holding  that  riparian  owner  of  land  and  mill  site  can  be  prohibited 
from  catching  fish  with  traps  within  his  own  mill  race;  People  v.  TTorling,  137 
Mich.  413,  100  N.  W.  691,  holding  that  the  public  has  an  interest  in  fish  situated 
in  a  pond  entirely  within  one  man's  land  where  at  at  times  of  high  water  the 
fish  can  escape  into  river;  Cole  v.  Schweer,  359  III.  App.  281,  to  the  point  that 
iish  in  streams  are  classed  as  ferae  naturae,  in  which  riparian  proprietor  has 
only  qualified  property  which  is  divested  upon  escape  of  fish  to  other  waters; 
Schulte  V.  Warren,  218  111.  123,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  750,  76  N.  E.  782,  reversing 
120  111.  App.  21,  holding  that  the  right  to  fish,  does  not  depend  on  navigability, 
but  on  ownership  of  the  soil  through  which  water  flows  giving  owner  exclusive 
rights  within  his  own  land. 

Cited  'n  footnotes  to  State  v.  McGuire,  21  L.  R.  A.  478,  which  holds  having  in 
possession  during  close  season  fish    previously  caught    not  an    offense;  State   v. 


I 


16  L.R.A.  684]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  184 

Mrozinski,  27  L.  R.  A.  76,  which  holds  valid,  absolute  prohibition  against  taking 
fish  otherwise  than  by  hook  and  line,  with  specified  exceptions. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.  R.  A.  585)  on  oovernniental  control  over  right  of  fishery; 
(60  L.R.A.  500,  501,  512)  in  right  to  fish;  (1.31  Am.  St.  Rep.  751,  752,  764,  755) 
on  law  of  fishing;  (42  Am.  St.  Rep.  138)  on  game  laws;  (78  Am.  St.  Rep. 
246)   on  acts  which  legislature  may  declare  criminal. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Miner,  144  111.  312,  111  L.  R.  A.  348,  33  N.  E.  40, 
which  holds  party  is  twice  put  in  jeopardy  under  statute  giving  right  of  appeal 
from  acquittal  in  criminal  case  for  illegal  fishing. 

16  L.  R.  A.  688,  STATE  ex  rel.  HARTFORD  v.  CRAIG,  132  Ind.  54,  32  Am.  St. 

Rep.  237,  31  N.  E.  352. 
l^hat  **town"  or  «clty"   Inclndes. 

Cited  in  Indianapolis  v.  Higgins,  141  Ind.  9,  40  N.  K.  671,  declaring  word 
"town"  to  be  generic,  including  cities,  in  act  prohibiting  driving  on  sidewalks. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gibson  v.  Wood,  43  L.  R.  A.  699,  which  holds  residence  in 
suburb  before  annexation,  residence  within  city  for  purpose  of  determining  eligi- 
bility to  city  office. 

Cited  in  note  (113  Am.  St.  Rep.  618)  on  abandonment  of  public  office. 

16  L.  R.  A.  689,  JENKINS  v.  BALLANTYNE,  8  Leah,  246,  30  Pac.  760. 
Police    poorer    over,    and    property    in,    donra. 

Cited  in  Hagerstown  v.  Witmer,  86  Md.  302,  39  L.  R.  A.  664,  37  Atl.  965, 
holding  ordinance  providing  that  dogs  running  at  large  shall  be  impoimded  and,  if 
not  redeemed,  killed,  reasonable  police  regulation;  Fox  v.  Mohawk  &  H.  River 
Humane  Soc.  165  N.  Y.  521,  51  L.  R.  A.  684,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  767,  59  N.  E.  353, 
upholding  statute  requiring  payment  of  license  fee  to  society  for  prevention  of 
cruelty  to  animals  by  owners  of  dogs  within  cities  of  certain  size;  Sentnell  v.  New 
Orleans  &  C.  R.  Co.  166  U.  S.  704,  41  L.  ed.  1171,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  693,  holding 
statute  within  police  power  of  state  which  enacts  that  dogs,  to  be  protected,  must 
be  placed  on  assessment  rolls,  and  that  owner  cannot  recover  greater  value  for 
killing  them  than  that  he  has  thus  fixed.  Walker  v.  Towle,  156  Ind.  642,  63  L. 
R.  A.  751,  59  N.  E.  20,  holding  valid,  ordinance  requiring  dogs  to  be  muzzled,  and 
making  it  duty  of  certain  officers  to  kill  dogs  unmuzzled;  Salley  v.  Manchester  & 
A.  R.  Co.  54  S.  C.  485,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  810,  32  S.  E.  526,  sustaining  property 
right  in  dogs  sufficient  to  maintain  action  for  killing  them  on  railway  tracks; 
Re  Ackerman,  6  Cal.  App.  17,  91  Pac.  429,  holding  that  the  imposition  of  a  dog 
tax  is  a  valid  exercise  of  tlie  police  power  under  necessary  circumstances  whether 
dogs  be  property  or  not. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bowers  v.  Horan,  17  L.  R.  A.  773,  which  holds  that  bark- 
ing and  chasing  of  cats  and  tracking  newly  painted  porch  will  not  justify  kill- 
ing of  dog;  Nehr  v.  State,  17  L.  R.  A.  771,  which  authorizes  killing  of  dog  wtihout 
collar;  Gibson  v.  Harrison,  54  L.  R.  A.  268,  which  holds  exaction  of  fee  of  $1.60 
for  privilege  of  keeping  dog  authorized  by  statute;  Hodges  v.  Causey,  48  L.  R. 
A.  95,  which  denies  right  to  kill  trespassing  dog  whose  owner  notified  to  keep 
him  from  premises. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.  R.  A.  659)  on  liability  of  railroad  for  killing  dogs;  (40 
L.R.A.  510)  on  property  rights  in  dogs;  (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  687)  on  property 
rights  in,  and  liability  for,  injuries  by  dogs. 
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16  L.  R.  A.  691,  STATE  ex  rel  OLSON  v.  BROWN,  50  Minn.  353,  36  Am.  St.  Rep. 

651,  52  N.  W.  935. 
Const! tntlonalitF  of  la^va  concernlnar  care  and  detention  of  dellnanent 

children. 

Cited  in  Re  Sanders,  53  Kan.  200,  23  L.  R.  A.  606,  footnote  p.  603,  36  Pac.  348, 
holding  that  probata  judge  cannot  oommit  boy  under  sixteen  to  reformatory,  with- 
out hia  consent  and  against  objection  of  parents ;  State  ea  rel.  Schulman  v.  Phillips, 
73  Minn.  79,  75  N.  W.  1029,  upholding  act  relating  to  training  school  for  boys  and 
girls  as  not  providing  for  cruel,  unusual,  or  unequal  punishment;  Re  Sharp,  15 
Idaho,  128,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  894,  96  Pac.  563,  holding  act  to  provide  for  care  of 
delinquent  children  not  unconstitutional  as  violative  of  guaranties  applicable 
to  criminal  procedure;  Hunt  v.  Wayne  Circuit  Judges,  142  Mich.  93,  3  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  574,  105  N.  W.  531,  holding  state  may  define  status  of  infants  re- 
quiring guardianship,  and  enforce  state  control  and  education  of  infants  coming 
within  the  class;  Mill  v.  Brown,  31  Utah,  480,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  935,  88  Pac. 
609,  holding  juvenile  court  act  constitutional  in  respect  to  proceedings;  State  v. 
Brooks,  146  Iowa,  298,  125  N.  W.  168,  to  the  point  that  statute  conferring  upon 
justice  of  peace  power  to  make  summary  conviction  in  certain  cases  where  jury 
trial  is  not  demanded  is  constitutional. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  ew  rel.  Bradley  v.  Illinois  State  Reformatory,  23  L. 
R.  A.  139,  which  holds  lawful,  committal  of  infants  to  reformatory  with  maximum 
sentence,  subject  to  reduction ;  Re  Knowack,  44  L.  R.  A.  699,  which  sustains  power 
of  supreme  court  to  restore  to  parents  children  committed  to  charitable  institution. 

Cited  in  note  (120  Am.  St.  Rep.  953,  955,  957)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes 
concerning  reformatories  and  juvenile  courts. 
'Writ   of  l&abeas  corpus  sonBrht  on   constitutional   errounds. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.  R.  A.  456)  on  decision  against  constitutional  right  as  nul- 
lity subject  to  collateral  attack. 
Jury  trial. 

Cited  in  Robison  v.  Circuit  Judge,  151  Mich.  324,  115  N.  W.  682,  holding  pro- 
ceeding to  determine  status  of  child,  to  commit  child  to  custody  of  probation 
officer,  or  to  custody  of  keeper  of  industrial  school  is  not  criminal  proceeding 
in  which  jury  of  twelve  is  required. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hall  v.  Armstrong,  20  L.  R.  A.  366,  which  denies  right  to 
jury  trial  in  actions  of  book  account. 

16  L.  R.  A.  695,  COLLMBUS  v.  COLUMBUS,  82  Wis.  374,  52  N.' W.  425. 
Leftrlslative    control    of    municipalities. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  488)  on  power  of  legislature  to  impose  burdeuB  on 
municipalities  and  to  control  their  local  administration  and  property. 

16  L.  R.  A.  699,  Re  MCLAUGHLIN,  4  Wash.  570,  30  Pac.  651. 
When   marriage  consummated. 

Followed  in  Kelley  v.  Kitsap  County,  5  Wash.  523,  32  Pac.  654,  holding  issue 
of  white  man  and  Indian  woman,  who  was  bought  from  her  relatives  for  few  dol- 
lars, cannot  inherit  father's  estate. 

Cited  in  Re  Smith,  4  Wash.  703,  17  L.  R.  A.  674,  30  Pac.  1069,  holding  lawful 
marriage  not  instituted  by  cohabitation  so  as  to  entitle  woman  as  to  adminis- 
tration as  widow;  Re  Wilbur,  14  Wash.  246,  44  Pac.  262,  declaring  invalid,  mar- 
riage between  white  man  and  Indian  woman  according  to  Indian  customs;  Re 
Wilbur,  8  Wash.  41,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  886,  35  Pac.  407,  holding  marriage  between 
white  man  and  Indian,  void  under  territorial  law,  not  validated  by  cohabitation 
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after  repeal  of  law;  Hatch  v.  Ferguson,  57  Fed.  971,  holding  right  to  dispose  by- 
will  of  land  acquired  during  cohabitation,  but  before  marriage,  not  affected  by 
community  property  law. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hilton  v.  Roylance,  58  L.  R.  A.  723,  which  sustains  seal- 
ing for  time  and  eternity  under  Mormon  marriage  ceremony;  Nims  v.  Thompson, 

17  L.  R.  A.  847,  which  holds  marriage  shown  by  evidence;  Uftiversity  of  Michigan 
V.  McGuckin,  57  L.  R.  A.  917,  which  holds  lawful  marriage  shown  between  persons 
whose  cohabitation  originally  meretricious,  by  continued  cohabitation  after  disa- 
bility removed,  and  birth  of  children  baptized  as  legitimate. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  L.R.A.(N.8.)  245)  on  effect  of  removal  of  impediment  to 
marriage  after  cohabitation  begun;  (79  Am.  St.  Rep.  364)  on  what  marriages 
are  void;    (17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  171,  174)  on  what  constitutes  a  valid  marriage. 

Disapproved  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Procter,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  303,  25  S. 
W.  811,  holding  that  girl  under  eighteen  cannot  marry  without  parent's  consent, 
a  statutory  license,  or  ceremony. 
Common-la^T   marriagre. 

Cited  in  Offield  v.  Davis,  100  Va.  258,  40  S.  E.  910,  holding  common-law  mar- 
riage void  under  statute  requiring  license;  Re  Strauthers,  34  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S. 
340,  holding  children  of  common-law  marriage  in  Virginia,  illegitimate;  Strauth- 
er's  Estate,  29  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  327,  holding  common  law  jnarriage  in  Virginia  in- 
valid; Nelson  v.  Carlson,  48  Wash.  654,  94  Pac.  477,  on  the  invalidity  of  com- 
man  law  marriage  originally  contracted  and  consummated  within  the  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (124  Am.  St.  Rep.  122)  on  common  law  marriages;  (2  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  355)  on  effect  on  common-law  marriage  of  statute  regulating  marriage. 
Proof  of  marrlaflre. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Nelson,  39  Wash.  226,  81  Pac.  721,  holding  that  statute  pro- 
viding for  proof  of  marriage  by  recorded  certificate  does  not  exclude  other  man- 
ner of  proof;  Nelson  v.  Carlson,  48  Wash.  654,  94  Pac.  477,  holding  that  a  valid 
marriage  may  be  shown  by  cohabitation,  recognition  by  each  of  marriage  rela- 
tion, transaction  of  business  as  such,  and  burial  of  one  by  the  other  as  his  or 
her  spouse;  Potter  v.  Potter,  45  Wash.  404,  88  Pac.  625,  holding  that  marriage 
may  be  proven  by  circumstances  such  as  cohabitation,  reputation  and  recog- 
nition as  man  and  wife,  such  circumstances  raising  presumption  of  marriage 
shifting  burden  to  other  party;  Weatherall  v.  Weatherall,  66  Wash.  348,  105 
Pac.  822,  holding  that  although  common  law  marriages  are  not  allowed  evidence 
of  cohabitation,  reputation,  declarations  and  intention  are  admissible  to  raise 
presumption  of  a  lawful  marriage. 

16  L.  R.  A.  707,  MANN  v.  JACKSON,  84  Me.  400,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  358,  24  Atl. 

886. 
'^''bat  la  restraint  on  marrlaare. 

Cited  in  Harlow  v.  Bailey,  189  Mass.  212,  75  N.  E.  259,  holding  a  devise  to 
one  so  long  as  she  remain  single  is  not  an  invalid  restraint  in  marriage  though 
an  inducement  to  remain  single;  Appleby  v.  Appleby,  100  Minn.  424,  .10  L.R.A* 
(N.S.)  596,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  709,  111  N,  W.  305,  10  Ann.  Cas.  563,  holding  an 
ante-nuptial  agreement  for  support  of  husband  by  income  after  death  of  wife 
so  long  as  he  remain  unmarried  not  to  be  an  invalid  restraint  on  marriage. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  King  v.  King,  52  L.  R.  A.  157,  which  authorizes  recovery 
on  fully  executed  nromise  to  care  for  person  for  life,  though  accompanied  by  void 
promise  not  to  marry;  Herd  v.  Catron,  37  L.  R.  A.  731,  which  sustains  condition 
in  devise  to  widow  that  remarriage  shall  terminate  estate ;  Ransdell  v.  Boston,  43 
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L.  R,  A.  526,  which  sustains  condition  in  will  that  gift  to  son  shall  be  for  life 
only,  unless  divorce  procured  in  pending  suit. 

Lited  in  notes    (2  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    546)    on  validity   of  legacy   in  restraint  of 
marriage;    (84  Am.  St.  Rep.  149)    on  conditions  in  restraint  of  marriage;    (25 
Eng.    Rul.   Cas.   638)    on  validity  of  condition  in   restraint  of  marriage;    (95 
Am.  St.  Rep.  216)  on  validity  of  conditions  and  restrictions  in  deed. 
E4tialt«ble  Jovlsdlctlon  to  constme  ivlll. 

Cited  in  Haseltine  v.  Shepherd,  99  Me.  501,  59  Atl.  1025,  holding  that  equity 
has  jurisdiction  to  construe  a  will  upon  the  bill  of  devisee  to  determine  his 
rights  as  against  other  devisees  wherever  there  is  doubt  as  to  the  intended 
meaning  thereof. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  602)  on  equity  jurisdiction  of  bills  for  con- 
struction of  wills  of  realty  passing  only  legal  estates. 

16  L.  R.  A.  710,  McKINNEY  v.  STATE,  3  Wyo.  719,  30  Pac.  293. 
"Wlfto  m«y  r»lse  constltntloiial  question. 

Cited  in  Cram  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  85  Neb.  594,  123  N.  W.  1045,  holding 
that  the  unconstitutionality  of  an  act  under  which  suit  \&  brought  cannot  be 
raised  by  defendant  unless  he  can  affirmatively  show  that  he  has  been  prejudiced 
thereby;  Cram  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  86  Neb.  594,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1031,  123 
N.  VV.  1045,  holding  a  litigant  who  is  not  shown  to  have  been  prejudiced  by  en- 
forcement of  act  of  legislature  is  not  in  a  position  to  assail  such  act  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  055,  957,  960)  as  to  who  may  object  to  statute 
as  containing  unconstitutional  discrimination. 
Untimely  nftotlon  for  neiv  trtel. 

Followed  in  Ward  v.  State,  171  Ind.  568,  86  N.  E.  994,  holding  that  a  motion 
for  new  trial  not  made  within  time  limit  is  unauthorized  and  presents  no  ques- 
tions for  review. 
Contfrnnanee. 

Cited  in  note  (122  Am.  St.  Rep.  748)  on  continuance  in  criminal  cases  for 
absence  of  witnesses. 

16  L.  R.  A.  715,  WOOD  v.  McGRATH,  150  Pa.  451,  24  Atl.  682. 
Manicipal  poorer  over  streets  and   drainafire. 

Cited  in  Flynn  v.  Shenandoah,  3  Lack.  I^gal  News,  284,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  626, 
holding  that  borough  may  empty  drainage,  and  permit  private  citizens  to  drain 
into  natural  stream,  if  flowage  not  unreasonably  increased;  Boyden  v.  Walkley, 
113  Mich.  612,  71  N.  W\  1099,  permitting  private  citizen  to  construct  private 
sewer  at  own  expense  in  streets,  if  city  has  no  sewer  system;  Middletown  Drain- 
age Co.  V.  Middletown,  1  Dauphin  Co.  Rep.  112,  holding  that  borough  can  grant 
to  private  citizen  right  to  lay  drainage  pipes  in  streets;  Sandy  Lake  v.  Sandy 
Lake  &  S.  Gas.  Co.  16  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  240,  holding  that  borough  can  permit  pri- 
vate citizens  to  lay  gas  pipes  under  its  streets;  Shinzel  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  31 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  233,  on  the  use  of  the  subsurface  of  streets  for  public  purposes; 
Ingram  v.  Crafton,  35  Pittsb.  L.  J.  X.  S.  363,  holding  that  statute  authorizing 
construction  of  sewer  does  not  authorize  one  borough  to  extend  sewer  through 
streets  of  another  without  endeavoring  to  obtain  tatter's  consent;  Fahey  v. 
Bpacon  Light  Co.  10  Del.  Co.  Rep.  366,  holding  that  city  may  authorize  con- 
struction of  drains  and  water  pipes  along  streets  without  abutter's  consent. 
Injunctions. 

Cited  in  Hafer  v.  Gujuan,  20  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  330,  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  26,  refusing  to  en- 
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join  as  nuisance  use  of  church  turned  into  boiler  shop  near  to  railway  upon 
which  trains  run  night  and  day;  Gitt  v.  Hanover,  12  Lane.  L.  Rev.  374,  4  Pa.  Dist. 
R.  608,  enjoining  borough  from  cutting  down  tree  in  sidewalk  as  widened  because 
not  in  pursuance  of  general  ordinance;  Com.  v.  Mahoning  Powder  Co.  30  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  326,  14  Pa.  Dist.  R,  482,  holding  that  relief  prayed  for  must  be  un- 
doubted and  of  actual  and  pressing  necessity  before  a  court  of  equity  will  en- 
join a  public  nuisance;  Manegold  v.  Foundry  Co.  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  977,  holding 
that  a  bill  to  enjoin  a  nuisance  will  lie  only  where  plaintiff's  right  has  been 
first  established  at  law  or  where  there  is  no  doubt  about  his  right  to  the 
equitable  relief. 

Distinguished  in  Com.  ea>  rel  T>Tone  v.  Stevens,  178  Pa.  562,  39  W.  N.  C.  376, 
36  Atl.  166,  upholding  right  to  enjoin  construction  of  wall  in  stream,  increasing 
danger  from  floods. 

16  L.  R.  A.  719,  ROTHSCHILD  v.  DOUGHER,  85  Tex.  332,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  811, 

20  S.  W.  142. 
Acknoivledffiiiemt    before    Interested    party. 

Cited  in  Baxter  v.  Howell,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  201,  26  S.  W.  453,  holding  that 
chattel  mortgage  cannot  be  acknowledged  before  one  of  beneficiaries  under  it; 
Miles  V.  Kelley,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  153,  40  S.  W.  499,  denying  validity  of  contract 
to  create  mechanic's  lien  on  homestead  property  in  favor  of  association,  where 
acknowledgment  was  taken  before  officer  of  association;  Kothe  v.  Krag-Reynolds 
Co.  20  Ind.  App.  301,  60  N.  E.  594,  holding  acknowledgment  of  chattel  mortgage 
to  corporation  void  when  taken  by  its  secretary;  Bexar  Bldg.  &.  L.  Asso.  v.  Heady, 
*21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  156,  57  S.  W.  583,  holding  that  disqualification  of  notary  to 
take  acknowledgment  when  interested  is  not  affected  by  lack  of  constitutional 
provision  relating  to  it;  Iron  Belt  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Groves,  96  Va.  140,  31  S.  E. 
23,  denying  validity  to  trust  deed  in  which  acknowledgment  was  taken  before 
trustee,  although  he  was  ignorant  of  fact  that  he  was  named  in  it;  Silcock  v. 
Baker,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  509,  61  S.  W.  939,  holding  deed  of  married  woman,  ac- 
knowledged before  husband,  void. 

Cited  in  notes  (33  L.R.A.  334,  337)  on  right  of  interested  persons  to  take 
acknowledgment;  (56  Am.  St.  Rep.  800)  on  interest  of  ofiicer  disqualifying  him 
from  taking  acknowledgment;  (108  Am.  St.  Rep.  548)  as  to  when  defects  in 
certificate  of  acknowledgment  are  fatal.  ^ 

16   L.   R.   A.   721,   GRAND  RAPIDS   SCHOOL   FLTIXITURE   CO.   v.   HANEY 
SCHOOL  FURNITURE  CO.  92  Mich.  558,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  611,  52  N.  W.  1009. 
Libel    of   mnimfactiired    article. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Marlin  Firearms  Co.  v.  Shields,  59  L.  R.  A.  310,  which  de- 
nies right  to  injunction  against  publishing  unjust  and  malicious  criticism  of 
manufactured  article. 

16  L.  R.  A.  723,  REECE  v.  KYLE,  49  Ohio  St.  476,  31  N.  E.  747. 
'Wl&at   1«   champerty. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Ginn,  66  Ohio  St.  325,  64  N.  E.  123,  holding  agreement  by 
attorney  to  prosecute  suit  in  own  name,  take  all  risks  and  assume  all  expenses, 
receiving  compensation  of  recovery,  champertous;  Getchell  v.  Welday,  2  Ohio  N. 
P.  390,  holding  agreement  to  obtain  evidence  and  judgment  in  consideration 
of  assignment  of  part  of  said  judgment,  champertous ;  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Volkert,  58  Ohio  St.  372,  50  N.  E.  924,  holding  contract  to  perform  further 
legal  services,  if  error  proceedings  instituted  after  judgment  obtained,  not  cham- 
pertous; Stocker  v.  Henne,  8  Ohio  N.  P.  516,  11  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  737,  hold- 
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ing  that  contract  by  clerk  of  court  to  pay  costs,  if  guardian  would  commence 
suit  for  ward,  is  void  as  against  public  policy;  Grievance  Committee  v.  Knnis, 
84  Conn.  607,  80  Atl.  767,  holding  that  contract  for  contingent  fee  of  fifty  per 
cent  of  amount  recovered  in  negligence  case  is  not  necessarily  unfair  or  illegal. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Irwin  v.  Curie,  58  L.  R.  A.  830,  which  sustains  right  of 
person  placing  demands  in  attorney's  hands  to  recover  agreed  compensation, 
though  statute  forbids  such  agreements;  Newman  v.  Freitas,  50  L.  R.  A.  548, 
which  holds  void,  contract  to  pay  attorney  one  third  of  all  amounts  recovered  in 
divorce  suit;  Croco  v.  Oregon  Short-Line  R.  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  285,  which  authorizes 
agreement  that  attorney's  compensation  shall  depend  on  successes  and  be  payable 
out  of  proceeds  of  litigation ;  Johnson  v.  Van  Wyck,  41  L.  R.  A.  520,  which  holds 
agreement  by  attorney  to  prosecute  suit  at  own  expense  for  half  of  recovery, 
champertous;  Dorr  v.  Camden,  65  L.R.A.  348,  which  holds  that  contract  for  con- 
tingent fee  must,  in  order  to  be  sustained,  be  shown  to  have  been  entered  into 
by  the  client  after  full  knowledge  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  justifying  such 
contract. 

Cited  in  note  (83  Am.  St.  Rep.  171)  on  champertous  contracts  between  attor- 
neys and  clients. 

16  L.  R.  A.  729,  BOYD  v.  SELMA,  96  Ala.  144,  11  So.  393. 
Sttas  of  taxable  property. 

Followed  in  State  v.  Kidd,  125  Ala.  420,  28  So.  480,  holding  that  situs  of  shares 
of  stock  for  purpose  of  taxation  is  owner's  'domicil. 

Cited  in  Re  Fair,  128  Cal.  614,  61  Pac.  184,  holding  negotiable  railroad  bonds 
taxable  at  residence  of  owner;  State  v.  Scottish- American  Mortg.  Co.  76  Minn. 
162,78  N.  W.  962,  holding  notes  held  by  nonresident,  but  secured  by  mortgages  on 
residents*  real  estate,  not  taxable,  though  loan  negotiated  by  local  agents;  Na- 
tional Dredging  Co.  v.  State,.  99  Ala.  467,  12  So.  720,  holding  personal  property 
within  and  used  in  state,  owned  by  nonresident,  taxable  where  found;  Buck  v. 
Miller,  147  Ind.  595,  37  L.  R.  A.  388,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  436,  47  N.  E.  8,  holding 
that,  for  taxation,  term  "personal  property"  includes  bonds,  notes,  choses  in  ac- 
tion, and  other  evidences  of  credits,  and  that  their  situs  is  place  where  used  in 
business;  Hunt  v.  Turner,  54  Fla.  667,  45  So.  509,  holding  that  ordinarily  the 
situs  of  personalty  for  taxation  is  the  domicil  of  the  owner  and  citing  annota- 
tion on  that  point;  Gilbertson  v.  Oliver,  129  Iowa,  572,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  956, 
105  X.  W.  1002,  holding  an  indebtedness  to  a  nonresident  creditor  from  a  resi- 
dent debtor,  the  evidence  of  such  debt  being  at  domicile  of  creditor,  is  not  in- 
tangible property  within  the  state  subject  to  inheritance  tax;  also  citing  annota- 
tion on  that  point;  State  v.  Fidelity  &  D.  Co.  35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  229,  80  S.  W. 
544,  holding  that  the  term  "personal  property"  as  used  in  the  tax  law  includes, 
bonds,  not«s,  credits  Jind  choses  in  action,  such  as  securities  deposited  within 
state  by  foreign  corporation  as  a  condition  to  the  right  to  do  business;  Com. 
V.  Williams,  102  Va.  700,  47  S.  E.  867,  1  Ann.  Cas.  434,  holding  that  debts  due 
decedent  should  be  taxed  in  the  name  of  the  executor  at  the  domicil  of  the  de- 
cedent; Kingsley  v.  Merrill,  122  Wis.  194,  67  L.R.A.  204,  99  N.  W.  1044,  2  Ann. 
Cas.  748,  holding  notes  and  mortgages  situated  within  the  state  to  be  taxable 
personalty;  Armour  Packing  Co.  v.  Augusta,  118  Ga.  556,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  128, 
46  S.  E.  424,  holding  that  choses  in  action  in  the  hands  of  agent  of  nonresident 
corporation  have  situs  for  taxation  for  city  purposes  at  domicil  of  agent,  he  ob- 
taining them  through  ordinary  course  of  business;  North  American  Dredging 
Co.  V.  Taylor,  66  Wash.  569,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  110,  106  Pac.  162,  holding  self- 
propelling  seagoing  steam   dredge,  engaged  on  government  work   in  particular 
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county  of  state,  taxable  there  regardless  of  where  owner  resides  or  home  port  ia 
located. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Whiting,  34  L.  R.  A.  232,  which  holds  bonds  of  foreign 
corporation  within  state,  though  owned  by  nonresident,  subject  to  transfer  tax; 
Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Assessors,  45  L.  R.  A.  524,  which  holds 
situs  of  debt  due  nonresident  is  at  creditor's  domicil  for  purpose  of .  taxation ; 
Allen  v.  National  State  Bank,  52  L.  R.  A.  760^  which  sustains  right  of  state  to 
tax  nonresident  mortgagee's  interest  in  land  within  state;  Kingman  County  v. 
Leonard,  34  L.  R.  A.  810,  which  denies  right  under  statute  to  tax  judgments 
owned  by  nonresidents;  Kingsley  v.  Merrill,  67  L.R.A.  200,  which  holds  mort- 
gages and  notes  of  solvent  debtors  taxable  at  owner's  residence. 

Cited  in  note    (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  457,  464)   on  situs  of  personal  property  for 
purposes   of   taxation. 
Situs  of  property   for  srami'l^ment* 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Nash,  118  Ala.  486,  41  L.  R.  A.  332,  72  Am. 
St.  Rep.  181,  23  So.  825,  holding  that  situs  of  debt  for  purpose  of  garnishment  is 
domicil  of  creditor. 
Defenses  In  actions  on  tax  bills. 

Cited  in  Verdin  v.  St.  Louis,  131  Mo.  116,  33  S.  W.  480   (dissenting  opinion), 
as  to  right  of  taxpayer  in  possession  of  land,  if  sued,  to  resist  action  on  ground  of 
invalidity  of  ordinance. 
Injnnction  airainst  tax  collection. 

Cited  in  Hallett  v.  Arapahoe  County,  40  Colo.  315,  90  Pac.  678,  denying  in- 
junction against  tax  collection  on  failure  of  complaint  to  show  inadequacy 
of  relief  at  law  or  irreparable  injury. 

16  L.  R.  A.  737,  STATE  ex  rel.  SHERMAN  v.  GEORGE,  22  Or.  142,  29  Am.  St. 

Rep.  586,  29  Pac.  356. 
Pofver  of  appointment   to   office. 

Followed  in  The  Geo.  W.  Elder,  169  Fed.  1008,  holding  act  creating  a  board  of 
control  is  not  nugatory  for  the  reason  that  it  is  made  appointive  and  self- 
perpetuating  instead  of  elective. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Wagner  v.  Compson,  34  Or.  28,  54  Pac.  349,  and  Eddy  v. 
Kincaid,  28  Or.  658,  41  Pac.  156,  upholding  right  of  legislature  to  appoint  rail- 
road commisjiioners ;  State  ex  rel.  Trauger  v.  Nash,  66  Ohio  St.  619,  64  N.  E.  558, 
holding  that  w^here  power  of  appointment  to  fill  vacancy  has  been  delegated  to  leg- 
islature by  people,  direction  to  governor  to  perform  duty  makes  it  purely  minis- 
terial ;  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Maybury  v.  Bolger,  128  Mich.  360,  87  N.  W.  366,  uphold- 
ing act  providing  for  appointment  of  park  commissioner  by  common  council  of 
city;  Cox  v.  State,  72  Ark.  98,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  98  S.  W.  75fJ,  holding 
that  the  constitution  controls  as  to  what  branch  of  the  government  has  the  power 
of  appointment  to  office,  either  expressly  or  by  implication;  Richardson  v.  Young, 
122  Tenn.  498,  125  S.  W.  664,  holding  that  power  of  appointment  to  office  is 
political  and  not  inherently  legislative,  executive  or  judicial;  State  v.  Davis, 
88  S.  C.  208,  70  S.  E,  417,  to  the  point  that  appointment  of  special  judge  to  pre- 
side over  special  court  is  not  essentially  an  executive  function  within  classifica- 
tion of  legislative,  executive  and  judicial  powers;  Re  Appointment  of  Revisor, 
141  Wis.  615,  124  N.  W.  670,  as  sustaining  the  delegation  of  powder  of  appoint- 
ment of  certain  officers  or  quasi  officers,  to  the  courts  or  judges. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Johnson  v.  State,  38  L.  R.  A.  373,  which  holds  void,  stat- 
ute depriving  governor  of  power  to  appoint  judges  of  inferior  court  by  changing 
its  name:  People  ex  rel.  Richardson  v.  Henderson,  22  L.  R.  A.  751,  which  denies 
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inherent  power  of  the  executive  to  appoint  officers;  Fox  v.  McDonald,  21  L.  R.  A. 

529,  which   holds   power   to   appoint   to  office  to   fill   vacancy   not    inherent   in 

governor. 

Leariiilatlve   pOTver   over   local    Indebtednesif. 

Cited  in  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oswego  Twp.  7  C.  C.  A.  678,  19  U.  S.  App.  321, 
50  Fed.  67,  holding  valid,  act  authorizing  to\Miship  to  scale  down  and  refund 
bonded  indebtedness;  Simon  v.  Northup,  27  Or.  496,  30  L.  R.  A.  175,  40  Pac.  560, 
upholding  act  to  create  debt  against  city  without  its  consent,  for  acquiring 
bridges  and  ferries. 
Delegation  of  legrlslatlve  poii«'ep*  . 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Young  v.  Brill,  100  Minn.  519,  111  N.  W.  639,  10  Ann. 
Cas.  425,  on  the  delegation  of  legislative  power  to  another  branch  of  government. 
Jadldal  poTvers. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Bennett  v.  Taylor,  54  Wash.  155,  102  Pac.  1029,  holding 
appointment  of  water  commissioner  by  superior  court  not  to  be  such  an  exercise 
of  judicial  power  as  to  be  subject  to  writ  of  prohibition. 
Doable  office  holdlngr* 

Cited  in  note  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  591)  on  loss  of  one  office  by  accepting  another. 

Distinguished  in  Young  v.  Mankato,  97  Minn.  7,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)    851,  105  N. 
\V.  969,  holding  that  the  members  of  a  board  cannot  employ  one  or  more  mem- 
hvTs  thereof  to  be  counsel,  furnish  advice  and  draw  up  the  work  assigned  to  the 
Ijoard. 
What   eonatltntes   an    Vofflce/' 

Cited  in  Bennett  Trust  Co.  v.  Sengstacken,  58  Or.  346,  113  Pac.  863,  holding 
that  commissioners  of  incorporated  ports  appointed  under  laws  of  1909,  are  not 
"officers"  within  meaning  of  constitution  limiting  tenure  of  office  to  four  years. 

Cited  in  note  (63  Am.  St.  Rep.  189)   on  what  are  public  offices. 

16  L.  R.  A.  743,  WOODARD  v.  WOODARD,  36  S.  C.  118,  15  S.  E.  355. 

16  L.  R.  A.  745,  BATES  v.  BABCOCK,  95  Cal.  479,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  133,  30  Pac. 
605. 

Cited  in  Bates  v.  Coronado  Beach  Co.  109  Cal.  161,  41  Pac.  855,  as  containing 
facts  on  former  appeal. 
Objectiona  to   contplalnt  after  Jadgrnient. 

Cited  in  South  San  Bernardino  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  v.  San  Bernardino  Nat. 
Bank,  127  Cal.  247,  69  Pac.  099,  holding  defendant  not  having  appealed  from 
judgment  cannot  object  to  complaint,  unless  so  defective  that  judgment  cannot  be 
sustained;  West  v.  Johnson,  15  Idaho,  689,  99  Pac.  709,  holding  that  a  mere 
ambiguity  in  averment  of  material  fact  cannot  be  objected  to  after  judgment; 
Hollister  v.  State,  9  Idaho,  059,  77  Pac.  339,  holding  special  demurrer  the  only 
means  of  attacking  a  defective  allegation  in  complaint  an  objection  after  judg- 
ment only  going  to  an  entire  absence  of  allegation  of  material  fact. 

InsaffldencF  of  complaint. 

Cited  in  Xash  v.  Rosesteel,  7  Cal.  App.  510,  94  Pac.  850,  holding  that  an  ob- 
jection to  a  complaint  for  fraud  on  the  grounds  of  failure  to  aver  some  of  the 
essential  elements  of  the  wrong,  is  well  founded. 
Partn«rslilp  property  In  land. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Putnam,  107  Wis.  162,  82  N.  W.  1077,  holding  that  contract 
for  partnership  dealing  in  land  is  within  statute  of  frauds  unless  fully  executed 
as  to  such  land,  when  rights  of  parties  may  be  enforced;  Moran  v.  Mclnerncy,  129 
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Gal.  31,  61  Pac.  575,  holding  that,  in  action  for  dissolution  of  copartnership,  real 
estate  should  be  treated  as  personal  property,  and  sold  to  pay  debts,  and  residue 
distributed;  Jones  v.  Patrick,  140  Fed.  406,  holding  a  partnership  in  profits  from 
dealing  in  land  need  not  to  be  in  writing  and  the  form  of  the  profits  after  deal  is 
closed  is  immaterial  as  regarding  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  notes    (27  L.R.A.  466,  477;  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)    889)   as  to  when  real 
estate  will  be  considered  partnership  property;    (48  Am.  St.  Rep.  65)   on  part- 
nership realty. 
Parol   pnrtneralilp  aflrreement  to  deal   In   land. 

Cited  in  Koyer  v.  Willmon,  150  Cal.  787,  90  Pac.  135,  holding  a  parol  agree- 
ment to  purchase  land  jointly  in  the  name  of  one,  to  be  a  valid  partnership  to 
buy  land;  Garth  v.  Davis,  120  Ky.  110,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  571,  86  S.  W.  692, 
holding  an  oral  agreement  to  form  a  partnership  to  deal  in  land  not  to  be  within 
statute  of  frauds;  Bond  v.  Taylor,  68  W.  Va.  327,  69  S.  E.  1000,  to  the  point 
that  oral  contract  of  partnership  to  deal  in  real  estate  is  not  within  statute  of 
frauds;  Davenport  v.  Buchanan,  6  S.  D.  381,  61  N.  W.  47,  holding  that  a  parol 
agreement  to  jointly  purchase  land  may  be  shown  in  an  action  by  one  party 
thereof  to  recover  money  fraudulently  obtained  by  the  other  on  misstatement  of 
amount  paid  for  the  land;  Norton  v.  Brink,  75  Neb.  569,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  945,  121 
Am.  St.  Rep.  822,  196  N.  W.  668,  considering  but  not  deciding  status  of  a 
parol  partnership  agreement  to  purchase  land  and  holding  that  a  partner  to 
such  an  agreement  can  after  resale  of  land  purchased  in  name  of  the  other  have 
an  accounting  for  profits  realized. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  428,  429)  on  validity  of  parol  partnership  to 
deal  in  real  property;  (33  L.R.A. (N.S.)  883)  on  validity  of  parol  partnership  to 
deal  in  land;  (5  L.R.A. (N.S.)  510)  on  what  constitutes  a  partnership  to  deal  in 
real  estate. 

Disapproved  in  Nester  v.  Sullivan,  147  Mich.  503,  9  L.R.A.(X.S.)    1111,   HI 
N.  W.  85,  holding  parol  agreement  for  partnership  to  purchase  land,  each  party 
to  advance  purchase  price  and  take  land  in  his  own  name  for  benefit  of  botii 
to  be  \\ithin  statute  of  frauds. 
Parol  afrreementa  -wltliln  atatnte  of  frands. 

Cited  in  Bree  v.  Wheeler,  4  CaL  App.  112,  87  Pac.  255,  holding  that  an  agree- 
ment for  division  of  water  rights  acted  upon  and  possession  taken  is  binding 
though  no  conveyance  is  executed;  People's  Home  Sav.  Bank  v.  Stadtmuller, 
150  Cal.  109,  88  Pac.  280,  holding  that  one  receiving  stock  in  a  corporation  by 
distribution  is  not  a  stockholder  as  between  himself  and  the  corporation  where 
transfer  has  not  been  made  on  corporation  books. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Greenwood  v.  Law,  19  L.  R.  A.  688,  which  holds  parol  agree- 
ment to  sell  and  assign  bond  and  mortgage  within  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  note  ( 102  Am.  St.  Rep.  239)  on  contract  for  sale  of  land  within  statute 
of  frauds. 
Scope  of  partnership  bniilneas. 

Cited  in  Williamson  v.  Nigh,  68  W.  Va.  636,  53  S.  E.  124,  holding  that  a 
partnership  may  be  formed  for  a  single  venture. 
'What  conatltntes  partnerahtp. 

Cited  in  notes  (116  Am.  St.  Rep.  408,  409)  on  what  constitutes  a  partner- 
ship; (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  992)  on  eflFect  of  agreement  to  share  profits  to  create 
partnership;  (19  Eng.  Rul..  Caa.  410)  on  agreement  for  sharing  profits  as  con- 
stituting a  partnership. 
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16  L.  R  A.  752,  PEOPLE  ew  rel  KUNZE  v.  FT.  WAYNE  &  E.  R.  CO,  92  Mich. 

622,  52  N.  W.  1010. 
Wliat  use  of  iitr«et  !•  additional  aervHiide. 

Followed  in  Dean  v.  Ann  Arbor  Street  R.  Co.  93  Mich.  331,  53  N.  W.  396,  hold- 
ing that  electric  street  railway  may  not  be  added  servitude  on  abutting  land; 
Birmingham  Traction  Co.  v.  Birmingham  R.  &  Electric  Co.  119  Ala.  142,  43  L.  R. 
A.  235,24  So.  502 ;  Detroit  v.  Detroit  City  R.  Co.  56  Fed.  874;  Detroit  Citizens* 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Detroit,  26  L.  R.  A.  674,  12  C.  C.  A.  372,  22  U.  S.  App.  570,  64 
Fed.  636, — ^holding  street  railway  but  improved  mode  of  street  use  and  does  not 
impose  additional  servitude  on  land  of  abutting  owners;  Nieman  v.  Detroit  Sub- 
urban Street  R,  Co.  103  Mich.  259,  61  N.  W.  519,  holding  that  electric  street  rail- 
way may  be  constructed  without  condemning  right  of  way;  People  v,  Eaton,  100 
Mich.  212,  24  L.  R.  A.  723,  59  N.  W.  145,  holding  placing  of  telegraph  poles  not 
additional  servitude  on  land  of  abutter  on  public  street;  Detroit  v.  Detroit  City 
R.  Co.  56  Fed.  880,  holding  that  function  of  city  is  merely  to  consent,  upon  condi- 
tions, that  street  railway  companies  may  exercise  state  franchise ;  Peck  v.  Schenec- 
tady R.  Co.  170  N.  Y.  312,  63  N.  E.  357  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding 
that  putting  electric  road  in  street  adds  servitude  on  abutting  owners;  Detroit, 
Ft.  Waj-ne  &  B.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Comrs.  127  Jklicli.  235,  62  L.  R.  A.  1^6,  86 
N.  W.  842  (dissenting  opinion),  on  point  that  street  railway  does  not  create  ad- 
ditional servitude. 

Cited  in  Mordhurst  v.  Ft.  Wayne  &  S.  W.  Traction  Co.  163  Ind.  277,  66  L.R.A. 
115,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  222,  71  N.  E.  642,  2  Ann.  Cas.  967,  holding  an  electric 
street  railway  carrying  passengers  and  light  express,  mail  and  baggage  not  an 
additional  burden  on  the  streets  entitling  lot  owners  to  compensation;  Mannel 
T  Detroit,  M.  C.  &  M.  C.  R.  Co.  139  Mich.  108,  102  ^^  W.  633,  holding  that  lot 
owner  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  or  court  intervention  where  street  car 
track  is  moved  so  close  to  his  curb  that  his  teams  cannot  stand  there  while 
car  is  passing,  such  change  being  necessary  and  approved  by  city  council;  Ecorse 
Twp.  V.  Jackson,  A.  A.  &  D.  R.  Co.  153  Mich.  397,  117  N.  W.  89,  distinguishing 
street  and  ordinary  railroads  on  the  grounds  of  servitude  and  burden  on  streets. 

Cited  in  notes   (17  L.R.A.  477)  on  what  use  of  street  or  highway  constitutes 
additional  burden;    (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  242,  246)   on  what  are  additional  servi- 
tudes in  highways;   (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)   709,  808)  on  abutter's  right  to  compensa- 
tion for  railroads  in  streets. 
CompenaatioB    for    erection    of    embamkinent    In    street* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rauenstein  v.  New  York,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  768, 
which  denies  liability  to  abutter  for  embankment  to  change  grade,  necessitated 
by  railroad  embankment  in  intersecting  street. 

Validity  of  pnbllc  contracts. 

Cited  in  Lewick  v.  Glazier,  116  Mich.  500,  74  N.  W.  717,  holding  contract  for 
"Water  supply  for  village  valid,  though  it  creates  monopoly. 

Quo  fvarranto. 

Cited  in  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Detroit  Suburban  R.  Co.  96  Mich.  69,  55  N.  W.  562,  hold- 
ing interest  of  people  not  sufficient  to  support  quo  warranto  where  municipality 
has  power  to  grant,  and  has  granted,  right  of  way  to  street  railway  company; 
State  V.  Nebraska  Teleph.  Co.  127  Iowa,  197,  103  N.  W.  120,  holding  ordinance 
will  not  be  declared  void  in  quo  warranto  proceeding  where  it  is  not  claimed 
that  city  had  no  power  to  pass  the  ordinance. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  812)  on  quo  warranto  for  vindication  of 
private  rights. 
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Franclilaeii  and  licenses. 

Cited  in  McPhee  &  McG.  Co.  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  87  C.  C.  A.  619,  158  Fed.  17, 
holding  that  a  grant  from  a  municipality  to  a  street  railway  to  lay  track  in  a 
part  of  a  street  or  some  other  like  privilege  is  a  license  as  distinguished  from 
a  franchise  which  comes  from  sovereign  grant  and  is  essential  to  very  existence 
of  the  corporation. 
Forfeiture  for  failure  of  conditions. 

Cited  in  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Monroe  v.  Toledo  &  M.  R.  Co.  161  Mich.  478,  116 
N.  W.  422,  holding  that  a  failure  of  interurban  street  railway  to  comply  with 
conditions  of  grant  does  not  warrant  a  forfeiture  when  large  amount  of  money- 
is  expended  but  it  may  afford  occasion  for  regulation  of  the  business. 
Reanonalileness  of  ordinance. 

Cited  in  Grand  Trunk  Western  R.  Co.  v.  South  Bend,  174  Ind.  229,  36  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  800,  91  N.  E.  809,  holding  ordinance  restricting  number  of  tracks  on 
street  to  one  for  a  distance  of  three  or  four  squares  not  unreasonable,  Avhen 
more  than  one  might  interfere  with  free  use  of  street  by  public. 

16  L.  R.  A.  754,  BOWERS  v.  SMITH,  111  Mo.  45,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  491,  20  S.  W. 

101. 
Election    la'vrs    and    validity    of    elections. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Bennett  v.  Barber,  4  Wyo.  82,  32  Pac.  14,  holding  statu- 
tory requirement  for  making  and  filing  certificate  of  nominations  of  candidates, 
mandatory;  Cook  v.  Fisher,  100  Iowa,  35,  69  N.  W.  264,  holding  election  law 
mandatory  on  clerk  preparing  ballot,  but  should  not  operate  to  defeat  election; 
Miller  v.  Pennoyer,  23  Or.  375,  31  Pac.  830,  holding  that  voters  cannot  be  dis- 
franchised by  error  of  county  official  in  printing  same  name  on  official  ballot  under 
two  different  groups  of  electors;  Tebbe  v.  Smith,  108  Cal.  108,  49  Am,  St.  Rep. 
68,  41  Pac.  454,  holding  ballots  marked  with  cross  to  right  of  name,  but  not  in 
square,  not  invalid  where  ballot  law  not  mandatory  on  that  point;  Atty.  Gen.  ex 
rel.  Reynolds  v.  May,  99  Mich.  546,  26  L.  R.  A.  328,  58  N.  W.  483,  upholding  act 
providing  that  no  one  can  be  assisted  in  marking  his  ballot  until  he  first  swears 
he  oiinnot  read  English;  Staokpole  v.  Hallahan,  16  Mont.  54,  28  L.  R.  A.  508,  foot- 
note p.  502,  40  Pac.  80,  refusing  to  declare  election  invalid  because  of  certain  de- 
fects in  nominating  certificates;  Boyd  v.  Mills,  53  Kan.  608,  25  L.  R.  A.  491,  42 
Am.  St.  Rep.  306,  37  Pac.  16,  refusing  to  invalidate  election  in  township  where, 
through  mistake  of  officials,  ballots  of  other  color  than  white  were  used  by  all 
electors  alike;  Lynip  v.  Buckner,  22  Nev.  439,  30  L.  R.  A.  357,  41  Pac.  762,  hold- 
ing that  strips  of  paper  and  numbers  of  unintentionally  left  on  ballots  by  official,. 
without  knowledge  of  voters,  will  not  disfranchise;  Parker  v.  Hughes,  64  Kan. 
241,  56  L.  R,  A.  279,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  67  Pae.  637  (dissenting  opinion),  ma- 
jority holding  that  ballots  marked  to  distinguish  them,  contrary  to  provisions 
making  such  marks  criminal,  cannot  be  counted;  Morris  v.  Board  of  Canvassers, 
49  W.  Va.  263,  38  S.  E.  500,  declaring  mandatory,  provision  that  but  one  ballot 
shall  be  ushed  and  names  of  all  candidates  voted  for  must  be  on  that  ballot; 
Jones  V.  State,  153  Ind.  447,  55  N".  E.  229,  refusing  to  invalidate  election  of  town 
trustee  because  his  ticket  did  not  have  emblem  or  device  at  head,  although  it  was 
official;  Com.  v.  Rogers,  181  Mass.  192,  63  N.  E.  421,  which  holds  caucus  meet- 
ing legal  when  there  was  present  a  warden  de  facto,  though  elected  just  before 
caucus;  Cole  v.  Tucker,  164  Mass.  488,  29  L.  R.  A.  670,  41  N.  E.  681,  sustaining 
act  requiring  use  of  official  ballot;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Deegans,  53  W.  Va.  286,  44  S. 
E.  465,  holding  act  requiring  poll  clerks  to  write  names  on  back  of  each  election 
ballot  sheet,  mandatory;  Stone  v.  Gregory,  110  Ky.  503,  61  S.  W.  1002,  holding 
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election  not  invalidated  because  of  immaterial  mistake  in  question  submitted; 
Montgomery  v.  Henn%  144  Ala.  639,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  660,  39  So.  607,  6  Ann. 
Cas.  965,  holding  statutory  provision  with  reference  to  numbering  ballots  di- 
rectory only,  the  failure  to  comply  therewith  not  being  declared  to  be  fatal; 
Averyt  v.  Williams,  8  Ariz.  360,  76  Pac.  463,  holding  that  failure  to  comply 
with  statutory  provisions  for  preservation  of  integrity  of  ballots  does  not  of 
itself  warrant  their  rejection  in  evidence  to  overcome  return  of  election  officers; 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Campbell,  191  Mass.  502,  78  N.  E.  133,  sustaining  a  disregard  of 
statutory  technicalities  respecting  preparation  of  ballot  in  order  that  the  true 
will  of  the  voters  be  not  defeated;  State  v.  Swearingen,  128  Mo.  App.  614,  107 
S.  W.  1,  holding  that  a  disregard  of  a  directory  provision  for  number  of  elec- 
tion judges  not  affecting  the  result  of  the  election  nor  accompanied  by  fraud, 
will  not  invalidate  election;  Horsefall  v.  School  Dist.  143  Mo.  App.  546,  128  S. 
W.  33,  holding  where  mandatory  election  provisions  are  disregarded  the  vote 
or  election  is  invalid  but  where  a  directory  provision  is  disregarded  the  vote  or 
election  will  be  upheld  if  it  shows  the  will  or  wishes  of  the  voter;  Lane  v.  Bailey, 
29  Mont.  556,  75  Pac.  191,  holding  failure  of  registration  afflcer  to  take  oath  of 
a  number  of  men  applying  for  registry  will  not  authorize  such  voters  disqualifi- 
cation; State  ex  rel.  Parler  v.  State  Canvassers,  79  S.  C.  418,  60  S.  E.  967, 
holding  that  where  an  irregularity  in  election  procedure  docs  not  alT^'.ct  the  re- 
sult it  will  be  disregarded  unless  the  statute  expressly  declares  it  to  be  fatal 
to  validity  of  election;  Perry  v.  Hackney,  11  N.  D.  154,  90  N.  W.  483,  holding 
failure  of  election  officers  to  comply  with  mandatory  provision  regarding  booths 
and  guard  rails  will  not  vitiate  election  in  absence  of  affect  to  the  result  caused 
by  such  failure;  State  ex  rel.  Dithroar  v.  Bunnell,  131  Wis.  206,  110  N.  W.  177, 
11  Ann.  Cas.  560,  holding  that  irregularity  of  nomination  disentitling  person  to 
have  name  on  ballot  doe6  not  warrant  the  throwing  out  of  votes  cast  for  such 
person  on  election;  Eskerson  v.  Des  Moines,  137  Iowa,  486,  115  N.  W.  177, 
on  the  illegality  of  restricting  a  voter  from  writing  a  name  on  printed  ballot. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ellis  v.  May,  25  L.  Il>  A.  325,  which  holds  reasonable,  re- 
quirement of  oath  of  inability  to  read  before  allowing  another  to  mark  ballot; 
Todd  V.  Election  Comrs.  29  L.  R,  A.  330  which  upholds  requirement  against  can- 
tUdate  having  name  on  official  ballot  more  than  once;  State,  Ransom,  Prosecutor, 
V.  Black,  16  L.  R.  A.  769,  which  holds  act  limiting  right  to  representation  oh 
ofiicial  ballot  to  political  parties  casting  certain  percentage  of  vote  at  last  elec- 
tion, and  to  those  presenting  petitions,  valid;  Taylor  v.  Bleakley,  28  L.  R.  A. 
683,  which  holds  mandatory,  provision  against  counting  ballot  not  marked  as  re- 
quired by  statute. 

Cited  in  notes    (90  Am.  St.  Rep.  55,  61,  73,  77.)    on  irregularities  avoiding 
elections;    (91.  Am.  St.  Rep.  685,  686)   on  right  of  elector  to  vote  for  candidate 
not  named  on  official  ballot;   (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  240,  241)  on  distinguishing  marks 
invalidating  ballot. 
RalsiBfir  objection  to  eleottom* 

Cited  in  Schuler  v.  Hogan,  168  111.  377,  48  N.  E.  195;  State  ex  rel  Hewen  v. 
Elliott,  17  Wash.  23,  48  Pac.  734;  State  ex  rel.  Crawford  v.  Norris,  37  Neb.  313, 
55  N.  W.  1086;  Lewis  v.  Boynton,  25  Colo.  492,  55  Pac.  732,— holding  that  con- 
testant cannot  raise  objections  to  an  election,  thereby  defeating  will  of  electors, 
when  he  has  neglected  to  avail  hinisolf  of  opportunity  presented  by  election  law; 
Baker  v.  Scott,  4  Idaho,  601,  43  Pac.  70,  holding  objection  that  name  of  success- 
ful candidate  was  improperly  placed  on  official  ballot  too  late  after  election; 
Earl  V.  Lewis,  28  Utah,  123,  77  Pac.  2.S5,  holding  that  failure  of  proper  nomi- 
nation registration  can  only  be  taken  advantage  of  before  election  and  nomina- 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 10. 
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tion  paper  presented  for  file  after  statutory  date  must  be  taken  unless  objection 
is  raised;  State  ex  rel.  Hunt  v.  StaflFord,  120  Wis.  220,  97  N.  W.  1043,  holding 
that  the  right  of  the  party  voted  for  to  have  his  name  on  the  ballot  cannot  be 
questioned  after  election. 
Cons  true  tion  of  statntea. 

Cited  in  Hilgert  v.  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  107  Mo.  App.  398,  81  S.  W. 
496,  construing  a  statute  changing  city  governments  so  that  the  change  would 
be  accomplished  at  spring  election  instead  of  at  passage  of  the  act  in  order  to 
properly  carry  out  legislative  intent;  Moorshead  v.  United  R.  Co.  203  Mo.  166, 
100  S.  W.  611,  affirming  119  Mo.  App.  676,  96  S.  W.  261,  holding  that  if 
a  certain  interpretation  would  lead  to  absurd  or  iniquitous  results  it  will  not 
be  adopted  unless  compelled  by  the  language;  State  ex  rel.  Sanks  v.  Johnson, 
138  Mo.  App.  319,  121  S.  VV.  780,  holding  that  a  proposed  construction  of  a 
statute  amounting  to  an  absurdity  will  be  considered  to  show  the  true  construc- 
tion to  be  applied;  Ex  parte  Corliss,  16  N.  D.  542,  114  N.  W.  962  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  the  construction  of  a  statute  to  obtain  the  intent  of  legislature  and 
the  disregard  of  a  harmful  construction. 
—  Of  adopted  statote. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wolf  v.  Youbert,  21  L.  R.  A.  772,  which  requires  applica- 
tion in  construing  adopted  statute  of  construction  of  courts  of  state  from  which 
adopted. 

16  L.  R.  A.  769,  STATE,  RANSOM,  PROSECUTOR,  v.  BLACK,  54  N.  J.  L.  446, 
4  Atl.  489,  1021. 

Blectfon  lafvs  and  rlarht  to  -vote. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  State  ea  rel.  Ransom  v.  Black,  65  N.  J.  L.  688. 

Cited  in  State  ea  rel,  Lamar  v.  Dillon,  32  Fla.  580,«  22  L.  R.  A.  137,  14  So. 
383,  holding  that  election  for  city  officer  may  be  regulated  by  legislature, 
constitutional  provisions  not  applying;  State  ex  rel.  Lamar  v.  Dillon,  32 
Fla.  561,  22  L.  R.  A.  132,  14  So.  383,  holding  voting  a  privilege,  and  not  a  right; 
Morris  v.  Board  of  Canvassers,  49  W.  Va.  264,  38  S.  E.  500,  upholding  statute 
requiring  voters  to  use  only  one  ballot,  which  must  contain  names  of  all  persons 
he  votes  for;  May  &  T.  Hardware  Co.  v.  Birmingham,  123  Ala.  325,  26  So.  637, 
holding  valid,  provision  requiring  voters,  voting  against  amendment,  to  strike  out 
words  "For  .  .  .  Amendment;"  State  ex  rel,  Runge  v.  Anderson,  100  Wis. 
533,  42  L.  R.  A.  243,  76  N.  W.  482,  upholding  act  prohibiting  political  party 
from  being  represented  on  official  ballot  imless  it  polled  at  preceding  election  2 
per  cent  of  vote ;  State  ex  rel.  Plimmer  v.  Poston,  58  Ohio  St.  633,  42  L.  R.  A.  238, 
footnote  p.  237,  51  N.  E.  150,  holding  valid,  act  requiring  certified  nomination 
to  be  made  by  convention  representing  political  party  polling  at  least  1  per  cent 
of  entire  vote  cast  in  state;  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Reynolds  v.  May,  99  Mich.  546,  25 
L.  R.  A.  328,  58  N.  W.  483,  holding  it  reasonable  restriction  of  right  to  vote  to 
require  voter  to  swear  he  cannot  read  English  before  allowing  another  to  mark  his 
ballot;  Cole  v.  Tucker,  164  Mass.  488,  29  L.  R.  A.  669,  41  N.  E.  681,  upholding 
statute  making  official  ballot  compulsory  for  city  officers  and  optional  for  town 
officers;  Ladd  v.  Holmes,  40  Or.  181,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  457,  66  Pac.  714,  holding 
valid,  act  limiting  right  of  party  electors  to  vote  at  primaries  of  tlieir  own  par- 
ties; Com.  y.  Rogers,  181  Mass.  187,  63  N.  E.  421,  holding  valid,  act  relating  to 
voting  lists  at  caucuses;  Bliss  v.  Woolley,  68  N.  J.  L.  55,  52  Atl.  835,  holding 
ballots  furnished  electors  by  municipal  clerk  under  his  construction  of  law,  to  be 
treated  as  valid;  Hopper  v.  Stack,  69  N.  J.  L.  565,  56  Atl.  1,  holding  the  right 
to  vote  and  secrecy  of  ballot  not  to  be  constitutional  but  political  and  subject 
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to  legislative  denial  as  to  secrecy;  Solon  v.  State,  54  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  274,  114  S. 
W.  340,  holding  the  right  to  vote  not  inherent  but  conferred  by  the  people  and  sub- 
ject to  revocation;  State  ex  rel.  Shepard  v.  Superior  Ct,  60  Wash.  374,  140  Am. 
St.  Hep.  92o,  111  Pac.  233,  holding  that  only  such  provisions  as  may  in  their 
operation  shut  off  voter  from  ballot  box  will  be  held  obnoxious  to  constitutional 
right  to  vote;  Atwater  v.  Hassett,  27  Okla.  306,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  111  Pac. 
^02,  to  the  point  that  legislature  has  power  to  make  rules  for  orderly  casting  of 
vote  by  citizens;  Riter  v.  Douglass,  32  Nev.  431,  109  Pac.  444;  Ledgerwood  v. 
Pitts,  122  Tenn.  604,  125  S.  W.  1036,— holding  that  statute  excluding  political 
parties  casting  less  than  ten  per  cent  of  entire  vote  is  not  unconstitutional  for 
that  reason;  SUte  ex  rel.  McGrael  v.  Phelps,  144  Wis.  39,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  370, 
128  X.  W.  1041  (dissenting  opinion),  on  validity  of  statute  refusing  recognition 
to  political  party  not  polling  certain  percentage  of  vote  at  previous  election. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Britton  v.  Election  Comrs.  51  L.  R.  A.  115,  which  holds 
void,  law  depriving  members  of  political  party,  polling  less  than  3  per  cent  ol 
votes  at  preceding  election,  of  right  to  nominate  candidates;  Lindstrom  v.  Man- 
istee County,  19  L.  R.  A.  172,  which  refuses  to  exclude  ballot  with  unauthorized 
vignette;  State  ex  rel,  Baxter  v.  Ellis,  17  L.  R.  A.  382,  which  requires  rejection  ol 
ballots  with  device  upon  them  in  municipal  election;  State  ex  rel,  McCarthy  v. 
Moore,  59  L.  R.  A.  447,  which  sustains  prohibition  against  placing  on  official  bal- 
lot, name  of  unsuccessful  candidate  for  party  nomination  at  primary  election; 
Chamberlin  v.  W^ood,  56  L.  R.  A.  187,  which  authorizes  limitation  of  votes  to  can- 
didates whose  names  on  official  ballot;  Brewer  v.  McClelland,  17  L.  R.  A.  845, 
which  holds  statute  requiring  notice  of  claim  to  be  legal  voter,  from  persons  re- 
siding less  than  six  months  in  county,  void;  Eaton  v.  Brown,  17  L.  R.  A.  697, 
which  holds  void,  ballot  law  prohibiting  marking  elsewhere  of  ballot  marked 
opposite  name  of  political  party. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  484)  on  how  far  right  to  vote  is  absolute;  (47  L.  R. 
A.  807)  on  marking  official  ballot;  (91  Am.  St.  Rep.  686)  on  right  of  elector 
to  vote  for  candidate  not  named  on  official  ballot;  (35  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  354)  on 
constitutionality  of  legislation  affecting  party  representation  on  official  ballot. 
— —  Wrltinars  and  erasures  on  ballot. 

Criticised  in  Carlough  v.  Ackerman,  74  N^.  J.  L.  19,  64  Atl.  964,  as  obiter, 
and  holding  that  the  office  as  well  as  the  name  of  the  candidate  can  be  written 
on  the  ballot. 

16  L.  R.  A.  774,  BARRETT  v.  ROCKPORT  ICE  CO.  84  Me.  155,  24  Atl.  802. 
Appropriation  of   Ice. 

Cited  in  Becker  v.  Hall,  116  Iowa,  591,  56  L.  R.  A.  574,  footnote  p.  573,  88  N.  W. 
324,  holding  that  staking  of  banks,  of  stream,  and  marking  staking,  or  cleaning 
ice  before  thick  enough  to  harvest,  does  not  amount  to  appropriation;  E.  G. 
Beechwood  Ice  Co.  v.  American  Ice  Co.  176  Fed.  436,  holding  that  the  riparian 
owner  of  land  flooded  by  dam  in  stream  on  land  below  with  such  owner's  consent 
is  the  owner  of  ice  formed  on  his  own  land  caused  by  dam  of  lower  owner; 
Wilson  V.  Harrisburg,  107  Me.  215,  77  Atl.  787,  holding  that  owner  of  land  has 
sole  right  to  take  ice  from  water  resting  upon  his  land. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mansfield  v.  Place,  18  L.  R.  A.  39,  which  holds  prescriptive 
right  to  entire  ice  on  pond  acquired  by  cutting  from  any  points  desired ;  Marsh  v. 
McNider,  20  L.  R.  A.  333,  which  authorizes  sale  by  tenant  of  right  to  cut  ice  on 
running  stream;  Eidemiller  Ice  Co.  v.  Guthrie,  28  L.  R.  A.  581,  which  holds  right 
to  take  ice  from  pond  in  non-navigable  stream  in  owner  of  land  as  against  owner 
of  pond  with  right  of  flowage;  Concord  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Robertson,  18  L.  R.  A.  679, 
which  holds  littoral  proprietor's  right  to  cut  ice  on  great  pond  not  exclusive; 
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Sanl)orn  v.  People's  Xce  Co.  51  L.  R,  A.  829,  which  holds  taking  of  ioe  in  large 
quantities  from  public  lake  not  exercise  of  common  right  in  its  waters. 
Cited  in  note  (23  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  163)  on  riparian  owner's  right  of  access. 

16  L.  R.  A.  776,  HOLLEY  v.  GLOVER,  36  S.  C.  404,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  883,  16  S.  E. 

605. 
Dotrer  rlarlftta  «•  property. 

Cited  in  Gaffney  v.  Jefferies,  59  S.  C.  669,  53  L.  R.  A.  920,  footnote  p.  918,  82 
Am.  St.  Rep.  860,  38  S.  E.  216,  holding  wife's  dower  right  not  barred  by  partition 
in  kind  between  alienee  of  husband  and  other  cotenants;  Chouteau  v.  Missouri  P. 
R.  Co.  122  Mo.  394,  30  S.  W.  299,  holding  inchoate  dower  interest  not  property 
which  cannot  be  extinguished  by  condemnation  proceedings  against  husband; 
Haggerty  v.  Wagner,  148  Ind.  650,  39  L.  R.  A.  392,  48  N.  E.  366,  holding  that 
partition  sale  extinguishes  inchoate  right  of  dower  of  wife  of  cotenant  not  made 
party;  Woman's  Club  Corp.  v.  Reed,  111  Ky.  811,  64  S.  W.  739,  holding  wife's 
right  of  dower  not  passed  on  sale  of  husband's  interest  in  land;  McLeod  v.  Mc- 
Leod,  169  Ala.  661,  53  So.  834,  holding  that  wife's  inchoate  dower  is  defeated  by 
sale  in  partition  of  common  property. 

Cited  in  notes   (18  L.R.A.  76)  on  power  of  husband  or  his  creditors  to  defeat 
wife's  right  of  dower;    (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  866,  867)    on  effect  of  partition  on 
dower. 
ConclnslvenesH   of  decree   In   partition. 

Cited  in  Norwood  v.  Gregg,  67  S.  C.  228,  45  S.  E.  163,  holding  parties  to  par- 
tition suit  bound  by  decree  as  to  land  included  in  description. 

Cited  in  note  (101  Am.  St.  Rep.  867)  on  effect  of  compulsory  partition. 

16  L.  R.  A.  787,  ST.  LOUIS  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  v.  MURRAY,  55  Ark.  248,  29  Am.  St. 

Rep.  32,  18  S.  W.  50. 
Care  of  paasenfrer  reanlred  of  carrier. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Rexroad,  59  Ark.  185,  26  S.  W.  1037, 
holding  erroneous,  instruction  that  railway  liable  if  conductor  in  passing  out  of 
car  might,  with  reasonable  care,  have  seen  child  in  charge  of  mother,  yet  injured 
her  by  closing  door;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Sweet j  60  Ark.  657,  31  S.  W. 
671,  holding  "highest  degree  of  care"  is  that  which  prudent  and  cautious  man 
would  exercise  consistent  with  mode  of  conveyance  and  practical  operation  of 
railroad;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Purifoy,  99  Ark.  368,  138  S.  W.  631, 
holding  that  care  required  of  railroad  toward  passengers  is  highest  degree  of 
care  which  prudent  man  would  exercise;  Arkansas  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Janson,  90  Ark. 
498,  119  S.  W.  648,  holding  that  same  degree  of  care  is  required  in  regard  to  pas- 
sengers on  a  freight  train  as  on  a  passenger  train,  which  is  the  highest  practical 
degree  of  care  consistent  with  the  mode  of  travel. 
"What  In  negrllerence  In  emerflrency. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis,  L  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Touhey,  07  Ark.  216,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  109, 
54  S.  W.  577,  holding,  in  cases  of  emergency,  passenger  justified  in  jumping  from 
car  if  person  of  reasonable  firmness  and  prudence  would  be  so  justified;  Western 
Maryland  R.  Co.  v.  State,  95  Md.  647,  53  Atl.  969,  holding  sleeping  driver,  waked 
suddenly  and  told  to  jump  from  car  derailed  by  breaking  of  axle,  justified  in  doing 
as  told;  Southwestern  Develop.  Co.  v.  Boyd,  7  Ind.  Terr.  791,  104  S.  W.  1174, 
holding  defendant  not  liable,  in  the  absence  of  negligence,  for  an  injury  caused 
by  an  attempt  to  escape  from  supposed  danger  upon  false  alarm;  Waniorek  v. 
United  R.  Co.  17  Cal.  App.  125,  118  Pac.  947;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
V.   Evans,  99  Ark.    <a,  137   S.  W.  608, — holding  that  question   of  contributory 
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negligence  of  passenger  endeavoring  to  escape  from  apparent  danger  shojild 
be  determined  by  judging  whether  his  attempt  to  escape  was  act  of  reasonable 
man. 

Cited  in  note  (37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  49)  on  care  required  in  sudden  emergency. 

Re«    seutWD, 

Cited  in  Denver  A  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Roller,  49  L.  R.  A.  89,  41  C.  0.  A.  40,  100 
Fed.  756,  holding  admissible,  evidence  of  what  passenger  and  injured  woman  saw 
and  heard  after  accident;  Cromeenes  v.  San  Pedro,  L.  A.  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  37  Utah, 
492,  109  Pac.  10,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  307,  holding  that  instinct! veness  is  requisite 
of  declarations  in  order  to  make  them  part  of  res  gestae. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.R.A.  749)  on  how  near  main  transaction  declarations 
must  be  made  in  order  to  constitute  part  of  res  gestse;  (20  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  130) 
on  nonparticipation  in  accident  or  affray  as  rendering  one's  statements  or  ex- 
clamations inadmissible  as  res  gestee;  (24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  254)  on  admissibility 
of  expressions  or  statements,  subsequent  to  injury  of  present  pain. 

Distinguished  in  Colorado  Midland  R.  Co.  v.  McGarry,  41  Colo.  404,  92  Pac. 
915,  holding  that  testimony  of  conductor  for  defendant  that  he  had  seen  witnesses 
other  than  those  introduced  by  plaintiff  with  pieces  of  rotten  wood  not  com- 
ing from  the  cross-ties  at  time  of  wreck  is  inadmissible  to  rebut  admission  of 
pieces  taken  by  plaintiff's  witnesses  taken  from  ties  at  time  and  place  of  wreck; 
Louisville  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  131  Ky.  286,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  144,  116  S.  W.  207, 
disallowing  admission  of  declarations  of  bystanders  as  to  cause  of  accident. 

16  L.  R.  A.  791,  STATE  ea?  rel.  HASTINGS  v.  SMITH,  35  Xeb.  13,  52  N.  W.  700. 
^iuiliflca.tlon,  appolutmenty  avspensioii,  and  removal  of  offlcem. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Churchill  v.  Hay,  45  Neb.  329,  63  N.  W.  821,  holding  gov- 
ernor's power  of  removal  administrative,  and  not  judicial  so  as  to  be  determined 
or  reviewed  by  court;  State  ex  rel.  Churchill  v.  Bemis,  45  Neb.  737,  64  N.  W.  348, 
holding  valid,  act  making  party  affiliation  a  qualification  for  office;  State  ex  rel. 
Home  V.  Holcomb,  46  Neb.  94,  64  N.  W.  437,  sustaining  contemporaneous  con- 
struction of  Constitution  as  to  appointment  of  officers  to  institution  for  blind; 
State  ex  rel.  A\Tieeler  v.  Stuht,  62  Neb.  226,  71  N.  W.  941,  discussing  validity  of 
act  limiting  qualification  of  persons  entitled  to  appointment  of  police  commis- 
sioner; People  ex  rel.  Engley  v.  Martin,  19  Colo.  579,  24  L.  R.  A.  205,  36  Pac. 
643,  holding  governor's  order  stating  cause  for  removal  of  members  of  fire  and 
police  board  exclusive  and  conclusive  evidence  of  such  cause:  Hartigan  v.  West 
Virginia  University,  49  W.  Va.  51,  38  S.  E.  698  (dissenting  opinion),  majority 
holding  professor  removable  without  notice  by  board  of  regents;  State  ex  rel. 
Young  V.  Robinson,  101  Minn.  286,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1131,  112  N.  W.  269,  holding 
power  of  city  council  given  by  charter  to  remove  city  officers  does  not  exclude 
such  removal  by  state  through  attorney  general,  the  two  powers  being  consistent; 
Bannerman  v.  Boyle,  160  Cal.  206,  116  Pac.  732,  holding  that  removal  cannot  be 
made  without  notice  and  hearing  where  officer  is  appointed  for  fixed  term  and  it 
is  provided  that  he  may  be  removed  during  term  "for  cause;"  Hagerty  v.  Shedd, 
75  N.  H.  396,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  725,  74  Atl.  1066,  holding  that  statute  providing 
that  mayor  may  remove  officer  for  cause  contemplates  removal  for  legal  cause 
after  notice  and  hearing. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Advisory  Opinion,  18  L.  R.  A.  594,  which  holds  right  to 
hold  office  not  affected  by  suspension  from  same  office  during  preceding  term. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Gapen  v.  Somers,  35  Neb.  325,  53  N.  W.  146, 
wiiich  holds  city  officers  may  be  removed  without  charges  where  they  are  remov- 
able by  mayor  at  pleasure. 
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Construction  favorlnar  ▼alidltF  off  atatnte. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Pentzer  v.  Malone,  74  Neb.  651,  105  N.  W.  893,  holding 
that  a  statute  will  be  construed  bo  as  to  be  constitutional  though  construction 
given  may  not  be  the  most  natural  or  obvious;  State  ex  rel.  Hensley  v.  Plasters, 
74  Xeb.  666,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  894,  105  N.  W.  1092,  13  Ann.  Cas.  154  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  construction  of  statute  with  a  view  to  constitutionality;  State  ex 
rel.  Jones  v.  Sargent,  145  Iowa,  309,  27  L.R.A.{N.S.)  727,  124  N.  W.  339,  hold- 
ing a  statute  requiring  the  members  of  a  commission  to  be  appointed  from  the 
two  dominant  political  parties  is  not  void  as  granting  special  privileges  or 
immunities. 

16  L.  R,  A.  798,  ALLEN  v.  KEILY,  17  R.  I.  731,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  905,  24  Atl.  776. 
Rlfjirlit   to  eject  tenant* 

Cited  in  Howe  v.  Frith,  43  Colo.  81,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  676,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  79, 
95  Pac.  603,  15  Ann.  Cas.  1069,  holding  that  no  right  of  action  arises  in  favor 
of  tenant  because  landlord  turned  off  heat  because  of  breach  of  covenant  by  lessee, 
where  lease  reserved  right  of  re-entry. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Irwin  v.  Hess,  35  L.  R.  A.  415,  which  holds  as  damages 
for  wrongful  ousting  of  tenant  from  part  of  farm,  difference  in  rental'  value  with 
and  without  such  part;  Smith  v.  Detroit  Loan  &  Bldg.  Asso.  39  L.  R.  A.  410, 
which  sustains  landlord's  right  of  peaceable  re-entry  after  default  and  notice 
that  lease  terminated. 

Cited  in  notes  (55  L.R.A.  259)  on  liability  for  ejecting  sick  tenant,  lodger,  or 
other  occupant  from  building  when  right  of  occupancy  has  terminated;  (11 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  468)  on  liability  of  landlord  forcibly  dispossessing  tenant  holding 
over;  (8  L.R.A. (N.S.)  430)  on  forcible  entry  and  detainer  against  one  forcibly 
dispossessing  peaceable  possessor  in  asserting  lawful  right  to  possession;  (17 
L.R.A. (N.S.)  672)  on  right  of  landlord  to  render  tenement  uninhabitable  under 
reservation  of  right  of  re-entry  for  condition  broken;  (127  Am.  St.  Rep.  96, 
99)   on  effect  of  re-entry  clauses  in  leases. 

16  L.  R.  A.  800,  UNION  P.  R.  CO.  v.  LAPSLEY,  2  0.  C.  A.  149,  4  U.  S.  App.  642,. 

51  Fed.  174. 
Impnted  negrllgrence. 

Cited  in  Pyle  v.  Clark,  25  C.  C.  A.  193,  49  U.  8.  App.  260,  79  Fed.  748,  and 
Turnpike  Co.  v.  Yates,  108  Tenn.  440,  67  S.  W.  69,  holding  negligence  of  driver  can- 
not be  imputed  to  person  whom  he  is  driving  grratuitously ;  Chicago,  St.  P.  &  K.  C. 
R.  Co.  v.  Chambers,  16  C.  C.  A.  332,  32  U.  S.  App.  253,  68  Fed.  152,  holding  neg^ 
ligence  of  fellow  servant  not  imputable  to  engineer  killed  at  grade  crossing  by 
engine  of  another  road;  Honey  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  69  Fed.  426,  holding 
negligence  of  wife  struck  by  train  at  crossing  not  imputable  to  her  husband  who 
had  preceded  her;  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Devore,  52  C.  C.  A.  82,  114  Fed. 
160,  holding  negligence  of  father  in  driving,  imputable  to  child  held  in  its  moth- 
er's arms;  Duval  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  134  N.  C.  343,  66  L.  R.  A.  727> 
100  Am.  St.  Rep.  830,  46  S.  E.  750,  holding  negligence  of  father  not  imputable  to- 
daughter  riding  with  him;  West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Dougherty,  110  111.  App» 
200,  and  Farley  v.  Wilmington  &  N.  C.  Electric  R.  Co.  3  Penn.  (Del.)  586,  52  Atl. 
543,  holding  negligence  of  diver  not  imputable  to  gratuitous  passenger;  Mc- 
Bride  v.  Des  Moines  City  R.  Co.  134  Iowa,  408,  109  N.  W.  018,  as  repudiating 
the  rule  of  imputed  negligence  laid  down  in  an  early  case  to  the  effect  that  the 
negligence  of  plaintilTs  carrier  concurring  with  that  of  another  is  imputed  ta 
plaintiff;  Chicago  Union  Traction  Co.  v.  Leach,  117  111.  App.  172,  holding  that 
negligence  of  hack  driver  concurring  with  that  of  defendant  cannot  be  imputed 
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to  plaintiff  who  had  no  supervision  over  such  driver  except  to  direct  destina- 
tion; Nonn  V.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  232  111.  381,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  114,  83  N.  E. 
924,  holding  negligence  of  driver  of  delivery  wagon  having  full  control  thereof 
concurring  with  that  of  defendant  cannot  he  imputed  to  plaintiff  who  was  em- 
ployed on  the  wagon  to  carry  packages  from  wagon  to  houses  and  had  no  super- 
vision of  driving;  Shultz  v.  Old  Colony  Street  R.  Co.  193  Mass.  320,  8  L.R.A. 
(K.S.)  613,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  602,  79  N.  E.  873,  9  Ann.  Cas.  402,  holding  con- 
curring negligence  of  driver  not  imputable  to  plaintiff  riding  as  a  guest,  where 
she  had  no  opportunity  to  prevent  the  accident  or  control  the  driver;  Loso  v. 
Lancaster  County,  77  Neb.  468,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  623,  109  N.  W.  752,  holding  that 
nagVigence  of  driver  cannot  be  imputed  to  plaintiff  injured  while  riding  in  private 
vehicle,  no  privity  existing  between  him  and  driver  and  in  the  absence  of  neg- 
ligence on  his  own  part;  Baltimore  v.  State,  92  C.  C.  A.  335,  166  Fed.  646,  hold- 
ing that  the  n^ligence  of  decedent's  driver  cannot  be  imputed  to  decedent  who 
was  not  negligent  himself;  Winona  v.  Botzet,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  214,  94  C.  C.  A. 
563,  169  Fed.  330,  holding  that  negligence  of  driver  cannot  be  imputed  to  plain- 
tiff riding  free  of  charge  such  passenger  not  being  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence; Eisenhauer  v.  Halifax  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  42  N.  S.  442,  holding  negligence  of 
husband  in  driving  team  not  imputable  to  wife  and  son  injured  while  riding 
with  him;  Moon  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  237  Mo.  436,  141  S.  W.  870,  holding 
that  negligence  of  master's  servant  while  driving  is  not  imputable  to  master'a 
wife  who  was  riding  with  him;  Foley  v.  East  Flamborough  Twp.  26  Ont.  App. 
Rep.  47,  holding  that  as  affecting  imputed  negligence  the  fact  that  person  in- 
jured is  not  a  public  passenger  but  a  guest  is  not  material. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mullen  v.  Owosso,  23  L.  R.  A.  693,  which  holds  negligence 
of  driver  of  private  carriage  imputable  to  woman  voluntarily  riding  with  him;. 
Koplitz  V.  St.  Paul,  58  L.  R.  A.  74,  which  holds  n^ligence  of  omnibus  driver  not 
impntable  to  member  of  picnic  party  carried;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  McLeod,  52  L. 
R.  A.  954,  which  holds  hirer  of  driver  and  team  bound  to  check  driver's  attempt 
to  cross  track  without  stopping  or  listening  for  train;  Colorado  &  Southern  R. 
Co.  V.  Thomas,  70  L.R.A.  681,  which  denies  right  of  recovery  for  death  by  col- 
lision with  train  of  one  joining  with  driver  of  conveyance  in  testing  danger  of 
attempting  to  cross  tracks  in  front  of  train;  Duval  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R. 
Co.  65  L.R.A.  722,  which  holds  father's  negligence  in  driving  not  imputable  to 
daughter  riding  with  him;  Markowitz  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  69  L.R.A, 
389,  which  holds  negligence  of  driver  imputable  to  employer  seated  beside  himj 
McKeman  v.  Detroit  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  68  L.R.A.  347,  which  holds  negli- 
gence of  driver  of  fire  engine  in  colliding  with  street  car  not  imputable  to  fire- 
man riding  on  engine;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  McFall,  69  L.R.A,  217,  which 
holds  engineer's  negligence  resulting  in  collision  not  imputable  to  conductor. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  L.R.A.  (N.8.)  600,  603,  664)  on  imputed  negligence  of  driver 
to  passenger;   (110  Am.  St.  Rep.  293)  on  imputed  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Kowalski,  34  C.  C.  A.  4,  92  Fed.  313, 
holding  that  parent's  fault  cannot  be  imputed  to  infant  in  arms,  suing  in  own 
right. 

16  L.  R.  A.  803,  MORNING  JOURNAL  ASSO.  v.  RUTHERFORD,  2  C.  C.  A.  354,. 

1  U.  S.  App.  296,  51  Fed.  513. 
Malice  in  libel. 

Followed  in  Smith  v.  Sun  Printing  &  Pub.  Asso.  5  C.  C.  A.  94,  14  U.  S.  App.  173,. 
55  Fed.  243,  holding  proper,  instruction  that  law  implies  malice,  where  there  fol- 
lows statement  as  to  distinction  between  actual  and  implied  malice  and  of  rulft 
when  ne  actual  malice  shown. 
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Dainagreii. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  9  C.  C.  A.  320, 
22  U.  S.  App.  102,  60  Fed.  999,  holding  proper,  instruction  that  measure  of  dam- 
ages for  injury  to  car  was  difference  in  value  of  car  before  accident  and  its  value 
after  accident  and  before  being  dismantled;  Smith  v.  Matthews,  6  Misc.  168,  27 
N.  Y.  Supp.  120,  sustaining  large  verdict  where  proprietors  of  newspaper  gave 
agent  discretionary  power  of  publishing  or  rejecting  charge  that  married  woman 
had  eloped;  Press  Pub.  Co  v.  McDonald,  26  L.  R.  A.  635,  11  C.  C.  A.  162,  26  U.  S. 
App.  167,  63  Fed.  245,  holding  that  punitory  damages  may  be  awarded  when  libel 
published  with  "criminal  indifference  to  civil  obligations;"  Burdict  v.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  123  Mo.  250,  26  L.  R.  A.  400,  footnote  p.  385,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  528,  27 
S.  W.  453  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  plaintiff  may  be  required  to 
remit  excess  in  amount  of  damages  awarded,  as  condition  of  affirmance;  Butler 
V.  Barrett,  130  Fed.  944,  holding  that  punitive  damages  may  be  awarded  for 
publication  of  libel  copied  from  another  paper;  Russell  v.  Washington  Post  Co. 
31  App.  D.  C.  282,  14  Ann.  Cas.  820,  holding  evidence  of  actual  malice  or  care- 
less indifference  in  publication  sufficient  for  the  jury's  consideration  with  a  view 
to  allowance  of  punitive  damages;  Post  Pub.  Co.  v.  Butler,  77  C.  C.  A.  309,  137 
Fed.  729,  holding  punitive  damages  allowable  where  story  is  rushed  into  print 
without  inquiry  as  to  its  truth  merely  out  of  fear  that  some  other  publication 
would  get  the  story  out  earlier. 

Cited  in  notes   (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  594)   on  exemplary  damages  against  corpora- 
tions;   (115  Am.  St.  Rep.  725)   on  corporate  liability  for  libel  and  slander;    (16 
L.R.A.  (X.S.)   442)   on  necessity  of  actual  malice  to  justify  exemplary  damages 
/or  tort. 
What   proper  croMi-examliiatlon. 

Cited  in  Post  Pub.  Co.  v.  Hallam,  8  C.  C.  A.  207,  16  U.  S.  App.  613,  59  Fed. 
536,  holding  it  proper  cross-examination  to  show  that  proprietor  stated  he  ran 
paper  sensationally  to  increase  circulation. 
Federal  appellate  practice. 

Cited  in  poster  v.  Murphy  &  Co.  67  C.  C.  A.  521,  135  Fed.  52,  holding  that  ex- 
ceptions to  a  refusal  to  set  aside  a  verdict  present  no  question  reviewable  in 
this  court;  Tromp  v.  William  Cramp  &  Sons  Ship  &  Engine  Bldg.  Co.  75  C.  C. 
A.  75,  143  Fed.  867,  disallowing  consideration  of  assignments  of  error  based  on 
charge  to  jury,  where  no  exceptions  are  taken  to  the  charge. 

16  L.  R.  A.  805,  CHASE  v.  JEMMETT,  8  Utah,  231,  30  Pac.  757. 
Proper    compensatioii    In    condemnation. 

Cited  in  McClarren  v.  Jefferson  School  Twp.  169  Ind.  144,  13  L.R.A.(X.S.) 
419,  82  N.  E.  73,  13  Ann.  Cas.  978,  holding  that  the  owner  of  land  who  allows 
the  erection  of  a  school  house  and  maintenance  of-  school  thereon  cannot  obtain 
value  of  such  fixture  as  part  of  damage  on  condemnation,  public  interest  having 
become  involved. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Becker  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  Terminal  R.  Co.  35  L.  R.  A. 
583,  which  holds  diminution  in  profits  and  value  of  merchandise  by  removal  of 
business  through  condemnation  of  land  not  element  of  damages;  St.  Louis,  K.  & 
S,  W^  R.  Co.  V.  Nyce,  48  L.  R.  A.  241,  which  holds  purchaser  on  foreclosure  of 
land  on  which  railroad  in  course  of  construction  entitled  only  to  value  of  land  on 
subsequent  condemnation  of  right  of  way. 

Cited  in  note  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  923)  on  right  to  compensation  for  im- 
provements made  by   taker  before   condemnation   without   owner's   consent. 
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16  L.  R,  A.  808,  HAWKINS  v.  FRONT  STREET  CABLE  R.  GO.  3  Wash.  592,  28 

Am.  St.  Rep.  72,  28  Pac.  1021. 
Parties  to  action  fty  married  -vroman. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Seattle,  37  Wash.  226,  79  Pac.  784,  on  the  point  that  action 
for  wife's  injury  must  be  brought  in  name  of  husband  and  holding  that  husband's 
name  may  be  added  to  complaint  by  amendment;  Maynard  v.  Jefferson  County, 
54  Wash.  354,  103  Pac.  418,  holding  that  consideration  and  record  of  a  claim 
for  injuries  to  married  woman,  presented  in  name  of  such  woman,  cures  the 
technical  defect  in  claim  by  failure  to  present  in  husband's  name;  Matthews  v. 
Spokane,  50  Wash.  110,  96  Pac.  827,  holding  that  claim  for  damages  to  wife  being 
community  property  need  be  verified  only  by  husband. 
Preaiunption    of    neirllffenee. 

Cited  in  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Rood,  163  111.  484,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  478,  45  N. 
E.  238,  holding  mere  fact  of  injury  to  passenger  in  street  car  not  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  negligence  on  part  of  carrier;  Klepsch  v.  Donald,  8  Wash.  164,  35  Pac. 
621,  holding  that  hurling  of  rock  nearly  a  thousand  feet,  killing  man  in  house,  is 
prima  facie  proof  of  negligence  in  managing  blast;  Williams  v.  Spokane  Falls 
k  X.  R.  Co.  39  Wash.  82,  80  Pac.  1100,  holding  that  a  showing  that  plaintiff  free 
from  negligence  was  while  a  passenger  injured  by  an  act  connected  with  opera- 
tion of  railroad,  makes  out  a  prima  facie  case  of  carrier's  negligence;  Allen  v. 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.  35  Wash.  228,  66  L.R.A.  807,  77  Pac.  204,  holding  that  the  fact 
that  a  passenger  is  injured  by  something  under  the  control  of  a  carrier  is  not 
prima  facie  evidence  of  carrier's  negligence  in  all  cases;  Firebaugh  v.  Seattle 
Electric  Co,  40  Wash.  663,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  839,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  990,  82  Pac. 
995,  holding  that  in  order  to  establish  a  presumption  of  carrier's  negligence  by 
happening  of  an  accident  it  must  be  shown  that  injury  was  caused  by  something 
under  control  of  carrier  connected  with  the  operation  of  the  business. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Budd  v.  United  Carriage  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  279,  which  holds 
running  and  kicking  of  team  to  public  carriage  makes  prima  fade  case  of  negli- 
gence as  to  passenger;  Dixon  v.  Pluns,  20  L.  R.  A.  699,  which  holds  presumption 
of  negligence  arising  from  fall  of  chisel  on  sidewalk  from  scaffold;  Springer  y» 
Ford,  62  L.  R.  A.  930,  which  sustains  presumption  of  negligence  from  injury  to 
passenger  by  unexplained  breaking  of  elevator  appliance;  Cassady  v.  Old  Colony 
Street  R.  Co.  63  L.R.A.  295,  which  holds  ordinary  burning  out  of  fuse  in  an 
electric  car  not  prima  facie  evidence  of  carrier's  negligence. 

Cited  in  notes  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  610)  on  presumption  of  negligence  from  in- 
jury to  passenger;  (08  L.R.A.  806,  808)  on  presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as 
to  carrier's  negligence  when  passenger  is  injured  by  collision  with  vehicle  under 
control  of  third  person;  (2  L.R.A. (N.S.)  726)  on  presumption  of  negligence 
from  injury  to  passenger  by  collision  of  car  with  vehicle  not  under  carrier's 
control;  (30  Am.  St.  Rep.  736)  on  presumption  of  carrier's  negligence  from 
accident. 
Xegrllisrence  of  passenarer  on  street  car. 

Cited  in  Kreimelmann  v.  Jourdan,  107  Mo.  App.  72,  80  S.  W.  323,  holding 
that  negligence  cannot  be  legally  inferred  from  passengers  riding  on  platform 
or  foot  board  of  street  car  when  seat  can  be  obtained  or  from  their  temporary 
use  of  such  places  to  obtain  a  seat. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sweetland  v.  Lynn  &  B.  R.  Co.  51  L.  R.  A.  783,  which  sus- 
tains rule  forbidding  passengers  to  ride  on  front  platform  of  electric  car;  North 
Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Baur,  45  L.  R,  A.  108,  which  holds  standing  on  street  car 
platform  with  back  against  dashboard  not  necessarily  negligent;  Third  Ave.  R.  Co. 
y.  Barton,  52  L.  R.  A,  471,  which  denies  right  of  passenger  on  running  board  of 
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street  car  to  recover  for  injuries  by  contact  with  pillar  near  track  while  passing 
around  conductor. 

Distinguished  in  Indianapolis  Traction  &  Terminal  Co.  v.  Beckman,  40  Ind. 
App.  102,  81  X.  E.  82,  holding  mother  not  contributorily  negligent  in  allowing 
child  to  sit  on  outside  end  of  seat  next  to  screen  for  passengers  protection  which 
did  not  reach  to  the  floor,  the  child  being  thrown  from  seat  under  screen  to 
ground. 
Pbrsician**  liability  for  deatb. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lathrope  v.  Flood,  57  L.  R,  A.  215,  which  denies  physician's 
liability  for  death  of  child  by  abandoning  mother  during  confinement. 
Injaries  cansinar  premature  delivery  of  ebild. 

Cited  in  Plonty  v.  Murphy,  82  Minn.  271,  84  N.  W.  1005,  holding  it  not  neces- 
sary  in  a<:tion  for  assault  on  pregnant  woman,  causing  miscarriage,  to  show  there 
was  great  pain  and  more  impairment  of  health  than  in  natural  delivery; 
Etzkorn  v.  Oelwein,  142  Iowa,  116,  120  N.  W.  636,  holding  that  to  recover  for 
pain  at  childbirth  said  to  have  been  caused  by  a  fall  it  must  be  shown  by  a  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence  to  have  been  caused  by  the  fall;  Big  Sandy  R.  Co.  v. 
Blakenship,  133  Ky.  442,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  348,  118  S.  W.  316,  holding  loss  of 
ciiild  caused  by  injury  to  pregnant  woman  not  an  element  of  her  damage  which 
should  be  confined  to  her  own  injury  including  mental  and  physical  suffering 
incident  to  the  injury  such  as  is  caused  by  premature  birth;  Finer  v.  Nichol§, 
158  Mo.  App.  549,  138  S.  W.  889,  holding  that  loss  of  anticipated  society  ot 
prospective  child  is  too  remote  for  consideration  as  basis  of  compensation  in 
action  for  injury  to  woman  causing  miscarriage. 

Cited  in  notes   (23  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   347)   on  miscarriage  as  element  of  damages; 
^7  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  598)  on  offset  against  damages  for  suffering  from  miscarriage, 
of  probable  suffering  from  natural  parturition. 
Oamaeres. 

Cited  in  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Baumgartefi,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  258,  72 
S.  W.  78,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  personal  injury  to  wife,  to  be  mental 
and  physical  pain  suffered  and  impairment  of  capacity  to  labor;  Prescott  v. 
Robinson,  74  N.  H.  464,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  597,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  987,  69  Atl. 
522,  holding  the  solicitude  and  anxiety  of  injured  pregnant  woman  prior  to 
birth  of  child  as  to  the  probable  result  of  injury  on  such  child  an  element  of 
damage  but  disallowing  grief  caused  by  condition  of  child  after  birth  as  an  ele- 
ment. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.  R.  A.  142)  on  recovery  of  damages  for  miscarriage;  (26 
L.  R.  A.  396)  on  power  of  appellate  court  to  interfere  with  verdict  for  excessive 
damages;  (33  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1044)  on  right  to  recover  for  loss  of  consortium 
through  personal  injury  to  wife;  (70  Am.  St.  Rep.  674)  on  actions  for  death  of 
human '  being. 

16  L.  R.  A.  813,  LINDSAY  v.  COOPER,  94  Ala.  170,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  105,  11  So. 

326. 
"Wben  estoppel  arises. 

Cited  in  Cooper  v.  Lindsay,  109  Ala.  340,  19  So.  379,  holding  infant  distributee 
of  estate  not  estopped  on  coming  of  age,  to  claim  share  in  land  upon  w^hich  an- 
other distributee  had  taken  mortgage;  Ricketts  v.  Croom,  102  Ala.  336,  14  So.  637, 
holding  partner  inducing  purchase  of  his  half  interest  in  partnership  by  false 
representation  that  other's  interest  unencumbered  estopped  to  set  up  mortgage 
thereon;  Goetter  v.  Norman  Bros.  107  Ala.  596,  19  So.  66,  holding  that  estop- 
pel binds  one  claiming  under  person  estopped;  Freeman  v.  Brow^n,  96  Ala.  304, 
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11  So.  249,  holding  mortgagee  estopped  to  set  up  lien  of  mortgage  against  pur- 
chaser of  land,  knowing  he  relied  on  statement  that  mortgage  released,  and  assist- 
ing in  sale  without  informing  him  to  contrary;  Stephenson  v.  Marsalis,  11  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  171,  33  S.  W.  383,  holding  that  heirs,  including  minors,  cannot  accept 
proceeds  of  unauthorized  sale  of  land  by  administrator,  and  then  recover  land 
without  returning  money;  Hundley  v.  Ghadick,  109  Ala.  686,  19  So.  845,  holding 
one  estopped  to  deny  partnership  not  existing,  not  estopped  to  bring  action  on  at- 
tachment bond  made  payable  to  such  partnership;  Sherrick  v.  State,  167  Ind. 
302,  79  X.  E.  193,  on  estoppel  as  a  purely  defensive  doctrine  not  to  be  asaertfd 
as  an  instrument  of  gain;  Sloss-Sheffield  Steel  &  I.  Co.  v.  Lollar,  170  Ala.  252, 
<54  So.  272,  holding  that  where  woman  before  her  marriage  participates  in  sale 
of  land  and  in  proceeds,  her  subsequent  marriage  and  execution  of  deed  there- 
to without  her  husband  joining  cannot  save  her  from  estoppel  already  operative. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  60)  on  estoppel  of  one  executing  deed  aH 
executor  or  administrator  to  set  up  existing  title  in  himself;  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
101,  102)  on  estoppel  by  conduct;  (137  Am.  St.  Rep.  206)  on  waiver  of  vendor's 
lien;  (15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  416)  on  effect  of  part  performance  of  lease. 

Distinguished  in  Formby  v.  Hood,  119  Ala.  235,  24  So.  359,  holding  that  estop- 
pel does  not  arise  where  one  claiming  property  sold  by  another  does  not  wilfully 
conceal  his  title  and  his  statements  were  not  intended  to  deceive  purchaser; 
McGaugh  V.  Deposit  Bank,  141  Ala.  438,  38  So.  181,  holding  that  a  judgment 
creditor  who  becomes  purchaser  at  execution  sale  is  not  concluded  thereby 
where  the  sale  remains  incomplete  for  lack  of  confirmation  by  court. 

Cited  in  Rainey  v.  McQueen,  121  Ala.  194,  25  So.  920,  holding  one  suing  to  re- 
deem from  mortgage  not  chargeable  with  laches  if  action  begun  within  reasonable 
time  after  coming  of  age. 
Role  of  caTeat  emptor. 

Cited  in  Electric  Lighting  Co.  v.  Rust,  117  Ala.  691,  23  So.  751,  holding  that 
purchaser  at  execution  sale  acquires  only  such  interest  as  was  possessed  by  execu- 
tion debtor,  and  is  bound  by  mortgage  executed  prior  to  sale;  Ezzell  v.  Brown,  121 
Ala.  154,  25  So.  832,  holding  that  rule  of  caveat  emptor  applies  to  judicial  sales; 
Clemmons  v.  Cox,  114  Ala.  355,  21  So.  426,  holding  that  purchaser  at  execution 
sale  takes  title  subject  to  pre-existing  equities;  Milner  &  K.  Co.  v.  DeLoach  Mill 
Mfg.  Co.  139  Ala.  651,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  63,  36  So.  765,  denying  right  of  bona  fide 
purchaser  at  attachment  sale  to  hold  property  as  against  real  owner;  Towner 
V.  Rodegeb,  33  Wash.  161,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  936,  74  Pac.  50,  holding  that  rule  of 
caveat  emptor  applies  to  a  purchase  at  an  administrator's  sale. 

Cited  in  notes  (135  Am.  St.  Rep.  919)  as  to  whether,  when  and  how  a  pur- 
chaser at  a  judicial  sale  may  object  to  title;  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  468)  as  to  when 
beneficiaries  are  bound  by  acts  of  trustees  in  contravention  of  their  trusts. 

Distinguished  in  Altgelt  v.  Memitz,  37  Tex.  Civ.   App.  401,  83  S.  W.  891, 
holding  that  the  rule  of  caveat  emptor  does  not  apply  to  sales  by  an  independ- 
ent executor  and  purchaser  will  be  protected  in  equity  when  misled  by  fraud  or 
mistake  of  such  person. 
Doubtful  or  erroneoiu  ei  tat  ion. 

Cited  in  Sherrick  t.  State,  167  Ind.  356,  79  N.  E.  193,  on  the  constructive 
imputation  of  crime  as  being  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  criminal  law. 

16  L.  R.  A.  819,  LUTZ  v.  ATLANTIC  &  P.  R.  CO.  6  N.  M.  496,  30  Pac.  912, 
lilabilltT  for  falnry  dne  to  fello'w  aerrant. 
Cited  in  Maher  v.  Union  P.  D.  &  O.  R.  Co.  45  C.  C.  A.  302,  106  Fed.  310,  holding 
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injury  due  to  negligence  of  fellow  serA'ants,  and  not  to  despatcher,  when  train 
backed  from  siding  into  main  track  in  spite  of  orders;  Miller  v.  CJoffin,  19  R.  I. 
170,  36  Atl.  6,  holding  statute  giving  right  of  action  for  death  of  anyone,  whether 
or  not  a  passenger,  in  care  of  carriers,  does  not  apply  to  employee  killed  by  neg- 
ligence of  fellow  servant. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Farrell  v.  Eastern  Machinery  Co.  68  L.R.A.  239,  which 
siistains  master's  liability  for  death  of  employee  through  providing  unfit  ma- 
terial  for  staging  though   staging  was  constructed   by  another  employee  with 
power  to  reject  unfit  materials. 
Master's  liability. 

Cited  in  McGinn  v.  McCormick,  109  La.  402,  33  So.  382,  holding  master  liable 
to  servant  for  injury  due  to  defective  hand-car,  combined  with  negligence  of 
fellow  servant;  Schmidt  v.  Southwestern  Brewery  &  Ice  Co.  15  N.  M.  237,  107 
Pac.  677,  holding  that  master  is  liable  for  injury'  to  servant  by  means  of  de- 
fective appliance  where  master  promised  to  repair  same  and  defect  was  not 
palpably  dangerous. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Laack,  18  L.  R.  A.  215,  which 
authorizes  recovery  by  servant  returning  to  protect  master's  property,  for  injury 
due  to  master's  negligence  concurring  with  unforeseen  cause;  Noble  v.  Bessemer 
S.  S.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  456,  which  holds  master  liable  for  injury  by  defective  tool, 
though  defect  known  to  fellow  servant  procuring  tool;  Loveless  v.  Standard  Gold 
Min.  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  596,  which  holds  master  liable  for  injury  from  combined 
negligence  of  himself  and  fellow  servant. 

Cited  in  note  (54  L.  R.  A.  168)  on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with  refer- 
ence to  character  of  act  which  caused  injury. 
Proximate  cause. 

Cited  in  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Sipes,  26  Colo.  23,  55  Pac.  1093,  to  the 
point  that  proximate  cause  is  that  which  in  natural  and  continued  sequence^ 
unbroken  by  any  efficient  intervening  cause,  produced  result  complained  of,  and 
without  which  that  result  would  not  have  occurred;  Mayrant  v.  Columbia,  77 
S.  C.  287,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1097,  57  S.  E.  857,  holding  under  the  evidence  that 
defective  construction  of  drainage  system  was  the  cause  of  damage  from  col- 
lection of  water  on  premises. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  20  L.  R.  A.  682, 
as  to  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  shipper  while  stepping  from  stock  car  to  ca- 
boose; Western  R.  Co.  v.  Mutch,  21  L.  R.  A.  316,  which  holds  excessive  speed  not 
proximate  cause  of  death  of  boy  attempting  to  catch  on  train;  McKenna  v.  Baees 
Icr,  17  L.  R.  A.  310,  which  holds  original  fire  proximate  cause  of  destruction  of 
property  by  back  fire;  People  v.  Lewis,  45  L.  R.  A.  783,  which  holds  suicide  of 
person  mortally  wounded  does  not  relieve  assailant  from  guilt  of  manslaughter. 

16  L.  R.  A.  834,  WATERS  v.  RICHMOND  &  D.  R.  CO.  110  N.  C.  338,  14  S.  E.  802. 
Transactions  on  Sunday* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  First  M.  E.  Church  v.  Donnell,  46  L.  R.  A.  858.  which 
sustains    subscription    to    church    indebtedness   made    on    Sunday;    Rodman    v. 
Robinson,  65  L.R.A.  682,  which  sustains  Sunday  contract  for  purchase  and  sale 
of  real  estate. 
Duty  to  fnmlsb  cars  to  skippers. 

Cited  in  note  (43  L.  R.  A.  228)  on  duty  of  railroad  company  to  furnish  cars  to 
shippers. 
Excuse  for  breach  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Crystal  Ice  Co.  v.  Wylie,  65  Kan.  109,  68  Pac.  1086,  holding  alleged 
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intended  illegal  use  no  defense  to  action  for  breach  of  contract  to  furnish  ice; 
Darlington  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  99  Mo.  App.  18,  72  S.  W.  122,  holding  condition 
of  weather  no  excuse  for  breach  of  contract  as  to  unloading  cars. 
Carrier's  lijibfllty  to  paaaenarer. 

Cited  in  McNeill  v.  Durham  &  C.  R,  Co.  135  N.  C.  724,  47  S.  E.  766  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  majority  holding  railroad  company  liable  for  injury  to  gratuitous 
passenger  riding  contrary  to  law;  McNeill  v.  Durham  &  C.  R.  Co.  135  N.  C. 
724,  67  L.R.A.  246,  47  S.  E.  765  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  right  of  person  in 
pari  delicto  with  railway  company  in  violating  law  to  recover  against  railway 
company  for  injuries  caused  by  its  negligence. 

16  L.  R.  A.  836,  PEOPLE  e<r  rel.  CARTER  v.  RICE,  135  N.  Y.  473,  31  N.  E.  921. 
IVken  apportionment  valid. 

Cited  in  Baird  v.  Kings  County,  138  N.  Y.  105,  20  L.  R.  A.  83,  33  N.  E.  827, 
holding  apportionment  of  representatives  for  assembly  districts  among  counties 
according  to  population  means  that  it  shall  be  equal;  Baird  v.  Kings  County,  138 
N.  Y.  113,  20  L.  R.  A.  83,  33  N.  £.  827,  holding  equality  of  representation  should 
be,  as  nearly  as  may  be  with  regard  to  convenience  and  contiguity  of  territory, 
indivisibility  of  town  and  number  of  inhabitants;  Re  Smith,  90  Hun,  572,  36  N. 
Y.  Supp.  40,  holding  that  apportionment  of  towns  in  assembly  districts  should 
have  been  the  reverse  of  that  made,  where  it  is  apparent  that  reversal  would 
make  number  of  voters  more  nearly  ftual;  Re  Whitney,  142  N.  Y.  533,  60  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  110,  37  N.  E.  621,  holding  harmless,  error  in  apportioning  assembly  dis- 
tricts by  which  alien  as  well  as  voting  population  were  included;  State  ex  rel. 
Winnie  v.  Stoddard,  25  Nev.  458,  51  L.  R.  A.  232,  footnote  p.  229,  62  Pac.  237, 
denying  mandamus  to  compel  issuance  of  notice  of  election  under  prior  apportion- 
ment act,  where  same  objection  as  to  constitutionality  appears  as  in  later  act;  Re 
Baird,  142  N.  Y.  529,  60  N.  Y.  S.  R.  105,  37  N.  E.  619,  refusing  to  set  aside 
apportionment  of  assembly  districts  because  wards  of  city  were  divided;  Parker 
V.  State,  133  Ind.  189,  18  L.  R.  A.  572,  32  N.  E.  836,  holding  that  apportioning 
state  into  assembly  districts  is  legislative,  but  that  appoi^tionment  can  be  passed 
on  by  court;  Denney  v.  State,  144  Ind.  509,  31  L.  R.  A.  729,  42  N.  E.  929,  holding 
that  unconstitutional  apportionment  law  may  be  declared  void,  notwithstanding 
it  is.  exercise  of  political  power;  Ragland  v.  Anderson,  125  Ky.  160,  128  Am. 
St.  Rep.  242,  100  S.  W.  865,  holding  that  an '  apportionment  giving  one  repre- 
sentative to  each  of  two  districts  one  of  which  is  composed  of  one  county  and  has 
a  population  one  seventh  as  large  as  the  other  composed  of  three  counties  is 
not  proximate  equality  of  apportionment;   Sherrill  v.  O'Brien,  188  N.  Y.  228, 

17  Am.  St.  Rep.  841,  81  N.  E.  124,  reversing  114  App.  Div.  896,  108  N.  Y. 
Supp.  858,  which  affirms  51  Misc.  399,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  367  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  flagrant  abuse  of  discretion  in  apportionment  by  legislature  as  being  grounds 
for  setting  aside  act  of  apportionment;  Re  Reynolds,  144  App.  Div.  463,  129  N. 
Y.  Supp.  629,  holding  that  under  constitution  apportionment  is  subject  to  re- 
view by  court  when  in  proper  proceeding  it  is  made  judicial  question. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Farrelly  v.  Cole,  44  L.  R.  A.  464,  which  holds  division  of 
state  into  legislative  districts  designed  for  future  elections,  and  not  to  affect  title 
to  officer  of  members;  People  ex  rel.  Baird  v.  Broom,  20  L.  R.  A.  81,  which  re- 
quires discretion  of  supervisors  in  dividing  county  into  assembly  districts  to  be 
honest  and  fair;  State  ex  rel,  Morris  v.  Wrightson,  22  L.  R.  A.  548,  which  holds 
constitutionality  of  apportionment  act  subject  of  judicial  inquiry;  Parker  v. 
State,  18  L.  R.  A.  567,  which  holds  invalid,  scheme  for  allowing  county  with 
!<*$<$  than  unit  of  population  to  vote  for  two  senators. 
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Cited  in  note   (35  Am.  St.  Rep.  65)   on  judicial  investigation  of  constitution- 
ality of  legislative  apportionments. 

Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  Woodyatt  v.  Thompson,  165  111.  475,  40  N.  E- 
307,  refusing  to  sustain  apportionment  where  it  was  made  without  any  regard 
to  requirement  that  it  should  be  made  according  to  county  lines. 
Validity  and  construction  of  stntnte*. 

Cited  in  Re  Brenner,  36  Misc.  215,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  744,  holding  that  invalidity 
of  act  providing  for  commissioner  of  jurors  must  be  shown  by  those  asserting  it; 
Reilly  v.  Gray,  77  Hun,  410,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  811,  holding  that  constitutional 
prohibition  of  lotteries  docs  not  apply  to  pool  selling;  Pearoe  v.  Stephens,  18  App. 
Div.  106,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R.  422,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  422,  sustaining  act  providing  that 
two  police  commissioners  of  county  shall  not  belong  to  same  political  party ;  New 
York  Bd.  Fire  Underwriters  v.  Whipple  &  Co.  2  App.  Div.  365,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  712, 
holding  right  to  levy  assessment  upon  persons  engaged  in  insurance  business  in  a 
city,  within  police  power;  Swikehard  v.  Michels,  81  Hun,  330,  30  X.  Y.  Supp.  1135, 
Affirming  8  Misc.  673,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  777,  holding  that  local  statute  providing 
for  sewer  not  invalid,  because  sewer  constructed  incidentally  to  carry  off  surface 
water  and  drain  low  land;  Roland  Park  Co.  v.  State,  80  Md.  463,  31  Atl.  298, 
holding  consequence  which  may  result  in  inequality  or  injustice  potent  factor 
in  construction  of  act,  and  sometimes  conclusive  of  its  meaning;  Re  McGinuess, 
13  Misc.  717,  35  X.  Y.  Supp.  820,  holding  that  legislature  exceeded  powers  in 
changing  boundaries  of  certain  counties;  Rathbone  v.  Wirth,  150  N.  Y.  509,  34 
L.  R.  A.  426,  45  N.  E.  15  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  act  discriminat- 
ing between  parties  as  to  eligibility  to  membership  in  certain  board,  unconstitu- 
tional; Bell  V.  Gaynor,  14  Misc.  339,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  122  (dissenting  opinion), 
as  to  presumption  of  constitutionality  of  act  relating  to  milk  cans;  People  v. 
Lochner,  177  N.  Y.  159,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  775,  69  X.  E.  373,  holding  constitu- 
tional, act  limiting  hours  of  labor  in  bakeries  or  confectionery  establishments; 
People  ex  rel  Peabody  v.  Baker,  59  Misc.  363,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  848,  holding 
presumption  is  in  favor  of  validity  of  statute  and  that  construction  will  be 
adopted  where  possible  which  is  consistent  with  its  constitutionality;  Simons  v. 
McGuire,  145  App.  Div.  477,  130  X.  Y.  Supp.  306,  to  the  point  that  where  dis- 
cretion is  lodged  in  legislature,  its  exercise  will  not  be  overturned  by  courts, 
unless  it  is  so  abused  as  to  clearly  show  a  gross  and  deliberate  violation  of 
the  intent  of  the  Constitution. 

Cited  in  note   (IB  L.R.A. (X.S.)   267)   on  right  of  relator  in  mandamus  to  at- 
tack constitutionality  of  statute  relied  upon. 
Subject  expreMHed  in  title. 

Cited  in  Parfitt  v.  Ferguson,  3  App.  Div.  196,  38  X.  Y.  Supp.  466,  sustaining  so 
much  of  act  relating  to  lighting  town  as  is  expressed  in  its  title. 
Constitutional   iiroviaion   an   to   population. 

Cited  in  Re  Silkman,  88  App.  Div.  109,  84  X.  Y.  Supp.  1025  (concurring  opin- 
ion), as  to  question  whether  word  "population"  as  used  in  Constitution  includes 
all  inhabitants  of  state. 
Actions  affectinj?  public  rigrbtB. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Lamb  v.  Cunningham,  17  L.  R.  A.  145,  which 
grants  private  application  to  restrain  publication  of  election  notice  on  attorney 
general's  refusal  to  sue. 

Power  of  court*  respectingr  apportionment  act*. 

Cited  in  Sherrill  v.  O'Brien,  188  X\  Y.  190,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  841,  81  N.  E. 
124  (Reversing  114  App.  Div.  896,  101  X.  Y.  Supp.  858,  which  affirms  51  Misc. 
399,  101  X.  Y.  Supp.  367)   holding  that  the  court  of  appeals  has  jurisdiction  to 
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review  an  actual  determination  of  the  appellate  diviBion^  on  the  question  as  to 

whether  the  legislature  abused  its  discretion  or  not  in  passage  of  apportionment 

act. 

—  Prior  ▼alld  acta. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Sullivan  v.  Schnitger,  16  Wyo.  622,  95  Pac.  698,  hold- 
ing that  to  entitle  one  to  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  secretary  of  state  to 
disregard  an  unconstitutional  apportionment  act  he  must  show  the  existence  of 
a  prior  valid  apportionment  act. 

16  L.  R.  A.  858,  PARKER  v.  MACOMBER,  17  R.  I.  674,  24  Atl.  464. 
Recovery   ^vrhere    performance    prevented   by    Intervening:    In&poMlblllty. 

Cited  Corson  v.  Lewis,  77  Neb.  451,  114  N.  W.  281,  holding  that  where  per- 
formance of  contract  becomes  impossible  from  physical  illness  caused  by  no 
fault  of  contractor,  the  contract  terminates  but  the  value  of  services  already 
rendered  can  be  recovered  on  a  qantum  meruit,  also  citing  annotation  on  this 
point;  Mac  Farlane  v.  Allan-Pfeiflfer  Chemical  Co.  59  Wash.  155,  28  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  315,  109  Pac.  604,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  1180,  holding  that  same  reasoning 
permitting  servant  to  recover  for  service  actually  performed  protects  master 
in  not  holding  him  liable  except  for  services  performed,  and  that  servant  can- 
not recover  for  time  lost  through  his  illness  or  other  inability. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ontario  Deciduous  Fruit  Growers*  Asso.  v.  Cutting  Fruit 
Packing  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  681,  which  denies  liability  for  failure  to  deliver  specified 
quantity  of  fruit  contracted  for,  from  failure  of  crop,  due  to  unusual  climatic 
conditions;  Pinkham  v.  Libby,  49  L.  R.  A.  693,  which  denies  right  to  recover 
amount  paid  for  fruitless  service  of  stallion  under  agreement  for  its  return,  pre- 
vented by  its  death;  Angus  v.  Scully,  49  L.  R.  A.  562,  which  sustains  right  to 
recover  under  contract  to  move  building,  destroyed  by  fire  before  work  completed; 
Pengra  v.  \Mieeler,  21  L.  R.  A.  726,  which  holds  lessor  released  from  covenant  to 
repair  leased  dams  within  specified  time  by  impossibility  of  making  repair;  llemy 
V.  Olds,  21  L.  R.  A.  645,  which  denies  right  to  recover  on  contract,  performance 
of  which  prevented  by  act  of  God;  Board  of  Education  v.  Tovvnsend,  52  L.  R.  A. 
868,  which  holds  blowing  down  of  schoolhouse  not  excuse  from  contract  to  remove 
and  rebuild;  Lorillard  v.  Clyde,  24  L.  R.  A.  113,  which  holds  dissolution  of  cor- 
poration defense  to  guaranty  of  dividends  for  term  of  years;  Genet  v.  Delaware 
&  H.  Canal  Co.  19  L.  R.  A.  127,  which  holds  agreement  implied  that  lessee  will 
not  wilfully  incapacitate  itself  to  take  out  more  than  minimum  quantity  of  coal 
per  year;  Hughes  v.  Gross,  32  L.  R.  A.  620,  which  holds  contract  of  employment 
by  firm  not  dissolved  by  death  of  member;  Krause  v.  Crothersville  School 
Trustees,  66  L.R.A.  111,  which  holds  covenant  to  repair  building  and  construct 
annex  thereto  discharged  by  destruction  by  lightning  of  main  building  when 
work  is  practically  completed. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  235)  on  effect  of  part  performance  of  contract  for 
services;  (23  L.  R.  A.  712,  713)  on  effect  on  contract  of  death  of  party  thereto; 
(21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  922,  926)  on  termination  of  contract  of  employment  by  death 
of  party;  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  315)  on  right  of  servant  to  compensation  in  ease  of 
incomplete  performance  of  contract  caused  by  physical  disability*,  (69  L.R.A. 
126)  on  recovering  for  services  and  expenses  under  running  contract  with  corpo- 
ration ended  by  its  insolvency  and  dissolution;  (33  L.R.A. (N.8.)  701)  on 
effect  upon  contract  obligation  of  failure  of  third  person  to  take  action  essential 
to  performance;  (1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  360)  on  inevitable  accident  as  excuse  for 
nonperformance  of  express  contract;  (69  Am.  St.  Rep.  282)  on  complete  per- 
formance as  essential  to  cause  of  action  on  entire  contract;  (6  £ng.  Rul.  Cas. 
639)  on  recovery  on  quantum  meruit  for  part  performance  of  contract. 


( 
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16  L.  R.  A.  861,  CHURCH  v.  CHICAGO,  M.  &  ST.  P.  R.  CO.  60  Minn.  218,  62  N. 

W.  647. 
LlabllitF  'or  InJnrF  to  volunteer. 

Cited  in  Evarta  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  56  Minn.  146,  22  L.  R.  A.  666,  45 
Am.  St.  Rep.  460,  67  N.  W.  459,  holding  railway  bound  to  at  least  same  care 
towards  volunteer  assistant  as  in  case  of  trespasser;  Langan  t.  Tyler,  61  C.  C.  A. 
603,  114  Fed.  720,  holding  that  no  liability  arises  against  owner  lor  death  of  vol- 
unteer assistant  of  defendant's  servant  while  taking  apart  electrical  machine; 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Ginley,  100  Tenn.  478,  45  S.  W.  348,  holding  that  con- 
ductor has,  by  implication,  authority  to  ask  outsiders  to  stop  runaway  car; 
McGill  V.  Maine  &  N.  H.  Granite  Co.  70  N.  H.  128,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  618,  46  Atl. 
684,  refusing  recovery  to  man  run  over  by. runaway  cars  he  was  trying  to  stop, 
because  acting  outside  of  line  of  duty;  Cleveland  Terminal  &  Valley  R.  Co.  v. 
Marsh,  63  Ohio  St.  246,  52  L.  R.  A.  146,  58  N.  E.  821,  holding  that  one  assisting 
servant  at  latter's  request,  acting  in  his  own  behalf,  is  also  regarded  as  present 
upon  company's  sufferance;  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Argo,  82  111.  App.  676, 
holding  railroad  not  bound  to  look  out  for  volunteer  yard  clerk  and  baggage 
man,  acting  as  substitute  with  consent  of  station  agent  w^ho  was  without  author- 
ity to  employ;  Wagen  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  80  Minn.  95,  82  N.  W. 
1107,  holding  that  relation  of  master  and  servant  does  not  arise  by  implication 
because  station  agent,  without  authority,  directs  volunteer  to  go  on  train  as 
baggage  man;  Grissom  v.  A.  &  B.  Air  Line  R.  Co.  152  Ala.  113,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
564,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  20,  44  So.  661,  holding  one  volunteering  to  help  employee 
cannot  thereby  establish  relations  of  employer  and  employe;  Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  West,  121  Ga.  644,  67  L.R.A.  703,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  179,  49  S.  E.  711, 
holding  volunteer  cannot  charge  an  employer  with  obligations  of  master;  Kelly 
V.  Tyra,  103  Minn.  180,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  342,  114  N.  W.  750,  holding  no  af- 
firmative duty  to  exercise  care  is  due  originally  to  volunteer;  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Jones,  96  Ark.  663,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  425,  132  S.  W.  636,  holding 
that,  in  absence  of  sudden  emergency,  conductor  of  freight  train  has  no  im- 
plied authority  to  contract  to  carry  person  in  consideration  of  services  in 
handling  freight. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Mitchell-Tranter  Co.  v.  Ehmet,  55  L.  R.  A.  710,  which 
authorizes  recovery  for  injury  during  noon  intermission  to  servant  removing 
broken  timbers  at  superior's  direction. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.  R.  A.  663)  on  assumption  by  volunteer  of  risks  of 
service;  40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1184)  on  liability  of  master  for  injury  to  emergency 
assistant. 

The  annotation  in  16  L.  R.  A.  861,  was  referred  to  with  approval  in  Cincin- 
nati, N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Finnell,  108  Ky.  138,  57  L.  R.  A.  267,  55  S.  W. 
902,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  fatal  injury  to  one  voluntarily  as- 
sisting brakeman. 

"Wben   person  is   irolnnteer. 

Cited  in  Meyer  v.  Kenyon-Rosing  Mach.  Co.  96  Minn.  331,  104  N.  W.  132, 
holding  one  who  has  personal  interest  in  the  work  is  not  volunteer. 
Liability  of  master  for  nearllarent  or  wilful  tort  of  servftnt. 

Cited  in  Houck  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  116  Mo.  App.  570,  92  S.  W.  738,  hold- 
ing master  not  liable  unless  act  is  done  in  general  scope  of  servant's  employ- 
ment. 
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17  L.  R.  A.  33,  JACKSONVILLE,  T.  &  K.  W.  R.  CO.  v.  PENINSULAR  LAND, 

TRANSP.  &  MFG.  CO.  27  Fla.  1,  9  So.  653. 
Mode  of  presentlnar  errors. 

Cited  in  Myers  v.  Roberts,  35  Fla.  257,  17  So.  358,  requiring  depositions  sought 
to  be  reviewed  on  error  to  be  brought  up  by  bill  of  exception. 
Failure  to  diflcii««  errors  as  abandonment. 

Cited  in  Hayes  v.  Todd,  34  Fla.  236,  15  So.  752,  holding  assignments  of  error 
not  argued  in  brief,  abandoned;  Lake  v.  Hancock,  29  Fla.  337,  11  So.  97,  holding 
grounds  of  motion  to  dismiss  appeal  abandoned  unless  noticed  in  brief;  Hood- 
lesa  V.  Jernigan,  46  Fla.  226,  35  So.  656,  holding  that  mere  repetition  of  charge 
assigned  as  error  without  other  mention  is  equivalent  to  an  abandonment. 
PInit  raisins  objections  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Camp  v.  Hall,  39  Fla.  570,  22  So.  792,  holding  objections  not  raised 
below  cannot  be  considered  on  appeal;  Florida  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Foxworth,  41 
Fla.  55,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  149,  25  So.  338,  denying  right  to  raise  first  on  appeal 
objection  that  question  argumentative  in  form. 
Rerersal  for  incorrect   instructions. 

Cited  in  Hayes  v.  Todd,  34  Fla.  243,  15  So.  752,  refusing  to  reverse  judgment 
manifestly  correct  and  not  shown  to  be  excessive,  for  incorrect  charge;  Keech 
V.  Enriquez,  28  Fla.  615,  10  So.  91,  holding  refusal  of  correct  instruction  not 
warranted  by  facts  not  reversible  error;  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Beazley, 
54  Fla.  420,  45  So.  761,  holding  it  not  error  to  refuse  an  abstract  instruction 
having  no  applicability  to  the  evidence. 
8peclflc^ation  of  errors. 

Cited  in  Kirby  v.  State,  44  Fla.  92,  32  So.  836,  requiring  statement  of  grounds 
for  objections  to  questions  except  where  such  question  objected  to  is  palpably 
inadmissible  for  any  purpose;   Hoodless  v.  Jernigan,  46  Fla.  218,  35  So.   656, 
confining  plaintiff  in  error  to  specific  objections  made  in  trial  court. 
<lmestions  considered  on  rehearlnip. 

Cited  in  Merchants*  Nat.  Bank  v.  Greenhood,  16  Mont.  462,  41  Pac.  851,  re- 
fusing to  consider  on  motion  for  rehearing  new  question  which  could  have  been 
presented  on  original  hearing;  Da  Costa  v.  Dibble,  45  Fla.  241,  33  So.  466, 
holding  petition  for  rehearing  which  suggests  nothing  which  has  not  been  fully 
considered  should  be  denied;  Florida  Land  Rock  Phosphate  Co.  v.  Anderson,  50 
Fla.  520,  39  So.  397,  denying  petition  for  rehearing  where  there  has  been  a  non- 
compliance with  rules,  for  the  framing  of  such  petition  practically  amounting 
to  a  joinder  of  issue  with  the  court;  Powell  v.  Nevada,  C.  &.  O.  R.  Co.  28  Xev. 
343.  82  Pac.  06,  holding  that  questions  not  raised  in  hearing  will  be  disregarded 
on  rehearing. 
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Interrogatories    to    prepare    for    trial. 

Cited  in  Volusia  County  Bank  v.  Bigelow,  45  Fla.  644,  33  So.  704,  holding 
that  specific  objections  to  interrogatories  should  be  determined  in  view  of  the 
rule  that  wide  latitude  is  allowed  in  range  of  examination  to  prove  fraud,  and 
in  view  of  fact  that  statute  is  designed  to  enable  procurement  of  admissions  be- 
fore trial  to  relieve  necessity  of  adducing  evidence  on  such  points  admitted. 
Evidence  of  other  accident*. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bemis  v.  Temple,  26  L.  R.  A.  254,  which  upholds  right 
to  show  effect  on  different  horses  of  suspended  flag. 

Cited  in  note    (32  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    1148)    on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  con- 
dition  before   and   after   accident   of   property   whose   defects   alleged   to   have 
caused  injury. 
—  other  llre>. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Benson,  101  Ga.  759,  29  S.  £.  215,  holding  evidence  of  othei 
fires  set  by  same  engine  admissible;  Inman  v.  Elberton  Air-Line  R.  Co.  90  Ga. 
667,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  232,  16  S.  E.  958,  and  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Gilmore, 
22  Ind.  App.  469,  53  N.  E.  1078,  holding  evidence  of  fires  set  by  other  engines 
than  that  causing  fire  in  question  inadmissible;  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Ross, 
24  Ind.  App.  226,  56  N.  £.  451,  holding  evidence  of  fires  set  by  engine  not  shown 
to  have  caused  fire  in  question  inadmissible;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
V.  Loos,  38  Ind.  App.  6,  77  N.  E.  948,  holding  evidence  of  other  fires  set  by 
engines  of  defendant  incompetent  where  fire  is  shown  to  have  been  set  by  a 
particular  engine;  Glanz  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  119  Iowa,  616,  93  N. 
W.  575,  holding  evidence  of  another  fire  set  by  same  engine  under  similar 
circumstances  in  close  proximity  to  fire  in  question,  admissible;  Norfolk  &  W. 
R.  Co.  v.  Briggs,  103  Va.  110,  48  S.  E.  621,  holding  evidence  as  to  other  fires  set 
by  other  engines  generally  inadmissible  as  to  a  fire  set  by  specific  engine. 
Expert  testimony. 

Cited  in  Slack  v.  Harris,  200  111.  112,  65  N.  E.  669,  holding  expert  evidence  as 
to  effect  on  operation  of  elevator  of  engineer's  changes  admissible  in  negligence 
action. 
Evidence  aa  to  value  of  property  destroyed. 

Cited  in  Jacksonville,  T.  &  K.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Prior,  34  Fla.  279,  15  So.  760, 
holding  exclusion  of  evidence  of  cost  of  cattle  killed  not  ground  for  reversal 
where  no  attempt  is  made  to  connect  cost  with  market  value;  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Philpot,  72  Ark.  27,  77  S.  W.  901,  holding  evidence  of  value  of 
similar  property  admissible  to  prove  value  of  property  in  question  in  absence 
of  better  evidence. 
Order  of  proof. 

Cited  in  Ortiz  v.  State,  30  Fla.  270,  11  So.  611,  holding  admission  of  evidence 
on  part  of  prosecution  not  in  rebuttal,  after  defendant's  testimony  closed,  not 
ground  for  reversal  unless  prejudicial. 
Motion  to  strike  ont  evidence. 

Cited  in  Lakeside  Press  &  Photo-Engraving  Co.  v.  Campbell,  39  Fla.  525,  22 
So.  878,  and  Ortiz  v.  State,  30  Fla.  270,  11  So.  611.  holding  motion  to  strike 
out,  proper  practice  where  answer  to  proper  question  is  illegal;  Thompson  v. 
State,  65  Fla.  193,  46  So.  842,  holding  motion  to  strike,  proper  method  to  re- 
move improper  answer  to  proper  question  and  where  both  question  and  an- 
swer are  improper  and  not  objected  to,  a  motion  to  strike  is  also  proper  but 
allowance  thereof  lies  with  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
Meaanre  of  damaires  for  destrnctlon  of  property. 

Cited  in  Watt  v.  Nevada  C.  K  Co.  23  Nev.  173,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  772,  44  Pac. 
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423,  holding  value  at  nearest  market,  of  hay  not  required  for  special  purpose 
at  time,  less  cost  of  transportation,  meisure  of  damages  for  its  destruction; 
Wall  V.  Piatt,  169  Mass.  406,  48  N.  E.  270,  holding  damages  for  destruction  of 
building  properly  reached  by  taking  into  account  original  cost  and  cost  of  re- 
placing after  allowing  for  depreciation. 

Cited  in  notes   (17  L.  R.  A.  428)   on  cost  of  restoration  as  measure  of  dam- 
ages for  injury  to  real  property;    (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  792,  705,  798)    on  measure 
of  damages  for  destruction  of  property  having  no  market  value  at  time  and 
f  lace  of  destruction. 
Interest  on  dnmaareii  allovred. 

Cited  in  Sullivan  v.  Mc^Iillan,  37  Fla.  145,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  239,  19  So.  340, 
holding  interest  allowable  on  amount  awarded  for  breach  of  contract,  where 
damages  readily  liquidated  and  ascertained;  Griffing  Bros.  Co.  v.  Winfield,  53 
Fla.  604,  43  So.  687,  sustaining  allowance  of  interest  on  damages  from  date  of 
institution  of  action  and  holding  that  lower  court  could  have  allowed  interest 
from  date  of  termination  of  contract  under  consideration;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Moseley,  G  Ind.  Terr.  374,  98  S.  W.  129,  sustaining  allowance  of  six 
per  cent  interest  from  date  of  injury  on  damages  recovered;  Fell  v.  Union  P.  R. 
Co.  32  Utah,  106,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  8,  88  Pa<;,  1003,  13  Ann.  Cas.  1137,  allowing 
interest  on  damages  from  time  of  loss  though  they  are  unliquidated  but 
computable  from  a  fixed  time  according  to  fixed  rules  as  to  value. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.  R.  A.  450)  on  interest  on  sum  allowed  as  damages;    (28 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   50,  67)   on  interest  on  unliquidated  damages. 
Liabllitj'  of  one  operating:  railroad,   for  injury. 

Cited  in  Jacksonville,  T.  &  K.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Garrison,  30  Fla.  566,  11  So.  92^,. 
holding  company  holding  itself  out  as  operating  railroad,  liable  for  injuries  re- 
sulting from  mismanagement. 
iiia,1>IIity  for  unexpected  conaeqnencea  of  act. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Milton,  53  Fla.  501,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  672, 
125  Am.  St.  Rep.  1077,  43  So.  495,  defining  proximate  cause  but  limiting  lia- 
bilitj'  to  result  which  might  be  reasonably  expected;  McMillan  v.  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  60  Fla.  132,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  897,  53  So.  329  (dissenting  opinion)  on 
liability  of  person  for  negligence  wliere  negligence  of  person  did  not  put  in 
operation  dangerous  agency,  or  make  it  possible  for  natural  condition  to  directly 
cause  loss;  Woodbury  v.  Tampa  Water  Works  Co.  57  Fla.  270,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1045,  49  So.  559,  holding  that  actionable  negligence  is  not  imputed  unless  the 
injury  is  the  proximate  cause  of  damage  which  could  be  reasonably  anticipated 
as  probable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Carl  in,  60  L.  R.  A.  462,  which  sus- 
tains liability  for  negligence  likely  to  produce  injury,  though  particular  injury 
not  anticipated;  Cleghorn  v.  Thompson,  54  L.  R.  A.  402,  which  denies  liability 
of  both  master  and  servant  for  accidental  shooting  of  man  by  servant  while 
lawfully  shooting  at  troublesome  dogs;  Osborne  v.  Van  Dyke,  54  L.  R.  A.  367, 
which  holds  one  unlawfully  beating  horse  liable  for  injury  to  bystander  by  un- 
intentional blow. 

Distinguished  in  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Dees,  56  Fla.  142,  48  So.  28, 
holding  that  plaintiff  may  recover  for  aggravation  of  existing  physical  malady. 
ConcurrlnflT   negrllsrence. 

• 

Cited  in  Beopple  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  104  Tenn.  428,  58  S.  W.  231,  holding 
railroad  company  improperly  blocking  highway  with  train  liable  for  injury  from 
fright  of  horses  by  negligence  in  operating  other  train;  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  v. 
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Getty,  96  Md.  601,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  603,  54  Atl.  660,  holding  policeman's  negli- 
gence in  using  candle  to  hunt  for  gas  leak  not  imputable  to  one  calling  him; 
Consolidated  Gas  Co.  v.  Getty,  96  Md.  691,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  603,  54  Atl.  660,  hold- 
ing that  the  concurring  negligence  of  an  entire  stranger  to  the  person  injured 
cannot  be  imputed  to  such  injured  person  and  referring  to  annotations  on  this 
point;  Schoenfeld  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  40  Misc.  204,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  644, 
holding  that  to  absolve  defendant  from  liability  the  act  of  a  third  person  attempt- 
ing a  rescue  must  be  the  sole  cause  of  injury  sustained  or  an  independent  inter- 
vening agency. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  L.  Wolff  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  26  L.  R.  A.  229,  which  holds 
liable,  one  negligently  knocking  over  iron  barber's  pole  on  traveler,  although 
owner  negligent  in  placing  pole;  Griffin  v.  Jackson  Light  &,  Power  Co.  55  L.  R. 
A.  318,  which  denies  electric  light  company's  liability  for  injury  to  stranger 
attempting  to  use  defectively  insulated,  movable  light,  which  storekeeper  has 
continued  to  use;  Louisville  &  E.  Mail  Co.  v.  Barnes,  64  L.  R.  A.  574,  holding 
death  of  passenger  through  negligence  of  steamer  company  no  bar  to  recovery 
from  another  company  whose  negligence  also  responsible. 

Cited  in  notes  ( 16  L.  R.  A.  821 )  on  relation  of  proximate  cause  doctrine  to  rnle 
of  master's  liability  for  injuries  to  servant  caused  by  combined  negligence  of 
himself  and  a  fellow  servant;  (40  L.  R.  A.  139)  on  intoxication  as  affecting  neg- 
ligence, where  both  -parties  negligent. 

Annotation  in  17  L.  R.  A.  33  referred  to  particularly  in  Joliet  v.  Le  Pla,  109 
111.  340,  holding  injury  due  to  mistakes  of  plaintiff's  physician,  regarded  aa  part 
of  direct  damage  from  original  injury. 
Proximate  oavae  of  Injury. 

Cited  in  Moore  v.  Lanier,  52  Fla.  360,  42  So.  462,  defining  the  proximate  cause 
necessary  to  be  shown  to  recover  for  property  loss  caused  by  negligence  of  an- 
other; Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  v.  Welch,  53  Fla.  151,  44  So.  250,  12  Ann.  Cas. 
210,  holding  that  the  fact  that  a  fire  set  by  defendant's  engine  was  communicated 
to  property  of  plaintiff  through  the  land  of  another  does  not  render  defendant's 
negligence  the  less  proximate  cause  of  the  injury;  Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  v. 
Wade,  53  Fla.  627,  43  So.  775,  holding  that  the  particular  injury  sustained  need 
not  have  in  fact  been  contemplated,  but  must  be  such  as  would  be  contemplated 
as  the  natural  and  probable  proximate  result  of  the  cause  or  negligence;  Benedict 
Pineapple  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  55  Fla.  627,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  101,  46 
So.  732,  holding  negligence  of  railroad  whereby  canvas  cover  over  plants  was 
burned  was  proximate  cause  of  resultant  freezing  of  the  plants,  such  being  the 
natural  sequence  of  causes;  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Benedict  Pineapple  Co. 
52  Fla.  166,  42  So.  529,  holding  that  the  freezing  of  plants  in  Florida  could  not 
be  reasonably  expected  from  the  burning  of  canvas  covering  so  that  the  burning 
was  proximate  cause  of  freezing;  Williams  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  56.  Fla. 
742,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  137,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  169,  48  So.  209,  holding  negligence  of 
carrier  not  proximate  cause  of  enforced  idleness  of  shipper's  workmen  the  carrier 
not  knowing  the  circumstance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gibney  v.  State,  19  L.  R.  A.  365,  which  holds  unsafe 
bridge  cause  of  drowning  of  father  while  trying  to  save  child  falling  into  water 
through  defect;  Hoffman  v.  King,  46  L.  R.  A.  672,  which  denies  liability  of  one 
negligently  starting  fire  for  damage  to  lands  of  remote  proprietors  to  which 
fire  spreads;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Columbia,  58  L.  R.  A.  399,  which  holds  plac- 
ing on  platform  of  heavy  doors,  blown  on  track  by  severe  gale,  not  proximate 
£ause  of  derailment  of  engine. 

Cited  in  note  (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  824,  826)  on  proximate  and  remote  cause. 
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—  Neirllvence  of  plaintiU's  pliT«tcl«iia 

Annotation  cited  in  Joliet  v.  LePla,  109  111.  App.  340,  holding  that  any  mis- 
take of  doctor  adding  to  plaintiff's  injury  is  part  of  the  immediate  damage  aris- 
ing from  the  original  injury. 
RAilroAd  flresy  neflrllarence  ••  t*. 

Cited  in  Jacksonville,  T.  k  K.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Neff,  36  Fla.  589,  18  So.  765, 
holding  railroad  liable  for  destruction  of  property  by  fire  spreading  from  box 
car  negligently  set  on  fire  by  company;  St.  Johns  &  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Ransom,  33 
Fla.  414,  14  So.  892,  holding  railroad  negligent  in  failing  to  remove  inflamma- 
ble d^hri9  from  its  right  of  way;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilder,  3  Ind.  Terr. 
95,  53  S.  W.  490,  holding  that  jury  cannot  presume  the  escape  of  sparks  througli 
a  negligent  cause,  but  such  cause  and  negligence  must  be  alleged  and  proven  to 
support  a  recovery;  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  97  Minn. 
473,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  107,  107  N.  W.  548,  holding  that  negligence  may  be  affirma- 
tively proved  by  the  emission  of  cinders  in  unusual  quantities  or  size  or  carried  to 
an  unusual  height  or  distance. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Fritts,  68  L.R.A.  864,  which  sus- 
tains liability  for  fire  of  railroad  company  unnecessarily  running  heavy  freight 
train  up  grade  at  double  its  scheduled  speed  in  dry  season  and  during  heavy  wind. 

Distinguished  in  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Tiedeman,  39  Fla.  202,  22  So. 
658,  holding  instruction  as  to  presumption  of  negligence  from  emission  of  sparks 
of  unusual  size  improper  where  there  is  no  evidence  of  their  emission. 
Contrlbvtovjr  nearUflT^Bce  of  owner  of  property  destroyed. 

Approved  in  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Darwin,  156  Ala.  317,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  94,  47 
So.  314,  holding  that  property  owner  is  not  under  duty  to  stand  guard  to  protect 
it  against  the  negligence  of  adjacent  railroad  company. 

.Cited  in  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Miller,  18  Ind.  App.  552,  48  N.  E.  663,  holding 
owner  does  not,  by  ordinary  use  of  property,  assume  risk  of  loss  by  fire  through 
railroad's  negligence;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Indiana  Horseshoe  Co. 
154  Ind.  332,  56  N.  £.  766,  holding  owner  not  negligent  in  leaving  building  near 
railroad  track  empty  and  unguarded  while  combustible  matter  on  right  of  way; 
Florida  East  Coast  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  61  Fla.  226,  55  So.  871,  holding  that  under 
>tatute,  if  plaintiff  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  he  cannot  recover  loss  of 
profits  arising  out  of  his  inability  to  fill  orders  by  reason  of  burning  of  his  mill 
by  railroad's  negligence;  Gracy  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  53  Fla.  367,  42  So. 
$)03.  holding  unobjectionable  an  instruction  that  those  who  establish  buildings  in 
elose  proximity  to  railway  tracks  assume  risks  of  fire  communication  by  engines 
properly  equipped  and  operated. 

17  L.  R.  A.  66,  WHITE  v.  HINTON,  3  Wyo.  763,  30  Pac.  963. 
CompntAtion  of  time. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  use  of  Chaddock  v.  Barry,  18  L.  R.  A.  337,  which 
requires  exclusion  of  day  of  service  and  return  day  in  computing  time  for  ap- 
pearance. 

Cited  in  note  (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  386)  on  computation  of  time. 
Jiidff«ieiit«  as«.iii«t  Iniuine  persons. 

Cited  in  Gressly  v.  Hamilton  County,  136  Iowa,  725,  114  N.  W.  191,  15  Ann. 
Cas.  354,  holding  that  a  judgment  against  an  in<^ane  person  was  valid  to  the  ex- 
tent of  being  an  allowance  of  the  claim  against  the  guardian  of  the  estate,  where 
the  guardian  appeared  for  the  insane  person  in  the  action. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.  R.  A.  775)  on  insanity  as  affecting  judgments;  (130  Awi, 
St.  Rep.  847,  858)  on  judgments  for  or  against  insane  persons. 
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Parol  evidence  to  impeacb  leflri"latiTe  lonrnals. 

Cited  ill  Wade  v.  Atlantic  Lumber  Co.  51  Fla.  640,  41  So.  75,  on  the  admission 
of  parol  evidence  to  countervail  the  legislative  journals;  New  Hanover  County  v. 
Armour  Packing  Co.  135  N.  C.  69,  47  S.  E.  411,  holding  that  legislative  journals 
cannot  be  contradicted  by  extraneous  proof. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  13,  32,  35)  on  conclusiveness  of  enrolled  bill. 

17  L.  R.  A.  71,  MORGAN  v.  SOUTHERN  P.  CO.  96  Cal.  510,  29  Am.  St.  Rep. 

143,  30  Pac.  603. 
Rlarbt  of  action  for  canMlnip  death. 

Cited  in  The  Dauntless,  129  Fed.  717,  holding  action  in  rem  not  maintainable 
against  vessel  for  negligent  death. 

Cited  in  notes  (41  L.  R.  A.  809)  on  common-law  right  of  action  of  parent  for 
loss  of  services  of  child  killed;    (70  Am.  St.  Rep.  677)   on  actions  for  death  of 
human  being. 
Measure  of  damaseii. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  157  Ind.  76,  54  L.  R.  A.  850,  60 
N.  £.  674,  denying  right  to  recover  for  mental  anguish  alone,  from  failure  to 
deliver  telegram. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Maguire  v.  Sheehan,  59  L.  R.  A.  496,  which  sustains  lia- 
bility  for  entire  injury  through  negligence,  though  shock  brought  on  delirium 
tremens,  retarding  recovery;  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Saxby,  68  L.R.A.  164,  which 
sustains  right  of  injured  person  to  recover  for  tuberculous  condition  of  knee  re- 
sulting from  injury,  notwithstanding  fact  that  tuberculosis  was  organic  and  mis- 
takes in  treatment. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  899)  on  mental  suffering  of  parent  as  element 
of  damages  in  action  for  death  of  child;  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  452)  on  recovery  in 
administrator's  action  for  benefit  of  estate,  of  probable  accumulations  of  deceased 
as  damages  for  death ;  ( 8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  426 )  on  measure  of  damages  for  death  of 
relative. 

Distinguished  in  Melone  v.  Sierra  R.  Co.  151  Cal.  116,  91  Pac.  522,  holding 
that  in  an  action  to  recover  for  personal  injuries,  mental  pain  and  suffering  was 
an  element  of  damage. 
—  For  death. 

Cited  in  Re  California  Nav.  &  Improv.  Co.  110  Fed.  676,  holding  only  direct 
pecuniary  loss  to  heirs  may  be  considered  in  estimating  damages ;  Green  v.  South- 
ern P.  Co.  122  Cal.  567,  55  Pac.  577,  and  Harrison  v.  Sutter  Street  R.  Co.  116 
Cal.  169,  47  Pac.  1019,  holding  loss  suffered  by  widow  from  deprivation  of  com- 
fort, society,  and  protection  of  husband  can  only  be  considered  to  fix  pecuniary 
value  of  his  life;  Wales  v.  Pacific  Electric  Motor  Co.  130  Cal.  524,  holding  to 
same  effect  in  case  of  death  of  son;  Lange  v.  Schoettler,  115  Cal.  392,  47  Pac. 
139,  holding  exemplary  damages  not  recoverable  for  death  of  relative,  though 
act  causing  death  wanton,  cruel,  and  malicious;  Fox  v.  Oakland  Consol.  Street 
R.  Co.  118  Cal.  68,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  50  Pac.  25,  holding  verdict  for  $6,000 
for  death  of  son  four  and  a  half  years  old  excessive;  Scherer  v.  Schlaberg,  18  N. 
D.  427,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  524,  122  N.  W.  1000,  holding  that  measure  of  damages 
for  death  of  child  is  probable  value  of  services  of  child  during  minority,  to  father, 
considering  cost  of  support,  during  early  part  of  life;  Christensen  v.  Floriston 
Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  29  Nev.  570,  92  Pac.  210,  holding  that  in  action  for  death  only 
actual  monetary  damages  sustained  by  person  for  whose  benefit  action  is  brought 
are  recoverable;  Mize  v.  Rocky  Mountain  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  38  Mont.  535,  129  Am. 
St.  Rep.  659,  100  Pac.  971,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1189,  holding  that  in  action  for  death 
of  husband  pecuniary  loss  of  widow  on  account  of  being  deprived  of  comfort,  pro- 
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tection  and  companionship  of  husband  may  be  considered  in  estimating  damages; 
Bond  V.  United  R.  Co.  169  Cal-  277,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  113  Pac.  366,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912  C,  50,  holding  that  in  action  for  injury  to  or  death  of  child  damages  al- 
lowed are  only  those  which  have  been  or  may  be  suffered  by  parent,  without 
regard  to  suffering  of  child;  The  Dauntless,  121  Fed.  422,  holding  that  only 
direct  pecuniary  lose  to  heirs  of  deceased  can  be  considered  in  estimating  dam- 
ages which  may  be  recovered  in  actions  under  statute;  The  Oceanic,  61  Fed.  363, 
on  the  measure  of  damages  for  death  by  wrongful  act;  Christensen  v.  Floriston 
Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  29  Nev.  570,  92  Pac.  210,  on  exemplary  damages  as  an  element  of 
damage  in  an  action  for  death  by  wrongful  act;  Scherer  v.  Schlaberg,  18  N.  D.  427, 
24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  524,  122  N.  W.  1000,  holding  that  the  measure  of  damages  for  the 
death  of  a  child  is  the  probable  value  of  the  services  of  the  child  during  minority, 
considering  the  cost  of  support;  Pepper  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  105  Cal.  402,  38 
Pac.  974,  holding  an  instruction  in  an  action  for  death  by  wrongful  act,  er- 
roneous which  was  to  the  effect  that  the  mental  pain  and  anguish  of  the  de- 
fendant caused  by  the  loss  of  companionship  of  the  deceased,  was  an  element 
to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  fixing  the  damages;  Anderson  v.  Great  Northern 
R.  Co.  15  Idaho,  621,  99  Pac.  01,  holding  that  loss  of  companionship  of  a  child 
is  an  element  of  compensation  in  an  action  for  death  by  wrongful  act,  where 
^uch  element  was  pleaded;  Mize  v.  Rocky  Mountain  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  38  Mont. 
.535,  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  659,  100  Pac.  971,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1189,  holding  same  as  to 
widow  in  loss  of  husband's  companionship  and  protection;  Keast  v.  Santa 
Ysabel  Gold  Min.  Co.  136  Cal.  261,  68  Pac.  771,  on  the  allowance  of  other  than 
pecuniary  damages  in  actions  for  death  by  wrongful  act;  Dyas  v.  Southern  P. 
Co.  140  Cal.  308,  73  Pac.  972,  holding  an  instruction  proper  which  was  to 
the  effect  that  the  jury  in  estimating  the  pecuniary  loss,  could  take  into  con- 
sideration the  loss  of  society,  comfort  and  care  suffered  by  them  through  the 
death  of  the  decedent;  Re  Humboldt  Lumber  Mfrs.  Asso.  60  Fed.  444;  Ruppel 
V.  United  R.  Co.  1  Cal.  App.  670,  82  Pac.  1073;  Sneed  v.  Marysville  Gas  & 
Electric  Co.  149  Cal.  710,  87  Pac.  376, — ^holding  that  the  damages  to  be  re- 
covered for  an  injury  causing  death  are  limited  to  the  pecuniary  loss  suffered 
by  the  heirs  of  the  person  killed,  by  reason  of  his  death. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  573, 
which  holds  only  pecuniary  damages  recoverable  for  causing  death;  San  Antonio 
4  A.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Long,  24  L.  R.  A.  637,  which  denies  right  to  recover  for  death 
by  one  receiving  from  estate  more  than  prospective  benefit  had  death  not  ensued; 
8weetland  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  Co.  43  L.  R,  A.  568,  which  denies  recovery  for 
pain  and  suffering  of  passenger  negligently  killed,  whose  death  not  shown  not 
to  be  instantaneous. 
ExceMrt-ve  dainaiir«a  a«  grronnd  for  new  trial. 

Cited  in  note  (8  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  460)  on  excessive  damages  as  ground  for  new 
trial. 

17  L.  R.  A.  81,  MAIZE  v.  BOWMAN,  93  Ky.  205,  19  S.  W.  589. 
iBcreaae  of  live  «tock  «•  belonfftnar  to  owner  of  the  dnm. 

Cited  in  Frank  v.  Symons,  35  Mont.  62,  88  Pac.  561,  on  the  increase  of  live- 
stock as  belonging  to  the  owner  of  the  dam. 

Property  co'Fered  by  chattel  n&ortsrase. 

Approved  in  Packwood  v.  William  Atkinson  &  F.  Co.  79  Miss.  651,  31  So. 
337,  holding  purchaser  of  colt  at  sale  under  trust  deed  on  dam  and  its  in- 
crease entitled  thereto  as  against  purchaser  with  notice  from  mortgagor. 

Cited    in    notes    (14    L.R.A.  (N.S.)    431)    on    chattel    mortgage    on    domestic 
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animals  as  covering  increase  not  mentioned  therein;    (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)   204)    on 
necessity  that  increase  of  animals  he  in  gestation  to  he  covered  by  chattel  mort- 
gage. 
Judarment  ••  bar  to  aiicceedlnar  action  for  Muite  relief. 

Cited  in  Roberts  v.  Moss,  127  Ky.  666,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  283,  106  S.  W.  297, 
holding  a  judgment  dismissing  a  petition  on  the  merits  is  a  bar  to  another 
action  for  the  same  relief,  though  there  had  been  no  taking  of  proof. 

17  L.  R.  A.  84,  HARVEY  v.  GREAT  NORTHERN  R.  CO.   50  Minn.  405,  52 

N.  W.  906. 
Sitvia  of  debt  for  purpose  of  attacbment  or  sAfBisbBBent. 

Approved  in  Wyeth  Hardware  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  H.  F.  Lang  &  Co.  127  Mo.  247, 
27  L.  R.  A.  653,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  626,  29  S.  W.  lOH),  Affirming  54  Mo.  App.  153, 
authorizing  garnishment  of  debt  wherever  debtor  found,  though  debt  made  pay- 
able elsewhere;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Sturm,  174  U.  S.  717,  43  L.  ed. 
1144,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  797,  holding  debt  payable  generally  attachable  wherever 
suit  could  be  brought  on  it;  Cross  v.  Brown,  19  R.  I.  227,  33  Atl.  147,  holding 
debt  attachable  wherever  creditor  might  maintain  suit  to  recover  it,  if  laws  of 
forum  authorize  it;  Smith  v.  Taber,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  156,  40  S.  W.  156,  hold- 
ing debt  subject  to  garnishment  at  place  where  payable;  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Corbetts,  165  111.  599,  36  L.  R.  A.  643,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  275,  46  N.  £.  6S1, 
Reversing  62  111.  App.  247,  authorizing  garnishment  of  foreign  corporation  trans- 
acting business  in  state,  for  debt  due  nonresident;  Tootle  v.  Coleman,  57  L. 
R.  A.  124,  46  C.  C.  A.  132,  107  Fed.  45,  holding  garnishment  by  citizen  of  one 
state  of  debtor  of  same  state,  whose  creditor  resides  elsewhere,  authorizes  ob- 
taining of  jurisdiction  by  publication;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Rogers,  52  W.  Ya. 
459,  62  L.  R.  A.  184,  44  S.  E.  300,  holding  railroad  company  maintaining  only 
freight  agency  not  subject  to  garnishment  in  West  Virginia. 

Cited  in  Starkey  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  114  Minn.  29,  —  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  — ,  130  N.  W.  540,  holding  that  in  action  by  resident  for  damages  for 
negligent  shipment  of  goods  to  point  in  this  state  over  defendant's  lines,  debt 
due  from  corporation  doing  business  here  to  defendant  not  doing  business  here 
is  subject  to  garnishment;  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Lyon,  99  Miss.  196,  34  L.R.A. 
(N.  S.)  236,  54  So.  728,  to  the  point  that  if  state  law  permits  debtor  of  princi- 
pal debtor  to  be  garnished  and  court  of  such  state  where  garnishee  is  found 
obtains  jurisdiction  over  him,  then  judgment  entered  is  valid;  Harris  v.  Balk, 
198  U.  S.  226,  49  L.  ed.  1027,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  625,  3  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1084^ 
holding  if  court  of  state  where  garnishee  is  found  obtains  jurisdiction  over  him 
through  service  of  process  within  the  state,  judgment  entered  is  valid;  Stone 
V.  Drake,  79  Ark.  387,  96  S.  W.  197,  holding  situs  of  debt  for  purposes  of 
garnishment  is  at  place  where  garnishee  can  be  found;  McShane  v.  Knox,  103 
Minn.  271,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  272,  114  N.  W.  955,  holding  place  of  payment  of 
debt  unimportant,  where  garnishee  makes  no  claim  that  he  cannot  be  compelled 
to  make  payment  elsewhere  than  at  place  agreed  upon  with  creditor. 

Cited  in  note  (69  Am.  St.  Rep.  115,  116)  on  situs  of  debts  for  purposes  of 
garnishment  and  of  property  in  transit  in  hands  of  carriers. 

Distinguished  in  Swedish- American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bleecker,  72  Minn.  301,  42 
L.  it.  A.  287,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  492,  75  N.  W.  740,  holding  indebtedness  from  for- 
eign insurance  company  to  nonresident  of  state  not  garnishable;  Boyle  v.  Mus- 
ser-Sauntry  Land,  Logging  &  Mfg.  Co.  88  Minn.  461,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  538,  93 
N.  W.  520,  holding  that  Iowa  corporation  doing  business  in  Minnesota  cannot 
be  garnished  by  another  Iowa  corporation  upon  substituted  service. 

Limited  in  Krafve  v.  Roy,  98  Minn.  142,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  346,  107  N.  W. 
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966,  holding  wherever  creditor  may  sue  for  recovery  of  debt  there  it  may  be 
attached  as  his  prc^erty,  but  rule  does  not  apply  to  debtor  temporarily  within 
state. 

Held  obiter,  in  McKinney  v.  Mills,  80  Minn.  479,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  278,  83  N. 
W.  452,  requiring  discharge  of  garnishee  process  where  all  parties  are  nonresi- 
dents, and  garnishee  was  served  while  temporarily  in  state. 

Disapproved  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Go.  v.  Nash,  118  Ala.  486,  41  L.  R.  A.  333, 
72  Am.  St.  Rep.  181,  23  So.  825,  holding  situs  of  debt  at  domicil  of  creditor 
for  purposes  of  garnishment;  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Allen,  58  W.  Va.  400, 
3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  616,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  976,  52  S.  £.  465,  holding  non-resident 
may  be  summoned  as  garnishee,  but  upon  his  showing  nothing  in  state  belong- 
ing to  defendant,  and  that  he  is  not  bound  to  deliver  or  pay  him  anything  in 
the  state  he  must  be  discharged. 
Liens  meqnired  by  attachment  or  arnmlalkment. 

Approved  in  Nordyke  v.  Charlton,  108  Iowa,  419,  79  N.  W.  136,  holding  garn- 
ishment of  makers  of  notes  gives  no  interest  paramount  to  liens  of  prior  at- 
tachments of  notes  in  other  state. 
Staxinff  aramislftinent   proceedlnsni. 

Cited  in  Duxbury  v.  Shanahan,  84  Minn.  356,  87  N.  W.  944,  holding  court 
taking  disclosure  by  executor  as  garnishee  should  stay  proceedings  till  will 
construed  in  probate  court;  Virginia  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  York  Carousal 
Mfg.  Co.  95  Va.  618,  40  L.  R.  A.  239,  28  S.  E.  888,  holding  garnishee  may  pre- 
vent judgment  by  showing  payment  of  judgment  rendered  without  collusion  in 
favor  of  his  creditor,  after  garnishment  proceedings  begun. 

PendencT  of  sarnislkee  action  aa  defense  In  action  by  ararnisbee's  cred- 
itors. 

Cited  in  American  Hardwood  Lumber  Co.  v.  Joannin-Hansen  Co.  99  Minn.  305, 
109  N.  W.  403,  9  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  477,  holding  pendency  of  garnishee  action 
constitutes  defense  by  way  of  plea  in  abatement. 

Cited  in  note  (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1155)  on  recovery  of  judgment  for  exempt 
claim  pending  garnishment  in  another  state. 

Distinguished   in   North  British   Mercantile  Ins.   Co.   v.   First  Nat.   Bank,   3 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  295,  22  S.  W.  992,  holding  pendency  of  garnishee  action  no  de- 
fence in  suit  by  assignee  of  garnishee's  creditor  against  garnishee. 
^  Practice  in  sncb  case. 

Cited  in  American  Hardwood  Lumber  Co.  v.  Joannin-Hansen  Co.  99  Minn. 
306,  109  N.  W.  403,  9  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  477,  holding  proper  practice  is  for  court 
to  grant  stay  of  proceedings  in  action  before  judgment;  or  if  judgment  is  per- 
mitted to  be  entered,  to  stay  execution  until  proceedings  of  garnishment  are 
disposed  of. 
Conflict  of  la'ws  as  to  devolution  of  property. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Emery  v.  Burbank,  28  L.  IL  A.  57,  which  holds  unen- 
forceable in  Massachusetts,  oral  contract  to  make  will  valid  in  state  where 
made. 

17  L.  R.  A.  89,  BILLINGS  v.  ACCIDENT  INS.  CO.  64  Vt  78,  33  Am.  St.  Rep. 

913,  24  Atl.  656. 
Canse  of  deatb  of  insured. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Holdom  v.  Ancient  Order,  U.  W.  31  L.  R.  A.  67,  which 
holds  policy  not  forfeited  by  killing  of  insured  by  insane  beneficiary. 
-^  Snicide. 

Approved  in  Hart  v.  Modern  Woodmen,  60  Kan.  683,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  380,  57 
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Pac.  936,  and  Seitzinger  v.  Modern  Woodmen,  106  111.  App.  455,  denying  right  of 
recovery  under  policy  where  insured  kills  himself  while  insane;  Spruill  v.  North- 
western Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  120  N.  C.  146,  27  S.  E.  39,  and  Brower  v.  Supreme 
Jxydge  Xat.  Reserve  Asso.  74  Mo.  App.  495,  holding  suicide  by  insured  while 
insane  prevents  recovery,  regardless  of  degree  of  insanity;  Scherar  v.  Prudential 
Ins.  Co.  63  Neb.  635,  56  L.  R.  A.  614,  footnote  p.  611,  88  N.  W.  687,  which  sus- 
tains condition  of  liability  only  for  amount  of  premiums  paid,  in  case  of  sui- 
cide within  three  years;  Kunse  v.  Knights  of  Modern  Maccabees,  46  Ind.  App» 
34,  90  N.  E.  89,  holding  that  mutual  benefit  certificate  providing  that  "no  bene- 
fit shall  be  paid  in  case  member  commits  suicide  whether  sane  or  insane"  doeft 
not  insure  against  hanging  while  insane;  Moore  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  192  Mass.  473,  78  N.  E.  488,  7  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  666;  Robson  v.  United  Order 
of  Foresters,  93  Minn.  26,  100  N.  W.  381,— on  insanity  as  affecting  the  operation 
of  clause*  of  life  insurance  policy  as  to  death  by  suicide. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ritter  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  42  L.  R.  A.  683,  which  holds 
suicide  of  insured  while  sane  deprives  personal  representatives  of  right  to  en- 
force policy;  ^tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Florida,  30  L.  R.  A.  87,  which  requires  con- 
templated suicide  as  defense  to  policy  to  have  existed  when  application  made; 
Sovereign  Camp  W.  W.  v.  Fraley,  51  L.  R.  A.  898,  as  to  right  to  recover  on 
benefit  certificate  containing  provision  against  recovery  in  case  of  suicide,  un- 
less insane;  Leman  v.  Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  589,  which  holds  proof 
of  loss  stating  suicide  as  cause  of  death  not  conclusive;  Blunt  v.  Fidelity  & 
Casualty  Co.  67  L.R.A.  793,  which  holds  that  injuries  to  insured  while  insane 
need  not  be  intentionally  inflicted  to  relieve  insurer  from  full  liability  under 
policy. 

Cited  in  notes  (35  L.R.A.  262)  on  insanity  as  affecting  condition  as  to  sui- 
cide in  life  insurance  policy;  (7  L.R.A. (N.S.)  225)  on  suicide  as  death  through 
external,  violent,  and  accidental  means;  (17  L.R.A. (N.S.)  265)  on  effect  of 
words  "sane  or  insane,"  etc.,  in  suicide  clause  in  life  policy. 

Disapproved  in  Latimer  V;  Sovereign  Camp,  W.  W.  62  S.  C.  150,  40  S.  E.  155, 
holding,  by  divided  court,  that  death  of  insured  by  own  hand  while  insane  bars 
beneficiary*B  recovery. 

17  L.  R.  A.  92,  YELLOW  RIVER  IMPROV.  CO.  v.  Wood  COUNTY,  81  Wis. 

554,  51  N.  W.  1004. 
Tax  and  other  liens  on  corporate  property. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Rose  v.  Superior  Court,  106  Wis.  671,  48  L.  R.  A.  827, 
81  N.  W.  1046,  stating  arguendo  that  waterworks  rights  and  franchises  are  in- 
capable of  seizure  and  sale  on  execution. 
—  Taxes. 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Forest  County,  95  Wis.  89,  70  N.  W.  77, 
holding  property  necessary  for  operation  of  railroad  not  subject  to  seizure  and 
sale  on  tax  process;  State  ex  rel.  Milwaukee  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Anderson,  90  Wis. 
563,  63  N.  W.  746,  holding  franchises  of  electric  street  railway  assessable  as  an 
entirety  as  personal  property  at  principal  office  or  place  of  business;  Detroit 
Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Detroit,  125  Mich.  692,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  589,  85  N. 
W.  96,  holding  tangible  property  of  street  railway  assessable  as  unit  value,  to 
be  enhanced  by  special  privileges  under  franchise;  Monroe  Waterworks  Co.  v. 
Monroe,  110  Wis.  19,  85  N.  W.  685,  holding  agreement  by  city  to  pay  water 
company  sum  equal  to  all  assessments  on  portions  of  plant  in  streets,  unenforce- 
able as  taxes,  must  be  assessed  as  lump  sum  on  all  corporate  property;  Fond 
du  Lac  Water  Co.  v.  Fond  du  Lac,  82  Wis.  329,  16  L.  R.  A.  583,  footnote  p.  581, 
52  N,  W.  439,  holding  assessment  of  pumping  stations  and  works,  apart  from 
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water  mains,  franchises,  and  other  property  constituting  water  plant,  erroneous; 
State  «c  rel.  Ashland  Water  Co.  v.  Wharton,  115  Wis.  461,  91  N.  W.  976,  hold- 
ing classification  of  property  of  water  company  as  real  estate  not  render  assess- 
ment void ;  Washburn  v.  Washburn  Waterworks  Co.  120  Wis.  686,  98  N.  W.  539, 
holding  that  the  franchise,  land  and  chattels  of  a  public  service  corporation 
are  to  be  considered  as  a  whole  for  the  purposes  of  taxation;  State  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  R.  Co.  128  Wis.  521,  108  N.  W.  694  (concurring  opinion),  on  the  compu- 
tation of  the  value  of  a  railroad  right  of  way  for  the  purposes  of  taxation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  San  Francisco  v.  Western  U.  Tel  eg.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  301, 
which  holds  state  tax  on  telegraph  franchise  void;  Paris  v.  Norway  Water  Co. 
21  L.  R.  A.  625,  which  holds  water  mains,  pipes,  etc.,  taxable  where  located; 
Spring  Valley  Waterworks  v.  Barber,  21  L.  R.  A.  416,  which  denies  right  to 
franchise  tax  against  water  company  in  county  where  it  has  only  water  pipe 
and  right  of  way. 

Cited  in  notes  (57  L.  R.  A.  45,  46)  on  taxation  of  corporate  franchises  in 
Ignited  States;  (58  L.  R.  A.  605)  on  taxation  of  capital  stock  of  corporations  in 
I'nited  States;  (60  L.  R.  A.  76)  on  corporate  taxation  in  United  States  as 
affected  by  contract  clause  in  Federal  constitution;  (66  L.R.A.  52)  on  nature 
of  railroad  as  realty  or  personalty. 
-^  IjOCaI   amemnneiits. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee,  89  Wis.  514,  28  L.  R.  A.  254, 
62  N.  W".  417,  holding  railroad  tracks  and  right  of  way  not  subject  to  assessment 
and  sale  for  local  improvement;  Shreveport  v.  Kansas  City,  S.  &  G.  R.  Co.  125 
La.  586,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  61  So.  648,  on  the  lien  of  a  personal  judgment  for 
street  improvements  against  a  street  railway  as  attaching  to  its  tracks. 
—  MeeliaAio's   lien. 

Cited  in  Pittsburg  Testing  Laboratory  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co. 
110  Wis.  643,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  948,  86  N.  W.  592,  holding  mechanic's  lien  enforce- 
able against  such  structures  and  property  of  railway  as  are  not  essential  to  its 
maintenance;  National  Foundry  &  Pipe  Works  v.  Oconto  Water  Co.  52  Fed.  45, 
holding  water  company's  plant  an  integer  which  cannot  be  separated  under  lien 
of  one  selling  material  to  it;  National  Foundry  &  Pipe  Works  v.  Ocont.o  Water 
Co.  52  Fed.  66,  holding  lien  for  materials  sold  to  water  company  enforceable  by 
sale  of  plant  and  franchise  as  entirety;  National  Foundry  &  Pipe  Works  v. 
Oconto  City  Water  Supply  Co.  61  C.  C.  A.  473,  113  Fed.  801,  holding  decision 
of  state  court  that  waterworks  property  is  not  subject  to  mechanic's  lien  con- 
clusive on  Federal  court;  Chapman  Valve  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Oconto  Water  Co.  89  Wis. 
274,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  830,  60  N.  W.  1004,  denying  right  to  mechanic's  lien  on 
waterworks  plant  provided  by  city  for  its  protection  under  contract  with  cor- 
poration. 

Inseparmblllty  of  a  public  service  franchise  from  the  property  necemiary- 
to  Its  exercise. 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  128  Wis.  619,  108  N.  W.  657,  on 
the  inseparability  of  a  corporate  francliise  from  the  physical  parts  of  the  corpo- 
rate organization;  Oregon  Short  Line  Co.  v.  Quigley,  10  Idaho,  785,  80  Pac.  401, 
on  the  inseparability  of  the  right  of  way  and  the  franchise  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany. 

17  L.  R.  A.  96,  BOYLE  v.  ADAMS,  50  Minn.  255,  52  N.  W.  860. 
Invalid  contracts. 

Cited  in  Conway  v.  Garden  City  Paving  &  Post  Co.  190  III.  94,  60  N.  E.  82, 
holding  contract  to  pay  competing  bidders  specified  amount  for  public  contract 
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void;  Fisher  v.  Hampton  Transp.  Co.  136  Mich.  223,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  358,  98 
N.  W.  1012,  holding  agreement  based  upon  consideration  of  agreement  to  re- 
frain  from  bidding  at  public  sale  of  goods  is  void  upon  grounds  of  public  policy. 
Cited  in  footnote  to  Brooks  v.  Cooper,  21  L.  R.  A.  617,  which  holds  void,  cou- 
tract  between  newspapers  for  alternate  selection  and  division  of  profits  of  public 
printing. 

17  L.  R.  A.  97,  STOCKTON  v.  CENTRAL  R.  CO.  50  N.  J.  Eq.  52,  24  Atl.  964. 

Action  for  appointment  of  receiver  in  50  N.  J.  Eq.  489,  25  Atl  942. 
Title  of  act. 

Cited  in  Newark  v.  Mt.  Pleasant  Cemetery  Go.  58  N.  J.  L.  171,  33  Atl.  396, 
holding  that  act  authorizing  formation  of  cemetery  associations,  and  making 
regulations  for  those  established  and  to  be  established,  embraces  only  one  object; 
Paterson  R.  Co.  v.  Grundy,  51  N.  J.  Eq.  230,  26  Atl.  788,  holding  provision  per- 
mitting commissioners  to  authorize  carrying  electric  wires  above  surface  of  street 
within  title;  Hickman  v.  State,  62  N.  J.  L.  504,  41  Atl.  042,  holding  regulation 
of  business  of  foreign  insurance  companies,  and  prosecution  of  their  agents 
for  unlawfully  transacting  business,  within  title;  State  v.  Twining,  73  N.  J. 
L.  685,  64  Atl.  1073,  holding  that  title  of  every  act  must  not  only  include,  but 
must  also  express  its  object. 

Distinguished  in  Schmalz  v.  Wooley,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  657,  39  Atl.  539,  holding 
word  "same"  applies  only  to  labels,  etc.,  of  associations  and  unions  in  title  of 
act  to  provide  for  adoption  of  labels,  etc.,  by  associations  or  unions,  and  to  regu- 
late "the  same." 
Ultra  vires  acts. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Cornelius,  41  W.  Va.  72,  30  L.  R.  A.  752,  23  S.  E.  599,  hold- 
ing void,  lease  by  public  corporation  of  state  property  vested  in  it  for  public 
use;  Robotham  v.  Prudential  Ins.  Co.  64  N.  J.  Eq.  682,  53  Atl.  842,  denying  power 
of  insurance  company  under  charter  to  invest  large  sum  to  gain  control  of  trust 
company;  Somerville  Water  Co.  v.  Somerville,  78  N.  J.  Eq.  210,  78  Atl.  793, 
holding  that  public  grants  of  power  to  corporations  are  to  be  strictly  con- 
strued and  whatever  is  not  plainly  granted  must  be  considered  to  be  withheld; 
McC  arter  v.  Vineland  Light  &  P.  Co.  73  N.  J.  Eq.  706,  70  Atl.  177,  holding  that 
a  corporation  could  not  sell  its  franchise  without  the  consent  of  the  legislature. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Van  Steuben  v.  Central  R.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  577,  which  holds 
unauthorized  lease  of  railroad  void. 

Cited  in  notes   (35  Am.  St.  Rep.  391)  on  right  to  transfer  public  franchisee; 
(70  Am.  St.  Rep.  159,  163)    on  ultra  vires  contracts  of  private  corporation; 
( 22  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  131 )  on  implied  powers  of  corporation. 
Remedy  for  altra  vires  act. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  97  Ky.  695,  31  S.  E.  476,  holding  state 
may,  by  injunction,  prevent  railroad  from  purchasing  parallel  or  competing 
line;  Trust  Co.  v.  State,  109  Ga.  749,  48  L.  R.  A.  526,  35  S.  E.  323,  holding 
injunction  proper  remedy  by  state  to  prevent  corporation  purchasing  stock  in 
other  corporation;  Grey  v.  Greenville  &  H.  R.  Co.  59  N.  J.  Eq.  379,  46  Atl.  638, 
granting  injunction  against  construction  of  branch  line  of  railroad  across  high- 
way without  authority  of  law,  though  no  injury  to  public  thereby  shown;  Smith 
V.  Cornelius,  41  W.  Va.  68,  30  L.  R.  A.  751,  23  S.  E.  599,  holding  that  private 
person  or  directors  cannot  sue  to  contest  lease  of  state  property  by  public  cor- 
poration vested  with  it  for  public  use;  McCarter  v.  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  74  N. 
J.  Eq.  375,  29  L.R.A.(X.S.)  1198,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  708,  73  Atl.  80,  18  A.  & 
E.  Ann.  Cas.  1048,  Reversing  70  N.  J.  Eq.  295,  61  Atl.  705,  on  the  rights  of  the 
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attorney  general  to  maintain  action  to  enjoin  ultra  vires  acts;  McCarter  v. 
Vineland  Light  &  P.  Co.  72  N.  J.  Eq.  772,  65  Atl.  1041,  holding  that  the  court  of 
chancery,  at  the  suit  of  the  attorney  general,  can  restrain  the  exercise  by  in- 
dividuals of  unwarranted  use  of  sovereign  powers,  under  guise  of  incorporation. 

Cited  in  note  (7  Eng.  Rul  Cae.  485)  on  liability  to  indictment  or  injunction 
of  public  service  corporation  exceeding  its  powers. 

Distinguished  in  Edmunds  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  2  111.  C.  C.  478,  holding  that 
under  the  laws  of  Illinois  there  is  no  law  to  prevent  a  corporation  from  holding 
stock  in  two  competing  railroad  companies  unless  it  amounts  to  a  restraint  of 
trade. 

Restrainliiff  act«  of  cori>oratlonM  whleli   tend  to^vard  Injury. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  75  N.  H.  337,  74  Atl.  542;  McCarter  v. 
Pitman,.  G.  &  C.  Gas  Co.  74  N.  J.  Eq.  259,  69  Atl.  211,— holding  that  state  is 
proper  party  to  enjoin  threatened  ultra  vires  act  on  part  of  public  service 
corporation  which  will  impair  its  ability  to  discliarge  its  public  duties;  People 
ex  rel.  Moloney  v.  Chicago  Fair  Grounds  Asso.  1  111.  C.  C.  118,  holding  that  if 
the  court  finds  that  the  acts  done  are  not  detrimental  to  the  public  interest,  it 
may  refuse  an  injunction  although  the  acts  are  ultra  vires;  State  v.  Pacific 
Exp.  Co.  80  Neb.  831,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  669,  115  N.  W.  619,  holding  that  the 
attorney  general  may  maintain  an  action  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  common 
carriers  from  exacting  unlawful  and  excessive  rates;  Durham  v.  Eno  Cotton 
Mills,  141  N.  C.  630,  7  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  329,  54  S.  E.  453,  on  the  right  to  enjoin 
the  discharge  of  sewage  into  a  stream  from  which  a  public  drinking  supply  is 
taken. 
Combination   In   reiitralnt   of  trade. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  136,  29  C.  C. 
A.  160,  54  U.  S.  App.  723,  85  Fed.  291,  holding  combination  of  manufacturers 
to  limit  competition  and  control  trade  and  prices  in  large  number  of  states 
illegal;  Trenton  Potteries  Co.  v.  Oliphant,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  730,  39  Atl.  923,  holding 
scheme  to  buy  and  combine  plants  of  majority  of  members  of  association  pro- 
ducing almost  whole  of  necessary  commodity  void. 

Distinguished  in  Stockton  v.  American  Tobacco  Co.  55  N.  J.  Eq.  367,  30  Atl. 
971,  upholding  right  of  manufacturing  corporation  to  select  selling  agents,  and 
impose  conditions  as  to  whom,  and  on  what  terms,  they  shall  sell. 
Identity  of  corporatlonM. 

Cited  in  Chicago  Union  Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago,   199  111.  634,  65  N.  E.  470, 
holding  provision  for  street  car  transfers  applicable  to  case  where  legal  owner 
of  one  is  beneficial  owner  of  another. 
Mnnlelpal  regulation  of  flras  rates. 

Cited  in  Muncie  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Muncie,  160  Ind.  106,  60  L.  R.  A.  828, 
66  N.  E.  436,  sustaining  injunction  against  gas  company's  violation  of  contract 
as  to  maximum  rate;  Madison  v.  Madison  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  129  Wis.  261,  8 
L.R.A.(NJS.)  534,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  944,  108  N.  W.  65,  9  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  819, 
holding  that  the  state  has  the  right  to  regulate  the  price  to  be  charged  for  gas 
furnished  to  the  inhabitants  of  a  municipality. 
Equity  penetrating  disirvil«e«  of  form  to  reach  the  anbstance. 

Cited  in  Earle  v.  American  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  74  N.  J.  Eq.  761,  71  Atl.  391,  hold- 
ing that  equity  will  penetrate  all  disguises  of  form  and  disregard  the  shadow  to 
grasp  the  form;  Crick's  Estate,  35  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  44,  holding  that  equity  will  dis 
regard  the  form  of  the  will  to  seek  the  intent  of  the  testator. 
BIfeet  on  latv^a  of  anfteadment  of  constitatlon. 

Cited  in  Gaslight  Co.  v.  South  River,  77  K  J.  Eq.  494,  77  Atl.  473,  U  the 
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point  that  amended  constitution  did  not  affect  local  and  special  laws,  if  they 
became  operative  before  adoption  of  provisions  forbidding  such  laws. 

17  L.  R.  A.  Ill,  LAFARIER  v.  GRAND  TRUNK  R.  CO.  84  Me.  286,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  198,  24  Atl.  848. 

17  L.  R.  A.  113,  MOBILE  &  O.  R.  CO.  v.  DISMUKES,  94  Ala.  131,  4  Inters. 

Com.  Rep.  200,  10  So.  289. 
State  rearnlatlonn  as  to  interstate  •bipments. 

Cited  in  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Sims,  169  Ala.  299,  53  So.  826,  holding  that  Federal 
statutes  regulating  interstate  commerce  will  be  enforced  by  state  courts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  Goldberg,  62  L.  R.  A.  669,  denying 
state's  power  to  fix  rate  charged  by  interstate  carrier  for  carriage  within  state 
of  shipment  delivered  in  another. 
Rlfflit  to  full  sclftediile  rates. 

Cited  in  Melody  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  26  S.  D.  612,  30  L.R.A.  (N.8.)  570, 
127  N.  W.  543,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  727,  to  the  point  that  shipper  is  presumed  to 
know  schedule  rates  and  necessity  of  compliance  therewith. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Laurel  Cotion  Mills  v.  Gulf  &  S.  I.  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  453, 
which  holds  contract  between  carrier  and  manufacturer  to  maintain  same  rates 
on  goods  shipped  by  him  between  competitive  points  as  are  maintained  from 
other  points  where  same  factories  are  located  not  a  forbidden  discrimination. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  401;  62  L.  ed.  U.  S.  682)  on  effect  of  statu- 
tory provisions  against  rebates  upon  contracts  for  transportation  at  less  than 
regular  rate. 

Disapproved  in  Gerber  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  63  Mo.  App.  148,  and  Savannah,  F. 
&  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Bundick,  94  Ga.  779,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  294,  21  S.  E,  995,  hold- 
ing carrier  entitled  to  full  schedule  interstate  rate  as  condition  of  delivering 
goods,  though  less  rate  stated  by  mistake  in  bill  of  lading;  Armour  Packing  Co. 
V.  United  States,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  414,  82  C.  C.  A.  135,  153  Fed.  18,  holding  that 
contracts  to  carry  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  at  less  than  the  schedule 
rates  are  void. 

Overruled  in  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Harrison,  119  Ala.  543,  43  L.  R.  A.  387,  foot- 
note p.  385,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  936,  24  So.  552,  holding  the  same  effect. 

Cited  as  overruled  in  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Maysville  Brick  Co.  132  Ky. 
651,  116  S.  W.  1183,  holding  that  the  fact  that  the  shipper  was  ignorant  that 
he  was  receiving  a  preference  in  rates,  did  not  affect  the  invalidity  of  the  con- 
tract between  the  parties  under  the  provisions  of  the  state  constitution  against 
giving  such  preferences. 
Rifflits  of  parties  not  In  pari  delicto. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chateau  v.  Singla,  33  L.  R.  A.  750,  which  denies  relief 
to  either  party  for  settlement  of  partnership  to  carry  on  unlawful  business. 

17  L.  R.  A.  116,  ZOUCH  v.  CHESAPEAKE  &  O.  R.  CO.  36  W.  Va.  524,  16  S. 

E.  185. 
Limitation  of  liabllitr* 

Followed  in  Trexler  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  213,  holding 
that  whether  the  shipper  fixes  the  value  of  the  goods  shipped  and  receives  in 
return  a  low  rate,  he  can  recover  only  the  fixed  value,  though  the  loss  results 
from  negligence. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.  47  W.  Va.  661,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  816, 
35  S.  E.  908,  and  Berry  v.  West  Virginia  A  P.  R.  Co.  44  W.  Va.  645,  67  Am.  St. 
Rep.  781,  30  S.  £.  143,  requiring  consideration  for  contract  limiting  carrier's 
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liability;  Ullman  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  112  Wis.  169,  56  L.  R.  A.  249, 
88  Am.  St.  Rep.  949,  88  N.  W.  41,  upholding  contract  limiting  liability  for  in- 
jury to  amount  agreod  on;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Reals,  56  Xeb.  418,  71  Am. 
St.  Rep.  682,  76  N.  W.  903,  holding  company  liable  under  statute  for  all  damages 
from  failure  to  correctly  transmit  and  deliver  telegram,  notwithstanding  agree- 
ment on  blank  to  contrary;  Fielder  v.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  69  W.  Va.  142,  71  S.  E. 
99,  to  the  point  that  limitation  of  liability  to  extent  of  value  declared  and 
agreed  upon  is  valid,  unless  changed  by  interstate  commerce  act;  Adams  Exp. 
Co.  T.  Berry  &  W.  Co.  35  App.  D.  C.  215,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  314,  holding  that 
contract  fixing  for  purpose  of  transportation,  value  of  article  delivered  to  car- 
rier, will  not  operate  to  relieve  carrier  from  liability  for  full  value,  if  article 
waa  embezzled  by  agent;  Geyer  v.  United  States  Exp.  Co.  27  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep. 
35,  to  the  point  that  carrier  cannot  wholly  exempt  itself  from  liability  from 
loss  resulting  from  negligence;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Coolidge,  73  Ark. 
117,  67  L.R.A.  658,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  21,  83  S.  W.  333,  3  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas. 
582,  holding  a  stipulation  in  a  bill  of  lading  that  in  case  of  loss  of  the  articles, 
the  measure  of  damages  shall  be  the  value  at  the  place  of  shipment  instead  of 
at  the  destination,  was  void,  unless  based  upon  a  consideration;  Winslow  Bros. 
&  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  161  N.  C.  251,  65  S.  E.  965,  holding  a  stipu- 
lation in  a  bill  of  lading  valid,  which  provided  that  in  case  of  loss  the  liability 
of  the  carrier  should  not  exceed  $100  per  head  for  the  stock,  the  limitation  be- 
ing based  upon  a  reduction  in  freight  rates. 

Cited  in  notes  (1  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  986,  987)  on  limiting  valuation  of  property  as 
affecting  amount  of  recoyery  for  loss  by  carrier's  negligence;  (2  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
773)  on  amount  of  carrier's  liability  for  loss  of  goods;  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  107) 
on  limitation  of  carrier's  liability  in  bills  of  lading. 

Distinguished  in  Bosley  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  54  W.  Va.  677,  66  L.R.A.  878, 
46  S.  £.  613,  holding  that  where  the  bill  of  lading  limited  the  liability  of  the 
carrier  for  unusual  delay  or  detention  of  the  live  stock  caused  by  negligence  or 
otherwise,  such  clause  was  void  where  the  loss  resulted  from  the  negligence  or  mis- 
feasance of  itself  or  servants. 

Disapproved  in  Stringfield  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  162  N.  C.  131,  67  S.  E.  333, 
holding  that  a  clause  of  a  bill  of  lading  limiting  the  amount  of  recovery,  is 
void  in  case  of  injury  or  loss  caused  by  the  carrier's  negligence. 
Ustoppel  by  conduct. 

Cited  in  note   (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  101)   on  estoppel  by  conduct. 

17  L.  R.  A.  124,  ELY  v.  DES  MOINES,  86  Iowa,  55,  62  N.  W.  476. 
Contributory  nearllfrence  In  street. 

Cited  in  Winchester  v.  Carroll,  99  Va.  743,  40  S.  E.  37,  holding  attempt  to 
pass  from  sidewalk  to  street  without  knowledge  of  material  inequality  not  neg- 
ligence per  86. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brember  v.  Jones,  26  L.  R.  A.  408,  which  holds  failure 
to  turn  to  right  on  highway  not  render  liable  for  collision  which  other  could 
have  avdided  by  ordinary  care;  Sindlinger  v,  Kansas  City,  26  L.  R.  A.  723,  which 
denies  recovery  to  one  breaking  guard  rail  of  viaduct  in  street  while  running 
race  in  dark;  Suburban  Electric  Co.  v.  Nugent,  32  L.  R.  A.  700,  which  holds  con- 
tributory negligence  not  presumed  from  coming  into  contact  with  uninsulated 
electric  wire  in  street;  Wheat  v.  St.  Louis,  64  L.  R.  A.  292,  holding  driver, 
knowing  of  defective  manhole,  guilty  of  negligence  in  attempting  to  turn  around 
in  its  vicinity. 

Distinguished  in  Hall  v.  Manson,  99  Iowa,  702,  34  L.  R.  A.  210,  68  N.  W.  922, 
holding  attempt  to  use  crosswalk  on  dark  night  not  negligence  preventing  re- 
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covery  for  falling  into  unlighted,  unguarded  excavation  at  its  edge;  Goodrich 
V.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  103  Iowa,  419,  72  N.  W.  653,  holding  boy  catch- 
ing foot  in  guard  rail  while  attention  diverted  to  train  starting  toward  him  as 
he  is  crossing  track  at  crossing  not  negligent. 

17  L.  R.  A.  127,  ORD  NAT.  BANK  v.  MASSEY,  48  Kan.  762,  30  Pac  124. 

Second  appeal  in  7  Kan.  App.  680,  51  Pac  570. 
Validity  of  chattel  morterase. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Vining  v.  Millar,  32  L.  R.  A.  442,  which  sustains  rights 
of  mortgagee  of  half  interest  in  horse  in  Canada  as  against  owners  of  other  half 
interest  in  Michigan,  having  mortgage  from  same  mortgagor. 

Cited  in  note  (64  L.  R.  A.  357)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  chattel  mortgages. 
«—  Place  of  recordlnir* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fassett  v.  Wise,  36  L.  R.  A.  606,  which  requires  mortgage 
on  chattels  removed  to  other  county  before  recording,  to  be  recorded  in  such 
other  county;  McFadden  v.  Blocker,  58  L.  R.  A.  879,  which  holds  recording  of 
chattel  mortgage  on  property  within  state  ineffectual  where  mortgagor  resides 
out  of  state. 
— —  Refllinar  on  removal  to  other  state. 

Cited  in  Ord  Nat.  Bank  v.  Masey,  7  Kan.  App.  683,  61  Pac.  670,  holding,  on 
second  appeal,  chattel  mortgagee  whose  mortgage  properly  recorded  protected 
without  refiling  on  removal  of -property  to  other  state;  Greenville  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Evans-Snyder-Buel  Co.  9  Okla.  369,  60  Pac.  249,  holding  it  unnecessary  to  refile 
chattel  mortgage  on  bringing  mortgaged  property  into  territory;  Alferitz  v. 
Ingalls,  83  Fed.  971,  holding  it  unnecessary  to  annex  to  mortgage  properly  exe- 
cuted in  other  state,  affidavit  required  by  Nevada  laws,  on  bringing  property  into 
that  state;  National  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Morris,  114  Mo.  263,  19  L.  R.  A. 
466,  footnote  p.  463,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  754,  21  S.  W.  511,  holding  recorded  chattel 
mortgage  in  one  state  good  in  another  to  which  property  taken. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Handley  v.  Harris,  17  L.  R.  A.  703,  which  holds  recording 
of  chattel  mortgage  not  invalidated  by  removing  property  to  other  state; 
Shapard  v.  Hynes,  52  L.  R.  A.  675,  which  holds  lien  of  recorded  chattel  mort- 
gage follows  property  into  other  state. 

17  L.  R.  A.  129,  PRINCE  MFG.  CO.  v.  PRINCE'S  METALLIC  PAINT  CO.  135 

N.  Y.  24,  31  N.  E.  990. 
IV'liat  may  be  appropriated  aa  trade-mark. 

Cited  in  Clinton  Metalic  Paint  Co.  v.  New  York  Metalic  Paint  Co.  23  Misc. 
70,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  437,  holding  words  "Metalic  Paint"  generic  and  descriptive, 
preventing  exclusive  appropriation  as  trade-mark. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cady  v.  Schultz,  29  L.R.A.  524,  which  holds  no  property 
right  acquirable  in  words  "scientific  dentistry  at  higher  prices;"  Kipling  v.  G. 
P.  Putnam's  Sons,  65  L.R.A.  873,  which  holds  merely  placing  a  design  on  the 
covers  of  an  edition  of  an  author's  works  without  registering  it  as  a  trade- 
mark or  giving  notice  that  it  is  such  does  not  protect  it  from  use  by  others; 
Shaver  v.  Heller  &  M.  Co.  65  L.R.A.  878,  which  sustains  right  to  injunction 
against  unfair  use  of  names  "American  Ball  Blue"  and  "American  Wash  Blue" 
under  which  a  large  and  lucrative  trade  has  been  built  up. 

Cited  in  note  (45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  376)  on  trademark  in  geographical  name. 
ICffect  of  deceit  on  rigrht  to  equitable  relief. 

Approved  in  Millbrae  Co.  v.  Taylor,  —  Cal.  -— ,  25  L.R.A.  196,  37  Pac.  236,  re- 
fusing to  protect  as  trade-mark  name  of  ranch  for  milk  produced  elsewhere. 
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Cited  in  Hilson  Co.  v.  Foster,  80  Fed.  901,  denying  relief  in  equity  against 
imitation  of  labels,  etc.,  to  one  falsely  representing  eigars  to  be  genuine  Havanas ; 
California  Fig  Syrup  Co.  v.  Stearns  &  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  58,  20  C.  G.  A.  26,  43  U.  S. 
App.  234,  73  Fed.  817;  California  Fig-Syrup  Co.  v.  Putnam,  06  Fed.  754;  Clinton 
E.  Worden  &  Co.  v.  California  Fig  Syrup  Co.  187  U.  S.  529,  47  L.  ed.  288,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  161, —  denying  equitable  relief  to  protect  a  label  falsely  represent- 
ing that  laxative  properties  of  syrup  derived  from  figs;  Krauss  v.  Jos.  R. 
Peebles's  Sons  Co.  58  Fed.  595,  denying  relief  in  equity  against  infringement  of 
trade-mark  to  one  adulterating  brand  of  whiskies  warranted  unadulterated; 
Prince's  Metallic  Paint  Co.  v.  Prince  Mfg.  Co.  6  C.  C.  A.  651,  17  U.  S.  App.  145, 
57  Fed.  942,  holding  one  using  trade-mark  indicating  paint  made  from  ore  from 
particular  mine,  from  which  not  made,  not  entitled  to  relief  in  equity  against 
similar  use  by  another;  Uri  v.  Hirsch,  123  Fed.  570.  denying  right  to  prevent 
infringement  of  trade-mark  on  vessels  containing  liquors,  where  proof  shows 
plaintiff  owned  no  distillery;  Kennedy  v.  Dr.  David  Kennedy  Corp.  32  Misc.  485, 
66  N.  y.  Supp.  225,  enjoining  purchaser  of  good  will  of  proprietary  medicine 
business  from  opening  letters  addressed  to  seller,  sent  in  response  to  advertise- 
ment implying  that  latter  would  answer;  New  York  &  N.  J.  Lubricant  Co.  v. 
Young,  77  N.  J.  Eq.  324,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  560,  77  Atl.  344,  holding  that  any 
material  misrepresentation  in  label  or  trademark  as  to  person  by  whom  article 
is  manufactured,  defeats  right  of  owner. to  relief  in  equity;  World's  Dispensary 
Medical  Asso.  v.  Pierce,  203  N.  Y.  423,  96  N.  E.  738,  to  the  point  that  one  will 
not  be  protected  in  use  of  trademark  if  he  is  guilty  of  misrepresentation;  Rice- 
Stix  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  J.  A.  Scriven  Co.  91  C.  C.  A.  475,  165  Fed.  646,  on  the 
effect  of  fraud  upon  the  right  of  protection  for  trademark;  Castroville  Co-op. 
Creamery  Co.  v.  Col,  6  Cal.  App.  536,  92  Pao.  648;  Levy  v.  Uri,  31  App.  D.  C. 
444;  Nelson  v.  Winchell  &  Co.  203  Mass.  83,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1155,  89  N.  E. 
180:  Epperson  v.  Bluthenthal,  149  Ala.  132,  42  So.  863,  13  Ann.  Cas.  832, — 
holding  that  one  who  seeks  to  be  protected  in  the  use  of  a  trademark  must 
himself  be  free  from  fraud  in  the  use  of  such  mark;  Grocers  Journal  Co.  v. 
Midland  Pub.  Co.  127  Mo.  App.  370,  105  S.  W.  310;  Gluckman  v.  Strauch,  99 
App.  Div.  363,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  223;  Sauter  v.  Frank,  67  Misc.  657,  124  N.  Y. 
Supp.  803;  Fay  v.  Lambourn,  124  App.  Div.  247,  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  874,— holding 
that  equity  will  not  interfere  to  protect  a  trademark  which  is  intended  to  de- 
ceive the  public;  Read  v.  Mackay,  47  Misc.  439,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  935,  holding  same 
where  the  trademark  was  intended  to  convey  the  idea  that  the  old  manufacturers 
were  still  making  the  article;  Siegert  v.  Gandolfi,  139  Fed.  922,  holding  a  person 
guilty  of  fraud  in  the  use  of  a  trademark  is  not  entitled  to  the  protection  of  a 
court  of  equity  to  protect  the  same;  Brown  v.  Condit,  70  N.  J.  Eq.  647,  61  Atl. 
1055,  holding  one  branding  goods  all  alike  re(;ardless  of  quality  is  not  to  be 
protected  in  use  of  trademark. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Scott  V.  Standard  Oil  Co.  31  L.  R.  A.  374,  which  author- 
izes injunction  against  fraudulent  imitation  of  distinctive  label  used  by  plaintiff. 

Cited   in   notes    (19    L.R.A.   54)    on    invalidity    of    deceptive   trademark;     (1 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    717,    718,   724)    on   rights   resulting   from   sale   of   trademark   as 
affected  by  fraud;    (47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  282)   on  deception  as  bar  to  relief  for  in- 
fringement of  trademark. 
Protection  asalniit  vnla^rfnl  competition. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fuller  v.  Huff,  51  L.R.A.  332,  which  sustains  right  to 

enjoin  use  of  term   **health  food"   for   foods  previously  known  as   "sanitarium 

foods;"  La  Republique  Francaise  v.  Saratoga  Vichy  Springs  Co.  65  L.R.A.  830, 

which  holds  conspicuous  use  of  word  "Vichy"  and   inconspicuous  use  of  word 
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''Saratoga"  on  bottle  of  water  from  Saratoga  spring  unfair  competition  with 
bottled  waters  from  Vichy  in  France. 

Distinguished  in  James  Van  Dyk  Co.  v.   P.  V.  Reilly  Co.  73  Misc.  95,   130 
N.  Y.   Supp.   755,  holding  that  where  business  of  bankrupt  tea  company  was 
sold  together  with  good  will  and  right  to  use  name,  purchaser  may  use  name  of 
original  company. 
fiatoppel. 

Distinguished  in  Sturm  v.  Boker,  150  U.  S.  334,  37  L.  ed.  1102,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  99,  holding  witness  not  estopped  to  subsequently  take  different  position  by 
expressing  opinion  as  to  law  of  certain  contract. 

17  L.  R.  A.  135,  DENVER  v.  KNOWLES,  17  Colo.  204,  30  Pac.  1041. 
mriiat  constitutes  tax. 

Approved  in  Alfalfa  Irrig.  Dist.  v.  Collins,  46  Neb.  425,  64  N.  W.  1086,  hold- 
ing provision  for  uniformity  in  taxation  inapplicable  to  local  assessments; 
Denver  City  R.  Co.  v.  Denver,  21  Colo.  356,  29  L.  R.  A.  611,  52  Am.  St.  Rep. 
239,  41  Pac.  826,  Reversing  2  Colo.  App.  42,  30  Pac.  1048,  holding  privilege  tax 
on  street  railway  company  not  within  provision  requiring  uniformity  in  taxation ; 
Seanor  v.  Whatcom  County,  13  Wash.  60,  42  Pac.  652,  holding  assessment  against 
taxable  property  in  county,  city,  or  road  district,  for  cost  of  establishing  or 
improving  highways  therein,  not  a  tax-  within  constitutional  provision. 

Distinguished  in  Wheatland  v.  Boston,  202  Mass.  261,  88  N.  E.  769,  holding 
that  an  act  limiting  the  time  within  which  an  action  could  be  maintained  to 
recover  back  a  tax,  applied  also  to  actions  to  recover  a  local  assessment. 
liocal  assessment  as  an  exercise  of  the  police  po'wer. 

Cited  in  Jenks  v.  Stump,  41  Colo.  287,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  557,  124  Am.  St.  Rep. 
137,  93  Pac.  17,  14  Ann.  Cas.  914,  on  local  assessment  for  sidewalk  purposes 
as  being  an  exercise  of  the  police  power;  Wolff  v.  Denver,  20  Colo.  App.  137,  77 
Pac.  364,  holding  that  a  city  council  in  designating  a  taxing  district,  was  exer- 
cising the  police  power. 
Validity   of   local   assessments   based   upon    frontagre. 

Cited  in  Denver  v.  Londoner,  33  Colo.  113,  80  Pac.  117,  holding  that  an  ordi- 
nance apportioning  local  assessments  upon  abutting  property  according  to  the 
front  foot  is  prima  facie  valid. 

Cited  in  note  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1129,  1134,  1137,  1140,  1169,  1185)  on  assess- 
ments for  improvements  by  front-foot  rule. 

17  L.  R.  A.  145,  STATE  ex  rel.  LAMB  v.  CUNNINGHAM,  83  Wis.  90,  35  Am.  St. 

Rep.  27,  53  N.  W.  35. 
Proper  party  to  brlnf?  proceeding. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Burnham  v.  Cornwall,  97  Wis.  568,  73  N.  W.  63,  holding 
any  citizen  entitled  to  bring  mandamus  to  enforce  performance  of  public  duty; 
State  eat  rel.  Clarke  v.  Moran,  24  Mont.  445,  23  Pac.  390,  holding  state  proper 
party  to  institute  proceedings  to  prevent  placing  of  unauthorized  ticket  on 
official  ballot;  Landes  v.  Walls,  160  Ind.  221,  66  N.  E.  679,  holding  that  to 
entitle  a  private  individual  to  an  injunction  to  protect  public  rights,  he  must 
show  a  special  injury  to  himself;  State  ex  rel.  Williams  v.  Samuelson,  131  Wis. 
503,  111  N.  W.  712,  holding  that  where  the  attorney  general  appears  for  the 
respondent  in  quo  warranto  proceedings,  it  is  equivalent  to  his  refusal  to  act, 
justifying  the  maintenance  of  the  action  by  a  private  person. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Zuelly  v.  Casper,  63  L.R.A.  133,  which  upholds  right  of 
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taxpayer  of  county  to  bring  suit  for  restoration  to  treasury  of  money  illegally 
appropriated  as  fees  of  officers. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel,  Hartung  v.  Milwaukee,  102  Wis.  513,  78  N.  W. 
756,  requiring  action  to  enjoin  public  nuisance  to  be  instituted  by  proper  law 
officer;  State  ex  rel,  Moore  v.  Archibald,  5  N.  D.  377,  66  N.  W.  234,  sustaining 
right  of  supreme  court  to  issue  writ  of  mandamus  in  behalf  of  public  interests, 
though  attorney  general  refuses  to  apply  for  it;  Smith  v.  Cornelius,  41  W.  Va. 
68,  30  L.  R.  A.  751,  23  S.  E.  699,  holding  that  private  person  or  directors  cannot 
sue  to  contest  lease  of  state  property  by  public  corporation  vested  with  it  for 
public  use. 
Jnrifldlctioii  of  •apreme  court. 

Cited  in  Styles  v.  Tyler,  64  Conn.  454,  30  Atl.   165,  holding  jurisdiction  of 
supreme  court  limited  to  correction  of  errors  of  "law." 
^  Orf^nal  Jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Re  Court  of  Honor,  109  Wis.  630,  85  N.  W.  497,  holding  original 
jurisdiction  of  supreme  court  should  not  be  exercised  where  primary  right  to  be 
vindicated  is  private;  Re  Gunn,  50  Kan.  196,  19  L.  R.  A.  529,  32  Pac.  470,  sus- 
taining jurisdiction  of  supreme  court  to  inquire  on  habeas  corpus  into  lawful- 
ness of  imprisonment  by  order  of  house  of  representatives  of  state;  Re  Court  of 
Honor,  100  Wis.  627,  85  N.  W.  497,  holding  original  jurisdiction  of  supreme  court 
limited  to  judicial  questions  affecting  sovereignty  of  state,  its  franchises,  or 
prerogatives  or  liberties  of  the  people;  People  v.  McClees,  20  Colo.  409,  26  L. 
R.  A.  648,  38  Pac.  468,  requiring  public  rights  or  interests  to  be  shown  to  give 
supreme  court  jurisdiction  in  original  proceeding  by  injunction;  State  ex  rel. 
Clarke  v.  Moran,  24  Mont.  440,  63  Pac.  390,  sustaining  original  jurisdiction  of 
supreme  court  to  issue  injunction  against  county  clerk  printing  unauthorized 
ticket  on  official  ballot;  State  ex  rel.  Lloyd  v.  Elliott,  13  Utah,  208,  44  Pac.  248, 
sustaining,  but  refusing  to  exercise,  original  jurisdiction  of  supreme  court  to 
issue  writ  of  quo  warranto  to  try  title  to  office  in  city  council;  People  ex  rel. 
Kocourek  v.  Chicago,  193  111.  515,  58  L.  R.  A.  845,  62  X.  E.  179,  refusing  to 
exercise  original  jurisdiction  of  supreme  court  in  proceeding  by  private  relator 
to  compel  city  to  remove  bridge  across  street,  connecting  buildings;  State  ex  rel. 
Byrne  v.  Wilcox,  11  N.  D.  335,  91  N.  W.  955,  on  the  right  of  the  supreme  court 
to  assume  jurisdiction  even  though  the  attorney  general  refuse  his  consent  to 
allow  a  private  individual  to  maintain  a  suit  affected  with  a  public  interest; 
People  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Tool,  35  Colo.  240,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  827,  117  Am.  St. 
Rep.  198,  86  Pac.  224,  holding  that  the  restraining  of  a  conspiracy  to  commit 
an  election  fraud  was  a  judicial  question  over  which  the  supreme  court  had 
jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  note  (68  L.  R.  A.  850)  on  original  jurisdiction  of  court  of  last  resort 
in  mandamus  cases. 
Political  quentlona  and  Inrisdtctlon  of  same. 

Cited  in  Parker  v.  State,  133  Ind.  186,  18  L.  R.  A.  571,  32  N.  E.  836,  holding 
eonstitutionality  of  apportionment  act  a  judicial,  rather  than  a  political,  ques- 
tion; Denney  v.  State,  144  Ind.  509,  31  L.  R.  A.  729,  42  N.  E.  929,  sustaining 
<*ourt*s  power  to  declare  unconstitutional  apportionment  act  void;  Landes  v. 
Walls,  160  Ind.  221,  66  N.  E.  679,  denying  injunction  restraining  appointees 
from  acting  as  councilmen  pending  contest  as  to  title  to  office;  State  ex  rel. 
Robbins  v.  Parker,  147  Iowa,  88,  125  N.  W.  856,  to  the  point  that  court  has  juris- 
diction of  action  to  compel  county  auditor  to  place  plaintiff's  name  on  ballot; 
Brooks  V.  State,  162  Ind.  577,  70  N.  E.  980,  holding  that  whether  the  discre- 
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tion   in   apportioning  state   representatives  and  senators  is  properly   exercised 
under  the  constitution,  is  a  judicial  question. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fletcher  v.  Tuttle,  26  L.  R.  A.  143,  which  denies  right 
to  enjoin  giving  of  election  notices  on  ground  that  apportionment  unconstitu- 
tional ;  State  ex  rel.  Taylor  v.  Lord,  31  L.  R.  A.  473,  which  denies  power  of  court 
to  interfere  with  location  by  governor  of  site  for  public  institution;  State  ex  reL 
Cranmer  v.  Thorson,  33  L.  R.  A.  582,  which  denies  right  to  enjoin  certifying  of 
proposed  constitutional  amendment;  Covington  v.  Buffett,  47  L.  R.  A.  622,  which 
denies  court's  jurisdiction  to  determine  existence  of  vacancy  in  office  of  senator; 
Xorwalk  Street  R.  Co's  Appeal.  39  L.  R.  A.  794,  which  holds  approval  and  adop- 
tion or  modification  of  plan  for  street  railway  not  a  judicial  power. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  L.R.A.{N.S.)  384)  on  interference  by  equity  in  matters  pre- 
ceding elections;  (10  L.R.A. (N.S.)  118G)  on  effect  of  laches  in  questioning  ap- 
portionment of  election  districts;  (35  Am.  St.  Rep.  66)  on  judicial  investiga- 
tion of  constitutionality  of  legislative  apportionments. 

Distinguislied  in  State  ex  rel.  Winnie  v.  Stoddard,  25  Nev.  457,  51  L.  R.  A. 
231,  footnote  p.  229,  62  N.  W.  237,  which  denies  mandamus  to  compel  issuance 
of  election  notices  under  prior  apportionment  act,  for  invalidity  of  substantially 
similar  later  one;  Fletcher  v.  Tuttle,  151  111.  57,  25  L.  R.  A.  147,  42  Am.  St.  Rep. 
220,  37  N.  E.  683,  denying  right  to  injunction  to  prevent  giving  election  notices 
as  rights  involved  political. 
Validity  of  apportionment  act. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Woodyatt  v.  Thompson,  155  111.  479,  40  N.  E.  307, 
holding  that  provisions  for  compactness  and  equality  in  apportionment  mutually 
affect  each  other;  Harmon  v.  Madison  County,  153  Ind.  77,  54  N.  E.  105,  uphold- 
ing act  grading  salaries  according  to  population  of  counties,  without  providing 
for  changes  in  salaries  on  changes  in  population;  State  ex  rel.  Sullivan  v. 
Schnitger,  16  Wyo.  523,  95  Pac.  698,  holding  that  the  right  to  mandamus  to 
comj)€l  the  secretary  of  state  to  disregard  the  provisions  of  the  constitution 
apportioning  state  representatives  and  senators,  depended  upon  the  showing  of 
a  prior  valid  apportionment;  Ragland  v.  Anderson,  125  Ky.  159,  128  Am.  St. 
Rep.  242,  100  S.  \V.  865,  holding  that  an  act  which  violates  the  provisions  of  the 
constitution  calling  for  equality  of  representation  is  void. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Morris  v.  Wrightson,  22  L.  R.  A,  549,  which 
upholds  right  to  vote  for  all  members  of  assembly  elected  in  county;  Parker  v. 
State,  18  L.  R.  A.  567,  which  holds  invalid,  scheme  for  allowing  county  with  less 
than  unit  of  population  to  vote  for  two  senators;  People  ex  rel.  Carter  v.  Rice, 
16  L.  R.  A.  836,  which  upholds  apportionment  of  members  of  assembly  as  against 
inequalities  in  distributing  members  after  each  county  given  member  for  every 
full  ratio  of  representation. 

Distinguished  and  criticized  in  People  ex  rel,  Woodyatt  v.  Thompson,  155 
111.  483,  40  X.  E.  307,  denying  right  to  hold  apportionment  act  void  because 
nearer  approximation  to  compactness  or  equality  possible;  State  ex  rel.  Hicks 
V.  Stevens,  112  Wis.  172,  88  N.  W.  48,  authorizing  creation  of  new  county,  giving 
all  county  functions,  but  leaving  assembly  district  not  bounded  by  county  line. 
Povrers  of  legrliilatare. 

Cited  in  Bittenhaus  v.  Johnston,  92  Wis.  595,  32  L.  R.  A.  382,  66  N.  W.  805, 
upholding  statute  as  to  fisheries,  making  different  regulations  for  different  locali- 
ties, fn  absence  of  constitutional  prohibition;  Nash  v.  Fries,  129  Wis.  124,  108 
X.  W.  210,  on  the  constitutionality  of  a  law  delegating  a  discretionary  legisla- 
tive power;  State  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  128  Wis.  519,  108  X.  W.  594,  on  an 
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Affirmative  grant  of  power  by  the  constitution  as  a  limitation  upon  the  powers 

of  the  legislature. 

Eiffe«t  of  contemporaneous  construction  of  constltntlon. 

Cited  in  Kingsley  v.  MerriU,  122  Wis.  192,  67  L.R.A.  203,  99  X.  \V.  1044,  2 
Ann.  Cas.  748,  holding  acts  in  conflict  with  the  plain  provisions  of  the  constitu- 
tion, void,  though  in  conformity  with  the  popular  understanding  of  the  pro- 
visions  of  the  constitution. 

17  L.  R.  A.  176,  CXDM.  v.  IFESS,  148  Pa.  98,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  810,  23  Atl.  977. 
when  title  passes. 

Cited  in  Pittsburg  Glass  Co.  v.  Doubleday,  2  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  174,  39  \V.  X.  C. 
16,  27  Pittsb.  L.  J.  K.  S.  96,  holding  packing  and  setting  apart  of  goods  ordered 
for  delivery,  sufficient  delivery;  Toney  v.  Goodley,  57  Mo.  App.  247,  holding  title 
passes  on  sale  of  specified  amount  of  hay,  being  entire  amount  in  certain  barns; 
Com.  v.  Gardner,  16  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  174,  holding  orders  taken  by  soliciting 
agents  and  sent  to  employer's  place  of  business,  where  they  are  accepted,  filled, 
and  goods  set  apart  and  charged  to  customer,  a  sale  in  that  place;  Brownback 
V.  North  Wales,  14  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  83,  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  327,  holding  orders  for 
tea,  etc.,  entered  by  salesman  in  book  for  delivery  and  filled  and  set  apart  by 
employer  at  its  place  of  business,  sales  made  in  such  place;  City  Bank  v.  Easton 
Boot  &  Shoe  Co.  6  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  36,  holding  title  to  goods  passes  to  pur- 
chaser when  payment  made,  goods  identified,  set  apart,  and  delivered  uncon- 
ditionally to  carrier  for  consignee;  Com.  v.  Schmunk,  22  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  364, 
affirming  conviction  of  one  sending  fraudulent  financial  statement  to  New  York 
concern,  who  shipped  goods  to  former  who  received  them  in  Pennsylvania; 
Steiner  v.  Turner,  45  Pa.  Super,  Ct.  228,  holding  that  where  vendor  appropriates 
to  vendee  specific  chattels  and  latter  agrees  to  take  and  pay  price  named, 
effect  of  contract  is  to  vest  title  in  purchaser;  Henderson  v.  Jennings,  228  Pa. 
193,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  829,  77  Atl.  453,  to  the  point  that  assent  of  vendee  to  take 
specific  chattel  and  to  pay  price  is  equivalent  to  his  accepting  possession;  Steg- 
maier  Brewing  Co's  License,  11  Pa.  Dist.  R.  695,  holding  that  the  passing  of 
title  depends  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties;  Cohn  v.  Levenson,  35  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  384,  holding  where  goods  were  delivered  to  the  express  company  pursuant 
to  instructions,  the  purchaser  could  not  resist  payment  on  the  grounds  that  they 
arrived  in  a  damaged  condition;  Wells-Jones  Plow  Co.  v.  Deeds,  1  Tenn.  Ch. 
App.  410,  holding  that  title  to  personalty  passes  when  the  goods  are  selected 
and  set  apart  although  there  has  been  no  delivery,  if  such  is  the  intention  of 
the  parties. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Wemwag,  28  L.  R.  A.  297,  which  holds  sale  within 
restricted  district,  where  unlicensed  outside  dealer  delivers  meat  within  same 
on  telephone  order;  H.  M.  Tyler  Lumber  Co.  v.  Charlton,  55  L.  R.  A.  301,  which 
holds  title  does  not  pass,  by  acceptance  of  offer  to  sell  lumber  piled  at  mill  to  be 
inspected  by  common  employee;  Feeley  v.  Boyd,  66  L.R.A.  943,  which  holds  im- 
mediate delivery  followed  by  actual  and  continued  change  of  possession  of  fruit 
in  bins  shown  by  purchaser  sending  representative  the  same  evening  to  take  pos- 
session, and  sending  man  the  next  morning  to  prepare  for  shipment. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.(N.S»)  2)  on  sufficiency  of  selection  or  designation 
of  goods  sold  out  of  larger  lot;  (23  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  294)  on  time  of  passing  of 
title  to  specific  or  ascertained  goods  sold. 

Distinguished  in  Com.  v.  Brady,  14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  887,  holding  that  title 
did  not  pass  where  oleomargarine  was  to  be  inspected  and  accepted,  until  such 
inspection. 


17  L.R.A.  176]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  18S 

—  Sales  of  liquor. 

Followed  on  similar  facts  in  Com.  v.  Oinader,  148  Pa.  110,  23  Atl.  981;  Com. 
V.  Brauninger,  148  Pa.  112,  23  Atl.  982;  Com.  v.  Kleinmann,  148  Pa.  113,  2S 
Atl.  982;  Com.  v.  Miller,  148  Pa.  115,  23  Atl.  981;  Com.  v.  Kepler,  148  Pa.  110. 
23  Atl.  981. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Mimk,  1  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  483,  38  W.  N.  C.  160,  holding  agent 
soliciting  orders  for  liquor  outside  of  county  where  principal  licensed,  and  re- 
ceiving payment,  not  guilty  unless  connected  with  delivery;  Com.  v.  Mason,  38 
Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  380,  57  Pittsb.  L.  J.  176,  holding  that  under  act  of  1897  brewer 
outside  of  state  cannot  establish  agency  in  state  to  take  orders  for  and  deliver  beer 
without  license;  Com.  v.  Guinzburg,  46  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  496,  holding  that  whole- 
sale liquor  dealer  may  be  convicted  of  selling  without  license,  where  he  sent  liis 
agent  into  another  county  to  take  orders,  which  orders  were  delivered  to  cus- 
tomers in  county  where  he  was  not  licensed;  Hughs's  License,  37  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  700» 
19  Pa.  Dist.  R.  448,  to  the  point  that  bottler,  while  not  general  wholesale  liquor 
dealer,  is  in  fact  wholesale  dealer  in  kind  of  liquors  he  is  authorized  to  sell; 
Com.  V.  Rossi,  47  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  299,  as  to  what  constitutes  sale  of  liquor  in 
prosecution  for  sale  without  license;  Com.  v.  Wcinstein,  11  Del.  Co.  Rep.  10, 
holding  that  question  of  where  sale  was  made  was  for  jury,  where  wholesale 
dealer  solicited  written  orders  outside  county  in  which  he  was  licensed  and  de- 
livered goods  in  that  county;  Monticello  Distilling  Co.  v.  Dannenhauer,  46  Pa* 
Super.  Ct.  488,  holding  that  property  in  whisky  is  transferred  by  delivery  of 
warehouse  receipts;  Com.  v.  Guja,  28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  60;  Ceraline  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Anthracite  Beer  Co.  25  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  96, — ^liolding  that  under  a  license  to  sell 
liquors,  a  dealer  may  ship  by  carrier  or  by  his  own  conveyance  directly  to  cus- 
tomers beyond  the  county  in  which  he  is  licensed,  if  the  order  is  received  in  the 
regular  course  of  business;  State  v.  Small,  82  S.  C.  96,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  03 
S.  E.  4,  holding  that  a  delivery  of  the  liquor  was  not  necessary  to  con- 
stitute a  sale  within  the  meaning  of  the  prohibition  law,  where  order  was  taken 
by  agent  and  the  purchase  price  paid. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  419)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  sales  of  intoxicating 
liquor. 

Disapproved  in  State  v.  Kind,  80  N.  J.  L.  179,  75  Atl.  438,  holding  that  sale 
of  liquor  was  not  complete  until  delivery  where  vendor  assumed  duty  of  deliver- 
ing goods  at  particular  place. 

17  L.  R.  A.  184,  Re  SIPE,  49  Ohio  St.  536,  31  N.  E.  884. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Newark  v.  Flatau,  53  Ohio  St.  661,  44  N.  E. 
1133. 
Validity  of  license  acts. 

Cited  in  Brunner  v.  Municipal  Corp.  1  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  112,  25  Ohio  C.  C.  248, 
holding  that  ordinance,  requiring  person  soliciting  orders  while  on  street  or 
traveling  from  place  to  place  in  village,  to  obtain  license,  void;  Brunner  v. 
Municipal  Corp.  8  Ohio  N,  P.  305,  11  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  450,  upholding  that 
provision,  part  of  general  police  regulation  ordinance,  requiring  transient  deal- 
ers to  take  out  license;  Columbus  v.  Jeffrey,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  271,  13  Ohio 
S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  645,  holding  vehicle  license  ordinance,  discriminating  between  resi- 
dents and  nonresidents,  void. 

Cited  in  notes  (40  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  279)  on  discrimination  against  nonresidents, 
in  imposing  license  or  occupation  tax;  (129  Am.  St.  Rep.  263,  268)  on  constitu- 
tional limitations  on  power  to  impose  license  or  occupation  taxes. 

Distinguished  in  Murphy  v.  Columbus,  2  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  486,  15  Ohio  S.  & 
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C.  D.  Dec  62y  holding  license  ordinance  not  void  because  it  discriminates,  as  to 
amount  of  fee,  between  peddlers  with  horse,  hand  carts,  and  baskets. 
Be««OMableneas  of  license  fees. 

Cited  in  GarroUton  v.  Bazzette,  159  111.  298,  31  L.  R.  A.  528,  42  N.  E.  837, 
holding  void,  license  of  $10  a  day  on  all  itinerant  merchants;  Ottumwa  v.  Zekind, 
96  Iowa,  627,  29  L.  R.  A.  736,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  447,  64  N.  W.  646,  holding  license 
fee  of  $250  a  month,  or  $25  a  day,  from  transient  merchants  unreasonable; 
Flatau  V.  Mansfield,  14  Ohio  C.  C.  595,  holding  void,  act  authorizing  requirement 
of  license  from  transient  dealers  in  goods;  French  v.  Shirley,  7  Ohio  N.  P.  30, 
discussing,  without  deciding,  unconstitutionality,  for  alleged  discrimination,  of 
act  for  licensing  of  fishermen;  Stull  v.  De  Mattos,  23  Wash.  74,  51  L.  R.  A.  894, 
62  Pac.  451,  holding  license  fee  of  $25  a  day  on  sales  of  merchandise  at  auction 
authorized  by  city  charter;  State  v.  Foster,  22  R.  I.  173,  50  L.  R.  A.  344,  46 
Atl.  833,  upholding  state  license  fee  from  transient  dealers  of  $200  for  three 
months  and  local  fee  of  from  $100  to  $350;  Ex  parte  Mosler,  8  Ohic  C.  C.  327, 
sustaining  act  requiring  license  from  vendors  of  wearing  apparel  at  bankrupt  or 
fire  sales;  Glaser  v.  Cincinnati,  31  Ohio  L.  J.  244,  1  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  400, 
holding  act  imposing  license  fee  of  $50  for  each  day  transient  dealer  keeps  open 
store  for  temporary  sale  of  goods,  void. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Littlefield  v.  State,  28  L.  R.  A.  588,  which  limits  power  to 
license  sales  of  milk  to  regulation,  and  not  raising  of  revenue. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R.A.  435)  on  limit  of  amount  of  license  fees;    (35  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    1076)   on  validity  of  license  tax  on  peddlers  so  high  as  to  be  prohibi- 
tory. 
Police  po-wer  of  municipalities. 

Cited  in  Hildebrand  v.  Toledo,  6  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  463,  27  Ohio  C.  C.  438,  on 
police  power  of  city  to  prevent  pollution  of  stream  by  sewage  of  riparian 
owners. 

17  L.  R.  A.  188,  DOHERTY  v.  O'CALLAGHAN,  157  Mass.  90,  34  Am.  St.  Rep. 

258.  31  N.  E.  726. 
PraminB  of  Issues. 

Cited  in  Slater  v.  Manchester,  160  Mass.  473,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  514,  36  N.  E. 
310,  sustaining  right  to  fix  time  as  of  which  title  to  land  shall  be  determined  in 
petition  to  compel  town  to  bring  action  to  try  title;  Fuller  v.  Chapin,  165  Mass. 
2,  42  N.  E.  115,  refusing  to  hear  appeal  from  order  denying  motion  for  framing 
issues  in  equity  suit,  until  case  ready  for  final  disposition. 
Privileged  commnnlcatlons. 

Cited  in  Winters  v.  Winters,  102  Iowa,  57,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  428,  71  N.  W.  184, 
sustaining  right  of  contesting  heir  to  examine  testator's  attending  physician  a» 
to  information  acquired  as  such. 
.—  To  attorney. 

Cited  in  Kern  v.  Kern,  164  Ind.  34,  55  N.  E.  1004,  holding  communications 
between  testator  and  solicitor  not  privileged  after  former's  death;  Denning  t. 
Butcher,  91  Iowa,  436,  59  N.  W.  69,  holding  attorney  attesting  will  at  testator's 
request  competent  to  testify  as  to  his  testamentary  capacity ;  O'Brien  v.  Spalding, 
102  Ga.  493,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  202,  31  S.  E.  100,  upholding  competency  of  attorney 
to  testify  to  essential  facts  attending  execution  of  will  prepared  by  him ;  lie  Wbx, 
106  Gal.  348,  39  Pac.  624,  holding  request  by  testator  that  attorney  sign  will  as 
witness  a  waiver  of  requirement  of  secrecy;  Brooks  v.  Holden,  175  Mass.  141,  56 
N.  E.  802,  sustaining  right  of  personal  representative  of  deceased  client  to  waive 
privilege  against  disclosing  communications  to  attorney;  Re  Downing,  118  Wis. 
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592,  95  N.  W.  876,  holding  testator's  directions  to  attorney  who  drew  will  not 
privileged;  Wilkinson  v.  Service,  249  111.  151,  94  N.  E.  60,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A, 
41,  holding  that  in  proceedings  by  daughter  to  contest  father's  will,  conversa- 
tions between  testator  and  his-  attorney  with  reference  to  testator's  attitude 
towards  daughter,  are  not  privileged;  Re  Cunnion,  201  N.  Y.  128,  94  N.  E.  648, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  834,  holding  that  attorney  who  drafted  will  which  is  not 
produced  upon  hearing  is  not  competent  to  testify  to  its  contents  upon  contest 
over  probate  of  prior  will;  Re  Shapter,  35  Colo.  687,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  680,  117 
Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  85  Pac.  688,  holding  that  objection  to  an  attorney  or  a  physi- 
cian testifying  as  to  information  obtained  by  them  in  their  professional  ca- 
pacities, may  be  made  only  by  the  client  or  patient;  Re  Young,  33  Utah,  387. 
17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  113,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  843,  94  Pac.  731,  14  Ann.  Cas.  596,  hold- 
ing that  in  an  action  to  have  will  declared  invalid,  an  attorney  who  drew  the 
will  may  testify  as  to  communications  made  to  him  by  the  decedent,  while 
preparing  the  will;  Phillips  v.  Chaae,  201  Mass.  449,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  406,  87 
N.  E.  755,  holding  that  in  an  action  to  determine  heirship,  an  attorney  may  tes- 
tify as  to  confidential  communications  with  the  decedent;  Re  Dominici,  151  Cal. 
186,  90  Pac.  448,  holding  that  an  attorney  who  drew  the  will,  may  testify  in  an 
action  for  the  construction  of  the  will. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bruley  v.  Gai*vin,  48  L.  R.  A.  839,  which  holds  conversa- 
tion with  attorney  on  train  as  to  contemplated  suit,  seeking  opinion  without 
retainer  or  payment' of  fee,  privileged;  Koeber  v.  Soniers,  62  L.  R.  A.  512,  which 
holds  conversation  authorizing  attorney  to  compromise  action  not  privil^ed. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A. (N.S.)  108,  111)  on  privilege  of  communications  to 
attorney  during  preparation  of  will;  (66  Am.  St.  Rep.  229)  on  attorneys  as 
witnesses. 

17  L.  R.  A.  190,  BALTIMORE  &  O.  R.  CO.  v.  ANDREWS,  1  C.  C.  A.  636,  6  U.  S. 

App.  75,  50  Fed.  728. 
TV'bo  are  felloir  servants. 

Cited  in  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Lyons,  54  Neb.  640,  75  N.  W.  13,  holding  mem- 
bers of  different  switching  crews  fellow  servants;  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Clark,  6  C,  C.  A.  285,  16  U.  S.  App.  17,  57  Fed.  129,  holding  telegraph 
operator  at  way  station,  when  displaying  signals,  fellow  servant  of  fireman;  New- 
port News  &  M.  Valley  Co.  v.  Howe,  3  C.  C.  A.  123,  6  U.  S.  App.  172,  52  Fed.  364, 
holding  brakeraan  on  rear  portion  of  parted  train  fellow  servant  with  engineer 
on  forward  portion;  Northern  P.  R,  Co.  v.  Hambly,  154  U.  S.  358,  38  L.  ed.  1013, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  983,  holding  member  of  section  gang  fellow  servant  of  conductor 
and  engineer  of  passenger  train;  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Poirier,  15  C.  C.  A.  55,  29 
U.  S.  App.  683,  67  Fed.  884,  holding  brakenian  on  freight  train  fellow  servant  of 
conductor  on  train  running  into  former  train ;  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  8  C.  C. 
A.  666,  15  U.  S.  App.  294,  59  Fed.  996,  holding  laborer  on  work  train  fellow  servant 
of  conductor  and  engineer  of  freight  train;  St  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Need- 
ham,  26  L.  R,  A.  837,  11  C.  C.  A.  62,  27  U.  S.  App.  227,  63  Fed.  113,  holding  con- 
ductor of  construction  train  leaving  sAvitch  open  fellow  servant  of  fireman  on 
passenger  train;  Mase  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  57  Fed.  286,  holding  conductor  at- 
tending to  handling  of  switches  vice  principal  of  engineer;  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Dillard,  114  Tenn.  247,  69  L.R.A.  748,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  894,  86  S.  W. 
313,  4  Ann.  Cas.  1028,  holding  a  conductor  on  a  passenger  train  is  a  fellow 
servant  with  a  brakeman  on  a  freight  train. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Palmer  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  637,  which  holds 
assistant  roadmaster  not  fellow  servant  of  gang  of  men  working  under  him. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  L.  R.  A.  358)  as  to  when  conductor  is  deemed  to  be  coservant 
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of  other  railway  employees;  (50  L.  R.  A.  431)  on  wliat  servants  are  deemed  to 
be  in  same  common  employment,  apart  from  statutes,  where  no  questions  as  to 
▼ice  principalship  arise;   (18  L.  R.  A.  817)  on  common  service. 

17  L.  R.  A.  193,  WILLETS  v.  HATCH,  132  N.  Y.  41,  30  N.  E.  251. 
IVarelioiafee  receipt*. 

Cited  in  American  Can  Co.  v.  Erie  Preserving  0>.  171  Fed.  547,  on  the  de- 
livery of  a  warehouse  receipt  as  a  delivery  of  the  goods  covered  thereby;  Third 
Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Hays,  119  Tenn.  737,  108  S.  W.  1060,  14  Ann.  Cas.  1049,  on  the  de- 
livery of  a  bill  of  lading  as  a  delivery  of  the  goods  represented  thereby. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Geilfuss  v.  Corrigan,  37  L.  R.  A.  166,  which  holds  iiidorse- 
ment  and  delivery  of  storage  warrants  not  constructive  delivery  so  as  to  sustain 
pledge  of  pig  iron;  Anderson  v.  Portland  Flouring  Mills  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  235,. 
which  holds  competent,  parol  evidence  of  contract  under  which  grain  delivered,, 
though  negotiable  warehouse  receipts  given  therefor. 
liiabtlftT  of  -vrareltoiiaeman  or  plediree. 

Cited  in  Loomis  v.  Reimers,  119  Iowa,  172,  93  N.  W.  95,  holding  pledgee  bound 
to  use  of  ordinary  care. 

C?ited  in  footnote  to  Taussig  v.  Bode,  54  L.  R.  A.  774,  which  denies  warehouse- 
man's liability  for  leakage  from  defective  casks. 

Cited  in  note  (83  Am.  St.  Rep.  392)  on  degree  of  care  required  of  pledgee. 
Title  of  amlgrnee  of  bill  of  lading-. 

Cited  in  Manufacturer's  Commercial  Co.  v.  Rochester  R.  Co.  142  App.  Div.. 
254,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  1051,  holding  that  where  advances  are  made  upon  good3 
in  transit  and  bill  of  lading  is  assigned,  title  to  goods  passes  and  vests  in 
assignee. 

17  L.  R.  A.  197,  LANE  v.  ST.  PAUL  F.  &  M.  INS.  CO.  60  Minn.  227,  52  N.  W.  649. 
Coadltlonii  precedent  to  recovery. 

Cited  in  Audette  v.  L'Union  St.  Joseph,  178  Mass.  115,  59  N.  E.  668,  holding 
unsworn  certificate  as  to  member's  health  from  attending  physician,  refusing  to 
swear  from  conscientious  scruples,  not  compliance  with  requirement  for  sworn 
certificate. 

Distin^ished  in  Young  v.  Grand  Council  A.  O.  A.  63  Minn.  510,  65  N.  W.  933, 
holding  member's  right  to  weekly  indemnity  not  defeated  by  medical  examiner'a 
failure  to  certify  to  his  disability;  Potter  v.  Holmes,  72  Minn.  158,  75  N.  W. 
o91,  holding  seller  not  precluded  from  recovery  by  refusal  of  arbiter  agreed  on  in 
contract,  to  act. 

Distinguished  and  disapproved  in  Home  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hammang  Bros.  44 
Neb.  577,  62  N.  W.  883,  holding  recovery  on  fire  policy  not  prevented  by  failure 
to  furnish  certificate  of  nearest  magistrate. 

17  L.  R.  A.  199,  LEON  IjOAN  &  ABSTRACT  CO.  v.  EQUALIZATION  BOAKD^ 

86  Iowa,  127,  41  Am.  St.  Rep,  486,  53  N.  W.  94. 
Riff  lit  to  tax  or  sell  abstract  booka  and  secret  formnlas. 

Cited  in  Booth  &  H.  Abstract  Co.  v.  Phelps,  8  Wash.  550,  23  L.  R.  A.  864,. 
footnote  p.  864,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  921,  36  Pac.  489,  holding  abstract  books  per- 
sonal property  for  purpose  of  taxation;  Washington  Bank  v.  Fidelity  Abstract 
k  Secur.  Co.  15  Wash.  489,  37  L.  R.  A.  116,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  902,  46  Pac.  1036, 
upholding  right  to  sell,  under  mortgage,  books  and  maps  containing  record  of 
land  titles  prepared  by  mortgagor;  Han  ley  v.  Heidelberg  Compound  Oxygen  Cot 
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24  Pa.  Go.  Ct.  503,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  207,  holding  secret  formula  and  process,  sold 
by  inventor  and  deposited  in  sealed  envelope,  subject  to  levy  and  sale. 

Cited  in  note  (51  L.  R.  A.  358,  381)  on  common-law  rights  of  authors  and 
athers  in  intellectual  productions. 

17  L.  R.  A.  202,  INDUSTRIAL  TRUST  CO.  v.  GREEN,  17  R.  I.  686,  23  Ati.  914. 
Sstoppel  of  corporation  to  deny  ▼altdlty  of  itu  acts. 

Cited  in  McDermott  v.  St.  Wilhelminia  Benev.  Aid  Soc.  24  R.  I.  534,  54  Atl. 
58,  holding  that  where  a  corporation  had  elected  a  certain  person  as  one  of  its 
officers,  and  then  recognized  him  as  such  by  directing  the  secretary  to  notify 
him  that  he  was  discharged,  they  were  estopped  to  deny  that  he  was  their  officer, 
so  as  not  to  be  liable  for  his  acts. 

17  L.  R.  A.  204,  McCABE  v.  GOODFELLOW,  133  N.  Y.  89,  30  N.  E.  728. 
Volantary  aasociatlons. 

Followed  in  Siff  v.  Forbes,  135  App.  Div.  40,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  773,  holding  that 
to  recover  money  loaned  to  a  political  party,  it  must  be  shown  that  all  the  mem- 
bers of  the  association  are  liable  either  jointly  or  severally  to  pay  the  debt: 
Strauss  v.  Thoman,  60  Misc.  75,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  745,  holding  that  a  member 
of  a  voluntary  association  which  by  its  by-laws  was  to  pay  sick  benefits,  could 
recover  such  benefits  in  an  action  against  the  treasurer  of  the  association. 

Cited  in  Sayles  v.  De  Graff,  82  Hun,  75,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  75,  denying  right  of 
action  against  veterans  of  given  county  as  an  unincorporated  association;  George- 
son  v.  Caffrey,  71  Hun,  477,  24  X.  Y.  Supp.  971,  requiring  allegation  and  proof 
of  joint  or  several  liability  of  all  members  of  unincorporatod  association  to  pay 
claim  sued  on;  Knorr  v.  Bat^s,  14  Misc.  503,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  1060,  holding  under- 
writer not  relieved  from  liability  to  suit  in  first  instance  by  provision  in  policy 
Against  enforcement,  e.Kcept  against  attorneys  in  fact,  as  association  contem- 
plated by  statute  was  not  shown;  Hosman  v.  Kinneally,  43  Misc.  78,  86  N.  Y. 
Supp.  263,  holding  action  for  services  rendered,  on  newspaper  for  political  party, 
not  maintainable  against  treasurer  alone;  United  States  Press  v.  A.  S.  Abell  Co. 
SI  App.  Div.  345,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  425,  holding  unincorporated  association  for 
distribution  of  news  a  partnership;  Lightbourne  v.  Walsh,  97  App.  Div.  189, 
89  N.  Y.  Supp.  856,  holding  that  the  members  of  a  political  party  were  not 
liable  individually  for  the  plaintiff's  services  in  publishing  a  political  paper, 
where  he  knew  that  his  pay  was  to  come  from  money  voluntarily  contributed; 
Brower  v.  Crimmins,  67  Misc.  71,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  648;  Ranken  v.  Probey,  136 
App.  Div.  135,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  413, — on  the  necessity  of  a  showing  that  the  mem- 
bers of  a  voluntary  association  were  jointly  and  severally  liable,  before  recov- 
ery can  be  had  against  its  president;  Ranken  v.  Probey,  131  App.  Div.  331,  115 
N.  Y.  Supp.  832,  on  liability  of  individual  members  of  a  voluntary  association 
for  pecuniary  profit;  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  South  v.  Clifton,  34  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  252,  78  S.  W.  732,  holding  that  a  voluntary  association  cannot  be  sued 
and  judgment  rendered  against  it  in  its  associate  name. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Industrial  Trust  Co.  v.  Green,  17  L.  R.  A.  202,  which 
holds  illegal  deposition  of  president  not  ground  for  subsequent  dissolution  of 
benevolent  association. 

Cited  in  note  (19  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  403)  on  agreement  for  sharing  profits  as 
constituting  a  partnership. 

17  L.  R.  A.  207,  CHURCH  v.  SIIANKLIX,  96  Cal.  626,  30  Pac.  789. 
Conditions  precedent. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Dickerson,  68  Mo.  App.  539,  holding  attorney's  approval 
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of  title  stipulated  for  in  contract  to  sell  land,  condition  precedent  to  compelling 
acceptance;  Abercrombie  v.  Vandiver,  126  Ala.  632,  28  So.  401,  holding  engineer's 
estimates  as  to  amount  due  not  conclusive  under  contract  that  work  shall  be 
done  to  engineer's  satisfaction,  and  monthly  estimates  made,  and  that  his  de- 
cision shall  be  final  in  case  of  dispute;  Electric  Lighting  Co.  v.  Elder  Bros.  115 
Ala.  152,  21  So.  983,  holding  contractors  for  constructing  well  under  contract 
to  pay  on  its  "satisfactory  completion"  entitled  to  payment  when  other  party 
satisfied  that  work  completed  in  accordance  with  contract,  though  dissatisfied 
with  quality  of  water;  Thurman  v.  Omaha,  64  Xeb.  494,  90  N.  W.  253,  refusing 
to  compel  purchase  of  bonds  against  attorney's  advice,  when  bid  made  subject  to 
his  opinion;  Hollingsworth  v.  Colthurst,  78  Kan.  467,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  744,  130 
Am.  St.  Rep.  382,  96  Pac.  851,  holding  the  satisfaction  of  the  vendee  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  tlie  performance  of  a  contract  to  sell  land,  where  the  vendor 
was  to  provide  a  satisfactory  title,  and  it  was  immaterial  that  the  title  was 
good;  Mulcahy  v.  Dieudonne,  103  Minn.  358,  115  N.  W.  636,  holding  that  in  a 
sale  of  machinery  guaranteed  to  work  satisfactorily,  the  rights  of  the  parties 
under  the  contract  of  sale  did  not  attach  until  the  vendee  was  satisfied  with  the 
machine:  Webb  v.  Morgantown  Graded  School,  143  N.  C.  304,  55  S.  E.  719,  hold- 
ing that  where  parties  agreed  to  purchase  certain  bonds  when  legally  issued  to 
the  satisfaction  of  their  attorney,  their  liability  upon  the  proposal  did  not 
attach  until  the  satisfaction  of  the  attorney  was  shown. 

Annotation  cited  in  Simmons  v.  Zimmerman,  144  Cal.  264,  79  Pac.  451,  1 
Ann.  Cas.  850,  on  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  make  a  third  party  the  exclusive 
judge  of  the  title  offered. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Frary  v.  American  Rubber  Go.  18  L.  R.  A.  644,  which 
holds  employer  has  absolute  right  to  discharge  employee  whenever  dissatisfied, 
under  contract  to  carry  on  business  to  his  "satisfaction;"  Deyo  v.  Hammond, 
2;)  L.  R.  A.  719,  which  holds  failure  to  test  speed  of  horses  within  time  fixed  does 
not  relieve  from  paj'ing  extra  amount  if  other  proof  of  requisite  speed  given; 
Pistel  V.  Imperial  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  43  L.  R.  A.  219,  which  holds  promise  to  pay 
when  debtor  feels  able  creates  moral  obligation  to  pay  when  debtor  is  able. 

Distinguished  in  Marlow  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  161  Cal.  386,  121  Am.  St.  Rep. 
127,  90  Pac.  928.  holding  that  a  railroad  ticket  which  provided  for  identification 
of  the  holder,  did  not  make  the  identification  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  train 
agent  a  condition  precedent,  nor  him  the  absolute  judge  of  the  sufficiency  of  the 
identification. 

Contmetm  dependlnar  apon  the  aatliifaotion  of  a  party  aa  a  condition  prec- 
edent to  performance. 

Cited  in  Friendly  v.  Elwert,  67  Or.  605,  105  Pac.  404,  holding  that  contract 
to  purchase  land  providing  that  vendor  shall  furnish  abstract  of  title  satisfactory 
to  vendee's  attorney  is  unilateral,  and  attorney's  approval  necessary  before  it 
is  enforcible;  Smith  v.  Weaver,  41  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  258,  holding  that  expression 
of  dissatisfaction  with  bond  tendered  is  sufficient  to  excuse  person  from  per- 
formance of  contract,  where  agreement  was  that  satisfactory  bond  for  its  per- 
formance would  be  given;  Mackenzie  v.  Minis,  132  Ga.  329,  23  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
1006,  63  S.  E.  900,  16  Ann.  Cas.  723,  holding  that  a  gardener  employed  for  three 
year  provided  he  performed  his  work  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  employer,  could 
be  discharged  at  any  time  he  proved  unsatisfactory  to  the  employer. 

Annotation  cited  in  Holtz  v.  Gaidry,  45  Ind.  App.  417,  87  N.  E.  997,  holding 
that  provision  in  contract  "to  acceptance  of"  vendee  makes  him  judge  of  his  own 
«ati8faction  and  his  refusal  to  accept  terminates  contract. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.R.A. (N.S.)  741)  on  what  constitutes  "satisfactory  title" 
within  requirement  of  agreement  relating  to  land. 
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17  L.  R.  A.  213,  BOWMAN  v.  BRADLEY,  151  Pa.  351,  24  Atl,  1062. 
Rlgrbts  of  occupant  of  premlacii. 

Cited  in  Arnold  v.  Hatch,  177  U.  S.  281,  44  L.  ed.  771,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  625, 
liolding  personalty  on  farm  not  subject  to  levy  on  execution  against  son,  under 
contract  for  carrying  on  farm;  Davis  v.  Williams,  130  Ala.  534,  54  L.  R.  A.  750, 
footnote  p.   749,  89  Am.   St.  Rep.   55,  30  So.  488,  sustaining  agent's  right  to 

• 

acquire  adverse  title  to  principaPs  property  occupied  as  part  of  contract  of  serv- 
ice; Heffelfinger  v.  Fulton,  26  Ind.  App.  36,  66  N.  E.  688,  liolding  rights  in 
premifies  of  one  occupying  same  as  part  of  price  for  services  as  farm  hand  ter- 
minated on  termination  of  contract  of  emplojrment;  Zinnel  v.  BergdoH,  8  Del. 
Co.  Rep.  391,  holding  farm  employee  occupying  employer's  house  not  a  tenant; 
Weill  v.  Peifer,  28  Lane.  L.  Rev.  309,  holding  that  under  contract  of  hiring  for 
money  wages  and  house  to  live  in,  right  to  occupy  house  ends  with  termination 
of  employment;  Deisinger  v.  Shaud,  12  Pa.  Dist.  R.  700,  9  North  Co.  Rep.  121, 
9  Del.  Co.  Rep.  80,  20  Lane.  L.  Rev.  259,  holding  one  who  occupied  the  premiseB 
during  his  employment  by  the  owner,  was  not  a  tenant  under  the  landlord  and 
tenant  act;  Huggins  v.  Bridges,  29  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  86,  holding  that  one  who 
occupfes  a  room  as  a  part  of  the  consideration  for  his  services,  is  not  a  ten- 
ant; Mead  v.  Owen,  80  Vt.  281,  12  L,R.A.(N.S.)  658,  67  Atl.  722,  13  Ann.  Cas. 
231,  holding  that  one  who  occupied  a  house,  rent  free  as  an  incident  to  carrying 
on  the  farm  of  the  other  person,  was  not  a  tenant,  under  statute  giving  land- 
lord right  to  writ  for  possession  against  tenant. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Alpine  Twp.  School  Dist.  No.  11  v.  Batsche,  29  L.  R.  A. 
576,  which  holds  teacher  occupying  schoolhouse  as  residence  not  tenant  of  school 
district. 

Cited  in  note  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  699,  705,  706,  707,  708,  710,  723)  on  occupation 
of  premises  as  a  servant  and  as  a  tenant. 

17  L.  R,  A.  217,  KIEFFER  v.  HUMMELSTOWN,  151  Pa.  304,  24  Atl.  1060. 
Proxtmate  c«ase  of  injury. 

Cited  in  McCauley  v.  Logan,  152  Pa.  205,  25  Atl.  499,  denying  boat  owner's 
liability  for  injury  to  works  in  river  several  miles  below,  of  which  he  had  no 
knowledge,  resulting  from  boat's  breaking  loose  during  extraordinary  flood. 
— —  In  Itlshfvny. 

Cited  in  Cage  v.  Franklin  Twp.  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  538,  denying  liability  of 
township  for  injury  by  backing  of  balky  horse  70  feet,  over  unguarded  wing  wall 
of  bridge;  Habecker  v.  Lancaster  Twp.  9  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  666,  44  W.  N.  C.  53, 
Affirming  16  Lane.  L.  Rev.  180,  holding  breaking  of  holdback  strap  proximate 
cause  of  horse  and  wagon  falling  into  quarry  hole  at  roadside,  unprotected  by 
guard  rail;  Card  v.  Columbia  Twp.  191  Pa.  270,  43  Atl,  217,  holding  absence  of 
guard  rail  not  proximate  cause  of  wagon  going  over  embankment,  after  traces 
unhooked  and  horses  frightened  and  running  away;  Bleil  v.  Detroit  Street  R. 
Co.  98  Mich.  230,  57  N.  W.  117,  holding  frightening  and  running  away  of  horse 
proximate  cause  of  injury  to  it  by  running  into  iron  rails  piled  in  street  against 
curb;  May  v.  Anaconda,  26  Mont.  143,  66  Pac.  769,  holding  city  liable  for  allow- 
ing street  to  remain  unsafe  by  presence  of  boulder;  Harrodsburg  v.  Abram,  138 
Ky.  160,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  201,  127  S.  W.  758,  holding  that  city  is  not  liable 
for  death  of  horse  through  collision  while  running  away  from  cause  for  which 
city  was  not  responsible  with  obstruction  near  curb,  if  ample  space  remained 
for  safe  travel;  Burnite  v.  Redstone  Twp.  37  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  458,  58  Pittsb.  L.  J. 
52,  holding  that  person  cannot  recover  against  town  because  of  failure  to  guard 
embankment,  where  he  was  injured  by  falling  over  embankment  while  trying 
to  guide  automobile  along  road  in  dark. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lynn  v.  Hooper.  47  L.  R.  A.  752,  which  sustains  liability 
for  frightening  of  horse  by  hay  cap;  Gibney  v.  State,  19  L.  R.  A.  365,  which 
holds  unsafe  bridge  cause  of  drowning  of  father  while  trying  to  save  child  falling 
into  water  through  defect;  Topeka  Water  Co.  v.  Whiting,  39  L.  R.  A.  90,  which 
holds  water  company  required  to  exercise  due  care  to  avoid  frightening  horses 
while  flushing  streets. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  86)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  injury 
to  person  or  property  of  one  whose  horse  is  frightened  without  fault  of  either 
upon  defective  highway;  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  685,  587,  744)  on  liability  of  munici- 
pal it3'-  for  defects  or  obstructions  in  streets. 

Distinguished  in  Yoders  v.  Amwell  Twp.  172  Pa.  459,  37  W.  N.  C.  515,  51  Am.  St. 
Rep.  750,  33  Atl.  10L7,  holding  failure  to  provide  guard  rails  for  narrow  bridge 
proximate  cause  of  injury  by  horse,  frightened  after  crossing  it,  backing  over  side ; 
Closser  v.  Washington  Twp.  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  126,  holding  fright  of  horse  at 
splash  of  stream  not  proximate  cause,  as  matter  of  law,  of  backing  over  bridge 
without  guard  rails. 

17  L.  R.  A.  220,  BENNER  v.  ATLANTIC  DREDGING  CO.  134  N.  Y.  156,  30 

Am.  St.  Rep.  649,  31  N.  E.  328. 
lB|«irle«  froMi  dunirepoiui  avencles. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Koelsch  v.  Philadelphia  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  759,  which  requires 
system  of  inspection  by  gas  company,  insuring  reasonable  promptness  in  detect- 
ing leaks. 
—  Blaatlnff. 

Cited  in  Sullivan  v.  Dunham,  161  N.  Y.  296,  47  L.  R.  A.  719,  76  Am.  St.  Rep. 
274,  55  N.  E.  923,  Affirming  10  App.  Div.  442,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  1083,  holding 
liable  as  trespasser,  one  firing  blast  on  his  own  land  by  which  wood  thrown  on 
traveler  in  highway;  Booth  v.  Rome,  W.  &  O.  Terminal  R.  Co.  140  N.  Y.  279, 
24  L.  R.  A.  109,  footnote  p.  105,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  552,  35  N.  E.  592,  denying 
creation  of  liability  for  injury  by  blasting,  by  mere  concussion  to  another's 
building;  Fitz  Simons  &  C.  Co.  v.  Braun,  199  111.  397,  59  L.  R.  A.  424,  footnote 
p.  421,  65  N.  E.  249,  Affirming  94  111.  App.  538,  sustaining  liability  for  injury, 
by  vibration,  to  adjoining  property,  from  use  of  high  explosive  for  excavating  on 
own  land;  Viele  v.  Mack  Paving  &  Constr.  Co.  144  App.  Div.  696,  129  N.  Y. 
Supp.  604,  holding  that  person  is  not  liable  for  injuries  to  building  from  blast- 
ing for  public  improvement,  unless  change  in  method  which  would  be  practical 
would  lessen  vibration  and  concussion;  Henry  Hall  Sons*  Co.  v.  Sundstrom  &  S. 
Co.  138  App.  Div.  549,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  390,  holding  that  one  blasting  for  public 
improvements  is  liable  in  trespass  if  he  throws  stone  and  dirt  on  premises  of 
another;  Hieber  v.  Central  Kentucky  Traction  Co.  145  Ky.  110,  36  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
56,  140  S.  W.  54,  holding  person  blasting  on  own  property  not  liable  for  injury 
to  neighboring  blacksmith  from  plunging  of  horse  being  shod;  Derrick  v.  Kelly, 
136  App.  Div.  437,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  996,  holding  one  blasting  rock  on  his  prop- 
erty is  not  liable  for  damage  to  another's  property  caused  by  the  breaking  of  a 
water  main,  at  a  distance  from  the  blast;  Bessemer  Coal,  Iron  &  Land  Co.  v. 
Doak,  152  Ala.  177,  12  L.R.A. (N.S.)  394,  44  So.  627,  holding  landowner  not 
liable  for  blasting  unless  the  injury  to  adjoining  property  results  from  negli- 
gence, or  from  debris  thrown  thereon;  Forrester  v.  0*Rourke  Engineering  Constr. 
Co.  48  Misc.  391,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  600,  holding  a  contractor  engaged  in  blasting 
operations  in  a  street  is  not  liable  for  consequential  damages  resulting  from 
the  breakage  of  glass,  and  the  like  caused  by  the  concussion;  New  York  Steam 
Co.  V.  Foundation  Co.  123  App,  Div.  264,  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  84,  holding  that  there 
is  no  liability  for  consequential  injuries  resulting  from  concussion,  unless  neg- 
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ligence  is  shown;  Gordon  v.  EUenville  &  K.  R.  Co.  119  App.  Div.  800,  104  N.  Y. 
Supp.  702,  on  proof  of  negligence  as  an  essential  to  a  recovery  for  conde- 
qiiential  injuries  resulting  from  blasting. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Emry  v.  Roanoke  Nav.  &  Water  Power  Co.  17  L.  R.  A, 
699,  which  holds  one  blasting  on  own  land  not  liable  for  accidental  destruction 
of  unremoved  buildings  of  former  tenant;  Mitchell  v.  Prange,  34  L.  R.  A.  182,. 
which  denies  liability  for  failure  to  give  warning  of  intended  blast  in  excavating; 
Wadsworth  v.  Marshall,  32  L.  R.  A.  588,  which  sustains  liability  for  failure  ta 
give  notice  or  blast,  for  injuries  resulting  from  frightening  horse  which  has 
passed  place  of  blast. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.  729)  on  duty  of  those  engaged  in  blasting  as  ta 
safety  of  others;  (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  390)  on  liability  for  concussion  by  blasting; 
(123  Am.  St.  Rep.  580)  on  liability  of  land  owners  to  adjoining  proprietors 
from  blasting  merely  causing  concussion. 

Disapproved  in  Probst  v.  Hinesley'  133  Ky.  71,  117  S.  W.  389,  holding  that 

it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  to  decide  whether  the  injury  to  the  adjoining 

premises  was  the  probable  result  of  the  blasting  operations;  Longtin  v.  Peraell, 

30  Mont.  308,  66  L.R.A.  656,  footnote,  p.  655,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  723,  76  Pac.  690, 

'2  Ann.  Cas.  198,  holding  land  owner  liable  for  blasting  operations  which  result 

in  injuries  to  adjoining  premises  whether  resulting  from  concussions  of  the  earth 

or  air,  or  from  debris  being  thrown  onto  the  premises. 

Liability  for  damaares  In  performance  of  vrork  under  contract  or  leg'i*- 
latl-ve  direction. 

Cited  in  Holland  House  Co.  v.  Baird,  169  N.  Y.  140,  62  N.  E.  149,  denying 
liability  for  injuries  to  vault  of  building  by  blasting  in  excavating  trench  in 
street  under  municipal  contract;  Lewis  v.  New  York,&  H.  R.  Co.  162  N.  Y.  226, 
56  X.  E.  540,  denying  liability  of  railroad  for  damages  from  construction  by 
state  of  viaduct  which  it  is  required  to  use  and  partly  pay  for;  Muhlker  v.  New 
York  &  H.  R.  Co.  173  N.  Y.  553,  66  N.  E.  658,  and  Fries  v.  New  York  &  H.  R. 
Co.  169  N.  Y.  277,  62  N.  E.  358,  holding  railroad  complying  wntli  reqiiirement 
of  state  to  rim  its  trains  in  viaduct  erected  by  state  not  liable  for  remote  or 
consequential  damages  to  abutter;  Welde  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  28  App.  Div. 
38G,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  290,  denying  liability  of  railroad  for  consequential  injuries 
to  abutters  by  temporary  obstruction  of  street  while  constructing  viaduct  under 
direction  of  legislature;  Bates  v.  Holbrook,  171  N.  Y.  468,  64  N.  E.  181,  Affirm- 
ing 67  App.  Div.  30,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  417,  Which  Affirms  35  Misc.  344,  71  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1013,  holding  erection  in  much  used  street  of  structures  for  storing  tools, 
etc.,  w^hile  constructing  subway,  not  authorized  by  rapid  transit  act;  Bohnsack 
v.  McDonald,  26  Misc.  497,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  347,  holding  contractor  for  construe* 
tion  of  reservoir  for  city  liable  for  consequential  damages  resulting. from  carrying 
excavated  matter  by  incorporated  railroad;  Slingerland  v.  International  Con- 
tracting Co.  169  N.  Y.  68.  66  L.  R.  A.  498,  61  N.  E.  995,  Affirming  43  App.  Div. 
228,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  12,  denying  riparian  owner's  right  of  action  for  interference 
by  government,  in  improving  navigation,  with  his  right  to  fish  in,  and  take  ice 
from,  water;  Glens  Falls  Gasliglit  Co.  v.  Van  Vranken,  11  App.  Div.  423,  42 
N.  Y.  Supp.  339,  holding  village  contractors  liable  under  agreement  with  village 
to  protect  gas  pipes,  for  injury  to  such  pipes. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Berg  v.  Parsons,  41  L.  R.  A.  391,  which  denies  liability  for 
independent  contractor's  negligence  in  blasting. 

Cited  in  notes  (67  L.R.A.  839)  on  liability  for  injuries  in  improving  navi- 
gability of  stream;  (1  L.R.A. (N.S.)  114)  on  effect  of  legislative  authority  upon 
liability  for  private  nuisance. 

Distinguished  in  Cherry  vale  v.  Studyvin,  76  Kan.  287,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)   386, 
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91  Pac.  60,  holding  that  the  fact  that  a  public  improvement  was  being  carried  on 
for  the  public  benefit,  does  not  relieve  the  municipality  from  liability  for  negli- 
gence in  blasting  operations;  People  v.  Transit  Development  Co.  131  App. 
Div.  178,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  297,  holding  that  when  the  l^islature  authorized  the 
erection  of  a  street  railway  power  plant,  they  did  not  intend  that  it  should  be 
done  without  making  compensation  to  the  land  owners  injured  thereby. 

17  L.  R.  A.  225,  KERWIN  v.  SARIN,  50  Minn.  320,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  645,  52 

N.  W.  642. 
Effect  of  abiience  on  rannlngr  of  llmltatlona. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Powell  v.  Koehler,  26  L.  R.  A.  480,  which  holds  disability 
of  absence  ceases  by  temporarily  entering  state  while  infant;  Mason  v.  Union 
Mills  Paper  Mfg.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  273,  which  holds  garnishment  of  funds  in  resi- 
dent's hands  to  enforce  claim  between  nonresidents,  within  provision  against 
limitations  running  in  favor  of  person  absent  from  state. 
'^Preaent   place"   of  abode. 

Cited  in  Berryhill  v.  Sepp,  106  Minn.  460,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  346,  119  N.  W. 
404,  holding  ''present  place"  of  abode  of  married  man  was  not  place  where  his 
family  lived,  when  he  has  never  been  upon  premises. 

17  L.  R.  A.  228,  GABRIELSON  v.  WAYDELL,  135  N.  Y.  1,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  793, 
31  N.  E.  969. 

Subsequent  action  in  Federal  court  in  67  Fed.  342,  Which  is  Reversed  in  19 
C.  C.  A.  58,  38  U.  S.  App.  328,  72  Fed.  648. 
Wlao   are    fello^^   servants,   and   liability   for   their   acts. 

Cited  in  Geoghegan  v.  Atlas  S.  S.  Co.  6  Misc.  127,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  1116,  hold- 
ing master  and  seaman  of  vessel  fellow  servants;  Larssen  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  VV. 
R.  Co.  59  App.  Div.  204,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  352,  holding  master  of  seagoing  barge  and 
deck  hand  fellow  servants;  Olson  v.  Oregon  Coal  &  Nav.  Co.  96  Fed.  Ill,  holding 
master  and  seaman  fellow  servants  in  all  matters  pertaining  to  navigation  of 
ship;  Anderson  v.  New  York  &  C.  Mail  S.  S.  Co.  17  Misc.  96,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  425, 
holding  captain  not  mere  fellow  servant  of  seaman  as  to  owner's  duty  to  latter 
which  former  must  perform;  Olson  v.  Oregon  Coal  &  Xav.  Co.  96  Fed.  110,  hold- 
ing vessel  owners  not  liable  for  injury  to  seaman  falling  down  hatchway  left 
open  by  negligence  of  master  or  other  officer;  Miller  v.  American  Sugar  Ref.  Co. 
138  App.  Div.  513,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  301,  holding  that  one  employed  as  sweeper 
on  master's  dock  under  bridge  connecting  two  of  its  buildings,  and  one  employed 
in  machine  shop  above  and  engaged  in  wheeling  barrow  over  bridge,  are  fellow 
servants;  Carlin  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  137  App.  Div.  73,  122  N.  Y. 
Supp.  67,  holding  that  captain  of  float  and  captain  of  tug  having  it  in  tow  are 
fellow  servants;  Smith  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  141  Fed.  196,  holding  a  mate  and 
a  floatman  belonging  to  the  same  crew  though  of  different  grades,  were  fellow 
servants,  so  that  the  owner  of  the  vessel  was  not  liable  for  the  injury  to  the 
latter  caused  by  an  act  of  the  former. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lamb  v.  Littman,  53  L.  R.  A.  852,  which  holds  employer 
liable  for  assault  by  cruel  overseer  on  minor  employee. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.  R.  A.  825)  on  negligent  superiors;  (51  L.  R.  A.  539, 
586,  617)  on  vice  principalship  considered  with  reference  to  superior  rank  of 
negligent  servant;  (27  L.  R.  A.  183)  on  master's  civil  responsibility  for  wrong- 
ful or  negligent  act  of  servant  or  agent  towards  one  who  has  no  claim  on  master 
by  reason  of  contract,  incipient  or  perfected. 

Criticized  in  Gabrielson  v.  Waydell,  67  Fed.  343,  Reversed  on  other  grounds 
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in  19  C.  C.  A.  68,  38  U.  8.  App.  328,  72  Fed.  648,  holding  vessel  owners  liable  for 
master's  viol^it  maltreatment  of  seaman  while  sick. 
Rlffbts  of  person  In  pomieMilon  of  ▼easel. 

Cited  in  Kimball  v.  Farmers  &  M.  Nat.  Bank,  138  N.  Y.  605,  20  L.  R,  A.  499, 
34  N.  E.  337,  holding  second  mortgagee  of  vessel  consenting,  after  taking  pos- 
session, to  mortgagor's  making  trips  on  assignment  of  entire  earnings,  entitled 
to  net  earnings  as  against  third  mortgagee. 
lilabillty  of  master  for  acts  of  servant. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  799)  on  liability  of  master  for  assault  by 
superior  on  inferior  servant  in  way  of  discipline;  (121  Am.  St.  Rep.  40)  on 
duties  of  ship  owners  to  seamen;  (17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  278,  280)  on  master's 
liability  for  acts  of  servant. 

17  L.  R.  A.  237,  RICE  v.  ROCKEFELLER,  134  N.  Y.  174,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  658, 

31  N.  E.  907. 
Rlffbts  and  liabilities  of  stockbolders. 

Cited  in  Lewisohn  v.  Anaconda  Copper  Min.  Co.  26  Misc.  624,  56  N.  Y.  Supp. 
807,  sustaining  right  of  minority  stockholders  to  bring  suit  to  restrain  majority 
stockholders  from  violation  of  duties,  regardless  of  motive,  unless  injury  would 
result  to  latter;  Lewisohn  Bros.  v.  Anaconda  Copper  Min.  Co.  23  Misc.  32,  50 
N.  Y.  Supp.  263,  sustaining  stockholder's  right  to  injunction  against  sale  of 
property  to  lowest  of  two  corporate  bidders,  though  he  is  also  stockholder  in, 
and  made  offer  for,  highest  bidder;  Re  Jones,  172  N.  Y.  584,  60  L.  R.  A.  479, 
65  N.  E.  570,  holding  shares  in  joint  stock  association,  property  of  which  is  real 
estate,  subject  to  transfer  tax. 
Transfers  of  stock  generally. 

Cited  if  Rochester  &  K.  F.  Land  Co.  v.  Raymond,  4  App.  Div.  605,  39  N.  Y. 
Supp.  145,  sustaining  stockholder's  right  to  transfer  stock  in  good  faith,  and 
escape  further  liability  as  such;  Marbury  v.  Stone,  17  App.  Div.  360,  45  N.  Y. 
Supp.  184,  holding  voluntary  transferee  of  stock  guilty  of  laclies  in  waiting 
three  years  to  attack  trust  agreement  pledging  all  other  corporate  stock;  Carter 
V.  Producers'  Oil  Co.  182  Pa.  560,  39  L.  R.  A.  101,  38  Atl.  571,  sustaining  rule 
denying  right  of  member  of  partnership  association  to  purchase  and  exercise 
rights  of  member  as  to  additional  shares  until  re-elected  as  to  them. 

Cited  in  note  (57  Am.  St.  Rep.  379)  on  extent  to  which  transfers  of  stock 
may  be  restricted. 

—  Compelling  transfer  of  stock  on  corporate  books. 

Cited  in  Re  Fitch,  160  N.  Y.  95,  54  N.  E.  701,  suggesting  that  a  foreign  execu- 
tor could  not  compel  transfer  of  stock  to  legatee  of  nonresident;  Ernst  v.  Elmira 
Municipal  Improv.  Co.  24  Misc.  587,  54  N,  Y.  Supp.  116,  sustaining  transferee's 
right  to  compel  foreign  corporation  to  transfer  stock  on  its  books,  and  recognize 
transfer. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  109)  on  right  to  compel  corporation  to  trans- 
fer on  its  books  stock  acquired  in  aid  of  conspiracy;  (133  Am.  St.  Rep.  730)  on 
compelling  issue  of  stock;  (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  1034)  on  duty  of  corporations  to 
transfer  stock  on  their  books. 

Distinguished   in   Funck  v.   Farmers  Elevator  Co.   142  Iowa,   629,  24  L.R.A. 

(N.S.)    112,  121  N.  W.  53,  holding  that  a  corporation  will  not  be  compelled  to 

transfer  on  its  books  stock  to  the  name  of  a  person  who  seeks  information  for 

the  benefit  of  a  conspiracy  against  the  business  of  the  corporation,  which  his 

position  as  stockholder  will  give  him. 
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17  L.  R,  A.  243,  McCORNICK  v.  PRATT,  8  Utah,  294,  30  Pac.  1091. 
Public  olllcer*. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fox  v.  McDonald,  21  L.  R.  A.  529,  which  holds  power  to 
appoint  to  fill  vacancy  not  inherent  in  governor. 
—  "Wlio  are. 

Cited  in  Ptacek  v.  People,  94  IlL  App.  578^  holding  office  of  assistant  super- 
intendent of  police  in  Chicago  a  public  office;  Re  Opinion  of  Justices,  95  Me. 
586  Appx.  by  dissenting  judges,  who  hold  office  of  fish  and  game  commissioner 
and  of  trustee  of  state  institution  one  of  ''profit  under  state;"  Opinion  to  the 
Crovernor,  49  Fla.  271,  holding  members  of  the  board  of  control,  charged  with 
the  duty  of  controlling  and  managing  state  institutions,  and  having  fixed  terms 
of  office,  are  public  officers;  Sanders  v.  Belue,  78  S.  C.  174,  58  S.  E.  762,  holding 
a  poor-house  superintendent  appointed  by  the  county  commissioners  was  a  public 
officer. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Loechner,  59  L.  R.  A.  915,  which  holds  member 
of  city  board  of  education,  ministerial  officer;  State  ex  rel.  Childs  v.  Kiichli,  19 
L.  R.  A.  779,  which  holds  president  of  city  council  not  an  "officer;"  State  ex 
rel.  Summerfield  v.  Clarke,  18  L.  R.  A.  313,  which  holds  office  of  notary  public, 
civil  office  of  profit;  People  v.  Rathbone,  28  L.  R.  A.  384,  which  holds  notary 
within  prohibition  against  public  officer  receiving  free  transportation;  Atty.  Gen. 
ex  rel.  Moreland  v.  Detroit,  37  L.  R.  A.  211,  which  holds  office  of  governor  in- 
compatible with  that  of  mayor  of  city;  Baltimore  v.  Lyman,  52  L.  R.  A.  406, 
which  holds  superintendent  of  public  instruction  not  a  municipal  officer;  Hyatt 
v.  Hamilton  County,  63  L.R.A.  614,  which  holds  that  failure  of  legislature  to 
provide  for  compensation  of  attorney  appointed  to  conduct  disbarment  proceed- 
ings will  not  absolve  county  from  liability  for  reasonable  compensation. 

Cited  in  note    (29  L.  R.  A.  385)    on  nature  of,  and  officers  in,  incorporated 
institutions  belonging  to  state. 
Validity  of  appropriation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Conlin  v.  San  Francisco,  21  L.  R.  A.  474,  which  holds 
void,  act  for  relief  of  street  contractor. 
Ckaracter  of  Instltatlons  of  learalns. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Wyoming  Agri.  College  v.  Irvine,  14  Wyo.  380,  84  Pac. 
90,  on  the  distinction  between  a  public  and  a  private  institution. 

17  L.  R.  A.  251,  LUFKIN  v.  ZANE,  157  Mass.  117,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  262,  31  N. 

E.  757. 
Liability  of  landlord  or  pnrcluuier  for  condition  of  premises* 

Cited  in  Case  v.  Minot,  158  Mass.  587,  22  L.  R.  A.  542,  33  N.  E.  700,  holding 
landlord  liable  to  tenant  of  upper  floors  for  wrongful  obstruction  of  light  and  air 
by  other  tenant  under  landlord's  authority;  Lowell  v.  Glidden,  159  Mass.  319, 
34  N.  E.  459,  denying  liability  over,  to  city,  of  purchaser  of  premises  for  injury 
to  person  falling  into  area  way  in  street  in  front  of  premises  existing  at  time  of 
purchase;  Moret  v.  George  A.  Fuller  Co.  195  Mass.  124,  80  N.  E.  789,  holding 
owner  of  premises  not  liable  to  person  injured  by  board  protruding  from  fence 
inclosing  building  in  the  course  of  construction,  where  the  premises  were  in  the 
exclusive  control  of  the  contractors;  Wixon  v.  Bruce,  187  Mass.  236,  68  L.R.A. 
250,  72  N.  E.  978,  holding  a  tenant  liable  to  a  person  injured  on  icy  sidewalk, 
where  there  was  a  covenant  in  the  lease  to  hold  the  lessor  harmless  in  case  of 
accidents  of  that  kind,  where  the  icy  condition  was  caused  by  water  discharged 
from  drain  from  roof,  though  another  tenant  was  in  possession  of  the  upper 
stories;  Coman  v.  Alles,  198  Mass.  103,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  952,  83  N.  E.  1097, 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 13. 
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holding  landlord  not  liable  under  the  same  circumstances  as  to  lease  and 
covenant;  Maloney  v.  Hayes,  206  Mass.  3,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  201,  91  N.  E.  911, 
holding  landlord  liable  for  injury  to  pedestrian  on  sidewalk  caused  by  dangerous 
accumulations  of  ice  from  defendant's  premises,  where  the  accumulation  result- 
ed from  the  condition  of  the  premises  at  the  time  it  was  leased. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fellows  v.  Gilhuber,  17  L.  R.  A.  578,  which  holds  lessor 
of  hotel  not  liable  for  injury  to  guest  by  defective  a\^Tiing;  Philadelphia  &  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Smith,  27  L.  R.  A.  131,  which  holds  liability  for  continuing  nuisance, 
caused  by  another  dependent  on  prior  notice  and  request  to  remove. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.  202)  on  liability  of  landlord  to  third  person  for 
condition  of  premises  in  possession  of  tenant;  (5  L.R.A. (N.8.)  317)  on  land- 
lord's liability  for  injury  to  adjoining  property  from  cause  arising  during  ten- 
ancy; (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  509,  511,  514,  516,  517)  on  liability  of  property  owner 
for  nuisance  which  he  did  not  create;  (92  Am.  St.  Rep.  525,  528,  532,  634)  on 
liability  to  third  persons  of  lessors  of  real  or  personal  property. 

17  L.  R.  A.  254,  LONERGAN  v.  ILLINOIS  C.  R.  CO.  87  Iowa,  755,  49  N.  W.  862. 
Toirarda  -wltom  stntatory  duties  o^vved  by  r»llr<Mids. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rosse  v.  St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Co.  37  L.  R.  A.  691,  which  holds 
railroad  liable  for  injury  to  young  child  from  failure  to  keep  track  fenced. 
Sisrnala  for  croMiinss. 

Cited  in  Littlejohn  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  49  S.  C.  16,  26  S.  E.  967,  holding 
one  injured  while  attempting  to  climb  between  cars  standing  across  public 
crossing,  within  protection  of  statute;  Ward  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  97  Iowa, 
53,  65  N.  W.  999,  holding  it  question  for  jury  whether  running  train  at  unlawful 
speed  and  failing  to  ring  bell  before  approaching  crossing,  cause  of  running  away 
of  team  frightened  by  whistle  for  next  crossing;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Met- 
calf,  44  Neb.  858,  28  L.  R.  A.  827,  63  N.  W.  51,  holding  one  whose  team  is  stand- 
ing by  car  on  side  track  near  depot  for  purpose  of  unloading  car,  within  pro- 
tection of  statute  requiring  signals  at  crossings;  Tobey  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  & 
N.  R.  Co.  94  Iowa,  265,  33  L.  R.  A.  500,  62  N.  W.  761,  holding  kicking  of  cars  at 
speed  of  more  than  6  miles  an  hour  without  warning,  in  violation  of  ordinance, 
negligence  per  se  towards  employee;  Mitchell  v.  Union  Terminal  R.  Co.  122 
Iowa,  245,  97  N.  W.  1112,  holding  it  to  be  the  duty  of  railroad  company  to  sound 
bell  at  crossings;  Warn  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  149  Iowa,  453,  31  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  670,  126  N.  W.  1104,  holding  that  failure  of  railroad  to  give  required 
signals  when  approaching  street  crossing  will  render  it  liable  for  injury  to 
traveller  on  street,  through  frightening  of  horses,  where  had  signal  been  given, 
he  might  have  avoided  danger;  HoflFard  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  138  Iowa,  548,  16 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  799,  110  N.  W.  446,  holding  that  a  track-walker  had  a  right  to 
rely  upon  the  giving  of  signals  required  by  statute  to  be  given  for  highway  cross- 
ings; St.  Louis  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Kilman,*39  Tex.  Civ.  App.  110,  86  S.  W.'  1050, 
holding  that  a  person  driving  alongside  of  a  railroad  was  within  the  protection 
of  the  statute  requiring  signals  to  be  given  for  highway  crossings,  though  he  had 
no  intention  of  crossing  the  track. 

Cited  ip  footnotes  to  Wragge  v.  South  Carolina  &  G.  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  191, 
which  holds  company  liable  for  failure  to  give  crossing  signal,  contributing  to 
collision;  Vandewater  v.  New  York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  772,  which  holds 
engineer's  failure  to  give  statutory  signals  at  crossing  does  not  render  company 
liable  per  se;  Butcher  v.  West  Virginia  &  P.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  619,  which  holds 
company  not  liable  for  failure  to  give  crossing  signal  unless  injury  is  proximate 
result;  Stewart  v.  Cincinnati,  W.  &  M.  R.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  639,  which  hold^  rail- 
road continuing  farm  crossing  required  to  use  care  to  make  it  safe. 
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Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.  740)  on  whether  wrongdoer  may  talce  advantage 
of  general  statutory  imposition  of  damages  for  negligent  injuries;  (69  L.R.A, 
5o2)  on  duty  to  warn  sick,  infirm,  or  helpless  persons,  with  whom  no  contract 
relation  is  sustained;  (14  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1001)  on  duty  of  railroad  to  give  signals 
for  benefit  of  persons  near,  but  who  are  not  about  to  use  crossing. 

Distinguished  in  Everett  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  100  Minn.  325,  9  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  711,  111  X.  W.  281,  30  Ann.  Cas.  294,  holding  a  railway  company  not 
liable  for  frightening  a  team  by  moving  a  freight  car  by  gravity,  where  there 
was  no  unusual  noise  or  commotion;  Heise  v.  Chicago  Great  Western  R.  Co.  141 
Iowa,  91,  119  N.  W.  371,  holding  that  the  failure  to  give  signals  at  other 
crossings  cannot  be  considered  in  an  action  to  recover  for  injuries  at  a  highway 
crossing. 

Disapproved  in  Atlanta  &  C.  A.  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Gravitt,  93  Ga.  407,  26  L.  R. 
A.  565,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  20  S.  E.  550,  holding  failure  to  give  crossing  signal 
not  negligence  toward  trespasser  on  trestle  between  blow  post  and  crossing. 

17  L.  R-  A.  259,  DOTY  v.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK,  3  N.  D.  9,  53  N.  W.  77. 
Transfer  of  corporate  stoelc. 

Cited  in  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  8  N.  D.  51,  76  N.  W.  604,  re- 
fusing to  decree  transfer  of  stock  on  corporate  books  in  favor  of  pledgee  unless 
present  interest  shown. 

Cited  in  notes  (27  L.R.A.  273)  on  restrictions  by  by-laws  or  articles  of  asso- 
ciation on  right  to  sell  shares  of  stock;  (67  L.R.A.  674)  on  validity  of  pledge 
or  other  transfer  of  stock  when  not  made  in  books  of  corporation,  as  against 
attachments,  executions,  or  subsequent  transfers;  (57  Am.  St.  Rep.  396)  on  ex- 
tent to  which  transfers  of  stock  may  be  restricted. 

17  L.  R.  A.  263,  STATE  ex  rel.  SNELL  v.  WARNER,  4  Wash.  773,  31  Pac  25. 
Po^rem  of  manlcipallties  fvitli  apeclal  ckartera. 

Approved  in  Kuhn  v.  Port  Townsend,  12  Wash.  610,  29  L.  R.  A.  447,  50  Am.  St. 
Rep.  911,  41  Pac.  923,  holding  statutory  provision  for  annexing  new  territory 
to  municipal  corporations  applicable  to  those  with  special  charters,  as  well  aa 
others;  State  ew  rel  Fawcett  v.  Superior  Court,  14  Wash.  607,  33  L.  R.  A.  675, 
45  Pac.  23  (held  obiter  in  dissenting  opinion),  holding  permission  to  munici- 
palities to  frame  their  own  charters  does  not  include  right  to  clothe  tribunal 
created,  with  power  to  decide  election  contests;  Torian  v.  Shayot,  47  La.  Ann. 
602,  17  So.  203,  holding  subject  of  boundaries  or  territory  not  within  provisions 
of  statute  for  "altering,  changing,  or  amending"  municipal  charters. 
Liberal  conatraeitoa  of  constttatlon. 

Cited  in  Hase  v.  Seattle,  51  Wash.  178,  20  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  939,  98  Pac.  370,  on 
the  liberal  construction  of  the  constitution. 

17  L.  R-  A.  266,  ROBERTS  v.  STEVENS,  84  Me.  325,  24  Atl.  873. 
Tm«t«  free  from  sabjeetlon  to  creditors. 

Cited  in  Seymour  v.  McAvoy,  121  Cal.  442,  41  L.  R.  A.  547,  53  Pac.  946,  sus- 
taining right  to  make  beneficiary's  interest  unassignable  and  free  from  subjection 
to  creditors;  Murphy  v.  Delano,  95  Me.  233,  55  L.  R,  A.  728,  footnote  p.  727, 
49  Atl.  1053,  holding  income  of  spendthrift  trust  not  within  reach  of  creditors 
by  void  agreement  of  trustee  to  pay  certain  portion  of  income  absolutely  to 
beneficiary;  Re  Luscombe,  109  Wis.  199,  86  N.  W.  341,  upholding  direction  in 
will  for  payments  from  income,  to  secure  necessaries  of  life  for  son,  ceasing  if 
judgment  obtained  against  son  by  creditor  to  reach  them ;  Tilton  v.  Davidson,  98 
Me.  68,  66  Atl.  215,  holding  "spendthrift  trust"  not  created  by  devise  to  trustees 
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with  power  to  pay  themsalves  equal  portions  of  income;  Olsen  v.  Youngerman, 
136  Iowa,  407,  113  N.  W.  938,  to  the  point  that  testator  may  establish  trust 
fund  income  from  which  shall  be  paid  to  designated  person  for  life  free  from 
power  of  alienation  and  beyond  reach  of  creditors;  Mason  v.  Rhode  Island 
Hospital  Trust  Co.  78  Conn.  85,  61  Atl.  57,  3  Ann.  Cas.  586,  holding  that  a 
trust  may  be  created  for  the  benefit  of  one,  the  avails  of  which  cannot  be 
alienated  by  the  cestui  que  trust,  or  reached  by  his  creditors;  Mattison  v.  Mat- 
tison,  53  Or.  258,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  829,  100  Pac.  4,  18  Ann.  Cas.  218,  holding 
that  a  trust  estate  for  the  life  of  the  beneficiary  may  be  created,  with  a  pro- 
vision that  such  beneficiary  receive  the  avails  of  the  same,  and  that  such  avails 
may  not  be  alienated  by  the  beneficiary  nor  liable  for  his  debts;  Merchants  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Crist,  140  Iowa,  313,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  529,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  267,  118  X. 
W.  394,  holding  that  creditors  cannot  deprive  the  beneficiary  of  the  support 
out  of  the  trust  property,  held  under  a  spendthrift  trust. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hutcliiuson  v.  Maxwell,  57  L.  R.  A.  384,  which  denies 
power  to  create  equitable  life  estate  free  from  debts  of  beneficiary;  Scott  v. 
Keane,  42  L.  R.  A.  359,  which  holds  trust  by  conveyance  and  reconveyance  for 
grantor's  benefit  void  as  against  his  creditors;  Schenck  v.  Barnes,  41  L.  R.  A. 
395,  which  denies  power  of  person  creating  trust,  to  keep  life  interest  free  from 
claims  of  subsequent  creditors;  Brown  v.  McGill,  39  L.  R.  A.  806,  which  denies 
power  to  create  trust,  placing  one's  property  beyond  reach'  of  creditors  while 
retaining  full  enjoyment  of  revenues;  Leigh  v.  Harrison,  18  L.  R.  A.  49,  wliich 
denies  creditor's  right  to  reach  debtor's  interest  under  spendthrift  trust;  Van 
Osdell  V.  Champion,  27  L.  R.  A.  773,  which  holds  void,  condition  that  property 
devised  shall  not  be  subject  to  devisee's  debts;  Re  Qua  v.  Graham,  52  L.  R.  A. 
641,  which  holds  annuity  in  wife's  will  in  lieu  of  other  interest,  accepted  by 
husband,  not  trust  beyond  reach  of  creditors. 

Cited  in  note  (25  Eng.  RuL  Cas.  625)  on  validity  of  trust  with  provision  that 
income  shall  not  be  alienated  or  subject  to  debts. 

Distinguished  in  Haley  v.  Palmer,  107  Me.  316,  78  Atl.  368,  holding  that 
equitable  fee  simple  estate  in  trust  is  liable  for  debts  of  cestui  que  trust,  and 
trustee  may  be  charged  as  equitable  truster  by  equitable  trustee  process  under 
statute. 

17  L.  R.  A.  270,  DURKIN  v.  OOBLEIGH,  156  Mass.  108,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  436, 

30  N.  E.  474. 
Oral  eT-ldenee  a*  to  irrltten  ag-reement. 

Cited  in  Rackemann  v.  Riverbank  Improv.  Co.  167  Mass.  6,  57  Am.  St.  Rep. 
427,  44  N.  E.  990,  holding  admissible,  parol  evidence  of  agreement  which  is  col- 
lateral to  written  contract  and  on  a  distinct  subject;  Thomas  v.  Barnes,  156 
Mass.  584,  31  N.  E.  683,  holding  parol  evidence  of  previous  and  contempora- 
neous conversations  between  parties  admissible  to  show  that  paper  signed  by 
one  only  was  only  a  partial  memorandum;  Cole  v.  Hadley,  162  Mass.  581,  39  N. 
E.  279,  holding  admissible,  oral  evidence  of  agreement  by  grantor  to  grade  and 
work  street  described  as  boundary  in  deed,  so  that  it  should  be  fit  for  travel; 
Drew  v.  Wiswall,  183  Mass.  556,  67  N.  E.  666,  holding  that  grantor's  oral  agree- 
ment to  construct  streets  on  remaining  land  does  not  vary  deed  not  containing 
such  stipulation;  Hines  v.  Willcox,  96  Tenn.  153,  34  L.  R.  A.  827,  54  Am.  St. 
Rep.  823,  33  S.  W.  914,  holding  admissible,  oral  evidence  of  landlord's  agreement 
to  put  premises  in  safe  condition,  where  lease  silent  as  to  landlord's  duties; 
Huber  v.  Guggenheim,  89  Fed.  602,  denying  right  to  recover,  in  action  to  rescind 
contract  for  false  representations,  on  theory  that  such  reprefientations  consti- 
tuted independent  collateral  contract  provable   by  parol;   Newell  v.  Campbell, 
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43  N.  S.  32,  holding  that  agreement  by  parol  which  is  collateral  to  written  con- 
tract, and  on  distinct  subject  may  be  proved ;  Doty  v.  Sandusky  Portland  Cement 
Co.  46  Ind.  App.  444,  91  N.  E.  569,  holding  that  where  contract  contains  col- 
lateral and  independent  covenants  in  addition  to  one  for  executing  deed,  con- 
tract does  not  merge  in  deed  when  latter  is  executed;  Leavitt  v.  Fiberloid  Co. 
196  Mass.  446,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  864,  82  N.  E.  682,  holding  parol  evidence  of  an 
alleged  warranty  admissible  although  bill  of  sale  was  in  writing;  De  Friest  v. 
Bradley,  192  Mass.  352,  78  N.  E.  467,  holding  where  written  agreement  merely 
prolongs  term  of  lease  without  further  details  and  a  cancelation  is  attempted, 
a  parol  agreement  may  be  shown  to  defeat  a  forfeiture;  Taylor  v.  Finnigan,  189 
Mass.  574,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  976,  76  N.  E.  203,  holding  an  oral  modification  of  a 
lease  may  be  shown,  where  such  modification  was  not  actually  contemplated  by 
the  parties  at  the  date  of  the  lease,  and  hence  formed  no  inducement  for  its 
execution  by  the  lessee;  McCusker  v.  Geiger,  195  Mass.  63,  80  N.  E.  648,  hold- 
ing contemporaneous  oral  agreements,  on  their  face  inconsistent  with  what  is 
written,  cannot  be  shown;  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  v.  Gibby  Foundry 
Co.  194  Mass.  259,  80  N.  E.  479,  holding  one  covenanting  in  a  deed  against  in- 
cumbrances cannot  set  up  an  oral  agreement  which  destroys  effect  of  his 
covenant;  Kidd  v.  New  Hampshire  Traction  Co.  74  N.  H.  186,  66  Atl.  127,  on 
proof  of  agreement  collateral  to  a  sealed  instrument  by  parol;  Kidd  v.  New 
Hampshire  Traction  Co.  74  N.  H.  174,  66  Atl.  127,  holding  a  main  contract 
evidenced  by  a  deed  and  a  supplemental  contract  evidenced  by  letters — the  con- 
sideration of  the  latter  being  the  execution  of  the  former,  constitute  two  valid 
contracts. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Baum  v.  Lynn,  30  L.R.A.  441,  which  denies  admissibility 
of  parol  evidence  as  to  consideration  of  deed  expressly  made  for  settlement  of 
specified  claims;  Avery  v.  Stewart,  68  L.R.A.  776,  which  holds  that  evidence 
must  be  clear  and  persuasive  to  establish  trust  in  real  estate  in  opposition  to 
terms  of  deed. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  896)  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  as  to 
improvements  to  be  made  on  tract  from  which  lot  sold;  (56  Am.  St.  Rep.  661) 
on  modification  of  written  contract  by  subsequent  parol  agreement;  (11  Eng. 
Eul.  Cas.  233)   on  parol  evidence  to  contradict  written  instrument. 

Distinguished  in  Taylor  v.  Goding,  182  Mass.  232,  65  N.  E.  64,  holding  inad- 
missible, oral  evidence  of  lessor's  agreement  to  surrender  all  rights  under  written 
lease  if  lessee  should  vacate  premises  and  lease  other  building  of  lessor;  Mer- 
rigan  v.  Hall,  176  Mass.  509,  56  N.  E.  605,  holding  inadmissible,  oral  evidence 
of  prior  agreement  to  take  pay  in  **tearas"  for  advertisement  ordered  in  writing. 
Appurtenant  rt^ltta  of  smntees. 

Cited  in  Lemay  v.  Furtado,  182  Mass.  282,  65  N.  E.  395,  holding  deed  describ- 
ing land  conveyed  as  bounded  by  a  way  makes  such  way  a  boundary,  and  gives 
grantee  right  of  way  over  all  of  it,  and  fee  to  the  middle;  Blood  v.  Millard,  172 
Mass.  70,  61  N.  E.  527,  holding  grantees  of  building  lots  into  which  land  con- 
veyed to  their  grantor,  by  deed  creating  appurtenant  easement  to  take  water 
from  spring,  was  subdivided,  entitled  to  interest  in  easement. 
Bre«elt  of  contract* 

Cited  in  Drew  v.  Wiswall,  183  Mass.  666,  67  N.  B.  666,  holding  grantee  en- 
titled to  damages  for  breach  of  grantor's  agreement  to  construct  house  and  lay 
out  streets. 
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17  L.  R.  A.  275,  EDMISON  v.  LOWRY,  3  S.  D.  77,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  774,  62  N. 

W.  583. 
Oimenihlp  of  soil  In  Itiffli^ray* 

Followed  in  Dell  Rapids  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Dell  Rapids,  11  S.  D.  119,  74  Am. 
St.  Rep.  783,  76  N.  W.  898,  holding  lot  owner  presumed  to  own  soil  to  center 
of  street. 

Cited  in  Lovejoy  v.  Campbell,  16  S.  D.  238,  92  N.  W.  24,  holding  an  abutting 
land  owner  is  entitled  to  damages  for  injury  to  trees  planted  and  cared  for  on 
land  in  front  of  his  lot;  Hamby  v.  Dawson  Springs,  126  Ky.  454,  12  L.R.A. 
<N.S.)  1166,  104  S.  W.  259,  holding  the  owner  of  a  lot  abutting  ^he  street  is 
presumed  to  own  the  soil  to  the  center  of  the  street,  subject  to  the  public  ease- 
ment to  use  it. 
ChAngrlns  Mtreet  g-rade. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Brand  v.  Multnomah  County,  60  L.  R.  A.  389,  which 
denies  abutter's  right  to  damages  for  elevating  street  to  correspond  with  original 
establishment  of  grade. 
Breach  of  landlord's  covenanta;  e^^Ictlon* 

Cited  in  Wusthoff  v.  Schwartz,  32  Wash.  341,  73  Fac.  407,  holding  landlord 
gfuilty  of  eviction  by  making  such  repairs  that  house  becomes  inconvenient  and 
dangerous;  Hamilton  v.  Graybill,  19  Misc.  523,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  1079,  holding 
that  tenant  occupying  two  offices  is  partially  evicted  therefrom  so  as  to 
suspend  obligation  for  rent,  by  obstruction  of  outer  door  of  one  room,  though 
tenant  has  access  thereto  througli  other  room;  Hamilton  v.  Graybill,  26  N. 
Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  187,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  1079,  holding  actual  eviction  from  a  part 
of  premises,  suspends  the  entire  rent  so  long  as  the  eviction  endures,  though  the 
tenant  still  occupies  the  part. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Leiferman  v.  Osten,  39  L.  R.  A.  166,  which  holds  eviction 
from  first  floor  of  building  not  effected  by  moving  building  to  other  part  of  lot; 
Oakford  v.  Nixon,  34  L.  R.  A.  576,  which  holds  destruction  of  wall  for  advertis- 
ing purposes  not  eviction;  Grove  v.  Youell,  33  L.  R.  A.  297,  which  holds  life 
tenant  evicted  from  room  when  denied  access  through  house;  Wattles  v.  South 
Omaha  Ice  &  Coal  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  424,  which  holds  lessee  entitled  to  apportion- 
ment of  rent  on  destruction  of  substantial  part  of  leased  premises;  Wait  v. 
O'Neil,  34  L.  R.  A.  550,  which  holds  liability  for  rent  extinguished  by  washing 
away  of  land  leased  for  landing;  Collins  v.  Lewis,  19  L.  R.  A.  822,  which  holds 
excavation  by  adjoining  owner,  breach  of  landlord's  covenant  for  quiet  enjoy- 
ment; York  V.  Steward,  43  L.  R.  A.  125,  which  holds  flow  of  water  from  upper  to 
lower  rooms  from  defective  plumbing,  which  lessor  refuses  to  remedy,  breach  of 
implied  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment;  Kellogg  v.  Lowe,  70  L.R.A.  510,  which 
holds  eviction  not  effected  by  lessor  of  property  as  site  for  saloon  business  in 
preventing  acquisition  of  necessary  license  by  protesting  against  its  issuance  as 
owner  of  other  property. 

Cited  in  notes  (38  Am.  St.  Rep.  489)  on  what  justifled  tenant  in  abandoning 
leased^  premises ;  (15  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  810)  on  statutory  requirements  as  excuse 
for  landlord's  breach  of  covenant. 

Distinguished  in  Rogers  v.  Grote  Paint  Co.  118  Mo.  App.  304,  94  S.  W.  648, 
holding  where  the  lease  leaves  it  optional  with   landlord   to  restore  premises 
injured  by  Are  and  tenant  remains  in  building  though  one  story  is  destroyed, 
he  cannot  refuse  to  pay  rent. 
Validity  of  a  comnton-lair  dedication.  ] 

Cited  in  Sweatman  v.  Bathrick,  17  S.  D.  160,  96  N.  W.  422,  denying  any  dis- 
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tinction  between  a  common- law  and  a  statutory  dedication,  except  as  to  corpo- 
rations in  certain  cases. 
Cnttlns  off  access  as  talclnv. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  51)  on  cutting  off  access  to  highway  as  a 
taking. 

17  L.  R.  A.  280,  SNOW  v.  MT.  DESERT  ISLAND  REAL  ESTATE  CO.  84  Me. 

14,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  331,  24  Atl.  429. 
Boandary   by  'vratcr. 

Cited  in  Marshall  v.  Walker,  93  Me.  536,  46  Atl.  497;  Proctor  v.  Maine  C. 
R.  Co.  96  Me.  467,  52  Atl.  933;  Dunton  v.  Parker,  97  Me.  467,  54  Atl.  1115,— 
holding  that  owner  of  upland  adjoining  tide  water  owns,  prima  facie,  to  low- 
water  mark;  Brown  v.  Heard,  85  Me.  297,  27  Atl.  182,  holding  that  boundary 
goes  to  high-water  mark  only,  under  deed  containing  description  "to  the  sea 
shore  thence  by  the  sea  shore;"  Maynard  v.  Puget  Sound  Nat.  Bank,  24  Wash. 
459,  64  Pac.  754,  holding  title  to  tide  land  between  high  and  low  water  taken 
under  deed  describing  line  as  running  to  bay,  thence  "following  the  meandering 
•of  said  bay;"  Ricliardson  v.  Watts,  94  Me.  490,  48  Atl.  180,  holding  that 
grantor's  interest  in  adjacent  flats  passes  under  conveyance  of  uplands;  Proctor 
V.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  96  Me.  473,  52  Atl.  933,  holding  adjacent  flats  not  included 
in  deed  bounding  land  by  sundry  courses  to  "marsh,*  and  thence  by  the  bank"  to 
the  beginning  point  at  a  stump;  Whitmore  y.  Brown,  100  Me.  414,  61  Atl.  985, 
holding  if  one  of  the  termini  is  at  highwater  mark  and  the  other  at  low  water 
mark,,  the  shore  may  is  included  in  the  conveyance. 

Cited  in  note  (42  L.  R.  A.  513)  on  effect  of  bounding  grant  on  river  or  tide 
water. 

17  L.  R.  A.  282,  UPTON  v.  CATLIN,  17  Colo.  546,  31  Pac.  172. 
laspcctloii  off  public  records. 

Cited  in  notes  (27  L.R.A.  82)  on  right  to  inspect  public  records;  (47  L.  ed.  U. 
S.  742)  on  right  of  access  to  public  records  for  private  abstract  purposes. 

17  L.  R.  A.  284,  GOODWIN  v.  SMITH,  49  Kan.  351,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  373,  31 
Pac.  153. 

Criminal  prosecution  for  cutting  same  wheat  in  State  v.  Smith,  49  ELan.  359, 
30  Pac.  522. 
Rlffbits  of  purchaser  on  fforeclosnre. 

Distinguished  in  Condon  v.  Marley,  7  Kan.  App.  385,  51   Pac.  924,  holding 
mortgagor  entitled,  as  against  purchaser  on  foreclosure,  to  rents  accruing  be- 
tween date  of  sale  and  of  execution  of  deed  and  confirmation. 
«— To  groyfving  crops. 

Cited  in  Shockey  v.  Johntz,  2  Kan.  App.  488,  43  Pac  993,  and  Missouri  Valley 
Land  Co.  v.  Barwick,  50  Kan.  60,  31  Pac.  685,  holding  that  growing  crops  pass 
"with  soil  to  purchaser  on  foreclosure  in  absence  of  reservation  or  waiver; 
Rardin  v.  Baldwin,  9  Kan.  App.  519,  60  Pac.  1097,  holding  purchaser  on  fore- 
closure entitled  to  growing  crop  of  w^heat  against  tenant  of  mortgagor  who  took 
lease  after  default,  and  as  against  tenant's  mortgagee;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Beegle,  52  Kan.  711,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  365,  35  Pac.  814,  holding  that  mature  crop 
of  standing  corn  sold  by  mortgagor  before  foreclosure  sale  does  not  pass  to  pur- 
^baser  at  such  sale;  Nichols  v.  Lappin,  105  Mo.  App.  406,  79  S.  W.  995,  holding 
one  who  plants  a  crop  on  land  after  judgment  of  foreclosure,  but  before  sale, 
loses  the  crop  if  the  foreclosure  sale  occurs  while  it  is  standing. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sievers  v.  Brown,  45  L.  R.  A.  642,  which  holds  vendor 
entitled  to  crops  planted  hy  one  in  possession  after  refusal  to  comply  with  con- 
tract of  purchase;  Whithed  v.  St.  Anthony  &  D.  Elevator  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  254^ 
which  holds  purchaser  on  foreclosure  of  leased  land  entitled  to  wheat  stored 
by  tenant  for  payment  as  rent. 

Cited  in  note  (16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  558)  on  effect  of  custom  as  to  tenant's  rig^ht 
in  waygoing  crop. 

Distinguished  in  Polley  v.  Johnson,  62  Kan.  483,  23  L.  R.  A.  262,  35  Pac.  8, 
holding  growing  wheat  sown  by  owner  of  soil  subject  to  attachment  as  personalty 
for  owner's  debts. 

17  L.  R.  A.  286,  GULF,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  v.  ELLIS  (Tex.)   18  S.  W.  723. 
Bqnallty  of  prl-rlleffea  and  iniiiiiiiiltle** 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  323)  on  constitutional  equality  in  the  United  Statea 
as  to  corporate  taxation. 
—  As  to  attorney'*  fee*. 

Cited  in  Helena  Steam-Heating  &  Supply  Co.  v.  Wells,  16  Mont.  69,  40  Pac 
78,  sustaining  statute  for  taxing  attorney's  fees  for  successful  plaintiff  in 
action  to  foreclose  mechanic's  lien. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.RA.(N.S.)  910)  on  validity  of  statutory  provision  for  at- 
torney's fee. 

Distinguished  in  Joliffe  v.  Brown,  14  Wash.  160,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  868,  44  Pac. 
149,  holding  void,  provision  for  attorney's  fee  against  unsuccessful  railroad  com- 
pany in  action  for  killing  stock,  without  similar  one  against  plaintiff.   . 

17  L.  R.  A.  289,  FOX  v.  CHICAGO,  ST.  P.  &  K.  C.  R.  CO.  86  Iowa,  368,  63  N. 

W.  259. 
Injnries  to  aer-rant  'while  obeylnftr  ordem. 

Cited  in  Kerlin  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  149  Iowa,  446,  128  N.  W.  648, 
holding  that  servant  may  within  reasonable  limits  suppress  his  apprehension  of 
danger  in  reliance  upon  superior  knowledge  of  master,  when  ordered  to  work  in 
place  of  greater  hazard  than  usual;  Brantner  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Ck>.  136 
Iowa,  356,  112  N.  W.  790,  holding  an  employee,  acting  in  an  emergency  after  he 
saw  the  danger  of  an  imminent  collision,  was  not  necessarily  negligent  in  at- 
tempting to  jump,  instead  of  applying  the  emergency  air  brakes;  Struble  v. 
Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  128  Iowa,  163,  103  N.  W.  142,  holding  one  un- 
aware of  his  danger,  due  to  negligent  act  of  a  vice  principal,  is  not  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  in  failing  to  act  promptly  at  a  moments  warning;  Mur- 
phy V.  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  114  Ky.  704,  71  S.  W.  886,  holding  the  court 
cannot  assume  that  employee  was  careless  for  an  error  of  judgment  in  coupling 
cars,  induced  by  negligence  of  defendant  company;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Morris,  76  Kan.  847,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1105,  93  Pac.  153,  on  duties  of  railroad 
company  and  its  employees  in  acting  under  an  emergency. 

Cited  in  notes  (48  L.R.A.  761,  765)  on  servant's  right  of  action  for  injuries 
received  in  obeying  direct  command;  (37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  44)  on  care  required  in 
sudden  emergency. 

Distinguished  in  Werner  v.  Trautwein,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  611,  61  S.  W.  447, 
denying  master's  liability  for  injury  to  servant  called  by  another  to  assist  in. 
cleaning  cotton  gin. 
liValver  of  obJeetlonH  by  amendment. 

Cited  in  Peacock  v.  Limburger,  95  Tex.  260,  66  S.  W.  764,  holding  errors  ia 
ruling  not  waived  by  amending  and  offering  proof  to  conform  to  rulings. 
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17  L.  R  A.  291,  BEAL  v.  SOMERVILLE,  1  C.  C.  A.  698,  5  U.  S.  App.  14,  50 

Fed.  647. 
DepoMflts  In  and  collection*  by  banlc. 

Approved  in  United  States  Nat.  Bank  v.  Greer,  55  Neb.  465,  41  L.  R.  A.  444, 
70  Am.  St.  Rep.  390,  75  N.  W.  1088,  Reversing  commissioner's  decision  in  53 
Neb.  78,  41  L.  R.  A.  443,  73  N.  W.  266,  holding  that  no  general  property  vests 
in  transferee  of  certificate  of  deposit  indorsed  "Pay  to  the  order  of  R.  C.  O. 
Cash  for  account"  of  depositor;  Philadelphia  v.  Eckels,  98  Fed.  487,  holding 
that  title  to  checks  deposited  in  bank  for  credit  to  depositor's  account  remain  in 
depositor  until  collection;  Perth  Amboy  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Middlesex  County  Bank, 
60  N.  J.  Eq.  96,  45  Atl.  704,  holding  deposit  in  bank  of  check  or  draft  on  third 
party,  a  bailment  in  absence  of  understanding  that  depositor  may  draw  on  it  at 
once  or  that  it  may  be  applied  on  existing  indebtedness;  Armour  Packing  Co.  v. 
Davis,  118  N.  C.  565,  24  S.  E.  365,  holding  check  taken  for  collection  only, 
property  of  depositor,  though  written  indorsement  appears  unrestricted;  Richard- 
son V.  Louisville  Bkg.  Co.  36  C.  C.  A.  313,  94  Fed.  448,  holding  agreement  by 
collecting  bank  to  purchase  all  paper  forwarded  at  part,  so  as  to  give  it  title  on 
receipt  of  same,  not  shown  by  letter  agreeing  to  "take"  all  items  and  credit 
account  of  bank  sending  same. 

Cited  in  Bank  of  Big  Cabin  v.  English,  27  Okla.  337,  111  Pac.  386,  holding 
that  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  does  not  arise  between  collecting  bank  and 
depositor  for  collection  until  after  it  has  made  collection;  Orme  v.  Baker,  74 
Ohio  St.  357,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  968,  78  N.  E.  439,  holding  a  deposit  of  money 
and  checks,  made  during  closing  hours  of  last  day  bank  was  open  and  entered 
on  depositor's  pass  book  by  agent  of  bank  when  bank  was  insolvent,  may 
be  recovered  upon  timely  demand  by  a  customer  without  fault. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  Bank  v.  Byrne,  21  L.  R.  A.  753,  which  holds  drawee's 
acceptance  of  draft  presented  by  collecting  bank  not  payment. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.  R.  A.  164)  on  indorsement  of  check  for  deposit;  (21  L. 
R.  A.  443,  446)  on  banking  customs;  (32  L.  R.  A.  715)  on  trust  in  proceeds  of 
collection  made  by  bank  while  insolvent;  (34  L.  R.  A.  536)  on  trust  in  deposit 
in  insolvent  bank;  (25  L.  R.  A.  547)  on  exceptions  to  prohibition  of  preferences 
by  insolvent  national  banks;  (7  L.R.A. (N.S.)  700)  on  title  of  bank  to  check  on 
another,  credited  to  depositor;  (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  389,  390)  on  effect  of  check 
indorsed  "for  deposit;"  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  797)  on  right  to  recover  money  de- 
posited with  or  collected  by  bank  upon  its  insolvency;  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  778, 
782,  783,  784,  785,  787)  on  title  of  bank  to  money  deposited  with  or  collected 
by  it. 

Distinguished  in  Ditch  v.  Western  Nat.  Bank,  79  Md.  207,  23  L.  R.  A.  168, 
47  Am.  St.  Rep.  375,  29  Atl.  72  (approved  in  dissenting  opinion),  holding  title 
to  check  indorsed  "for  deposit,"  in  bank  receiving  it  in  good  faith  from,  and 
crediting  it  as  cash  to,  bank  which  first  received  and  credited  it;  Winfield  Nat. 
Bank  v.  McWilliams,  9  Okla.  506,  60  Pac.  229,  holding  bank  parting  with  value 
or  permitting  existing  indebtedness  to  remain  unpaid  on  receiving  check  in- 
dorsed in  blank  from  correspondent  bank  entitled  to  proceeds  as  against  real 
owner;  Perth  Amboy  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Middlesex  County  Bank,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  96, 
45  Atl.  704,  holding  the  depositor  need  not  identify  exact  coin  or  bills  deposited 
if  he  can  show  his  deposit  swelled  the  assets  a  certain  fixed  amount. 
Jnriadictlon  of  circuit  court  of  appeals;   follo^vrlnflr  dicta. 

Cited  in  Foreman  v.  Burleigh,  48  C.  C.  A.  377,  109  Fed.  314,  refusing  to  fol- 
low dictum  of  other  circuit  court  of  appeals;  King  v.  McLean  Asylum,  26  L. 
R.  A.  788,  12  C.  C.  A.  154,  21  U.  S.  App.  481,  64  Fed.  340,  holding  it  duty  of 
circuit  court  of  appeals  not  to  follow  mere  dicta  of  United  States  Supreme  Court 


17  L.R.A.  291]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  202 

unless  correct  law;  Re  Aspinwall,  33  C.  C.  A.  222,  61  U.  S.  App.  434,  90  Fed. 
680  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  one  circuit  court  of  appeals 
should  follow  decision  of  another  on  jurisdictional  question  for  sale  of  uni- 
formity; Beach  v.  Hobbs,  82  Fed.  918,  holding  decision  of  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals, unappealed  from,  entitled,  in  view  of  its  being  a  court  of  final  jurisdic- 
tion, to  greater  weight  than  that  of  highest  court  of  state. 
Judicial  notice. 

Cited  in  note  (124  Am.  St.  Rep.  55)  on  facts  of  which  courts  will  take  judicial 
notice. 

17  L.  R,  A.  296,  Re  ANDREWS,  92  Mich.  449,  62  N.  W.  743. 
Jurisdiction  of  prot»ate  court. 

Cited  in  Cole  v.  Cole,  125  Mich.  660,  85  N.  W.  113,  sustaining  jurisdiction  of 
probate  court  to  compel  executor  to  pay  bequests  for  support  and  education; 
Nolan  V.  Garrison,  156  Mich.  400,  120  N.  W.  977,  holding  probate  court  has  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  of  settlement  of  estates  of  mentally  incompetent  persons 
under  guardianship,  except  in  cases  where  its  remedies  are  inadequate  or  laws 
give  chancery  court  concurrent  jurisdiction;  Harding  v.  Harding,  140  Ky.  281, 
130  S.  W.  1098,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  526,  holding  that  court  has  power  to  renounce 
provisions  of  will  for  person  of  unsound  mind  who  has  right  of  election;  Grer- 
man  Evangelical  Orphans'  Home  v.  Seago,  155  111.  App.  80,  holding  that  court 
of  chancery  has  jurisdiction  to  authorize  conservator  of  insane  widow  to  re- 
nounce provisions  of  will  made  by  her  husband. 
Nature  of  'vrldo'w'*  rlgrlit  of  election  under  a  ivlll. 

Cited  in  Re  Service,  165  Mich.  184,  118  N.  W.  948,  on  assignability  of  widow's 
right  of  election;  Hardy  v.  Richards,  98  Miss.  634,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1211,  54 
So.  76,  holding  that  guardian  of  insane  widow  cannot  make  election  to  renounce 
testamentary  provision,  except  with  sanction  of  court;  Nordquist  v.  Sahlbom, 
114  Minn.  331,  131  N.  W.  323,  holding  that  right  given  by  statute  to  surviving 
husband  or  wife  'to  renounce  testamentary  provisions,  is  personal  to  survivor, 
and  does  not  pass  to  personal  representatives  or  heirs. 

Cited  in  notes  (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1210)  as  to  who  may  elect  against  will  in 
behalf  of  insane  widow;  (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  369)  on  what  is  requisite  to  make 
election  binding. 

17  L.  R.  A.  301,  SAN  FRANCISCO  v.  WESTERN  U.  TELEG.  CO.  96  Cal.  140, 

31  Pac.  10. 
Poorer  of  taxation. 

Approved  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Visalia,  149  Cal.  745,  87  Pac.  1023, 
holding  the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company's  franchise  to  construct  and 
operate  its  lines  over  military  and  post  roads  of  the  United  States,  is  not  sub- 
ject to  state  taxation. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Talladega,  164  Ala.  643,  51  So.  330,  holding  that  foreign 
telegraph  company  which  has  accepted  provisions  of  United  States  Revised 
Statutes  sections  5263-5268,  is  subject  to  license  tax  by  state  on  intra-state 
business;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hopkins,  160  Cal.  114,  110  Pac.  567,  to  the 
point  that  telegraph  lines  constructed  under  act  of  Congress  of  July  24,  1866, 
are  not  taxable  by  state;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Los  Angeles  County,  160 
Cal.  128,  116  Pac.  564,  to  the  point  that  where  taxpayer  has  two  franchises,  one 
taxable  by  state  and  one  not  taxable,  assessment  of  "franchise"  without  further 
description  is  not  void  for  want  of  proper  description;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
V.  Lakin,  53  Wash.  329,  101  Pac.  1094,  17  Ann.  Cas.  718,  holding  the  state  cannot 
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tax  Federal  franchises  granted  to  telegraph  companies  operating  lines  over  mili- 
Ury  lines  of  the  United  Stetes;  People  v.  Central  P.  R.  Co.  105  Cal.  598,  38  Pac. 
905;  Central  P.  R.  Co.  v.  California,  162  U.  S.  142,  40  L.  ed.  920,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  766  (dissenting  opinion),— on  validity  of  a  state  tax  on  a  Federal  franchise. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  162)  on  power  of  states  to  control  or  impose  bur- 
dens on  interstate  telegraph  and  telephone  companies;  (57  L.  R.  A.  56,  83,  92) 
on  taxation  of  corporate  franchises  in  United  States;  (60  L.  R.  A.  686)  on  cor- 
porate taxation  and  commerce  clause;  (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  881)  on  taxation  of 
franchises;  (39  L.  ed.  U.  S.  639)  on  state  taxation  and  licenses  as  affecting  in- 
terstate commerce. 

Distinguished  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  San  Joaquin  County,  141  Cal.  265, 
74  Pac.  856,  holding  complaint  in  action  to  recover  money  paid  for  taxes  by  com- 
pany holding  Federal  franchise,  defective  for  not  showing  company  did  not  hold 
city  franchise;  Sunset  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Pomoda,  164  Fed.  571,  holding  a 
Federal  statute  authorizing  the  construction  of  telegraph  and  telephone  lines 
over  government  post  roads  does  not  give  the  right  to  enter  upon  private  prop- 
erty without  consent  of  owner,  nor  tlie  right  of  eminent  domain. 

17  L.  R.  A.  306,  FRANK  v.  DAVIS,  135  N.  Y.  275,  48  N.  Y.  S.  R.  86,  31  N.  E. 

1100. 
Ifevr  action   to  enforce  deficiency  Jndarment. 

Cited  in  Rowley  v.  Nellis,  41  Misc.  319,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  841,  denying  right  to 
continue  new  action  to  enforce  deficiency  judgment  after  foreclosure;  Marling 
v.  Maynard,  129  Wis.  587,  109  N.  W.  537,  holding  it  error  to  permit  a  personal 
judgment  to  be  rendered  in  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  upon  its  being 
adjudged  that  foreclosure  is  improper. 

17  L.  R.  A.  308,  EVANS  v.  HUNTER,  86  Iowa,  413,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  503,  53 

N.  W.  277. 
Extrinsic  evidence  to  explain  amblflrnlty. 

Cited  in  Jordan  v.  Hinkle,  111  Iowa,  45,  82  N.  W.  426,  holding  extrinsic  evi- 
dence admissible,  in  case  of  ambiguity  in  will,  to  make  it  intelligible. 
Specific  beaneiits. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Close,  104  Iowa,  262,  73  N.  W.  600,  holding  bequest  of  speci- 
fied amount,  to  be  paid  by  deducting  from  amount  due  testator,  specific  and 
adeemed  by  testator  returning  evidence  of  indebtedness;  Wilts  v.  Wilts,  151 
Iowa,  152,  130  N.  W.  906,  holding  that  devise  of  undivided  part  of  all  testator's 
property,  described  as  real,  personal  and  mixed,  is  not  specific  devise. 

Cited  in  notes  (11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  52,  53,  56,  68,  69,  75)  on  bequest  of  stocks, 
bonds,  or  notes  as  general  or  specific;  (140  Am.  St.  Rep.  607)  on  meaning  of, 
and  distinction  between  specific,  demonstrative,  and  general  bequests. 

17  L.  R.  A.  810,  McKENNA  v.  BAESSLER,  86  Iowa,  197,  53  N.  W.  103. 
LUbllfty  for  fires. 

Cited  in  Owen  v.  Cook,  9  N.  D.  138,  47  L.  R.  A.  649,  81  N.  W.  285,  holding 
starting  of  back  fire  to  protect  property  from  approaching  fire  not  proximate 
cause  of  destruction  of  property  burned  after  two  fires  joined;  Glanz  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St  P.  R,  Co.  119  Iowa,  617,  93  N.  W.  575,  holding  fire  from  negligent 
operation  of  locomotive,  proximate  cause  of  injury  resulting  from  attempt  to 
extinguish. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  261)  on  liability  for  setting  fires  which  spread  to 
property  of  others. 
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17  L.  R.  A.  312,  MIDLAND  CO.  v.  BROAT,  60  Minn.  562,  52  N.  W.  972. 
Conflict  of  lavra. 

Cited  in  Parker  v.  Moore,  63  C.  C.  A.  372,  115  Fed.  802,  holding  that  suits 
brought  in  South  Carolina  to  enforce  claims  arising  out  of  cotton-future  con- 
tracts made  and  performable  elsewhere  are  governed  by  laws  of  that  st^te  as  to 
interpretation  and  morality  of  claim;  Powell  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  102  Minn. 
463,  113  N.  W.  1017,  holding  right  of  action  under  statute  of  one  state  will  be 
enforced  in  courts  of  another,  if  such  statute  be  not  contrary  to  public  policy  of 
latter. 

Cited  in  note  (55  Am.  St.  Rep.  775)  on  enforcement  of  contract  outside  of 
jurisdiction  where  made. 

17  L.  R.  A.  314,  WILCOX  v.  WOODRUFF,  61  Conn.  578,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  222, 

24  Atl.  521,  1056. 
Mecliaiilc's  lien  tvlien  one  contract  covers  different  fntprovenient*. 

Cited  in  Balch  v.  Chaffee,  73  Conn.  320,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  155,  47  Atl.  327,  author- 
izing mechanic's  lien  for  boring  artesian  well,  as  adjunct  to  house;  Schlosser  v. 
Moores,  16  N.  D.  191,  112  N.  W.  78,  to  the  point  that  one  who  furnishes  ma- 
terial for  several  distinct  buildings  upon  separate  lots  under  entire  contract 
may  have  lien  upon  all  buildings  and  lots  for  entire  amount;  Caldwell  v.  Schlum- 
bach,  175  Fed.  438,  holding  contractors  entitled  to  a  mechanic's  lien  on  lot  for 
labor  and  material  necessary  to  support  adjacent  land  and  buildings  where  con- 
tract called  for  erection  of  building  covering  the  entire  lot;  Halsted  &  H.  Co. 
V.  Arick,  76  Conn.  386,  56  Atl.  628,  upholding  a  filing  of  a  separate  certificate 
of  lien  for  the  materials  used  in  each  building;  Eccles  Lumber  Co.  v.  Martin,  31 
Utah,  253,  87  Pac.  713,  holding  the  provision  of  the  mechanic's  lien  law  requiring 
a  statement  of  the  amount  on  each  building  separately  is  not  mandatory  in  it« 
effect. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Maryland  Brick  Co.  v.  Spilman,  17  L.  R.  A.  599,  which 
holds  one  furnishing  brick  generally  for  several  houses  entitled  to  single  lien  on 
all;  Menzel  v.  Tubbs,  17  L.  R,  A.  815,  which  holds  lien  on  single  building  on 
two  lots  covers  both  lots. 

Cited  in  note  (65  Am.  St.  Rep.  166)  on  including  property  in  mechanic's  lien 
in  addition  to  that  on  which  work  was  performed  or  materials  furnished. 

17  L.  R.  A.  320,  TODD  v.  TODD,  149  Pa.  60,  24  Atl.  128. 
Grounds  for  divorce  or  annnlment  of  marriagre*. 

Cited  in  Di  Lorenzo  v.  Di  Lorenzo,  71  App.  Div.  518,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  878, 
refusing  to  annul  marriage  induced  by  woman's  false  representation  that  child 
shown  man  was  theirs,  and  threat  to  have  him  arrested  otherwise;  Gkmdouin 
V.  Gondouin,  14  Cal.  App.  288,  111  Pac.  766,  holding  that  man  who  had  illicit 
intercourse  with  woman  before  marriage  cannot  have  marriage  annulled  on 
ground  that  it  was  brought  about  by  woman  falsely  representing  that  she  was 
pregnant  by  him;  Davis  v.  Davis,  26  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  110,  to  the  point  that 
false  representations  of  pregnancy  to  induce  man  with  whom  she  had  inter- 
course to  marry  her,  are  not  ground  for  divorce. 

Cited  in  notes  (43  L.R.A.  815,  816)  on  duress  to  avoid  marriage;  (79  Am.  St. 
Rep.  371)  on  what  marriages  are  void. 

17  L.  R.  A.  322,  MERCHANTS  NAT.  BANK  v.  GUILMARTIN,  88  Ga.  797,  15 
S.  E.  831. 
Second  appeal  in  93  Ga.  503,  44  Am.  St  Rep.  182,  21  S.  E.  55. 
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lilablllty  of  bailee  or  of  bnnk  aa  to  special  deponlt. 

Cited  in  93  Ga.  504,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  1.82,  21  S.  e!  55,  holding  on  second  appeal 
bank  liable  for  theft  of  special  deposit  by  cashier  intrusted  with  it  with  knowl- 
edge of  his  uritrustworthiness;  Taylor  v.  Downey,  104  Mich.  534,  29  L.  R.  A. 
95,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  472,  02  N.  W.  710,  denying  hotel  keeper's  liability  for  night 
clerk's  theft  of  regular  boarder's  money  from  hotel  safe;  Merchants  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Guilmartin,  93  Ga.  504,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  182,  21  S.  E.  65  (second  appeal), 
and  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  v.  Carhart,  95  Ga.  401,  32  L.  R.  A.  778,  51  Am.  St. 
Rep.  95,  22  S.  E.  028,  holding  bank  not  relieved  for  loss  of  special  deposit  in- 
trusted to  defaulting  cashier,  merely  because  it  also  intrusted  its  own  money  and 
property  to  him;  Sherwood  v.  Home  Sav.  Bank,  131  Iowa,  538,  109  N.  W.  9, 
holding  a  bank  is  not  liable  for  misappropriation  of  funds  by  its  managing 
officer,  there  being  no  participation,  appropriation  or  intent  to  appropriate  the 
property  on  its  part. 

Cited  in  notes  (29  L.  R.  A.  95)  on  liability  of  bailee  for  wrongful  appropriation 
by  servant  of  thing  bailed;  (32  L.  R.  A.  771)  on  care  required  of  bank  in  keep- 
ing special  deposit;  (38  Am.  St;  Rep.  784)  on  care  required  of  bankers  acting 
as  agents  or  bailees;   (3  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  023)  on  banker's  duty  of  custody. 

Distinguished  in  Bailie  v.  Augusta  Sav.  Bank,  95  Ga.  284,  51  Am.  St.  Rep. 
74,  21  S.  E.  717,  holding  bank  liable  for  neglect  of  duty  by  its  correspondent, 
preventing  collection  of  check  received  from  customer  for  collection. 
Liability  of  principal  for  an  act  outside  scope  of  airents  authority. 

Cited  in  Evans  v.  A.  L.  Dyke  Automobile  Supply  Co.  121  Mo.  App.  279,  101 
S.  W.  1132,  holding  the  principal  is  not  liable  where  agent  who  takes  an  auto- 
mobile for  sale  on  commission  takes  it  out  for  a  pleasure  trip  and  negligently 
runs  it  into  an  electric  car. 

Cited  in  note  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  787,  791)  on  liability  of  principal  for  un- 
authorized acts  of  agent. 

17  L.  R,  A.  320,  COMMERCIAL  BANK  v.  BURGWYN,  110  N.  C.  207,  14  S.  E. 
023. 

Second  appeal  in  110  N.  C.  122,  21  S.  E.  202. 
Burden  of  proof  as  to  note. 

Cited  in  110  N.  C.  123,  21  S.  E.  202,  holding  on  second  appeal  burden  of  proof 
on  part  of  plaintiff  when  purchasing  note  in  suit,  on  deiendant  after  plaintiff 
has  offered  evidence  of  purchase  in  good  faith  for  value  before  maturity;  Camp- 
bell V.  Patton,  113  N.  C.  484,  18  S.  E.  087,  holding  burden  of  proving  purchase 
of  note  for  value  before  maturity,  without  r.otice  of  fraud,  on  indorsee  where 
fraud  alleged  in  answer;  Re  Hill,  187  Fed.  217,  on  presumption  as  to  bona  fides 
of  holders  of  negotiable  commercial  paper;  National  Bank  v.  Chatfield,  118 
Tenn.  492,  10  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  805,  101  S.  W.  705,  holding  fraud  arising  in  the 
inception  of  the  receipts  would  require  the  holder,  upon  such  evidence  being 
introduced,  to  show  he  had  obtained  them  bona  fide. 

Criticised  in  American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fountain,  148  N.  C.  595,  02  S.  E.  738, 
holding  when  there  is  evidence  tending  to  establish  fraud  and  plaintiff  does  not 
clearly  rebut  the  inference  the  question  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 
Impntlnv  notice. 

Cited  in  Buffalo  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sharpe,  40  Neb.  127,  68  N.  W.  734, 
holding  bank  not  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  director  of  infirmities  in  note 
payable  to  him,  and  by  him  sold  to  the  bank;  Knobelock  v.  Germania  Sav.  Bank, 
50  S.  C.  280,  27  S.  E.  902,  holding  bank  not  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  presi- 
dent's fraudulent  intent  in  drawing  out,  in  private  capacity,  fund  of  which  he  is 
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trustee,  to  misappropriate  same;  State  Sav.  Bank  v.  Montgomery,  126  Micb. 
335,  85  N.  W.  879,  holding  cashier's  knowledge  of  his  own  fraud  in  falsely  repre- 
senting to  maker  and  indorser  that  notes  for  his  own  accommodation,  discounted 
by  him  at  bank,  were  renewals  of  other  notes,  not  imputable  to  bank;  National 
Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Feeney,  9  S.  D.  556,  46  L.  R.  A.  734,  70  N.  W.  874,  holding 
bank  acting  wholly  through  discount  committee  not  charged  with  cashier's  knowl- 
edge of  infirmity  of  note  discounted,  in  which  he  was  payee ;  Anniaton  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Durham,  118  N.  C.  386,  24  S.  E.  792,  holding  notice  to  chairman  of  school 
committee  of  assignment  of  contract  with  it,  notice  to  committee;  Shields  v. 
Durham,  118  N-  C.  455,  36  L.  R.  A.  295,  24  S.  E,  794,  holding  municipality 
charged  with  knowledge  of  municipal  authorities  as  to  bad  condition  of  city 
prison,  though  not  obtained  at  official  meeting;  McDonald  v.  Randall,  139  Cal. 
251,  72  Pac.  997,  holding  bank  not  chargeable  with  president's  notice  of  defense 
to  note  and  mortgage  purchased  by  vote  of  directors  in  former's  absence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Birmingham  Trust  &  Sav.  Co.  v.  Louisiana  Nat.  Bank, 
20  L.  R.  A.  600,  which  holds  cashier's  notice  imputable  to  savings  company. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  994)  as  to  how  far  corporation  charged  with 
knowledge  of  managing  officer  engaged  in  illegal  act;  (29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  559, 
560)  on  imputation  of  knowledge  of  personally  interested  officers  to  bank. 

Distinguished  in  Le  Due  v.  Moore,  111  N.  C.  517,  15  S.  E.  888,  holding  bank 
discounting  note  in  which  its  president  is  payee  chargeable  with  his  knowledge 
of  defenses,  where  he  and  the  cashier  constituted  the  discount  committee. 

17  L.  R.  A.  330,  RALEIGH  v.  PEACE,  110  N.  C.  32,  14  S.  E.  521. 
Po'wer  to  aathortse  Mpectal  aaaeMment. 

Cited  in  Hutton  v.  Webb,  124  N.  C.  755,  59  L.  R.  A.  42,  33  S.  E.  169  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  majority  holding  statute  imposing  tax  on  logs  floated  in  stream 
void;  Asheville  v.  Wachovia  Loan  &  T.  Co.  143  N.  C.  366,  55  S.  E.  800,  uphold- 
ing power  to  impose  upon  property  the  cost  of  public  improvements,  measured 
by  the  special  benefits  conferred. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Smith  v.  Worcester,  59  L.  R.  A.  728,  which  holds  legis- 
lature empowered  to  determine  that  cost  shall  fall  on  designated  district  for 
sewerage  system,  and  to  fix  the  principles  for  apportioning  it. 

Cited  in  note   (34  L.  R.  A.  200)   on  assessments  of  rural  lands  within  limits 
of  corporation. 
Dlatlnctlon  bet'ween  tax  and  local  asseMiinent. 

Cited  in  Hilliard  v.  Asheville,  118  N.  C.  852,  24^  S.  E.  738,  admitting  that  local 
assessment  is  not  a  tax  within  purport  of  constitutional  limitations  on  taxation; 
Rolph  v.  Fargo,  7  N.  D.  653,  42  L.  R.  A.  651,  76  N.  W.  242,  holding  provision 
as  to  uniform  taxation  according  to  true  value  inapplicable  to  assessments  for 
local  improvements;  Billings  Sugar  Co.  v.  Fish,  40  Mont.  278,  26  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
986,  106  Pac.  565,  holding  assessments  for  local  improvements  are  not  taxes 
within  constitutional  restrictions;  Validly  v.  Park  Comrs.  16  N.  D.  29,  15  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  66,  111  N.  W.  615,  holding  the  constitutional  provisions  limiting  corpo- 
rate indebtedness  do  not  apply  to  indebtedness  to  be  met  by  assessments  upon 
property  for  improvements. 
Aaseasments  for  local  Impro-rements. 

Cited  in  Wyandotte  County  v.  Abbott,  52  Kan.  165,  34  Pac.  416,  holding  in- 
valid, provision  for  assessing  personal  property  of  nonresidents  for  cost  of  paving 
highway  at  special  instance  of  resident  land  holders;  Charleston  v.  Werner,  46 
S.  C.  325,  24  S.  E.  207,  holding  value  of  entire  lot,  instead  of  part  unfilled,  con- 
sidered in  estimating  value  on  which  depends  right  to  collect  for  filling  hole. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sears  v.  Board  of  Street  Comrs.  62  L.R.A.  144,  which 
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holds  that  cost  and  benefit  of  entire  improvement  should  be  considered  in  assess 
ing  property  on  two  streets  for  cost  of  building  a  union  passenger  station  ana 
the  extension  of  such  streets. 
—  LlabtlltT  of  abutter*  senerally. 

Cited  in  Arnold  v.  Knoxville,  115  Tenn.  219,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)    845,  90  S.  W 
469,  5  Ann.   Cas.  881,  holding   assessments  for  local   improvements   should  be 
adjusted  in  proportion  to  the  benefits  conferred. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Maul  din  v.  Greenville,  27  L.  R.  A.  284,  which  denies 
Tight  to  assess  abutters  for  highway  improvements;  Cincinnati,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co. 
▼.  Cincinnati,  49  L.  R.  A.  566,  which  denies  right  to  assess  entire  cost  of  land 
taken  for  highway  on  remaining  land  of  same  owner;  Asberry  v.  Roanoke,  42 
L.  R.  A.  636,  which  denies  right  to  impose  on  abutters,  liability  for  cost  of 
street  improvements  in  front  of  their  property;  Cincinnati  v.  Batsche,  27  L.  R. 
A.  536,  which  holds  lots  on  one  side  of  street  abut  on  improvement  made  by 
widening  street  on  other  side;  Toledo  v.  Sheill,  30  L.  R.  A.  598,  which  holds 
shorter  side  of  comer  lot  presumed  to  be  front. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  412)  on  right  to  impose  on  abutting  owners  duty 
of  sprinkling,  sweeping,  and  cleaning  streets  or  sidewalks;  (28  L.  R.  A.  498) 
on  charging  expense  of  grading  for  sidewalk  on  abutting  owner;  (35  L.  R.  A. 
35,  63)  on  liability  to  local  assessments  for  benefits,  of  property  exempt  from 
general  taxation. 
^—  Front  foot  asaesamenta. 

Approved  in  Kinston  v.  Loftin,  149  N.  C.  256,  62  S.  E.  1089,  upholding  an 
assessment  for  street  improvement  based  on  frontage  on  street. 

Cited  in  Rolph  v.  Fargo,  7  N.  D.  664,  42  L.  R.  A.  655^  76  N.  W.  242,  and  Hil- 
iiard  v.  Asheville,  118  N.  C.  852,  24  S.  E.  738,  upholding  front  foot  assessments 
for  street  improvement;  King  v.  Portland,  38  Or.  427,  55  L.  R.  A.  820,  63  Pac. 
2,  upholding  assessment  of  lot  owner  with  cost  of  improvement  of  half  of  street 
in  front  of  lot,  and  dividing  cost  of  street  intersections  between  owners  of  first 
100  feet  from  comer;  Allen  v.  Davenport,  107  Iowa,  104,  77  N.  W.  532,  upholding 
front  foot  assessments,  without  regard  to  benefit,  for  costs  of  street  improvement; 
Schank  v.  Asheville,  154  N.  C.  41,  69  S.  E.  681  Tarboro  v.  Staton,  156  N.  C.  507, 
72  S,  E.  577, — ^holding  that  assessments  for  local  improvements  by  front  foot 
rule  are  valid;  Kinston  v.  Wooton,  150  N.  C.  298,  63  S.  E.  1061,  on  the  front- 
foot  rule  as  method  of  apportioning  assessments  for  benefits. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hayes  v.  Douglas  County,  31  L.R.A.  213,  and  Violett  v. 
Alexandria,  31  L.  R.  A.  382,  which  holds  unauthorized,  local  assessment  by  fropt 
foot;  Denver  v.  Knowles,  17  L.  R.  A.  135,  which  upholds  local  assessments  on 
basis  of  frontage;  Webster  v.  Fargo,  56  L.  R.  A.  156,  which  sustains  statute  for 
assessing  entire  cost  of  paving  on  abutters,  according  to  frontage ;  Ramsey  County 
T.  Robert  P.  Lewis  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  421,  which  sustains  annual  ffontage  tax  on 
land  in  front  of  which  water  pipes  laid;  Iowa  Pipe  &  Tile  Co.  v.  Callanan,  67 
L.R.A.  408,  which  holds  void,  assessment  for  sewer  on  abutting  property  only 
eight  feet  deep  at  same  front  foot  rate  as  full  sized  lots. 

Cited  in  note  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1126,  1149,  1151,  1156,  1169,  1186,  1191  on  as- 
sessments for  improvements  by  front-foot  rule. 
Strict  paranaiice  of  statute  In  local  a»«e»siuents. 

Cited  in  Greensboro  v.  McAdoo,  112  N.  C.  362,  17  S.  E.  178,  requiring  strict 
pursuance  in  material  matters,  of  statute  authorizing  assessments  for   special 
benefits. 
Personal  liability  for  assessments. 

Cited  in  Edward  C.  Jones  Co.  v.  Perry,  26  Ind.  App.  570,  57  N.  E.  583   (dis- 
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Benting  opinion),  majority  holding  lot  owner  executing  waiver  of  irr^^larities 
and  agreement  to  pay  street  improvement  asnessment,  personally  liable  for  same. 

Cited  in  note  (133  Am.  St.  Rep.  931,  935)  as  to  whether  a  personal  liability 
may  be  created  for  an  assessment. 
Eciiial  protection  of  la'vr. 

Cited  in  Broadfoot  v.  Fayetteville,  121  N.  C.  423,  39  L.  R.  A.  246,  61  Am.  St. 
Rep.  668,  28  S.  E.  515,  upholding  requirement  for  higher  penalty  from  residents 
than  nonresidents  for  permitting  stock  to  run  at  large  in  town. 
SnffiGlency  of  asalamment  of  error. 

Cited  in  Greensboro  v.  McAdoo,  112  N.  C.  361,  17  S.  E.  178,  holding  appeal 
from  adjudication  on  agreed  state  of  facts  sufficient  assignment  of  error. 
Implied  repeal  of  atatnte*. 

Cited  in  note  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  295)  on  implied  repeal  of  statutes. 

17  L.  R.  A.  339,  TERRE  HAUTE  &  I.  R.  CO.  v.  SHERWOOD,  132  Ind.  129, 

32  Am.  St.  Rep.  239,  31  N.  E.  781. 
Deiunrrera  to  separate  counts. 

Cited  in  Merrill  v.  Pepperdine,  9  Ind.  App.  418,  36  N.  E.  921,  holding  de- 
murrer  "generally   to   complaint,   and   to   each    paragraph   thereof   separately, 
ambiguous;   Penn- American  Plate  Glass  Co.  v.  Harshaw,  F.  &  G.  Co.  46  Ind. 
App.  651,  90  N.  £.  1047,  holding  that  judgment  based  upon  complaint  contain- 
ing good   and  bad  paragraphs,  to  which  demurrer  was  overruled,  will  be  re- 
versed where  record  fails  to  show  upon  which  paragraph  judgment  rests;  Black- 
more  V.  Winders,  144  N.  C.  219,  56  S.  E.  874,  holding  where  chief  ground  for 
demurrer  is  distinctly  specified  and  separately  attacked,  although  it  may  have 
contained  objections  to  other  parts  of  the  complaint,  it  may  be  treated  as  con- 
fined to  the  one  cause  of  action;  Case  v.  Hursh,  34  Ind.  App.  213,  70  N.  E.  818, 
holding  an  objection  to  a  demurrer  as  joint,  which  attacks  each  paragraph  on 
the  ground  that  neither  of  them  stated  facts  sufficient,  cannot  be  sustained; 
Winamac  v.  Stout,  165  Ind.  367,  76  N.  E.  158,  holding  a  demurrer  joint  which 
docs  not  separately  question  sufficiency  of  two  paragraphs  of  complaint^  but  de- 
murs to  the  two  paragraphs  as  not  constituting  a  cause  of  action. 
Dnty  to  farnlsli  safe  car. 

Cited  in  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Holland,  162  Ind.  413,  63  L.R.A.  951,  69 
N.  E.  38,  holding  carrier  liable  for  failure  to  provide  car  with  safe  floor  for 
shipment  of  stock. 
Burden  of  proof  as  to  carrier's  nefirllsrence  under  special  agrreement. 

Cited  in  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Arnold,  16  Tex,  Civ.  App.  77,  40  S.  W.  829,  hold- 
ing burden  of  proof  of  carrier's  negligence  on  shipper  of  live  stock  reaching 
destination  in  damaged  condition,  where  he  accompanied  them  as  caretaker; 
Grieve  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  104  Iowa,  604,  74  N.  W.  192,  holding  burden  on  shipper 
of  proving  that  injury  to  live  stock  from  his  failure  to  feed  and  water  them  as 
agreed  was  due  to  carrier's  failure  to  furnish  facilities;  Parrill  v.  Cleveland, 
C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  23  Ind.  App.  653,  55  N.  E.  1026,  holding  that  shipper  of 
live  stock  contracting  to  care  for  same  has  burden  of  proving  that  loss  is  not 
due  to  his  negligence  or  failure  to  perform  duty;  Insurance  CJo.  of  N.  A.  v.  Lake 
Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  152  Ind.  340,  53  N.  E.  382,  holding  burden  of  proof  of  carrier's 
negligence  on  shipper,  where  bill  of  lading  exempted  carrier  from  liability  for 
losses  by  fire;  Parrill  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  23  Ind.  App.  652,  55 
N.  E.  1026,  holding  burden  of  proving  carrier's  negligence  on  shipper  in  case  of 
loss  by  fire,  where  liability  from  such  cause  specially  contracted  against;  Needy 
V.  Western  Maryland  Ry.  Co.  22  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  494,  holding  burden  of  proving 
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carrier's  negligence  in  causing  loss  of  hogs,  on  one  shipping  under  contract  to  care 
for  them  himself;  Colsch  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  149  Iowa,  185,  34  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1018,  127  N.  W.  198,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  915,  holding  that  owner  who  ac- 
companies his  livestock  during  transportation  .has  burden  of  showing  that 
injury  by  freezing  was  due  to  negligence  on  part  of  carrier;  Bartlett  v.  Ore- 
gon R.  &  Kav.  Co.  57  Wash.  18,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  959,  108  Pac.  487,  holding  the 
burden  of  proving  negligence  of  carrier  rests  upon  the  shipper  under  agreement 
to  load,  unload  and  water  and  tend  stock  during  transit;  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
R.  Co.  V.  Dexter,  50  Fla.  188,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  116,  39  So.  634,  holding  same 
where  shipper  assumes  to  take  care  of  stock  during  transportation;  Chicago,  I. 
&  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Hostetter,  171  Ind.  477,  84  N.  E.  634,  holding  the  carrier  may 
absolve  itself  from  duty  of  tending  livestock  by  a  provision  in  shipping  con- 
tract whereby  shipper  assiunes  this  responsibility. 

Distinguished  in  Faust  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  104  Iowa,  246,  65  Am.  St. 
Rep.  464,  73  N.  W.  623,  holding  shipper  not  required  to  prove  that  loss  of  live 
stock  by  burning  of  car  was  not  due  to  his  failure  to  remain  on  train  or  care  for 
property  during  transit,  if  contract  merely  requires  him  to  ride  in  caboose; 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  61  Neb.  611,  65  L.  R,  A.  291,  85  N.  W.  832, 
holding  carrier  proceeding  under  shipping  contract  with  knowledge  that  caretaker 
has  not  been  provided  for  live  stock,  liable  for  loss  caused  by  failure  to  provide 
proper  care. 
Prcsumptton  a»  to  carrier's  nesllsence. 

Cited  in  Hudson  River  Lighterage  Co.  v.  Wheeler  Condenser  &  Engineering  Co. 
93  Fed.  377,  holding  presiunption  of  carrier's  negligence  raised  where  casting 
shipped  in  good  order  and  found  cracked  on  delivery;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v. 
Liveright,  14  Ind.  App.  524,  43  N.  E.  162,  holding  negligence  inferable  from  car- 
rier's failure  to  deliver  on  demand  property  carried  by  it;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  & 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Tyler,  9  Ind.  App.  692,  35  N.  E.  523,  holding  prima  facie  case 
aprainst  carrier  establistied  by  complaint  showing  delivery  cf  baggage  to  it, 
^'iving  of  check  for  same,  demand  by  owner  at  place  of  destination,  and  absolute 
and  continued  refusal  to  deliver;  Lewis  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  70  N.  J.  L.  134, 
56  Atl.  128,  1  Ann.  Cas.  156,  holding  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  injuries  to  stock 
in  shipping  were  due  to  fault  of  carrier  rather  than  to  the  natural  propensities 
of  the  animals. 
Liability  of  carrier  off  liT-estoelc. 

Cited  in  notes   (39  L.R.A.(N.S.)   640)   on  duty  of  carrier  to  take  precaution 
to  prevent  loss  threatened  without  its  antecedent  fault;    (63  Am.  St.  Rep.  662) 
on  respective  duties  of  carriers  and  shippers  of  livestock;    (130  Am.  St.  Rep. 
442,  446,  453,  464)  on  carrier's  liability  for  loss  of,  or  injury  to,  livestock. 
I'tmitation  off  carrier's  liability. 

Cited  in  notes  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  96,  124)  on  limitation  of  carrier's  liability 
in  bills  of  lading;  (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  347,  348)  on  special  limitations  of  liability 
of  carrier. 

17  L.  R.  A.  345,  RUSSELL  v.  CHICAGO  TRUST  &  SAV.  BANK,  139  Dl.  538, 

29  N.  E.  37. 
CoBsolldatlon  of  eanaea. 

Cited  in  Sweeney  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Goldberg,  66  111.  App.  669,  authorizing  consolida- 
tion of  creditors'  bills  by  different  creditors  pending  against  common  debtor; 
Gilbert  v.  Washington  Beneficial  Endowment  Asso.  10  App.  D.  C.  336,  holding 
consolidation  authorized  in  equity  at  any  time  whenever  subject-matter  same, 
though  parties  and  defenses  different;  P.  Cox  Shoe  Co.  v.  Adams,  106  Iowa,  411, 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 14. 
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75  N.  W.  316,  authorizing  consolidation  of  suits  in  equity  in  same  court  by  sev- 
eral vendors  against  common  vendee  and  a  mortgagee  of  the  latter,  to  rescind  sale 
and  set  aside  mortgage. 
Lilen  of  Juderiuent  on  property  fraudulently  conveyed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Doster  v.  Manistee  Nat.  Bank,  48  L.  R.  A.  334,  which 
denies  lien  of  judgment  on  land  previously  conveyed  in  fraud  of  creditors;  French 
Lumbering  Co.  v.  Theriault,  51  L.  R.  A.  910,  which  holds  judgment  against 
grantor  in  deed  fraudulent  as  to  creditors  not  a  lien  on  property  conveyed ;  Foley 
V.  Ruley,  55  L.  R.  A.  916,  which  holds  judgment  lien  on  land  previously  conveyed 
in  fraud  of  creditors  superior  to  that  of  creditor  subsequently  assailing  deed. 
Priorities  nnder  creditor's  bill. 

Cited  in  Young  v.  Clapp,  147  111.  188,  32  N.  E.  187,  holding  priorities  among 
creditors  necessarily  recognized  by  proceeding  by  creditor's  bill. 
ReceiT-er  nnder  creditor's  bill. 

Cited  in  Young  v.  Clapp,  147  111.  186,  32  N.  E.,  187,  holding  receivers  appointed 
under  creditor's  bill  filed  for  complainant's  benefit  only  not  necessarily  trustee 
for  benefit  of  all  creditors. 
Retnm   of  ezecntlon  as  prereanlsite  to   creditor's  bill,   etc. 

Cited  in  French  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  79  111.  App.  118,  holding  return 
nulla  hona  sufficiently  shown  by  allegation  in  creditor's  bill  that  sheriH  returned 
execution  of  no  property  found  and  no  part  satisfied;  Pecos  Irrig.  h.  Improv.  Co. 
v.  Olson,  63  111.  App.  316,  requiring  return  made  before  day  limiting  life  of  exe- 
cution, to  show  on  its  face  or  by  clear  inference  that  it  is  sheriff's  own  act,  in 
order  to  furnish  basis  for  equitable  remedies;  Illinois  Malleable  Iron  Co.  v. 
Graham,  55  111.  App.  271,  holding  exhaustion  of  legal  remedies  conferring  juris- 
diction to  maintain  creditor's  bill  shown  by  return  reciting  personal  demand 
made,  and  no  property  turned  out  or  found;  Huntington  v.  Metzgcr,  158  111.  284, 
41  N.  E.  881,  holding  that  direction  by  plaintiff's  attorney  for  return  of  execution 
unsatisfied  will  not  prevent  return  being  basis  for  capias  where  return  shows  de- 
mand for  property  and  inability  to  find  it;  Scheubert  v.  Honel,  152  HI.  315,  38 
N.  £.  913,  Affirming  50  III.  App.  598,  holding  return  of  execution  on  mere  order 
of  plaintiff's  attorney  not  basis  for  creditor's  bill ;  Detroit  Copper  &  Brass  Rolling 
Mills  V.  Ledwidge,  162  111.  308,  44  N.  E.  751,  denying  right  of  creditor  who  has 
merely  obtained  attachment  subject  to  executions  of  third  persons,  to  maintain 
bill  to  discover  outstanding  debts  due  debtor;  Anderson  v.  Hultberg,  117  111. 
App.  244,  holding  the  sheriff  is  not  required  to  hold  the  execution  for  the  full 
term  of  its  life,  after  proper  and  unavailing  efforts  have  been  made  to  collect 
from  a  defendant  who  has  left  state  to  evade  it. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  60)  on  conditions  precedent  to  equitable 
remedies  of  creditors. 

Distinguished  in  Comstock-Castle  Stove  Co.  v.  Baldwin,  169  111.  645,  48  N.  E. 
723,  authorizing  judgment  creditor  on  invitation  of  court,  before  return  of  exe- 
cution, to  become  party  to  creditor's  bill  filed  in  behalf  of  all  creditors. 
Reversals  of  Jndflrments  afllrmed  on  poor  records. 

Cited  in  Forsyth  v.  Vehmeyer,  65  111.  App.  226,  referring  to  reversals  in  su- 
preme court  of  judgments  affirmed  in  appellate  court  on  bad  records  and  poor 
arguments. 

-OIHcer's  retnm  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  note  (129  Am.  St.  Rep.  852)  on  admissibility  in  evidence  of  oflker's  re- 
turn. 
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17  L.  R.  A.  361,  LONKEY  v.  KEYES  SILVER  MIN.  CO.  21  Nev.  312,  31  Pac.  57. 
Service  on  fforelarn  corporation. 

Cited  in  Bennett  v.  Supreme  Tent,  K.  M.  40  Wash.  435,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  391, 
S2  Pac.  744,  holding  service  made  upon  the  deputy  insurance  commissioner  does 
not  meet  requirements  of  statute  calling  for  appointment  of  a  commissioner  upon 
whom  service  may  be  made ;  Karns  v.  State  Bank  &  T.  Co.  31  Nev.  177,  101  Pac. 
564,  holding  that  under  Comp.  Laws  3124,  providing  for  service  of  summons  on 
-domestic  corporations  service  on  assistant  cashier,  who  had  nothing  to  do  with 
management  of  corporation,  is  not  sufficient. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.R.A.  499)  on  who  may  be  served  with  process  in  suit 
against  foreign  corporation;  (47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  990)  on  service  on  state  officer 
as  service  on  foreign  corporations. 

17  L.  R.  A.  354,  LEPAGE  CO.  v.  RUSSIA  CEMENT  CO.  2  C.  C.  A.  555,  5  U.  S. 

App.  112,  51  Fed.  941. 
RlShta  of  transferee  of  trade-name  or  trade-marlc. 

Cited  in  Russia  Cement  Co.  v.  Katzenstein,  109  Fed.  315,  holding  exclusive 
right  in  surname  as  trade-name  passes  to  transferee;  Rahtjen's  American  Com- 
position Co.  V.  Holzappel's  Composition  Co.  41  C.  C.  A.  332,  101  Fed.  260,  sus- 
taining right  by  succession  to  exclusive  use  of  surname  as  trade-name  to  desig- 
nate particular  kind  of  paint,  though  patent  on  paint  has  lapsed;  Clark  Thread 
€o.  V.  Armitage,  21  C.  C.  A.  182,  45  U.  S.  App.  62,  74  Fed.  940,  holding  use  by 
purchaser  of  trade-mark  of  words  representing  commercial  origin  and  early  his- 
tory, proper  though  not  strictly  true;  Peck  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Peck  Bros.  Co.  62 
L.  R.  A.  87,  51  C.  C.  A.  251,  113  Fed.  299,  holding  that  right  to  trade-name  of 
corporation  passes  by  sale  under  decree  of  all  its  franchises,  name,  and  good  will 
to  reorganization  committee  representing  all  its  stockholders;  Wyckoff,  S.  &  B. 
v.  Howe  Scale  Co.  58  C.  C.  A.  514,  122  Fed.  352,  holding  that  transferee  of 
Remington  typewriter  business  may  enjoin  use  of  word  "Remington"  by  Reming- 
ton-Sholes  Typewriter  Co.;  Ludwig  v.  Claviola  Co.  144  App.  Div.  393,  129  N. 
Y.  Supp.  310,  holding  that  when  firm  has  manufactured  and  sold  pianos,  which 
have  become  known  under  trade  name  such  name  passes  to  buyer  of  firm  assets 
and  good  will;  Lothrop  Pub.  Co.  v.  Lothrop,  L.  &  S.  Co.  191  Mass.  355,  5  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1080,  77  N.  E.  841,  holding  an  assignee  in  insolvency,  may,  in  sale  of 
property  used  in  the  business,  and  of  the  good  will  connected  with  it,  give  a 
right  to  the  use  of  the  trade  name;  Herring-Hall-Marvin  Safe  Co.  v.  Hall's  Safe 
Co.  208  U.  S.  558,  52  L.  ed.  620,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  350,  holding  the  trade-name 
which  predecessors  of  a  company  had  made  famous  passed  to  the  vendee  upon  sale 
of  the  business,  with  all  its  rights. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Watkins  v.  Landon,  19  L.  R.  A.  236,  which  holds  purchaser 
of  formula  of  unpatented  medicine  has  no  right  to  exclusively  appropriate  name 
of  original  manufacturer;  Slater  v.  Slater,  61  L.  R.  A.  796,  which  holds  firm  name 
an  asset  of  partnership  which  executor  of  deceased  partner  has  right  to  have 
sold;  Millbrae  Co.  v.  Taylor,  25  L.  R.  A.  193,  which  holds  exclusive  right  to  use 
name  "Millbrae"  does  not  pass  on  division  of  milk  business  with  partner;  Nolan 
Bros,  Shoe  Co.  v.  Nolan,  53  L.  R.  A.  384,  which  sustains  right  of  one  using  family 
name  as  trade-name  to  prevent  deceptive  use  of  name  by  other  member  of  same 
family;  Brass  &  Iron  Works  Co.  v.  Payne,  19  L.  R.  A.  82,  which  holds  good  will 
of  partnership,  including  firm  name,  transferred  on  dissolution  by  one  partner's 
transfer  of  interest  to  other  partners;  Knoedler  v.  Glaenzer,  20  L.  R.  A.  733, 
irhich  upholds  right  of  vendor  of  good  will  to  establish  similar  business  in  same 
place  under  own  name. 

Cited  in  note  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  713,  718)  on  sale  of  trademark. 
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Restriction  upon  ivords  used  In  trade  name. 

Cited  in  Avenarius  v.  Kornely,  139  Wis.  266,  121  N.  W.  336,  holding  the  word 
"Carbolineum"  is  not  bo  descriptive  of  the  quality  as  to  make  it  obnoxious  to 
the  rule  forbidding  the  use  of  descriptive  words  as  trademarks  or  trade- 
names; W.  R.  Lynn  Shoe  Co.  v.  Auburn-Lyn  Shoe  Co.  100  Me.  470,  4  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  966,  62  Atl.  499,  holding  the  words  "Auburn-Lynn  Shoes"  made  by  com- 
bining a  geographical  and  personal  name  constituted  a  valid  trademark;  Edison 
Storage  Battery  Co.  v.  Edison  Automobile  Co.  67  N.  J.  Eq.  55,  56  Atl.  861,  re- 
straining the  use  of  the  name  '"Edison"  used  by  an  automobile  company  appar- 
ently in  competition  with  the  "Edison  Storage  Battery  Co." 
Injunction  agralnst  deceptive  nse  of  name. 

Cited  in  Bissell  Chilled  Plow  Works  v.  T.  M.  Bissell  Plow  Co.  121  Fed.  367, 
holding  that  "Bissell  Chilled  Plow  Works"  may  enjoin  use  of  name  "Bissell"  by 
"T.  M.  Bissell  Plow  Company;"  Royal  Baking  Powder  Co.  v.  Royal,  58  C.  C.  A. 
508,  122  Fed.  346,  holding  that  Royal  Baking  Powder  Company  may  enjoin  fraud- 
ulent use  of  word  "Royal' '  by  manufacture  of  that  name;  Jann^  v.  Pan-Coast 
Ventilator  &  Mfg.  Co.  128  Fed.  124,  enjoining  use  of  word  "New  Pan-Coast"  in 
connection  with  different  article,  as  violating  rights  of  one  using  word  "Pancoast;'' 
Cha^.  S.  Higgins  Co.  v.  Higgins  Soap  Co.  144  N.  Y.  469,  27  L.  R.  A.  44,  footnote 
p.  42,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  769,  39  N.  E.  490,  denying  right  to  use  name  *liiggius 
Soap  Co."  where  name  "Chas.  S.  Higgins  Co."  previously  used  by  manufacturers 
of  soap;  Charles  S.  Higgins  Co.  v.  Amalga  Soap  Co.  10  Misc.  272,  30  X.  Y.  Supp. 
1074,  upholding  injunction  against  deceptive  use  of  word  **Higgins"  on  soap  pack- 
age, though  person  of  that  name  authorized  its  use;  Pettes  v.  American  \\'atch- 
man's  Clock  Co.  39  App.  Div.  348,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  900,  holding  that  "American 
Watchman's  Clock  Co.,"  as  partnership,  may  enjoin  corporation's  use  of  same 
name. 

Cited  in  notes   (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)   663:  52  L.  ed.  U.  S.  482,  484)   on  limitation 
of  right  to  use  one's  own  name  as  tradename. 
Abandonment  of  trademark  a«  defense   ta  InfrlnBrement. 

Cited  in  note  (45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  70)  on  laches  or  abandonment  of  trademark  as 
defense  to  suit  for  infringement. 
Fiction  of  Incorporation  to  evade  lair. 

Cited  in  note   (1  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   179)   on  fiction  of  incorporation  to  evade  law. 

17  L.  R.  A.  359,  BARROW  S.  S.  CO.  v.  MEXICAN  C.  R.  CO.  134  N.  Y.  15,  31 

N.  E.  261. 
Conclnalveneafi  of  fin  dinars. 

Cited  in  Tallapoosa  Lumber  Co.  v.  Holbert,  5  App.  Div.  561,  39  N.  Y.  Supp. 
432,  holding  finding  of  fact  supported  by  any  evidence  conclusive  on  appeal  when 
verdict  directed,  without  request  by  either  party  to  go  to  jury;  Dunlevie  v. 
Spangenberg,  66  Misc.  366,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  299,  holding  court  should  consider 
the  whole  correspondence  and  not  rest  by  reading  a  part  thereof,  in  determining 
whether  a  contract  has  been  established. 
Offer  and  acceptance. 

Cited  in  Hassctt  v.  McArdle,  7  Misc.  712,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  48,  holding  offer  to 
take  on  boat  specified  amount  of  iron  at  specified  price,  mere  proposition,  not 
binding  until  accepted;  Sidney  Glass  Works  v.  Barnes,  86  Hun,  377,  33  N.  Y. 
Supp.  508,  holding  sufficient  acceptance  of  order  for  battles  to  constitute  con- 
tract not  shown  by  letter  stating  that  order  is  entered  and  that  writer  thinks 
there  will  be  no  difficulty  in  keeping  other  party  supplied,  if  reasonable  oppor- 
tunity given  to  make  ready;  Stern  v.  Ladew,  47  App.  Div.  336,  62  N.  Y.  Supp. 
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267,  holding  oral  agreement  to  pay  1  cent  a  pound  above  market  price  for  hides 
treated  in  certain  way,  mere  option  imder  which  neither  party  assumed  liability; 
Mahar  v.  Compton,  18  App.  Div.  541,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R.  1129,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  1126, 
holding  letter  by  creditor  not  to  send  engines  yet,  and  to  have  the  boys  try  to  find 
rod  for  big  engine,  not  unconditional  acceptance  of  debtor's  offer  to  sell  two 
engines  and  give  check  for  balance;  Hoffman  v.  Maffioli,  104  Wis.  636,  47  L.  R.  A. 
429,  80  N.  W.  1032,  denying  duty  to  furnish  all  stone  needed  to  pave  certain 
street,  under  agreement  to  furnish  stone  in  such  quantities  as  may  be  desired  on 
such  street;  Booth  v.  Milliken,  127  App.  Div.  625,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  791,  holding 
no  action  can  be  maintained  upon  a  contract  where  there  has  been  no  agreement 
to  do  that  which  is  set  up  as  cause  for  the  action;  Wood  v.  Ellsworth,  45  Misc. 
586,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  24,  holding  where  offeree  introduces  new  terms  the  making 
of  a  contract  is  deferred  to  an  acceptance  of  such  new  terms;  Stern  v.  Ladew, 
47  App.  Div.  331,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  267,  30  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  41,  holding 
neither  party  assumes  liability  where  the  agreement  does  not  require  one  to 
take  any  hides  nor  bind  the  other  party  to  deliver  any. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Davie  v.  Lumberman's  Min.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  357,  which 
holds  indefinite,  contract  to  mine  ore  at  fixed  price  as  long  as  it  can  be  made  to 

"pay" 

Distinguished  in  Heisel  v.  Volkmann,  55  App.  Div.  610,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  271, 
holding  agreement  to  take  at  least  5,000,000  pieces  of  chewing  gum  made  by  ask- 
ing prices  for  requirements  estimated  at  from  five  to  ten  million  pieces,  with 
expression  of  confidence  that  it  would  not  be  less  than  smaller  amount. 
CoBfllderlnv  entire  contract* 

Cited  in  Gates  v.  Dudgeon,  72  App.  Div.  563,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  561,  requiring 
consideration  of  entire  correspondence  to  determine  whether  contract  made  out. 

17  L.  R.  A.  364,  STATE  ex  rel  PHELAN  v.  WALSH,  62  Conn.  260,  25  Atl.  1. 
Mode  of  determlnlngr  majority  vote. 

Cited  in  Eufaula  v.  Gibson,  22  Okla.  536,  98  Pac.  565,  holding  "a  majority  of 
the  votes  cast"  is  to  be  construed  as  a  majority  of  all  the  valid  legal  ballots 
cast. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel,  Hocknell  v.  Roper,  47  Neb.  426,  66  N.  W.  539, 
holding  rejected  or  blank  ballots  not  to  be  counted  in  determining  whether  neces- 
sary three-fifths  majority  has  been  received  for  county  seat. 
Hark  on  ballot. 

Cited  in  Cook  v.  Fisher,  100  Iowa,  36,  69  N.  W.  264,  holding  alteration  or 
addition  by  election  officers  to  name  of  candidate  not  identifying  mark  preventing 
counting  of  ballot;  Coughlin  v.  McElroy,  72  Conn.  106,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  301,  43 
Atl.  854,  upholding  ballot  on  which  name  of  original  candidate  restored,  after 
erasure;  Cross  v.  Kathley,  119  Tenn.  580,  105  S.  W.  854,  holding  the  use  of 
the  word  "for"  before  the  name  office  constituted  a  mark,  rendering  the  ballots 
void. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sego  v.  Stoddard,  22  L.  R.  A.  468,  as  to  what  constitutes 
distinguishing  mark  on  ballot;  State  ex  rel.  Law  v.  Saxon,  18  L.  R.  A.  721, 
vhich  holds  ballots  marked  with  name  of  ticket  not  illegal ;  Lindstrom  v.  Manistee 
County,  19  L.  R.  A.  172,  which  refuses  to  exclude  ballot  with  unauthorized  vi- 
gnette; State  ex  rel.  Baxter  v.  Ellis,  17  L.  R.  A.  382,  which  requires  rejection  of 
ballots  with  device  upon  them  in  municipal  election ;  Fletcher  v.  Wall,  40  L.  R.  A. 
617,  which  holds  use  of  paster  ballots  unlawful;  Re  Contested  Election,  27  L.  R. 
A.  234,  which  denies  right  to  paste  slip  ticket  over  printed  matter  on  ballot. 

Cited  in  notes  (47  L.  R.  A.  808,  812,  824)  on  marking  official  ballot;  (49 
Am.  St.  Rep.  246,  246,  247 )  on  distinguishing  marks  invalidating  ballot. 
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Preanmptioii  as  to  sood  faith* 

Cited  in  Coffman  v.  Christenflon,  102  Minn.  465,  113  N.  W.  1064,  holding  the 
presumption  of  innocence  and  good  faith  is  one  of  the  strongest,  and  always 
prevails  over  one  giving  rise  to  an  inference  of  guilt  or  bad  faith. 
Mandatory  proTisioim  as  to  ballot* 

Cited  in  Ellis  ew  rel.  Reynolds  y.  May,  99  Mich.  545,  25  L.  R.  A.  328,  58  N. 
W.  483,  holding  provisions  requiring  voter  to  be  sworn  as  to  inability  to  read  and 
write  before  allowing  another  to  mark  his  ballot,  mandatory. 
'Wrons  title  as  affecting;  ballot* 

Cited  in  Merrill  v.  Reed,  75  Conn.  16,  52  Atl.  409,  holding  ballot  not  in- 
validated by  use  of  title  "auditor  of  Town  Accounts"  instead  of  ** Auditor." 
Office   of  quo  -warranto* 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Oakey  v.  Fowler,  66  Conn.  300,  32  Atl.  162,  hold- 
ing quo  warranto  proper  remedy  to  oust  illegal  incumbent  from,  not  to  induct 
legal  one  into,  office. 

17  L.  R.  A.  375,  NELSON  v.  HUBBARD,  96  Ala.  238,  11  So.  428. 
Bffect  of  dimolntion  of  corporation* 

Cited  in  Fitts  v.  National  Life  Asso.  130  Ala.  415,  30  So.  374,  denying  right 
to  mak«  dissolved  corporation  a  party  defendant;  Black  v.  Sullivan  Timber  Co. 
147  Ala«  333,  40  So.  667,  holding  where  there  is  a  voluntary  dissolution  of  a 
corporation  upon  application  of  a  majority  of  stock  holders,  a  stockholder  par- 
ticipating cannot  apply  for  a  receiver;  Jacobs  v.  E.  Bement's  Sons,  161  Mich. 
422,  126  N.  W.  1043  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  creditor  to  maintain  action 
against  a  corporation  after  proceedings  to  dissolve. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Marion  Phosphate  Co.  v.  Perry,  33  L.  R.  A.  252,  which 
holds  judgment  against  corporation  after  dissolution  invalid;  Combes  t.  Mil- 
waukee &  M.  R.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  369,  which  denies  right  to  sue  corporation  de- 
vested of  property  and  franchises  by  judicial  sale. 

Cited  in  notes  (69  L.R.A.  140)  on  recovering  for  services  and  expenses  under 
running  contract  with  corporation  ended  by  its  insolvency  and  dissolution;  (32^ 
L.R.A.(X.S.)  447)  on  abatement  of  action  by  or  against  corporation  by  dis- 
solution or  expiration  of  charter;  (134  Am.  St.  Rep.  313,  314)  on  acts  and 
proceedings  of  dissolved  corporations. 
Payment  for  stock  in  property* 

Cited  in  Grant  v.  East  &  West  R.  Co.  4  C.  C.  A.  518,  13  U.  S.  App.  1,  54  Fed. 
576,  holding  trust  ended  on  payment  of  stock  subscription  in  good  faith  in  prop- 
erty other  than  money,  at  fair  valuation. 
Necessity  of  notice  of  atocklioldera'  meetincr** 

Approved  in  Riesterer  v.  Horton  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  160  Mo.  162,  61  S.  W. 
238,  upholding  power  of  stockholders  to  waive  requirement  of  sixty  days'  notice 
of  meeting  of  stockholders  to  vote  on  issue  of  bonds;  Anderson  v.  Bullock  County 
Bank,  122  Ala.  284,  25  So.  523,  denying  right  of  creditor  to  attack  corporate 
mortgage  for  failure  to  give  notice  to  stockholders  of  meeting  at  which  majority 
consented  to  mortgage;  Benbow  v.  Cook,  115  N.  C.  331,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  454,  20 
S.  E.  453,  holding  that  proceedings  at  corporate  meeting  not  called  in  prescribed 
manner  valid  if  ratified  by  all  absent  stockholders;  Bridgeport  Electric  A;  Ice 
Co.  V.  Meader,  18  C.  C.  A.  466,  30  U.  S.  App.  580,  72  Fed.  120,  upholding  con- 
tract by  promoters  of  corporation  subsequently  ratified  by  it  in  absence  of  com- 
plaint by  stockholders,  though  no  notice  of  meeting  given  them. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bagley  v.  Reno  Oil  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  184,  which  requires 


215  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [17  LJI.A.  382 

previous  notice  to  authorize  change  at  r^ular  annual  meeting  of  by-laws  in- 
creasing number  of  directors. 
Rlffht  of  corporation  to  pledcro  it«  bond*  or  other  property* 

Approved  in  Illinois  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank  v.  Pacific  R.  Go.  117  Cal.  344,  49  Pac. 
197,  upholding  right  of  corporation  to  pledge  its  bonds  as  collateral  security; 
Atlantic  Trust  Co.  v.  Woodbridge  Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.  79  Fed.  846,  upholding 
pledge  by  corporation  of  its  bonds  as  collateral  for  debt  less  in  amount  than  their 
par  value;  Alabama  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v.  McKeever,  112  Ala.  145,  20  So.  84,  and 
Barrett  v.  PoUak  Co.  108  Ala.  396,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  172,  18  So.  615,  denying  right 
of  creditor  to  invoke  statutory  prohibition  against  corporation  pledging  prop- 
erty except  in  prescribed  manner;  Southern  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Casa  Grand 
Stable  Co.  119  Ala.  181,  24  So.  886,  same  case  on  subsequent  appeal  in  128 
Ala.  630,  29  So.  654,  holding  borrowing  of  money  by  corporation  imauthorized 
unless  done  by  consent  of  majority  in  value  of  stockholders,  in  manner  required 
by  statute,  or  subsequently  ratified  by  them;  Gilchrist  Transp.  Co.  v.  Phoenix 
Ins.  Co.  95  C.  C.  A.  475,  170  Fed.  284,  holding  a  corporation  may  lawfully  issue 
to  a  creditor  its  bonds  secured  by  mortgage  in  pledge  for  the  payment  of  an- 
other of  its  obligations;  Western  Supply  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  United  States  &  M. 
Trust  Co.  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  482,  92  S.  W.  986,  holding  a  railroad  company  haa 
authority  to  pledge  its  bonds  as  collateral  security  for  money,  or  property 
actually  received;  American  Ice  &  Industries  Co.  v.  Crane,  142  Ala.  625,  39 
So.  233,  denying  authority  of  a  corporation  to  issue  bonds  for  distribution 
among  stockholders  as  a  bonus. 

Cited  in  note  (111  Am.  St.  Rep.  327)  on  implied  power  of  corporations  to 
borrow  money  and  give  evidence  of  indebtedness  and  security  therefor. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Goldville  Mfg.  Co.  122  Fed.  575,  Affirming  118  Fed.  896, 
sustaining   right  of  corporation   to   pledge  its  bonds   for   money   borrowed  for 
legitimate  purpose. 
Liability  of  a  atoclc  holder  pnreliaainflr  belonv  par. 

Cited  in  Speer  v.  Bordeleau,  20  Colo.  App.  422,  79  Pac.  332,  holding  no  lia- 
bility attaches  to  stockholders  purchasing  additional  stock,  sold  below  par  by 
corporation  to  recuperate  itself. 
Statntory  reaaiaitea  of  corporate  action. 

Cited  in  McKee  ▼.  Title  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  159  Cal.  223,  113  Pac.  140,  holding  that 
bonds  issued  by  corporation  are  not  void  as  to  creditors  because  stockholder's 
meeting  authorizing  issue  was  not  held  in  accordance  with  law;  Re  V.  &  M» 
Lumber  Co.  182  Fed.  237,  holding  that  corporation  trustees  in  bankruptcy  can- 
not take  advantage  of  failure  of  corporation  to  have  mortgage  of  assets  auth- 
orized at  meeting  of  stockholders  as  required  by  statute;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.. 
V.  State,  154  Ala.  224,  45  So.  296,  holding  the  formalities  prescribed  for  a  valid 
«zecution  of  a  conveyance  by  a  corporation  are  for  the  benefit  of  the  stockholders,, 
and  if  they  acquiesce  the  state  cannot  complain;  West  Point  Min.  &  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Allen,  143  Ala.  549,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  60,  39  So.  351,  5  Ann.  Cas.  532,  hold- 
ing others  cannot  complain  of  failure  of  corporation  to  comply  with  formali- 
ties in  execution  of  trust  deed,  if  shareholders  acquiesce. 

17  L.  R.  A.  382,  STATE  ea>  rel  BAXTER  v.  ELLIS,  111  N.  C.  124,  16  8.  E.  938. 
MarkiBflT  oAeial  ballot. 

Cited  in  Van  Winkle  v.  Crabtree,  34  Or.  480,  55  Pac.  831,  holding  ballot  with 
"0.  K."  written  on  blank  space  beneath  set  of  candidates  void;  Cross  ▼.  Keath- 
ley,  119  Tenn.  579,  105  8.  W.  864,  holding  the  word  "for"  before  and  "vote  for 


17  L.R.A.  3821  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  216 

tfvo"  after  the  name  of  certain  officers  were .  distinguishing  marks  renderimg 
votes  void  under  uniform  law. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sego  v.  Stoddard,  22  L.  R.  A.  468,  as  to  what  con- 
stitutes a  distinguishing  mark  on  ballot;  Lindstrom  v.  Manistee  County,  19 
L.  R.  A.  172,  which  refuses  to  exclude  ballot  with  unauthorized  vignette;  State 
ex  rel.  Law  v.  Saxon,  18  L.  R.  A.  721,  which  holds  ballots  marked  with  name  of 
ticket  not  illegal. 

Cited  in  notes    (47   L.  R.  A.   823)    on  marking  official   ballot;    (32  LA. A. 
(N.  S.)   732)   on  effect  of  officers  supplying  means  of  identifying  ballots;     (49 
Am.  St.  Rep.  248)  on  distinguishing  marks  invalidating  ballot. 
Mandatory  provisions  as  to  ballot. 

Cited  in  Ellis  ex  rel.  Reynolds  v.  May,  99  Mich.  545,  25  L.  R.  A.  328,  58  N. 
W.  483,  holding  requirement  that  voter  be  sworn  as  to  inability  to  read  and 
write  before  allowing  another  to  mark  his  ballot,  mandatory;  State  ex  reL 
Wright  V.  Spires,  162  N.  C.  6,  67  S.  E.  41,  holding  where  size  of  ballot  was 
fixed  as  one  inch  by  three  inches  the  election  is  not  avoided  by  use  of  ballots 
one  and  one-half  inches  by  three  inches. 
Bffect  of  term  «0.  K." 

Cited  in  Morganton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Ohio  River  &  C.  R.  Co.  121  N.  C.  517,  61  Am. 
St.  Rep.  679,  28  S.  E.  474,  stating  that  parties  agree  that  "O.  K."  on  bill  of 
lading  means  "in  good  condition." 

17  L.  R.  A.  383,  STATE  ex  rel.  CUSTER  COUNTY  AGRI.  SOO.  &  L.  S.  EX- 
CHANGE V.  ROBINSON,  35  Neb.  401,  53  N.  W.  213. 
:8 pedal  legrlalatlon. 

Approved  in  Hunzinger  v.  State,  39  Neb.  65G,  58  N.  W.  194,  upholding  law, 
general  in  terms,  though  applicable  at  time  to  only  one  county;  State  em  rel. 
Wheeler  v.  Stuht,  52  Neb.  223,  71  N.  W.  941,  upholding  act  classifying  cities, 
and  conferring  corporate  powers  on  them,  although  applicable  to  only  one  class; 
Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  v.  Bachler,  44  Neb.  565,  62  N.  W.  911,  upholding  statute 
authorizing  taxation  of  attorney's  fee  against  insurance  company;  Wenham  v 
State,  65  Neb.  400,  58  L.  R.  A.  827,  91  N.  W.  421,  holding  act  Umiting  hours  of 
•employment  of  women  in  specified  establishments  not  class  legislation;  Living- 
ston Loan  &  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Drummond,  49  Neb.  205,  68  N.  W.  375,  upholding 
act  exempting  loan  associations  from  some  features  of  the  general  interest 
law. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel,  Dawson  County  v.  Farmers  &  M.  Irrig.  Co.  59  Neb. 
3,  80  N.  W.  52,  holding  void,  act  exempting  irrigation  companies  from  general 
law  requiring  railroad  and  canal  companies,  etc.,  to  erect  bridges  and  crossings 
over  highways;  State  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  81  Neb.  25,  115  N.  W.  614,  holding 
a  law  not  restricted  by  its  terms  to  a  particular  locality  and  which  operates 
equally  upon  all  in  a  group  is  not  objectionable  as  special. 
Pnblle  purposes  anthorlslnfir  tax  or  appropriation. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Douglas  County  v.  Cornell,  53  Neb.  562,  39  L.  R.  A. 
516,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  629,  74  N.  W.  59,  holding  appropriation  for  erecting  and 
maintaining  suitable  building  and  county  exhibit  at  exposition,  for  a  public 
purpose;  State  ex  rel.  Butler  County  Agri.  Soc.  v.  Coufal,  1  Neb.  (Unof.)  130, 
95  N.  W.  362,  holding  that  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  supervisors  to  issue 
warrant  for  benefit  of  agricultural  society;  Berman  v.  Minnesota  State  Agri. 
Soc.  93  Minn.  129,  100  N.  W.  732,  holding  a  state  agricultural  society  is  recog- 
nized as  an  arm  of  the  state,  organized  for  the  promoting  of  the  public  interest. 
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Cited  in  note  (67  L.  R.  A.  96)  on  taxation  of  corporate  franchises  in  United 
States. 

17  L.  R.  A.  385,  PEEL  SPLINT  COAL  CO.  v.  STATE,  36  W.  Va.  802,  15  S.  E. 

1000. 
Restrietloa  oa  rl^lit  of  contraet* 

Approred  in  State  v.  Wilson,  7  Kan.  App.  445,  63  Pac.  371,  sustaining  act  pro- 
hibiting screening  of  coal  mined  before  weighing;  Harbison  y.  Knoxville  Iron 
Co.  103  Tenn.  446,  56  L.  R.  A.  321,  76  Am.  St  Rep.  682,  58  S.  W.  955,  uphold- 
ing act  requiring  employers  to  redeem,  if  demanded,  scrip,  etc.,  given  in  payment 
of  wages;  Opinion  of  Justices,  163  Mass.  591,  28  L.  R.  A.  346,  40  N.  £.  713, 
upholding  statute  requiring  manufacturers,  whether  individuals  or  corporations,, 
to  pay  wages  of  employees  weekly;  Leep  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  58  Ark* 
426,  23  L.  R.  A.  271,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  109,  25  S.  W.  75,  sustaining  statute  re- 
quiring corporation  on  discharging  employee  to  pay  wages  then  earned,  though 
not  yet  due,  without  discount  for  prepayment;  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  334,  21 
L.  R.  A.  810,  22  S.  W.  350  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  void,  act 
prohibiting  mining  and  manufacturing  companies  paying  employees  in  other 
than  lawful  money;  State  v.  Haun,  61  Kan.  178,  47  L.  R.  A.  380,  69  Pac.  340^ 
Reversing  7  Kan.  App.  514,  54  Pac.  130  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  hold- 
ing  void,  act  prohibiting  payment  of  wages  of  employees  of  corporations  em- 
ploying more  than  ten  persons,  in  other  than  lawful  money  or  negotiable  paper* 

Cited  in  State  v.  Mullins,  87  S.  C.  512,  70  S.  E.  9,  holding  that  statute  re- 
lating to  reduction  from  weight  of  cotton  for  bagging  and  ties  does  not  deprive 
purchaser  of  cotton  of  equal  protection  of  law;  nor  of  property  without  due 
process  of  law;  Barfield  v.  Stevens  Mercantile  Co.  85  S.  C.  189,  67  S.  E.  158, 
to  the  point  that  statute  appointing  cotton  weigher  requiring  sellers  and  buy« 
ers  of  cotton  to  have  it  weighed  *by  him  is  within  police  power;  McLean  v* 
Arkansas,  211  U.  S.  549,  53  L.  ed.  320,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  206,  upholding  statute 
requiring  payment  of  miner's  wages  based  on  measurement  of  coal  before 
screening;  Shortall  v.  Puget  Sound  Bridge  &  Dredging  Co.  46  Wash.  295,  122 
Am.  St.  Rep.  899,  88  Pac«  212,  upholding  act  requiring  the  payment  of  wages 
of  labor  in  lawful  money  of  the  United  States;  Com.  v.  Strauss,  191  Mass.  554,. 
11  LJS.A.(N.S.)  972,  78  N.  E.  136,  6  Ann.  Cas.  842,  upholding  act  providing  a 
penalty  for  making  the  sale  of  goods  conditional  upon  selling  goods  of  no- 
other  person;  Seelyville  Coal  &  Min.  Co.  v.  McGlosson,  166  Ind.  568,  117  Am. 
Si  Rep.  396,  77  N.  E.  1044,  0  Ann.  Cas.  234,  upholding  act  providing  for  bi- 
weekly payment  of  wages  in  money  upon  demand  by  laborer;  McLean  v.  State^ 
81  Ark.  308,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  1037,  98  S.  W.  729,  11  Ann.  Cas.  72,  holding 
it  within  police  power  of  state  to  adopt  a  uniform  system  of  weights  and 
measures,  and  to  require  all  persons  to  conform  thereto  in  business  trans- 
actions; Mutual  Loan  Co.  v.  Martell,  200  Mass.  487,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  128 
Am.  St.  Rep.  446,  86  N.  E.  916,  on  constitutionality  of  laws  securing  to  em- 
ployees payment  of  wages  in  money;  McGuire  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  131 
Iowa,  367,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  719,  108  N.  W.  902,  holding  the  corporate  person 
has  no  rights  except  those  given  by  the  law  making  power,  and  the  creation 
necessarily  implies  the  power  of  regulation;  State  v.  St.  Mary's  Franco- Ameri- 
can Petroleum  Co.  68  W.  Va.  116,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  664,  1]2  Am.  St.  Rep.  951,  51 
8.  E.  865,  6  Ann.  Cas.  38  (dissenting  opinion),  on  meaning  of  the  word  liberty 
in  constitution. 

Applied  in  Waters  v.  Wolf,  162  Pa.  168,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  815,  29  Atl.  646, 
upholding  as  against  subcontractor  agreement  by  contractor  that  no  mechanics^ 
liens  shall  be  filed. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ramsey  v.  People,  17  L.  R.  A.  853,  which  holds  statute 
as  to  computing  wages  of  coal. miners  unconstitutional;  Braceville  Coal  Co.  r. 
People,  22  L.  R.  A.  340,  which  holds  unconstitutional,  statute  requiring  weekly 
payment  of  wages  by  specified  corporations. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L  R.  A.  143)  on  statutory  limitation  of  hours  of  labor; 
(28  L.  R.  A.  274)  on  validity  and  effect  of  statutes  requiring  wages  to  be  paid 
in  lawful  money;  (21  L.  R.  A.  789)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restrict- 
ing contracts  and  business;  (122  Am.  St.  Rep.  910)  on  constitutionality  of 
statutes  regulating  time  and  method  of  payment,  of  wages;  (37  Am.  St^  Rep. 
213)  on  statute  regulating  relations  of  master  and  servant;  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  178, 
180)   on  protection  of  corporations  from  special  and  hostile  legislation. 

Distinguished  and  Criticized  in  Re  Morgan,  26  Colo.  432,  47  L.  R.  A.  60,  77 
Am.  St.  Rep.  269,  58  Pac.  1071,  holding  void,  act  prohibiting  working  more 
than  eight  hours  a  day  in  mines  or  smelters. 

Disapproved  in  Re  Preston,  63  Ohio  St.  439,  62  L.  R.  A.  626,  81  Am.  St.  Rep. 
642,  59  N.  E.  101,  holding  void,  act  requiring  weighing  of  coal  mined,  before 
screening;  Johnson  v.  Goodyear  Min.  Co.  127  Cal.  18,  47  L.  R.  A.  344,  78  Am.  St. 
Rep.  17,  59  Pac.  304,  holding  void,  act  requiring  monthly  payment  of  wages  to 
employees  of  corporations,  and  giving  preferential  lien  on  corporate  property  and 
allowing  attorneys'  fees  in  cases  of  violation;  Jordon  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  538,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  608,  103  S.  W.  633,  14  Ann.  Cas.  616,  holding  un- 
constitutional a  statute  making  it  unlawful  for  payment  of  laborers  in 
merchandise,  as  interfering  with  the  right  of  contract. 
Upholding:  conntltutioaallty  of  act* 

Cited  in  Codlin  v.  Kohlhousen,  9  N.  M.  582,  58  Pac.  499,  requiring  adoption 
of  such  construction  of  statute  as  will  best  carry  into  eflTect,  and  sustain,  the 
law;  Owen  v.  Sioux  City,  91  Iowa,  197,  59  N.  W.  3,  requiring  absence  of  facts 
essential  to  validity  of  act  to  be  conclusively  shown  by  one  attacking  act. 

17  L.  R.  A.  403,  RIFE  v.  LYBARGER,  49  Ohio  St.  422,  31  N.  E.  768. 
Marketable  title. 

Cited  in  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lord,  40  C.  C.  A.  591,  100  Fed.  23,  holding 
that  uncanceled  mortgage  executed  more  than  fifty  years  before,  to  trust  com- 
pany which  failed  more  than  forty  years  before,  does  not  make  title  unmarket- 
able; Egle  V.  Morrison,  6  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  615,  27  Ohio  C.  C.  603,  holding  that 
ordinary  building  restrictions  do  not  render  title  unmarketable  under  agreement 
to  give  warranty  deed. 

Cited  in  note  (132  Am.  St.  Rep.  993)  on  what  is  a  marketable  title. 
ejection  by  mortflravee* 

Cited  in  Kerr  v.  Lydecker,  51  Ohio  St.  260,  37  N.  E.  267,  stating  {argumdo) 
that  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  recover  possession  by  ejectment  after  condition 
broken. 
Ontlaiived  mortsaflre  as  eload   on  title. 

Cited  in  Baird  v.  Ramsey,  2  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  494,  25  Ohio  C.  C.  633,  holding 
that  owner  is  entitled  to  decree  quieting  title  against  mortgage  securing  note 
maturing  more  than  twenty-one  years  before  action,  on  which  partial  payment 
was  made  more  than  sixteen  years  before  action. 

17  L.  R.  A.  407,  WORTHINGTON  v.  MENCER,  96  Ala.  310,  11  So.  72. 

Blfect  of  InMinity. 

Cited  in  Koch  v.  Fox,  71  App.  Div.  299,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  913,  assuming,  without 
deciding,  question  as  to  liability  of  one  causing  injury,  for  death  of  injured  per- 
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«on  from  pneumonia,  caused  by  his  jumping  into  river  while  insane;  Seattle 
Electric  Co.  v.  Hovden,  111  C.  C.  A.  191,  190  Fed.  9,  holding  that  in  determin- 
ing question  of  contributory  negligence  of  injured  person  want  of  mental 
capacity  may  be  shown  and  considered. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.  R.  A.  727)  on  presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as  to 
sanity;    (69  L.Rj1.  537)   on  care  due  to  sick,  infirm,  or  helpless  persons,  with 
whom  no  contract  relation  is  sustained. 
'-—Ob  capacitT  mm  -wltncwi. 

Cited  in  Bowdle  v.  Detroit  Street  R.  Co.  103  Mich.  277,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  366, 
61  N.  W.  529,  sustaining  instruction  to  consider  testimony  of  witness  introduced 
without  objection,  if  jury  found  her  sane,  and  otherwise  not  consider  it  at 
all,  where  evidence  of  insanity  afterwards  introduced;  Blount  v.  Blount,  158 
Ala.  250,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  766,  48  So.  581,  17  Ann.  Cas.  392  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  determination  of  competency  of  witness  to  testify  when  point  is  raised. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.  R.  A.  424)  on  effect  of  insanity  on  capacity  of  witness; 
(28  Am.  St.  Rep.  942)  on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  insane  witness. 

17  L.  R.  A.  409,  MOTT  v.  OPPENHEIMER,   135  N.  Y.  312,  48  N.  Y.  S.  R. 

75,. 31   N.  E.   1097. 
CoTeomnts  mnnlnflr  ^n^itli  tlte  land. 

Cited  in  Holt  v.  Fleischman,  75  App.  Div.  601,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  647,  holding 
that  covenant  by  grantor  for  herself,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  as  to  building  line 
on  other  lots  owned  by  her,  runs  with  the  land;  Parsons  v.  Baltimore  Bldg. 
A  L.  Asso.  44  W.  Va.  341,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  769,  29  S.  E.  999,  holding  that  cov- 
enant ecpressly  stated  to  run  with  the  land,  to  pay  adjoining  owner  half  the 
expense  of  constructing  a  party  wall  on  using  same,  creates  a  lien  on  the  land 
in  hands  of  subsequent  grantee;  Adams  v.  Noble,  120  Mich.  548,  79  N.  W.  810, 
holding  agreement  permitting  one  party,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  to  connect  with 
and  use  a  party  wall  built  by  the  adjoining  owner  on  paying  his  heirs  or 
a!(sign8  half  the  cost,  entitles  successor  of  latter  to  payment  as  against  as- 
signs of  former;  Re  Coatsworth,  37  App.  Div.  305,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  753,  holding 
that  covenant  by  lessor  to  renew  lease,  unless  notice  of  intent  to  resume  pos- 
session and  pay  for  buildings  erected  by  lessee  is  given,  runs  with  the  land;  Kahn 
V.  Mount,  46  App.  Div.  87,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  358,  holding  personal  covenant  cre- 
ated by  party-wall  agreement  remains  in  force  only  so  long  as  the  parties  or 
their  legal  representatives  should  hold  title;  Driscoll  v.  Carroll,  127  App.  Div. 
265,  111  N.  Y.  SuJ)p.  246,  holding  a  party  wall  agreement  ran  with  the  land; 
Crawford  v.  KrollpfeifTer,  122  App.  Div.  851,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  891,  on  when  party 
wall  agreement  runs  with  the  land;  Silberberg  v.  Trachtenberg,  58  Misc.  537, 
109  N.  Y.  Supp.  814,  holding  a  covenant  for  repairs  runs  with  the  land;  Maupal 
V.  Jackson,  64  Misc.  412,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  513,  holding  an  agreement,  perpetual 
in  its  nature  relating  to  the  future  repair  and  rebuilding  of  the  party  wall, 
created  a  privity  of  contract,  and  runs  with  the  land;  King  v.  St.  Louis  Union 
Trust  Co.  226  Mo.  370,  126  8.  W.  415,  holding  a  grantee  bound  by  covenants  and 
restrictions  in  a  prior  recorded  deed  where  deed  of  his  immediate  grantor  con- 
veyed subject  to  all  restrictions  recorded  against  property;  Hoffman  v.  Dickson, 
47  Wash.  436,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  907,  92  Pac.  272,  15  Ann.  Cas.  173,  holding  party 
'Wall  agreements  expressly  made  binding  upon  heirs  and  assigns  of  parties  create 
benefits  and  burdens  that  run  with  the  land;  Jebeles  &  C.  Confectionery  Co.  v. 
Brown,  147  Ala.  595,  41  So.  626,  11  Ann.  Cas.  525,  holding  when  a  party  wall 
IB  built  by  one  of  the  adjoining  proprietors  under  a  distinct  agreement  that 
the  "covenant  shall  run  with  the  land  and  be  binding  on  present  and  future 
owners,"  it  runs  with  the  land;  Scottish- American  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Russell,  20  S. 
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D.  45,  104  K.  W.  607,  holding  a  purchaser  of  owners  who  have  entered  into  a 
party  wall  agreement,  without  notice  of  such  agreement,  is  not  bound  to  pay 
any  portion  of  expense  of  wall  in  order  to  use  portion  of  wall  on  land  purchased; 
Morris  v.  Burr,  59  Misc.  261,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  243,  holding  the  question  whether 
a  covenant,  that  by  its  nature  can  run  with  the  land,  does  so  run  is  dependent 
upon  the  intention  of  the  parties. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Doty  v.  Chattanooga  U.  R.  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  160,  whicl* 
holds  covenant  for  running  certain  trains  binding  on  subsequent  purchaser  of 
railroad;  Bald  Eagle  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Nittany  Valley  R.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A. 
423,  which  holds  intention  of  parties  controlling  in  determining  whether  covenant 
runs  with  land;  Lincoln  v.  Burrage,  52  L.  R.  A.  110,  which  holds  grantee's  prom- 
ise to  pay  part  of  cost  of  party  wall  when  used  does  not  run  with  land; 
Clemens  v.  Speed,  19  L.  R.  A.  240,  which  denies  to  party- wall  owners  reciprocal 
easement  from   support  of  buildings. 

Cited  in  notes  (66  L.R.A.  696,  698,  701)  on  enforcement  of  obligation  to  con- 
tribute to  cost  of  party  walls,  by  or  against  grantees  or  successors  in  title;  (82 
Am.  St.  Rep.  680)  on  what  covenants  run  with  the  land;  (89  Am.  St.  Rep.  941, 
942,  944)  on  whether  covenant  as  to  party  wall  runs  with  land. 

Distinguished  in  Duer  v.  Fox,  29  Misc.  82,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  580,  and  Sebald  v. 
MulhoUand,  155  N.  Y.  462,  50  N.  £.  260,  Affirming  11  Misc.  715,  31  N.  Y.  Supp. 
863,  Which  Affirms  6  Misc.  352,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  913,  holding  agreement  to  pa^ 
adjoining  owner  share  of  expense  of  erecting  party  wall  on  using  same  not 
covenant  running  with  the  land;  Crawford  v.  Krollpfeiffer,  195  N.  Y.  188,  13^ 
Am.  St.  Rep.  783,  88  N.  £.  29,  holding  a  personal  contract  between  an  adjoining 
landowner  and  one  building  a  party  wall,  that  he  and  his  assigns  will  pay  value 
of  the  wall  when  use  is  made  of  it  is  a  covenant  which  does  not  run  with  the 
land. 
Conntructloii  aceordtns  to  intention. 

Cited  in  Roach  v.  Ripley,  34  U.  S.  362,  holding  the  question  of  existence  of  an 
easement  is  determined  by  a  consideration  of  the  expressed  intention  of  the 
parties. 

Cited  in  note   (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  690)  on  construction  of  covenant  according 
to  intention  of  parties. 
Bxtent  of  equitable  relief. 

Cited  in  Russell  Hardware  &  Implement  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Utica  Drop  Forge  &  Tool 
Co.  195  N.  Y.  60,  87  N.  E.  788;  Consolidated  Fruit  Jar  Co.  v.  Wisner,  110  App. 
Div.  103,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  52, — holding  in  equity  actions,  the  court  having  assumed 
jurisdictions  will  grant  the  appropriate  relief  to  the  one  entitled  thereto  in. 
order  that  complete  justice  may  be  done. 

17  L.  R,  A.  412,  MINER  v.  BELLE  ISLE  ICE  CO.  93  Mich.  97,  53  N.  W.  218. 
Oflieer  or  atockliolder  votiner  for  individual  beneHt. 

Approved  in  Adams  v.  Burke,  102  111.  App.  157,  and  McNulta  v.  Com  Belt 
Bank,  164  111.  448,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  203,  45  N.  E.  954,  denying  right  of  director* 
to  vote  bonus  as  compensation  in  addition  to  salary  to  president,  who  takes 
part  in  proceedings,  or  whose  vote  is  necessary  to  its  adoption;  Edwards  v.  Car- 
son Water  Co.  21  Nev.  485,  34  Pac.  381,  holding  corporation  not  bound  by  presi- 
dent's act  in  executing  corporate  note  to  secure  his  individual  indebtedness  for 
money  intrusted  to  him  by  corporation  to  pay  its  debts;  McNulta  v.  Com  Belt 
Bank,  164  III.  450,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  203,  46  N.  E.  954,  holding  agreement  by 
directors  to  pay  bonus  to  president  for  doing  unlawful  act  void;  Swift  v.  Dyer- 
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Veatch  Co.  28  Ind.  App.  6,  62  N.  E.  70,  holding  mortgage  by  three  directors  of 
Insolvent  corporation  to  secure  debts  for  which  they  are  sureties  void. 

Cited  in  Baars  v.  Laketon  Twp.  163  Mich.  666,  129  N.  W.  7,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A, 
866,  holding  that  highway  commissioner  cannot  recover  for  services  rendered  in 
overseeing  work  of  his  own  man  and  team  upon  highway,  contract  with  himself 
being  unlawful ;  Culver  Lumber  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Culver,  81  Ark.  112, 118  Am.  St.  Rep. 
17,  99  S.  W.  391, — holding  one  owning  a  majority  of  the  shares  of  the  stock,  is  en- 
titled to  control  the  business  of  the  corporation;  Von  Arnim  v.  American  Tube 
Works,  188  Mass.  519, 74  N.E.  680,  holding  where  action  is  founded  upon  the  right 
of  the  corporation  itself  to  recover  for  misappropriation,  reimbursement  generally 
would  be  to  the  corporation,  which  is  always  a  necessary  party;  Green  v.  Felton, 
42  Ind.  App.  681}  84  N.  E.  166,  holding  the  directors  cannot  fix  their  own  salaries, 
unless  expressly  authorized  by  the  charter  or  by  the  stockholders  so  to  do; 
McConnell  v.  Combination  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  30  Mont.  260,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  703, 
76  Pac.  194,  holding  action  of  directors  in  voting  themselves  compensation  is 
prima  facie  void  at  election  of  the  corporation  or  of  a  stockholder;  Steele  v. 
Gold  Fissure  Gold  Min.  Co.  42  Colo.  532,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  177,  95  Pac.  349, 
holding  it  essential  that  the  majority  of  the  quorum  of  a  board  of  directors 
be  disinterested  with  respect  to  the  matter  voted  upon  to  bind  the  corporation; 
Monmouth  Invest.  Co.  v.  Means,  80  C.  C.  A.  627,  161  Fed.  165,  holding  a  corpo- 
ration, organized  as  a  holding  company  for  partnership  one  member  of  which 
is  deceased  and  the  surviving  partner  controls  such  corporation,  does  not  repre- 
sent interests  of  deceased  partner. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Crichton  v.  Webb  Press  Co.  67  L.R.A.  76,  which  denies 
right  of  directors  to  fix  their  own  salaries  or  vote  allowances  to  themselves 
■over  protest  of  other  directors. 

Distinguished  in  Lucas  v.  Friant,  111  Mich.  434,  69  N.  W.  735,  holding  stock- 
holder voting  as  director  for  resolution  to  mortgage  corporate  property  estopped 
to  object  to  regularity  of  adoption  because  other  director  indorser  of  paper 
secured;  O.  W.  Shipman  Co.  v.  Detroit,  L.  S.  &  M.  C.  R.  Co.  140  Mich.  692, 
104  K.  W.  24,  holding  president  of  a  company  of  which  he  is  principal  stock- 
holder is  not  bound  to  apportion  proceeds  of  sale  of  property  pro  rato  where 
assets  are  applied  as  agreed  in  plan  submitted  to  stock  holders. 
VallditT  of  action  by  a  majority  of  a  board  of  directors. 

Cited  in  Francis  v.  Brigham-Hopkins  Co.  108  Md.  247,  70  Atl.  96,  holding 
•action  of  board  is  not  invalid  by  reason  of  one  less  than  a  quorum  being  present. 

Distinguished  in  Gumaer  v.  Cripple  Creek  Tunnel,  Transp.  &  Min.  Co.  40 
Colo.  10,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  1024,  90  Pac.  81,  13  Ann.  Cas.  781,  holding  where  by- 
laws require  four  or  five  members  of  board  to  constitute  a  quorum,  a  majority 
of  such  quorum  may  act;  Cowell  v.  McMillin,  100  C.  C.  A.  443,  177  Fed.  43, 
holding  that  fact  that  president  of  corporation  as  holder  of  majority  of  stock 
<!ontrolled  election  of  directors  and  that  some  of  directors  owned  but  single 
«hare  does  not  impeach  authority  of  their  acts. 
Action  by  minority  atockboldera. 

Approved  in  Hiscock  v.  Lacy,  9  Misc.  595,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  860,  authorizing 
«uit  by  stockholders  to  compel  directors  to  declare  dividends  from  ample  surplus 
applicable  to  that  purpose;  State  ex  rel.  Independent  Dist.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Second 
Judicial  Dist.  Court,  15  Mont.  336,  27  L.  R.  A.  397,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  682, 
39  Pac.  316,  authorizing  appointment  of  receiver  on  application  of  minority 
stockholders,  pending  investigation  of  charges  of  fraud  by  managers  and  majority 
stockholders;  Marcuse  v.  GuUett  Gin  Co.  52  La.  Ann.  1394,  27  So.  846,  holding 
Miction  by  minority  stockholder  against  majority  stockholders  and  directors,  to 
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prevent  illegal  appropriation  of  property  by  them  as  salaries,  and  to  compel 
declaration  of  dividends  from  available  surplus,  authorized  rendering  appoint- 
ment of  special  receiver  unnecessary;  Stahn  v.  Catawba  Mills,  53  S.  C.  529,  31 
S.  £.  408,  denying  necessity  of  alleging  application  to  corporation,  for  redress^ 
and  its  refusal,  if  directors  or  managing  board  shown  to  be  wrongdoers,  and 
in  control;  Giengary  Consol.  Min.  Co.  y.  Boehmer,  28  Colo.  3,  62  Pac.  839,  bus* 
taining  right  of  minority  stockholders  to  cancel  lease  secured  by  another  corpo- 
ration getting  control  of  majority  of  stock  of  former. 

Cited     in    Red    Bud    Realty    Co.    v.    South,    96     Ark.    292,     131     S.     W. 
340,     holding     that     stockholder     may     sue     in     his     own     name     to     secure 
relief    to    which    corporation     is    entitled    where    officers    fraudulently     mis- 
appropriated    funds,     and     managing     body     refuses     to     seek     relief;      Hall 
V.  Nieukirk,  12  Idaho,  47  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  188,  85  Pac.  485,  holding  a  receiver 
will  be  appointed  upon  application  of  a  stockholder  where  officers  are  fraudu- 
lently absorbing  the  profits  and  gross  mismanagement  appears;   Klein  v.  Inde- 
pendent Brewing  Co.  231   111.   614,  83   N.   E.  434,  holding  an  innocent  stock- 
holder has  a  remedy  in  equity  for  an  accounting  where  directors  purchase  from 
themselves   property   for   an   amount  much   in  excess  of   its  value;    Wailes   v. 
Davies,    158    Fed.    674,   holding   a   stockholder    has   an   equitable   or   beneficial 
interest  with  a  right  to  protect  it;   Culver  Lumber  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Culver,  81 
Ark.  112,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  99  S.  W.  391,  upholding  sale  of  corporate  prop- 
erty brought  about  by  vote  of  a  majority  of  stockholders. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Shaw  v.  Davis,  23  L.  R.  A.  294,  which  denies  minority 
stockholders'  right  to  enjoin  legal  contract;  State  ex  rel.  Independent  Dist. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Second  Judicial  Dist.  Court,  27  L.  R.  A.  392,  which  authorizes  ap- 
pointment of  receiver  on  application  of  minority  stockholders  pending  investi- 
gation of  charge  of  fraud. 

Distinguished  in  Heap  v.  Heap  Mfg.  Co.  97  Mich.  150,  56  N.  W.  349,  denying 
right  of  stockholder  to  maintain  bill  for  dissolution  of  corporation  for  insolv- 
ency. 
Jurladletion  of  equity  over  corporation. 

Cited  in  Hallenborg  v.  Greene,  66  App.  Div.  596,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  403,  holding 
til  at  court  of  equity  will  not  grant  order  taking  general  management  of  foreign 
corporation  out  of  its  hands,  and  appont  receiver  in  action  to  enjoin  consumma- 
tion of  alleged  conspiracy  of  directors  to  strip  it  of  its  property;  Ashton  v, 
Penfield,  233  Mo.  426,  135  S.  W.  938,  holding  that  equity  can  appoint  receiver 
of  corporation  and  keep  him  in  charge  until  such  time  as  it  finds  equity  is 
done,  but  it  is  without  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  corporation;  Ritchie  v.  People's 
Teleph.  Co.  22  S.  D.  608,  119  N.  W.  990,  holding  the  court  of  equity  has  power 
to  compel  corporation  to  declare  dividend  of  profits;  State  ex  rel.  Donnell  v. 
Foster,  225  Mo.  197,  125  S.  W.  184,  to  the  point  that  as  general  rule  court  of 
equity  has  no  power  to  wind  up  corporation  in  absence  of  statutory  authority; 
Continental  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Miller,  44  Fla.  770,  33  So.  404;  Sparrow  v. 
E.  Bement  &  Sons,  142  Mich.  455,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  732,  105  N.  W.  881,  holding 
where  it  appears,  that  the  directors  of  the  new  company,  a  majority  of  whom 
were  directors  of  the  old  company,  intended  to  cut  off  rights  of  stockholders 
equity  will  protect  such  rights  as  against  the  new  company;  Gibbs  v.  Morgan, 
9  Idaho,  112,  72  Pac.  733,  holding  courts  of  equity  have  the  inherent  power  to 
grant  relief  upon  proper  application  when  the  exigencies  of  the  case  require 
action;  Torrey  v.  Toledo  Portland  Cement  Co.  150  Mich.  91,  113  N.  W.  680, 
holding  the  rule  that  redress  must  be  sought  through  the  corporation  before 
individual   stockholders   can   seek   redress   in   equity  has  no  application   where 
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officers  are  charged  with  fraud  from  the  beginning;  State  ex  rel.  Hadley  v. 
People's  United  States  Bank,  197  Mo.  593,  94  S.  W.  953,  on  power  of  a  court 
of  equity  to  appoint  a  receiver  for  a  corporation;  Cann  v.  International  Trust 
Co.  40  N.  S.  69,  on  relief  as  against  fraudulent  act  of  directors  in  diverting 
company  property. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wheeler  v.  Pullman  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  818,  which 
holds  courts  of  chancery  without  power  to  decree  dissolution  of  corporation 
without  statutory  authority. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1035)  on  inherent  equity  jurisdiction  to 
appoint  receiver  or  wind  up  corporation  because  of  mismanagement  or  fraud; 
(7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  444)  on  jurisdiction  of  court  of  chancery  to  wind  up  corpo- 
ration. 

Distinguished  in  Slover  v.  Coal  Creek  Coal  Co.  113  Tenn.  439,  68  L.R.A.  867, 
106  Am.  St.  Rep.  851,  82  S.  W.  1131,  holding  equity  cannot  appoint  receiver 
to  take  over  corporate  property  at  suit  of  parties  suing  the  corporation  for 
damages,  on  ground  that  the  property  will  be  exhausted  before  the  suits  pend- 
ing are  decided;  People  ex  rel.  Daniels  v.  District  Ct.  33  Colo.  304,  80  Pac.  908, 
holding  where  sole  object  of  action  is  to  dissolve  corporation  and  wind  up  af- 
fairs because  of  ultra  vires  acts  of  managers  a  receiver  will  not  be  appointed  as 
incidental  to  main  action. 

17  L.  R.  A,  420,  CHAPPELL  v.  NEW  YORK,  N.  H.  A  H.  R.  00.  62  Conn.  195, 

24  Atl.  997. 
Rejiervation  or  exeeptlon. 

Approved  in  Knowlton  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  72  Conn.  192,  44  Atl. 
8,  holding  clause  in  conveyance  of  railroad  right  of  way,  that  grantee  shall 
build  crossing  over  railroad  to  pass  to  back  land,  a  reservation,  not  an  ex- 
ception. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Hall,  106  Me.  392,  76  Atl.  705,  holding  that  whether  clause 
creates  reservation  or  exception  is  not  so  much  question  of  words  as  of  inten- 
tion to  be  gathered  from  all  circumstances  of  case. 
Neeemlty  of  iprords  of  inheritance  in  reservation  of '  eaaen&enta. 

Approved  in  Smith  v.  Furbish,  68  N.  H.  141,  47  L.  R.  A.  236,  44  Atl.  398,  hold- 
ing more  than  life  estate  reserved  to  grantor  by  deed  "reserving  to  myself** 
right  to  build  dam,  with  accompanying  right  of  flowage,  and  also  right  to  acre 
of  land  at  end  of  dam;  Engel  v.  Ayer,  85  Me.  454,  27  Atl.  352,  holding  unlim- 
ited right  to  maintain  booms  on  fiats,  with  privilege  of  using  for  ordinary  prac- 
tical purposes,  acquired  by  purchaser  from  one  conveying  land  by  deed,  "except- 
ing and  reserving"  full  right  to  maintain  booms  to  use,  let  or  sell  to  others. 

Cited  in  Hagerty  v.  Lee,  54  N.  J.  L.  586,  20  L.  R.  A.  638,  25  Atl.  319,  referring 
to,  without  determining,  necessity  of  using  word  "heirs"  to  create  fee;  New 
Haven  v.  Hotchkiss,  77  Conn.  175,  58  Atl.  753,  holding  an  estate  of  inheritance 
may  be  created  without  the  use  of  the  word  "heirs"  where  an  exclusive  right 
to  open  and  work  a  mine  is  created  by  a  reservation  in  a  deed. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  632,  636)  on  exception  and  reservation  of  easements. 
Effeet  of  intent  on  creation  of  easement. 

Approved  in  Russell  v.  Heublein,  66  Conn.  491,  34  Atl.  486,  holding  question 
whether  perpetual  easement  over  land  conveyed  was  created  by  reservation  in 
deed,  to  be  determined  from  intent  of  parties  as  gathered  from  language  em- 
ployed, in  light  of  surrounding  circumstances. 

Cited  in  Blanchard  v.  Maxson,  84  Conn.  433,  80  Atl.  206,  holding  that  right 
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of  way  will  never  be  presumed  to  be  personal  when  it  can  fairly  be  constrned 
to  be  appurtenant  to  land;  Whittelsey  v.  Porter,  82  Conn.  102,  72  Atl.  593, 
holding  the  question  whether  a  right  or  privilege  acquired  by  separate  grant 
passes  by  subsequent  conveyance,  depends  upon  character  of  right,  its  need  for 
enjoyment  of  property  conveyed  and  on  the  intention  of  the  parties;  Powers 
V.  Heffernan,  233  111.  604,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  526,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  199,  84  N.  E. 
661,  holding  general  covenants  which  do  not  indicate  that  the  relinquishment  of 
necessary  rights  of  way  was  in  the  mind  of  the  covenantor,  will  not  be  construed 
as  a  waiver  of  them;  Dee  v.  King,  77  Vt.  236,  68  L.  R.  A.  862,  69  AU.  839, 
holding  the  owner  may  treat  a  way  as  a  part  of  the  estate  granted  and  except 
it  from  the  operation  of  the  deed. 
Creation  of  eaaemeiit  by  reservation  or  exception. 

Approved  in  Goodwin  v.  Hamersley,  69  Conn.  121,  36  Atl.  1065,  holding  recip- 
rocal negative  easements  running  with  the  land  not  created  by  prohibition  in  con- 
veyances to  different  persons  against  encumbrances  on  land  conveyed,  to  be  im- 
proved by  grantor  and  grantees  in  common  as  back  yard;  McEwan  v.  Baker,  98 
III.  App.  275,  holding  general  covenants,  not  indicating  intention  to  relinquish 
right  of  access,  not  a  waiver  of  necessary  easements. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dee  v.  King,  68  L.R.A.  860,  which  holds  an  exception  of 
a  right  of  way  to  other  land  of  grantor  difficult  to  reach  otherwise  created  by 
reservation  in  deed  of  privilege  of  a  pass  in  grantor's  usual  place  of  crossing. 

Cited  in  notes  (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  691,  692)  on  creation  and  conveyance  of 
easements  appurtenant;  (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  14)  on  right  to  claim  easement 
only  as  accessory  to,  and  for  benefit,  of  a  tenant. 

17  L.  R.  A.  423,  PETTEBONE  v.  SMITH,  160  Pa.  118,  24  Atl.  693. 
Property  subject  to  local  asseasnient. 

Cited  in  Harrisburg  v.  St.  Paul's  Church,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  351,  2  Lack.  Legal 
News,  330,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  114,  denying  exemption  of  church  property  from  lien 
of  sewer  assessment;  Philadelphia  v.  Franklin  Cemetery,  2  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  571, 
denying  exemption  of  cemetery  from  water-pipe  assessment;  Delaware  &  H.  Canal 
Co.  V.  Von  Storeh,  196  Pa.  104,  46  At).  375,  Affirming  5  Lack.  Legal  News,  95, 
holding  lessee  of  coal  lands  liable  for  sewer  assessment,  under  covenant  to  pay 
stipulated  rent  over  and  above  all  taxes  and  '^reprises;"  Ellis  v.  Kies,  1  Dauphin 
■Co.  Rep.  201,  holding  school  and  county  taxes  not  entitled  to  priority  in  dis- 
tribution of  fund  arising  from  sheriff's  sale  of  land  bound  by  lien  of  mortgage 
or  judgment. 
A-ssemmenta  aa  a  tax. 

Distinguished  in  Wheatland  v.  Boston,  202  Mass.  262,  88  N.  E.  769,  holding 
■a  special  assessment  is  a  tax  within  meaning  of  a  statute  requiring  action  to  be 
brought  within  a  fixed  time  where  payment  of  tax  is  under  protest. . 

17  L.  R.  A.  426,  HARTSHORN  v.  CHADDOCK,  135  N.  Y.  116,  31  N.  E.  997. 
Liability  for  Injnrr  by  flooding:. 

Cited  in  Cairo,  V.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Brevoort,  25  L.  R.  A.  534,  62  Fed.  129,  hold- 
ing fiow  of  swollen  river  not  surface  water  which  may  be  turned  by  embankments; 
Mundy  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  75  Hun,  483,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  469,  hold- 
ing railroad  liable  for  overflow  from  insufficient  culvert,  during  flood  similar 
to,  though  greater  than,  preceding  ones. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  163)  on  right  of  riparian  owner  to  protect 
«hore;    (23  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  810)  on  right  to  erect  barriers  against  the  sea;    (2.3 
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Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  425)  on  liability  of  injury  to  adjoining  land  due  to  protecting  one's 
own  land  from  flood. 
Meaaure  of  d«imige». 

Cited  in  Abrey  t.  Detroit^  127  Mich.  377,  86  N.  W.  785,  suggesting  that  cost 
of  restoration  might  be  proper  meaaure  of  damages  for  placing  dirt  on  neigh* 
bor's  land,  rendering  foundation  wall  of  house  insecure;  Ft.  Worth  v.  Howard, 
3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  540,  22  S.  W.  1059,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  changing 
street  grade,  difference  between  market  value  of  property  immediately  before 
and  after  change;  Parish  v.  Baird,  160  N.  Y.  307,  54  N.  £.  724,  holding  meas- 
ure of  damages  for  injury  to  sidewalk,  requiring  repair  or  rebuilding,  cost  of 
restoring  to  original  condition;  Edsall  v.  Howell,  86  Hun,  430,  33  N.  Y.  Supp. 
892,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  cutting  shade  tree  difference  between  value 
of  land  before  and  after  tree  cut;  Post  v.  Merritt,  85  App.  Div.  241,  83  N.  Y. 
Supp.  611,  holding  difference  in  value  of  lot  as  it  was,  and  as  it  would  have 
been  had  embankment  been  made  according  to  contract,  measure  of  damages  from 
overflow  of  dam;  Enid  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Wiley,  14  Okla.  320,  78  N.  E.  96,  holding 
the  measure  of  damage  to  be  cost  of  restoring  land  to  its  former  condition,  with 
compensation  for  loss  of  it;  Stevens  v.  State,  65  Misc.  244,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  402, 
holding  cost  of  repairs  and  rent  is  proper  measure  of  damage  reparable  injury 
to  a  cellar  due  to  seepage  of  water ;  Senglaup  v.  Acker  Process  Co.  121  App.  Div. 
51,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  470;  Cooper  v.  New  York,  L.  &  W.  R.  Go.  122  App,  Div.  131, 
106  N.  Y.  Supp.  611, — holding  if  land  can  foe  restored  to  its  former  condition, 
the  reasonable  cost  thereof,  if  less  than  the  diminution  in  value  of  the  whole 
property,  is  the  proper  measure  of. damages;  Salstrom  v.  Orleans  Bar  (xold 
Min.  Co,  153  Cal.  558,  96  Pac.  292;  Swanson  v.  Nelson,  127  IlL  App.  149,— 
holding  it  should  be  cost  of  restoration  or  the  difference  in  market  value,  as 
the  one  or  the  other  is  the  less  amount;  Morison  v«  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 
Co.  115  App,  Div.  748,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  140,  holding  where  forest  land  has  been 
entered  and  trees  cut,  the  diminution  in  value  to  the  whole  premises  may  be 
shown  in  an  action  of  trespass;  Donk  Bros.  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Slata,  133  111. 
App.  283,  holding  cost  of  repair  or  restoring  premises  to  original  condition  is 
the  better  rule  where  injury  is  to. support  of  land;  Manda  v.  Orange,  77  N.  J. 
L.  287,  72  Atl.  42,  holding  cost  of  restoring  property  to  former  condition  is 
proper  measure  of  damages  in  absence  of  evidence  showing  value  was  less  than 
this  cost;  Covington  v.  Berry,  120  Ky.  589,  87  S.  W.  317,  upholding  instruction 
of  court  allowing  jury  to  adopt  either  diminution  in  value  or  cost  of  repairs 
as  measure  of  damage,  and  expressly  directing  that  the  one  most  favorable  to 
the  defendant  should  be  adopted;  Nichols  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  61  Misc,  198, 
114  N.  Y.  Supp.  942,  holding  where  plaintiff  proves  amount  of  damages  by  show- 
ing value  of  premises  as  $8,000  before  lire  and  $7,800  after  and  defendant  does 
not  show  damages  in  any  other  way,  such  difference  as  is  proved  should  be  ac- 
cepted; Ordway  v.  Canisteo,  66  Hun,  572,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  835,  holding  damages 
to  a  riparian  owner  by  reason  of  constructions  by  a  municipal  corporation  on 
banks  of  stream  so  as  to  divert  stream  from  its  channel,  are  sudi  as  are  re- 
coverable; Riley  v.  Continuous  RailJoint  Co.  110  App.  Div.  791,  97  N.  Y.  Supp. 
283,  on  measure  of  damages  for  injury  caused  to  adjacent  property  by  ex- 
cavation. 

Distingtiished  in  Higgins  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  78  Hun,  570,  20  N. 
Y.  Supp.  563,  holding  measure  of  damages  from  washing  away  of  soil,  differ- 
eDoe  in  value  of  land  before  and  after  injury;  SalHotte  v.  King  Bridge  Co.  65 
LJt.A.  634,  58  C.  C.  A.  466,  122  Fed.  382,  holding  damages  to  a  riparian  owner 
caused  ere^ion  of.  a  bridge,  over  .a  stream  by  lawful  authotity  where  injury 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 15. 
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received  is  merely  incidental  to  la^eful  exercise  of  public  authority,  is  damnum 

absque  injuria. 

Evidence  sa  to  damases* 

Cited  in  Brewster  v.  J.  &  J.  Rogers  Co.  42  App.  Div.  349,  59  N.  Y.  Supp. 
32,  holding  evidence  of  diminution  in  value  of  land  from  floating  logs  down 
stream  admissible;  Smith  v.  Kansas  City,  128  Mo.  31,  30  S.  W.  314,  holding 
proof  of  cost  of  restoring  land  to  former  condition,  and  of  diminution  in  mar- 
ket value,  admissible  on  question  of  damages  from  change  of  grade;  Drake  v. 
New  York,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  75  Hun,  425,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  739,  holding  evidence 
as  to  damages  sustained  by  construction  of  railroad  over  water  course  prop- 
erly received. 

Distinguished  in  £.  H.  Ogden  Lumber  Co.  v.  Busse,  92  App.  Div.  146,  86  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1098,  holding  proof  of  cost  of  restoring  premises  to  former  condition 
admissible  in  action  for  impairment  of  mortgage  seeurity. 
Redadaar  amount  of  verdict. 

Cited  in  Armbruster  v.  Auburn  Gaslight  Co.  18  App.  Div.  451,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
158,  holding  that  new  trial  will  be  granted  unless  amoxmt  reduced  to  that  shown 
by  evidence. 

17  L.  R.  A.  430,  CHAPMAN  v.  WESTERN  U.  TELEG.  CO.  88  Ga.  763,  30  Am. 

St.  Rep.  183,  15  S.  E.  901. 
Damas^a  for  mentai  anirvlslit  ete. 

Approved  in  Peay  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  64  Ark.  543,  39  L.  R.  A.  466,  43 
S.  W.  965;  Giddens  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  Ill  Ga.  824,  36  S.  E.  638;  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  26  Ind.  App.  217,  59  N.  E.  416;  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Ferguson,  157  Ind.  76,  54  L.  R.  A.  850,  60  N.  E.  674;  Davis  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  46  W.  Va.  53,  32  S.  E.  1026;  Kester  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  55 
Fed.  604;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co  v.  Wood,  21  L.  R.  A.  712,  footnote  p.  706,  6  C. 
C.  A.  439)  13  U.  S.  App.  317,  57  Fed.  478,^-denying  recovery  for  mental  an- 
guish independent  of  physical  injury  from  delay  in  delivering  telegram;  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Sklar,  61  C.  C.  A.  283,  126  Fed.  297,  and  International  Ocean 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Saunders,  32  Fla.  447,  21  L.  R.  A.  815,  footnote  p.  810,  14  So.  148, 
holding  mental  suffering  not  element  of  damage  for  failure  to  promptly 
deliver  telegram;  Butner  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  2  Okla.  239,  4  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  771,  34  Pac.  1087;  Francis  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  58  Minn.  262,  25  L. 
R.  A.  412,  49  Am.  St,  Rep.  507,  59  N.  W.  1078 ;  Connell  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
116  Mo.  44,  20  L.  R.  A.  176,  footnote  p.  172,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  575,  22  S.  W.  345,— 
denying  recovery  for  mental  distress  for  failure  to  deliver  telegram;  State  Mut. 
Life  &  Annuity  Asso.  v.  Baldwin,  116  Ga.  860,  43  S.  E.  262,  denying  damages 
for  injuries  to  feelings,  due  to  sending  paid  note  for  collection. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  St  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  160  Mo.  App.  658,  142  S.  W.  775; 
Green  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  9  Ga.  App.  751,  72  S.  E.  190, — ^holding  that  damages 
for  mental  suffering  unconnected  with  physical  injury  is  not  recoverable;  Glaw- 
son  V.  Southern  Bell  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  9  Ga.  App.  454,  71  S.  £.  747;  West- 
ern U,  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Chouteau,  28  Okla.  673,  —  L.R.A.(NJS.)  — ,  116  Pac.  879, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  824;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  ▼.  Ford,  8  Ga.  App.  517,  70  S. 
E.  65, — to  the  point  that  telegraph  company  is  not  liable  for  mental  pain  and 
suffering  caused  by  failure  to  deliver  message;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  ft  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Taylor,  84  Ark.  47,  13  L.R.A.<N.S.)  763,  104  S.  W.  551,  holding  such  damages 
are  deemed  too  remote  and  uncertain  to  form  a  basis  for  recovery;  Enloe  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  5  Ga.  App.  502,  63  S.  E.  590,  holding  a  recovery  for 
mental  sufferings  alone  does  not  lie;  Williamson  v.  Central  R.  Co.  127  Ga.  131, 
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56  S.  E.  119,  holding  damages  for  mere  fright  are  not  recoverable;  Dunn  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  2  Oa.  App.  852,  59  S.  E.  189;  Selman  v.  Barnett,  4  Ga. 
App.  378,  61  S.  E.  601, — ^holding  there  can  be  no  recovery  in  eases  of  mere  negli- 
gence; Seifert  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  129  Ga.  184,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1151,  58 
S.  £.  699;  Beaulieu  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  103  Minn.  ^,  19  L.R.A.{N.S.> 
570,  114  N.  W.  358,  14  Ann.  Cas.  462, — ^holding  mental  anguish  caused  by 
breach  of  contract  to  transmit  and  deliver  a  telegram  furnishes  no  proper  basis 
for  the  recovery  of  damages;  Glenn  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  1  Ga.  App.  826, 
68  S.  £.  83,  holding  no  recovery  may  be  had  for  mental  suffering  caused  by 
a  telegraph  company's  negligent  act,  unless  accompanied  by  a  money  loss; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Burns,  102  C.  C.  A.  386,  179  Fed.  95,  holding  there  can 
be  no  recovery  in  an  action  in  a  federal  court  for  mental  anguish  alone  in  the 
absence  of  statutory  provisions  giving  a  cause  of  action;  Sappington  v.  Atlanta 
&  W.  P.  R.  Co..  127  Ga.  181,  56  S.  E.  311,  holding  one  carried  beyond  her  desti- 
nation is  not  entitled  to  recover  on  ground  of  wounded  feelings;  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hill,  163  Ala.  25,  23  LJl.A.(N.S.)  654,  50  So.  248,  on  recovery 
of  damages  for  mental  suffering. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1138)  on  right  of  addressee  of  telegram  to 
recover  for  ntental  suffering  from  delay  in  delivery;  (117  Am.  St.  Rep.  306) 
on  mental  anguish  incident  to  messages  relating  to  sickness,  death  and  burial. 

Distinguished  in  Cole  v.  Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R.  Co.  10^  Ga.  478,  31  S.  E.  107, 
holding  carrier  liable  for  unprovoked  use  by  conductor  to  passenger,  of  oppro- 
brious words,  tending  to  mortify  or  humiliate  him;  Mabry  v.  City  Electric  R. 
Co.  116  Ga.  625,  59  L.  R.  A.  592,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  141,  42  S.  E.  1025,  holding 
carrier  liable  for  injury  to  passenger's  feelings  by  wrongful  expulsion  from  car, 
though  no  physical  injury  received;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  123  Ga. 
71,  51  S.  E.  24,  3  Ann.  Cas.  128,  holding  a  recovery  may  be  had  from  a  carrier 
for  negligently  allowing  coffined  corpse  to  remain  on  open  platform  for  several 
hours  in  a  rain  without  protection. 

Disapproved  in  Mentzer  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  93  Iowa,  756,  28  L.  R.  A. 
73,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  294,  62  N.  W.  1,  authorizing  recovery  for  mental  suffering 
for  negligence  in  delivering  telegram,  character  of  which  is  known  to  company; 
Green  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  136  N.  C.  505,  67  L.R.A.  992,  103  Am.  St.  Rep. 
do5,  49  S.  £.  165,  1  Ann.  Cas.  349,  holding  damages  may  be  recovered  for 
mental  anguish  caused  by  failure  to  deliver  telegram;  Koerber  v.  Patek,  123 
Wis.  457,  68  LJl»A>.  958,  102  N.  W.  40,  holding  a  son  has  a  cause  of  action  for 
damages  against  one  dismembering  dead  body  of  his  mother  and  carrying  away 
a  part 

Disapproved  but  followed  in  Georgia  R.  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Baker,  1  Ga.  App. 
838,  58  6.  E.  88,  holding  there  can  be  no  recovery  for  annoyance  and  worry  and 
humiliation  due  to  insulting  words  and  actions. 
—  Per  publtslaliiK  llkenemi. 

Applied  in  Atkinson  v.  John  E.  Doherty  A  Co.  121  Mich.  380,  46  L.  R.  A. 
222,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  587,  80  N.  W.  285,  holding  injury  to  feelings  of  widow 
from  use  of  husband's  name  and  portrait  on  cigar  label  not  one  which  law  will 
redress  by  granting  injunction;  Roberso^  v.  Rochester  Folding  Box  Co.  171 
N.  Y.  552,  59  L.  R.  A.  484,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  828,  64  N.  E.  442,  Reversing  64  App. 
Div.  40,  71  N.  Y.  Supp  876,  denying  right  to  injunction  against  unauthorized 
publication  of  likeness  for  advertising  purposes,  as  invasion  of  right  of  pri- 
vacy; Murray  v.  Gast  Lithographic  &  Engraving  Co.  8  Misc.  38,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
271,  denying  right  to  injunction  against,  or  damages  for,  publishing  portrait  of 
one's  infant  child. 

Cited  in  note  (89  Am.  St.  Rep.  845)  on  right  of  privacy. 
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Bistinguished  in  Pavesich  v.  New  EnglAnd  L.  Ins.  Co.  122  Ga.  205,  69  L.R.A. 
109,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  104,  60  S.  £.  68,  2  Ann.  Cas.  561,  holding  a  recovery  may 
be  had  for  an  unauthorized  publication  of  a  person's  picture  without  proof  of 
special  damages. 
IHunaere*  tor  smolcey  cladersy  etc. 

Applied  in  Austin  v.  Augusta  Terminal  R.  Co.  108  Ga.  682,  47  L.  R.  A.  760, 
34  S.  E.  852,  holding  diminution  in  market  value,  from  noise,  smoke,  and  cin- 
ders in  operating  train,  not  damages  authorizing  recovery  in  absence  of  physi- 
<»1  interference  with  property. 

17  L.  R.  A.  435,  WARREN  v.  PRESCOTT,  84  Me.  483,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  370, 

24  Atl.  948. 
StAtua  of  adopted  ehlld. 

Cited  in  Waldoborough  v.  Friendship,  87  Me.  213,  32  Atl.  880,  holding  that 
minor,  legally  adopted,  takes  legal  settlement  of  adopters. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wright  v.  Wright,  23  L.  R.  A.  196,  which  .holds  contract 
to  leave  property  to  adopted  child  taken  out  of  statute  of  frauds  by  child's 
complete  performance. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  Am.  St.  Rep.  225,  227)  on  adoption  of  children;    (109  Am. 
St.  Rep.  675,  678)  on  effect  of  adoption  on  kindred  of  adopting  person. 
Inheritance  hy  adopted  children  and  riffhtn  nnder  trill. 

Cited  in  Virgin  v.  Marwick,  97  Me.  582,  65  Atl.  520,  holding  that  policy  of  life 
insurance  payable  to  surviving  children  passes  by  will  to  child  adopted  after  issue 
of  policy;  Hartwell  v.  Tefft,  19  R.  I.  646,  34  L.  R.  A.  502,  footnote  p.  500,  35  Atl. 
882,  holding  adopted  child  "lawful  issue"  within  meaning  of  will  making  gift  to 
specified  person,  with  remainder  to  his  "lawful  issue;"  New  York  L.  Ins.  &  T. 
Co.  V.  Viele,  161  N.  Y.  18,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  238,  55  N.  E.  311,  holding  adopted  child 
of  daughter  of  testatrix  not  entitled  to  take  under  devise  to  'lawful  issue"  of  such 
daughter;  Keith  v.  Ault,  144  Ind.  627,  43  X.  E.  924,  holding  adopted  child  of  de- 
ceased husband  alone  not  within  protection  of  statute  denying  widow's  right  after 
remarriage,  to  alienate  land  received  through  former  husband,  if  there  is  a 
"child  .  .  .  alive  by  such  marriage;"  Re  Winchester  v.  People,  140  Cal.  469, 
74  Pac.  10,  holding  legacies  to  children  of  adopted  daughter  not  subject  to  col- 
literal  inheritance  tax;  Rhode  Island  Hospital  Trust  Co.  v.  Humphrey,  32  R, 
I.  321,  79  Atl.  829,  holding  that  imder  statute  adopted  child  did  not  inherit 
where  property  was  from  collateral  kindred  of  mother  by  adoption;  Lichter  v. 
Thiers,  139  Wis.  488,  121  N.  W.  153,  on  question  whether  a  will  in  favor  of 
children  includes  adopted  as  well  as  children  of  the  blood  of  such  person;  Re 
Olney,  27  R.  I.  498,  63  Atl.  956,  holding  the  words  "heirs  of  the  body"  are  used 
in  statutes  in  their  primary  and  technical  sense,  with  which  the  words,  "chil- 
dren" and  "issue"  are  not  equivalent  terms;  Heidecamp  v.  Jersey  City  H.  &  P.' 
Street  R.  Co.  69  N.  J.  L.  287,  55  Atl.  239,  holding  an  adopted  father  cannot 
inherit  as  next  of  kin  of  an  adopted  child. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fosburg  v.  Rogers,  19  L.  R.  A.  201,  which  affirms  adopted 
child's  right  to  inherit;  Gray  v.  Holmes,  33  L.  R.  A.  207,  which  sustains  right  of 
inheritance  of  child  adopted  in  sister  state;  Van  Matre  v.  Sankey,  23  L.  R.  A.  665, 
which  authorizes  descent  of  land  to  child  adopted  in  other  state;  Clarkson  v.  Hat« 
ton,  39  L.  R.  A.  748,  which  holds  adopted  child  not  within  statute  giving  re- 
mainder to  children  or  heirs  of  life  tenant;  Markover  v.  Krauss,  17  L.  R.  A.  806, 
which  holds  cliild  adopted  by  man  and  wife  within  statute  limiting  interest  of 
subsequent  childless  wife  to  life  estate;  Butterfield  v.  Sawyer,  52  L.  R.  A.  75, 
which  holds  adopted  child  within  deed  to  woman  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her 
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•*child,"  if  any,  otherwise  to  her  "heirs  generally;"  Van  Berlyn  v.  Mack,  66 
L-Rjk.  437,  which  holds  child  adopted  under  statute  providing  that  adopted 
child  shall  become  and  be  heir  at  law  of  adopting  parent  not  an  heir  by  right  of 
representation  of  relatives  of  latter. 

Cited  in  notes  (27  L.RA.(N.S.)  1168)  on  "child,"  "children,"  "issue,"  etc., 
in  will,  as  including  adopted  children;  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  014,  918)  as  to 
whether  terms  "child,"  "children,"  "issue,"  etc.,  in  statutes  of  distribution  in 
dude  adopted  children;  (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  117;  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  139)  on  right 
to  inherit  from  relative  of  adoptive  parent;  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  688)  on  right 
of  adopted  children  to  inherit.     - 

Distinguished  in  Re  Leask,  107  N.  Y.  109,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1163,  134  Am.. 
St.  Rep.  866,  00  N.  E.  652,  18  Ann.  Cas.  516,  heading  under  the  statutes  of 
the  state  an  adopted  child  does  not  take  under  a  will  to  a  "child  or  children 
surviving;"  Van  Derlyn  v.  Mack,  137  Mich.  149«  66  L.R.A.  438,  109  Am.  St.. 
Rep.  669,  100  N.  W.  273,  4  Ann.  Cas.  879,  holding  adopted  children  are  not 
made  heirs  of  the  kindred  of  adopting  parents;  Woodcock's  Appeal,  103  Me.  217,. 
125  Am.  St.  Rep.  291,  68  AtK  821,  holding  a  devise  to  my  daughter  and  upon  her 
death  to  her  "child  or  children"  and  if  none  to  other  kindred,  docs  not  include; 
an  adopted  child  of  such  daughter. 
Reroeatlon  ol  -will  by  adoption. 

Cited  in  Hilpire  v.  Claude,  109  Iowa,  166,  46  L.  R.  A.  174,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  524^ 
80  N.  W.  332,  holding  will  revoked  by  testator's  subsequeat  adoption  of  child. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Glascott  v.  Bragg,  56  L.  R.  A.  258,  which  holds  will  in  favor 
of  third  person  revoked  by  marriage  and  adoption  of  child. 

Levftlm«<ed  «liUd»eii« 

Cited  in  Lyon  v.  Lyon,  8S  Me.  405,  34  Atl.  180,  holding  illegitimate,  whose- 
parents  intermarried  after  his  birth,  not  entitled  to  take  under  bequest  to* 
**ncphews"  in  will  of  father's  sister. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Blythe  v.  Ayres,  19  L.  R.  A.  40,  which  holds  bastard  child* 
may  be  legitimated  by  father's  public  acknowledgment  and  adoption;  Fowler  v.. 
Fowler,  59  L.  R.  A.  317,  which  holds  legitimate  everywhere,  bastard  l^itimated 
by  laws  of  parents'  domicil  by  marriage  during  his  minority ;  Murphy  v.  Portrum,. 
30  L.  R.  A.  263,  which  denies  right  of  inheritance  as  next  of  kin  of  father,  of  illo* 
gitimate  child  adopted,  but  not  legitimated. 
Cbildren  of  alavea. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Williams  v.  Kimball,  26  L.  R.  A.  746,  which  denies  right 
of  offspring  of  slave  marriage  to  inherit  property  acquired  by  ancestors  after- 
emancipation. 
Adoption  proeeedingrii  (  notice. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  7?e  Johnson,.  21  L.  R.  A.  380,  which  holds  filing  of  adoption* 
papers  before  appearance  of  parties  immaterial;  Schiltz  v.  Roenitz,  21  L.  RJ  A.. 
483,  which  requires  notice  to  parent  of  proceedings  for  adoption  of  child,  based  ont 
abandonment;  Nugent  v,  Powell,  20  L.  R.  A.  199,  which  holds  man  abandoning; 
child  not  entitled  to  notice  of  adoption  proceedings. 
Extra  territorial  effect  of  adoption  or  leirltlmntlon. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Long  v.  Hess,  27  L.  R.  A.  791,  which  denies  effect  in  foreign: 
country  to  antenuptial  contract  adopting  as  heir  child  of  wife  by  former  marriage;. 
Williams  v.  Kimball,  26  L.  R.  A.  746,  which  denies  extraterritorial  force  of  legiti- 
mation on  right  of  inhertance. 

Cited  in  note  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  769)  on  law  governing  status  of  legitimacy*. 
Uipse  of  lesacT* 

Cited  in  note  (25  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  554)  on  lapsing  of  legacy. 


17  LJR.A.  440]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES,  230 

^  17  L.  R.  A.  440,  OSKAMP  v.  GADSDEN,  35  Neb.  7,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  428,  52  N. 
W.  718. 
Teleplftone  eonverMitloma. 

Cited  in  Shawyer  v.  Chamberlain,  113  Iowa,  744,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  411,  84 
N.  W.  661,  and  Southwark  Nat.  Bank  v.  Smith,  7  Pa.  Diet.  R.  185,  21  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  5,  holding  conversations  by  telephone  admissible  in  evidence;  Gilliland  v. 
Southern  R.  Co.  86  S.  C.  36,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1111,  137  Am.  St.  Rep.  861,  67  S. 
E.  20,  holding  it  is  to  be  presumed  where  a  telephone  is  installed  in  a  place 
of  business,  that  communications  made  over  the  telephone  in  the  ordinary 
business  transaction  are  privileged;  McCarthy  v.  Peach,  186  Mass.  68,  70  N.  E. 
1020,  1  Ann.  Cas.  801,  holding  where  plaintiff  has  testified  as  to  a  conversation 
he  had  over  the  telephone  with  defendant  a  witness  may  testify  as  to  portion 
of  such  conversation  he  heard;  Darling  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  76  Kan. 
898,  93  Pac.  612,  on  telephonic  communications  in  evidence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Young  v.  Seattle  Transfer  Co.  63  Ii.R.A.  988,  which 
holds  storage  company's  possession  of  trunk  not  shown  by  evidence  that  a 
person  answering  a  call  for  the  company's  telephone  number  claimed  to  repre- 
sent the  company  and  that  in  compliance  with  a  re<}ue8t  to  him  an  expressman 
took  the  trunk  from  the  house  described  to  him. 

Cited  in  note  (127  Am.  St.  Rep.  540,  554)  on  Iaw  of  telephone  aa  applied  to 
contracts  lind  evidence. 
Teat tm oar  aa  to  facta  afteclkaalcallr  coaftiaaaleated* 

Annotation  cited  in  Wenchell  v.  Stevens,  30  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  532,  holding  that 
the  microscope  is  an  instrument  requiring  a  skilled  observer  and  such  a  one  is 
competent  to  testify  as  to  his  observations  rather  than  to  operate  the  instru- 
ment for  jury's  observation;'  Wenchell  v.  Stevens,  30  Pa.  Snper.  Ct.  532,  holding 
a  thorough  examination  of  expert  witnesses  is  always  expected,  and  is  necessary 
to  determine  the  true  measure  of  their  credibility  before  the  jury. 

17  L.  R.  A.  .443,  CAMPBELL  v.  CHICAGO,  M.  &  ST.  P.  R.  CO.  88  Iowa,  587,  4 

Inters.  Com.  Rep.  403,  53  N.  W.  351. 
.   Reaffirmed  on  subsequent  appeal  in  90  Iowa,  764,  58  N.  W.  880. 
What  ta  lj|ite«atat«  ^onamerce* 

Approved  in  Dillon  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  10  Misc.  124,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  320,  holding 
transportation  between  points  in  same  state,  with  incidental  passage  through  ter- 
ritory of  adjoining  state,  not  interstate  commerce ;  Leavell  v.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  116  N.  C.  220,  27  L.  R.  A.  843,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  798,  21  S.  E.  391,  holding  tele- 
grams sent  between  points  in  same  state  not  interstate  commerce,  though  delivered 
through  other  state. 

Cited  in  Leavenworth  v.  Ewing,  80  Kan.  64,  101  Pac.  664,  holding  tax  may 
be  imposed  upon  business  done  within  the  state,  although  the  express  company 
carrying  the  packages  from  one  point  to  another  within  the  state  passes  over 
soil  of  another  state;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hughes,  104  Va.  246,  51  S.  E. 
225  (dissenting  opinion) ;  Shelby  Ice  &  Fuel  Co.  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  147  N.  G. 
67,  60  S.  E.  721, — as  to  whether  traffic  moving  from  one  in  state  to  another 
point  within  same  state  is  interstate  because  of  passing  through  another  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  reL  Railroad  Commission  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
22  L.  R.  A.  570,  which  holds  telegrams  between  points  in  same  state  not  inter- 
state commerce,  though  traversing  other  state  on  route;  Re  Sanders,  18  L.  R.  A. 
;550,  which  holds  void  as  to  original  packages,  act  requiring  marking  on  package 
of  year  in  which  seed  grown. 

Cited  in  notes   (60  L.  R.  A.  646)   on  corporate  taxation  and  the  commerce 
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clause;  (28  LJft.A.(N.S.)  086)  on  transportation  between  points  in  same  state 
over  route  partly  in  another  as  interstate  commerce;  (47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  334)  on 
interstate  character  of  transportation  between  points  in  same  state  over  route 
which  passes  outside  such  state.  ^ 

Criticiased  in  Hanley  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  187  U.  S.  621,  47  L.  ed.  33G, 
23  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  214,  Affirming  106  Fed.  359,  holding  transportation  between 
-points  in  same  state  on  through  bills  of  lading,  interstate  commerce,  when  consid- 
erable portion  of  transportation  takes  place  in  other  state. 

17  L.  R.  A.  446,  WEIRS  v.  JONES  COUNTY,  86  Iowa,  625,  53  N.  W.  321. 

17  L.  R.  A-  447,  HEWLETT  v.  HOME  FOR  INCURABLES,  74  Md.  350,  24  Atl. 

324. 
A«slammeiit  or  gift  of  Insurance  policy. 

Cited  in  Re  Jiidson,  188  Fed.  706,  to  the  point  that  interest  in  insurance 
policy  is  assignable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chamberlain  v.  Butler,  54  L.  R.  A.  338,  and  Steinback  v. 
Diepenbrock,  44  L.  R.  A.  417,  which  authorize  assignment  of  policy  to  one  having 
no  insurable  interest;  Steele  v.  Gatlln,  59  L.  R.  A.  120,  which  holds  complete  gift 
not  made  by  verbal  assignment  of  life  policy,  accompanied  with  words  indicating 
intent  to  give,  and  delivery  of,  policy;  McQuillan  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life 
Asso.  56  L.  R.  A.  233,  which  sustains  right  to  provide  that  assigned  policy  shall 
be  void  as  to  all  above  debt  due  assignee;  Opitz  v.  Karel,  62  L.  R.  A.  982,  sus- 
taining insured's  right  to  make  gift  of  policy  of  life  insurance;  Hinton  v. 
Matual  Reserve  Fund  L.  Asso.  65  L.R.A.  161,  which  holds  insurance  company 
not  liable  on  policy  issued  to  wife  of  mortgagor  and  afisigned  by  her  to  mort- 
gagee as  security  for  the  debt;  Gordon  v.  Ware  Nat.  Bank,  67  .L.R.A.  550,  which 
holds  assignment  of  life  policy  immediately  on  its  issue  to  evade  rule  against 
issuing  policy  to  one  without  insurable  interest  renders  assignment  void. 

Cited  in  notes   (28  Am.  St.  Rep.  658 ;  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  487,  490,  497)  on  as- 
signment of  life  insurance  policies. 
Recoverr  of  premlnma* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  American  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bertram,  64  L.R.A. 
935,  sustaining  right  to  recover  premiums  paid  on  policy  transferred  by  void 
assignment,  upon  agent's  assurance  of  its  validity. 

17  L.  R.  A.  448,  EHRISMAN  V.  EAST  HARRISBURG  CITY  PASS.  R.  CO.  150 

Pa.  180,  24  Atl.  596. 
RelatlTO  Tlirlita  of  street  railroad  comiiany  and  tra-veler. 

Approved  in  Gilmore  v.  Federal  Street  &  P.  Valley  Pass.  R.  Co.  153  Pa.  33, 
34  Am.  St.  Rep.  682,  25  Atl.  651;  Smith  v.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co.  3  Pa.  Super. 
Ct  135,  40  W.  N.  C.  503;  Davidson  v.  Schuylkill  TracUon  Co.  4  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
90;  Gibbons  v.  Wilkes-Barre  &,  Suburban  Street  R.  Co.  155  Pa.  282,  26  Atl.  417,— 
holding  it  not  negligence  per  ee  for  one  to  be  on  street  car  tracks  at  any  place, 
ihongh  rights  of  company  are  superior  in  some  respects. 

.  Cited  in  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Howard,  102  Tenn.  485,  52  S.  W.  664,  sus- 
taining superior,  though  not  exclusive,  right  of  way  of  street  railroad  company 
over  portion  of  track  between  crossings ;  Moore  v.  Kansas  City  &  I.  Rapid  Trans- 
it R.  Co.  126  Mo.  274,  29  S.  W.  9,  sustaining  paramount,  but  not  exclusive,  right 
-of  railway  company  whose  track  is  laid  in  street^  to  that  part  of  street  in  which 
its  track  is  laid;  Gilmartin  v.  Lackawanna  Valley  Rapid  Transit  Co.  186  Pa.  195, 
40  Atl.  322,  upholding  superior  right  of  city  passenger  railway  company  to  unob- 
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structed  track  for  passage  of  its  car;  Potter  v.  Scranton  Traction  Co.  176  P&. 
279,  35  Atl.  188,  holding  right  of  trolley  company  to  occupy  track  with  usual  appli- 
ance for  reasonable  time  to  make  necessary  repairs  superior  to  right  of  casual 
traveler  to  unobstructed  use  of  street;  Stroudsburg  v.  Stroudsburg  Pass.  R.  Co. 
2  Pa.  Dist.  R.  39,  12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  129,  sustaining  right  of  street  railway  company 
to  build  side  track  in  street;  Denver  City  Tramway  Co.  v.  Norton,  73  C.  C.  A. 
1,  141  Fed.  605,  holding  while  street  cars  and  drivers  of  vehicles  and  pe- 
destrians as  a  general  rule  have  concurrent  rights  to  occupy  public  street  cross- 
ings in  a  city  the  right  of  the  railroad  at  such  point  is  superior,  in  the  sense 
that  it  is  preferential,  as  to  the  right  of  way;  Ford  v.  Paducah  City  R.  Co.  124 
Ky.  494,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1097,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  412,  99  S.  W.  356,  holding  duty 
of  person  walking  along  car  track  to  give  way  for  passage  of  cars. 
NeflrllflT^Bce  of  street  rallivajr  compiiay* 

Cited  in  Kaechele  v.  United  Traction  Co.  15  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  76,  and  Jones  Bros. 
▼.  Greensburg,  J.  &  P.  Street  R,  Co.  9  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  70,  43  W.  N.  C.  301,  holding 
it  duty  of  street  railway  company  to  exercise  only  such  watchful  care  as  will  pre- 
vent injuries  to  persons  who,  without  negligence  on  their  part,  may  be  able  to  get 
out  of  the  way;  Smith  v.  Holmesburg,  T.  &  F.  Electric  R.  Co.  187  Pa.  454,  41  Atl. 
479,  denying  liability  of  electric  railway  company  for  injury  caused  by  horse  be- 
er ming  frightened  and  suddenly  backing  wagon  into  slowly  approaching  car; 
liiatcher  v.  Central  Traction  Co.  166  Pa.  71,  36  W.  N.  C.  86,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  645, 
30  Atl.  1048,  holding  negligence  of  gripman  as  to  speed  and  in  failing  to  attempt 
to  stop  car  when  in  manifest  danger  of  colliding  with  wagon  on  track,  for  jury; 
Hanlon  v.  Philadelphia  ft  W.  C.  Tump.  Road  Co.  182  Pa.  119,  40  W.  N.  C.  622,  37 
Atl.  943,  holding  engineer  of  dummy  engine  running  on  turnpike  not  free  from 
negligence,  as  matter  of  law,  in  blowing  off  steam  on  approaching  horses,  whic^  he 
saw  were  frightened;  West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Schwartz,  93  111.  App.  400 
(dissenting  opinion ),  ^majority  holding  motorman  not  bound  to  slacken  speed  of 
car  in  anticipation  of  persons  seen  approaching  track. 
CoatrlbntorT  neffllgreuce  on  atlreet  ear  tmck. 

Followed  in  Harman  v.  Pennsylvania  Traction  Co.  18  Lane.  L.  Rev.  363,  and 
Wheelahan  v.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co.  150  Pa.  190,  24  Atl.  688,  holding  failure 
to  stop,  look,  and  listen  before  driving  across  street  railway  traek  negligence  per 

Approved  in  Burke  v.  Union  Traction  Co.  198  Pa*  499,  48  Atl.  470,  holding  it 
necessary  to  keep  looking  for  approaching  electric  car  till  track  is  reached;  Mc- 
Cracken  v.  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  201  Pa.  882,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  814,  50  Atl. 
830,  holding  bicyclist  negligent  in  failing  to  look  and  listen  just  before  attempting 
to  cross  electric  street  car  track;  Gilmore  v.  Federal  Street  &  P.  Valley  Pass.  R. 
Co.  163  Pa.  33,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  682,  25  Atl.  661,  holding  person  required  to  look 
in  both  directions  for  approaching  car  before  attempting  to  cross  street  car  traek; 
Trout  V.  Altoona  &  L.  Valley  Electric  R.  Co.  13  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  24,  holding  it  abso- 
lute duty  to  look  for  approaching  street  car,  and  to  listen  also,  if  there  is  any 
obstruction;  Omslaer  v.  Pittsburg  A  B.  Traction  Co.  168  Pa.  621,  47  Am.  St.  Rep. 
901,  32  Atl.  60,  holding  it  duty  of  one  traveling  behind  noisy  wagon,  to  stop  and 
listen  before  driving  on  electric  railway  track  at  place  where  view  is  obstructed; 
Davidson  v.  Denver  Tramway  Co.  4  Colo.  App.  288,  35  Pac.  920,  requiring  one 
about  to  cross  street  oar  track,  to  use  senses  to  avoid  injury;  MoCauley  ▼.  Phila- 
delphia Traction  Co.  13  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  358,  holding  one  negligent  if  struck  just 
as  she  stepped  on  track  by  street  car  which  she  must  have  seen  if  she  had  looked ; 
Potter  V.  Scranton  R.  Co.  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  446,  holding  one  negli^nt  in  attempt- 
ing to  drive  across  electric  railway  without  lookiag.for  car,  exceipt  at  point  20  or 
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30  feet  from  track;  Pieper  ▼.  Union  Traction  Co.  202  Pa.  103,  51  AtL  730,  holding 
it  negligence  preeiuding  recovery  to  glance,  when  60  or  70  feet  away,  down  street 
car  track  on  first  reaching  street,  and  then  drive  covered  wagon  across  track  with- 
out looking  further;  Keenan  v.  Union  Traction  Co.  202  Pa.  110,  58  L.  K.  A.  218, 
51  AU.  742,  holding  it  negligence  precluding  recovery  for  driver  of  covered  wagon 
to  look  np  electric  railway  track  319  feet,  while  35  feet  away,  aad  then  drive 
across  track  on  walk,  without  looking  further ;  Smith  v.  .Electric  Traction  Co.  187 
Pa.  113,  42  W.  N.  C.  352,  40  Atl.  966,  holding  one  negligent  per  ae  in  driving  on 
street  car  track  in  front  of.  slowly  moving  oar,  without  increasing  his  speed,  al- 
though he  expected  car  to  stop. 

Cited  in  Raulaton  v.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co.  13  Paw  Super.  Ct.  415,  holding  one 
Bot  negligent  per  se  in  attempting  to  drive  across  track  in  fr<mt  ol  electric  car 
200  feet  distant  when  horse  reaches  track;  Blackburn  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  34  Or. 
219,  55  Pac.  225,  holding  failure  to  look  and  listen  for  train  before  attempting  to 
cross  railroad  track  n^ligenoe  per  ae;  Donohoe  v.  Portland  R.  Co.  56  Or»  66, 
107  Pac.  964,  to  the  point  that  failure  to  look  in  both  directions  for  i^pproach- 
ing  car  just  before  attempting  to  cross  electric  railway  track  is  negligence  per 
Be;  Zeiss  v.  Philadelphia  &  W.  C.  Street  R.  Co.  11  Del.  Co.  Rep.  161,  holding 
that  person  who  enters  on  street  car  track  after  driving  along  it  for  sixty  feet 
without  looking  just  before  entry  is  negligent;  Lynch  v.  Schuylkill  Valley 
Traction  Co.  26  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  94,  holding  that  person  who  fails  to  look 
both  ways  just  before  entering  on  suburban  trolley  track  is  guilty  ol  negli- 
gence; Meser  v.  Union  Traction  Co.  205  Pa.  483,  55  Atl.  15,  holding  that  duty 
to  look  for  approaching  street  car  is  not  performed  by  looking  when  first  enter- 
ing on  street,  but  continues  until  track  is  reached;  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v. 
Soflzynski,  134  111.  App.  152,  holding  person  who  attempted  to  cross  track  in 
front  of  car  knowing  that  he  could  not  get  across  unless  car  slackened  speed, 
guilty  of  contributory  n^ligence;  Rissler  v.  St.  Louie  Transit  Co.  113  Mo.  App* 
123,  87  S.  W.  578,  holding  pedestrian  crossing  a  car  track  must  look  and  listen; 
Vizacchero  v.  Rhode  Island  Co.  26  R.  I.  309,  69  L.R.A.  192,  59  AtL  105,  aa 
to  duty  of  traveler  at  street  car  crossing  to  look  both  ways  for  approaching 
car;  Smathers  v.  Pittsburg  &  B.  Street  R.  Co.  226  Pa.  214,  75  Atl.  190,  hold- 
ing where  one  at  a  street  car  crossing  looks  and  sees  a  oar  so  far  distant  that  in 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  prudence  he  is  justified  in  eenoluding  tliat  he  can 
safely  cross,  the  question  of  his  contributory .  negligence  is  one  for  the  jur>' ; 
Berger  v.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Co.  141  Fed.  1021;  Kannenberg  v. 
Conestoga  Traction  Co.  215  Pa.  556,  64  Atl.  680,  21  Lane.  L.  Rev.  245;  Beer- 
man  V.  Union  R.  Co.  24  R.  I.  283,  52  Atl.  1090;  Ximler  v..  Phil^dfilpbia  Rapid 
Transit  Co.  2X4  Pa.  477,  63  Atl.  824, — holding  when  driver  of  a  team  at  the 
intersection  of  two  city  streets  fails  to  look  inunediately  before  going  upon  the 
track  he  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Newark  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Bloch,  22  L.  R.  A.  374,  which  holds 
one  crossing  electric  railway  .track  not  required  to  look  beyond  distance  within 
which  cars  moving  at  lawful  speed  endanger  him;  Winter  v.  Federal  Street  &.  P. 
Valley  R.  Co.  19  L.  R.  A.  232,  which  holds  it  negligence  to  obstruct  electric  street 
railway  track  while  unloading  safe;  Kansas  City-Leaven  worth  R.  Co.  v. 
Gallagher,  64  L.R.A.  344,  which  holds  crossing  electric  railway  track  in  front 
of  approaching  car  not  negligence,  if,  in  view  of  its  distance,  rate  of  speed,  and 
other  circumstances,  a  reasonably  prudent  man  would  undertake  to  cross; 
Marden  v.  Portsmouth,  K.  &  Y.  Street  Railway,  69  L.R.A.  300,  which  holds 
failure  to  look  and  listen  before  crossing  street  car  track  at  public  crossing 
not  negligence  per  se. 

Cited  in  notes   (25  L.  R.  A.  500)    on  injuries  by  street  car  collisions  with 
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vehicles  or  horees;  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  257,  258)  on  duty  to  look  and  listen  be- 
fore crossing  electric  road;  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  267)  on  driving  across  street  rail- 
way  where  view  obstructed  as  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  Downey  v.  Pittsburgh,  A.  k  M.  Traction  Co.  161  Pa.  134,  34 
W.  Ni  C.  381,  28  Atl.  1019,  holding  one  who  stops,  looks,  and  listens  when  1  or 
1^  rods  from  electric  car  tracks,  at  place  well  fitted  for  the  purpose,  not  neg^li- 
gent  per  8e  in  then  driving  on  track;  Tompkins  v.  Scranton  Traction  Co.  3  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  580,  holding  it  not  negligent  per  se  to  attempt  to  drive  across  electric 
railway  track  on  dark  night,  after  stopping,  looking,  and  listening  for  car; 
Fellers  v.  Warren  Street  R.  Co.  26  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  32,  holding  where  pedestrian 
was  about  to  cross  the  track  at  a  curve  when  it  was  the  custom  to  run  cars 
slowly  and  looked  and  saw  car  at  such  a  distance  that  she  thought  she  could 
cross  in  front  of  it  the  car  being  run  at  a  high  rate  of  speed,  the  question  of 
plaintiff's  contributory  negligence  was  for  jury. 
—  At  place  other  tban  erommiug. 

Approved  in  Flynn  v.  Wilkes-Barre  &  W.  Valley  Traction  Co.  9  Kulp,  32,  hold- 
ing one  negligent  in  placing  himself  so  near  electric  railway  track  as  to  be  iir 
range  of  car  which  was,  or  might  with  proper  care  have  been,  seen  by  him;  Mor- 
row V.  Delaware  County  &  P.  Electric  R.  Co.  199  Pa.  160,  48  Atl.  974,  holding  it 
negligent  to  permit  loaded  cart  to  come  into  collision  with  trolley  car  while  driv- 
ing in  highway  wide  enough  to  allow  keeping  at  safe  distance;  Cupps  v.  Consoli- 
dated Traction  Co.  13  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  634,  holding  one  observing  an  approaching^ 
electric  car  321  feet  away  negligent  in  driving  across  track  in  middle  of  block, 
immediately  in  front  of  car,  without  looking  further. 

Cited  in  Laufer  v.  Bridgeport  Traction  Co.  68  Conn.  489,  37  L.  R.  A.  538,  3T 
Atl.  379,  holding  one  not  negligent  in  turning  across  right-hand  street  car  track 
on  bridge  to  avoid  car  on  other  track,  though  he  knows  car  is  behind  him  on  such 
track,  but  so  far  away  as  to  permit  safe  crossing  if  car  is  moving  at  ordinary 
speed;  Moore  v.  Charlotte  Electric  Street  R.  Co.  128  N.  C.  459,  39  8.  E.  57,  hold- 
ing one  not  negligent  per  se  in  attempting  to  drive  across  street  car  track  between 
crossings,  in  front  of  car  some  distance  away. 

17  L.  R.  A.  460,  MENSCH  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  R.  CO.  150  Pa.  598,  26  Atl.  31. 
AMiiimptloa  of  risk  by  aerTant. 

Cited  in  Bradbury  v.  Kingston  Coal  Co.  157  Pa.  246,  W.  N.  C.  98,  27  AtL 
400,  holding  risk  of  accident  from  cause  not  discoverable  in  advance  assumed  by 
servant. 

SnfHelency  of  proof  of  master's  nesrllffenee. 

Approved  in  Wojciechowski  v.  Spreckels's  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  177  Pa.  64,  35  AtL 
596,  holding  mere  proof  of  accident  insufficient  to  authorize  recovery  against  mas- 
ter; Green  v.  Sansom,  41  Fla.  106,  25  So.  332,  holding  mere  breaking  of  instrumen- 
tality furnished  by  master  insufficient  to  authorize  finding  of  negligence;  Mixter 
V.  Imperial  Coal  Co.  152  Pa.  397,  25  Atl.  587,  holding  fact  that  brake  was  out  of 
order  insufficient  to  render  master  liable  for  injury  to  servant;  Bradbury  v. 
Kingston  Coal  Co.  157  Pa.  245,  27  Atl.  400,  holding  owner  of  coal  mine  not  liable 
for  death  of  miner  jumping  from  cage  in  shaft  because  engineer  pulls  reverse  lever- 
too  far. 

Cited  in  San  Antonio  Edison  Co.  v.  Dixon,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  328,  42  S.  W.  1009. 
holding  electric  railway  liable  for  injury  to  employee  from  breaking  of  rented  pole 
containing  defect  discoverable  by  proper  inspection;  Martin  v.  Philadelphia  &  R« 
R.  Co.  200  Pa.  608,  50  Atl,  193,  Affirming  4  Dauphin  Co.  Rep.  94,  holding  railway 
not  liable  for  injury  to  mail  agent  falling  through  unguarded  door  of  car  because- 
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safety  bar  not  readily  removable  from  socket;  O'Rourke  ▼.  Alphons  Custodis 
Chimney  Oonstr.  Co.  2i  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  66,  holding  employer's  negligence  shown  by 
adoption  of  device  requiring  workman  to  be  exposed  while  hoisting  materials  to 
top  of  stack;  Smith  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  232  Pa.  326,  81  Atl.  207,  hold- 
ing that  in  action  for  injury  of  servant  caused  by  defective  appliances  it  must 
appear  that  master  had  opportunity  of  previous  knowledge  or  that  facts  were 
such  that  he  ought  to  have  known  of  defects;  Feist  v.  W.  B.  Bertels  Son  &  Co. 
14  Luzerne. Leg.  Reg.  86,  holding  that  in  action  by  servant  for  injuries  some 
speeifie  n^ligence  on  master's  part  must  be  shown;  Tobler  v.  Pioneer  Min.  & 
Mfg.  Co.  166  Ala.  507,  52  So.  86,  holding  that  where  master  does  everything 
that  law  requires  him  to  do  he  is  not  liable  for  any  risk  incident  to  employment. 
Cited  in  note  (41  L.  R.  A.  121)  on  knowledge  as  element  of  employer's  liability 
to  injured  servants. 
jr«lpllircnce  aaestloB  for  Jury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Neeley  v.  Southwestern  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  64  L.  R.  A.  146, 
holding  question  whether  employee  negligent  in  using  defective  ladder  to  adjust 
dangerous  belt  for  jury. 
'Who  are  fello^r  serTants* 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.  R.  A.  795)  on  what  constitutes  common  employment;  (54 
L.  R.  A.  157)  on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with  reference  to  character  of 
act  which  caused  injury. 

17  L.  R.  A.  454,  HUGHES  v.  BINGHAM,  135  N.  Y.  347,  32  N.  B.  79. 
C^nditioaal  deAleation. 

Cited  in  Wright  v.  Floyd  County,  1  Ga.  App.  593,  58  S.  E.  72,  holding  county 
has  right  to  accept  conditional  dedication  of  bridge;  Mitchell  v.  Einstein,  105 
App.  Div.  421,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  210,  holding  deed  in  fee  to  property  for  a  street 
not  limited  by  clause  specifying  use  to  which  property  is  to  be  appropriated* 

17  L.  R.  A.  456,  FERA  v.  WICKHAM,  135  N.  Y.  223,  31  N.  E.  1028. 
RlflThto  mm  to  aet-ofl. 

Approved  in  Ginsburg  v.  Von  Seggem,  59  App.  Div.  602,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  758, 
denying  right  of  defendant  in  action  by  trustee  on  note  constituting  part  of  trust 
fund,  to  set  off  his  unascertained  interest  in  such  fund;  Be  Camp  v.  Thomson, 
159  N.  Y.  449,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  570,  54  N.  E.  11,  denying  right  to  set  off  judg- 
ments, where  appeal  from  one  is  still  pending;  Dunn  v.  Uvalde  Asphalt  Paving  Co. 
175  N.  Y.  219,  67  N.  E.  439,  denying  right  to  set  off  unascertained  claim  against 
liquidated  daim  which  is  due. 
>—  In  emme  of  aaslffmnent,  generally. 

Approved  in  Norton  v.  McCarthy,  10  Misc.  224,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  1057,  denying 
right  to  set  off  against  assignees,  claims  against  assignor  maturing  after  assign- 
ment; Stadler  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  22  Mont.  211,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  582,  56  Pac. 
Ill,  holding  notice  to  maker  of  transfer  of  non* negotiable  note  unnecessary  to  pre- 
vent set-off  against  note,  of  claim  against  assignor,  not  due  at  time  of  transfer; 
Bamberger  v.  Oshinsky,  21  Misc.  718,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  139,  denying  right  to  set  off 
against  assignee  of  undertaking  on  appeal,  judgment  acquired  by  defendant  after 
undertaking  assigned. 

Cited  in  Seibert  v.  Dunn,  70  Misc.  425,  2  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  K.  S.  278,  126 
N.  Y.  Supp.  974;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Morton  Trust  Co.  200  N.  Y.  681,  93  N. 
E.  975;  Re  McDonogh,  138  App.  Div.  292,  12^  N.  Y.  Supp.  1033,—- holding 
that  no  right  of  set-off  exists  as  against  assignee  unless  it  existed  at  time  of 

ligmnent;  Seibert  v.  Dunn,  70  Misc.  425,  126  K.  Y.  Supp.  974,  to  the  point 
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that  set-off  against  assignee  will  not  be  allowed  unless  elaim  was  in  existeiioe 
^t  time  of  assignment;  D'Amelio  v.  Abraham,  54  Misc.  390,  106  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1019;  Michigan  Sav.  Bank  v.  Miller,  110  App.  Div.  672,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  568, — 
holding  dsbt  not  mature  at  time  o|  assignment  of  demand  not  subject  of  set- 
off. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A..  307)  on  set-off  against  assigned  claimi  of  debtor's 
claim  against  assignor. 

Distinguished  in  Layboum  v.  Sej'mour^  53  Minn.  109,  39  Am.  St.  Bep.  579,  54 
N.  W.  941,  sustaining  right,  in  action  by  assignee  for  goods  sold,  to  set  off  damr 
ages  for  assignor's  breach  of  contract  to  deliver  other  goods. 
r*—  In  ease  of  1bmii1t«iio7>  mva^vmHy* 

Approved  in  Storts  v.  Mtils,  93  Mo.  App.  206,  holding  that  right  of  set-off  can- 
not arise  after  assignment  for  creditors  in  favor  of  creditor  who  is  also  indebted 
to  insolvent  estate;  Hamilton  v.  Piza,  6  App.  Div.  699,  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  773,  holding 
notes  faliupig  due  after  assignment  for  creditors  by  indorsers  not  a  counterdaini 
against  estate;  Groff  v.  FriedUne,  14  Misc.  239,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  755,  denying  right 
of  defendant,  in  action  by  assignee  for  creditors,  to  set  off  note  made  by  assignor 
maturing  after  assignment,  which  defendant  paid  aa  accommodation  indorser; 
Hall  V.  Holland  House  Go.  12  Misc.  57,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  50,  Affirming  9  Misc.  246, 
^0  N.  Y.  Supp.  263,  holding  note  made  by  corporation  not  available  as  set-off  in 
action  by  receiver  appointed  before  its  maturity;  Lees  v.  Hayden,  78  Hun,  371, 
29  N.  Y.  Supp.  179,  denying  right  of  one  giving  note  to  assignee  for  creditors  for 
<iebt  due  assizor,  in  action  qq  note  by  receiver  appointed  after  assig^m^nt  srI- 
judged  fraudulent,  to  set  off  draft  against  assignor,  maturing  afi^r.  aasigTimeat; 
JFreedman  v.  Loorais,  1^  Misc.  157,  32  N.  y.  Supp.  1077,  holding  that  scrip  issi^ed 
by  club, .  redeemable  on  specified  date,  not  allowable  as  set-off  against  receiver  ap- 
pointed before  such  date;  Ke  Meyer,  106  Fed.  831,  denying  right  of  principal,  de- 
manding return  of  goods  from  factor's  general  assignee,  to  offset  against  advances 
made  by  factor,  unmatured  notes  held  by  third  person,  made  by  principal  for 
factor's  accommodation;  Franzen  v.  Zimmer,  90  Hun,  108,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  612, 
"denying  right  of  insurance  agent  to  set  off  rebates  against  elf^ifn  by  assignete  for 
creditors  of  company  for.premituns  collected  by  agent. 

Cited  in  Kortjohn  v.  Continental  Nat.  Bank,  63  Mo.  App.  171,  denying  right  to 
:set  off,  in  action  by  assignee  for  creditors,  claim  not  due  at  time  of  assignment; 
Frank  v.  Mercantile  Nat.  Bank,  182  N.  Y.  267,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  805,  74  N.  K. 
:841,  holding  same;  Fress  v.  John  Shields  Constr.  Co.  145  Fed.  1020,  as  to  neces- 
;8ity  of  claim  against  debtor  maturing  before  assignment;  Knight  v.  Rothschild, 
132  App.  Div.  276,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  26,  holding  under  code  a  claim  against  an 
insolvent  acquired  after  notice  of  the  appointment  of  his  assignee  cannot  be 
«et  off  against  assignee;  Schlesinger  v.  Goldberg,  47  Misc.  150,  93  N.  Y.  Supp. 
592,  holding  the  right  to  a  set-off  must  exist  at  time  of  suspension  or  insolvency. 

Annotation  cited  in  Richardson  v.  Anderson,  109  Md.  646,  25  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
398,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  543,  72  Atl.  485,  holding  immature  claim  may  not  be  set 
off  against  assignee. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Barbour  v.  National  Exchange  Bank,  20  L.  R.  A.  192, 
which  holds  judgment  in  favor  of  receiver  against  bank  for  penalty  for  usury  sub- 
ject to  set-off  of  subsequent  judgments  for  bank. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.  R.  A.  315)  on  right  to  set  off  insolvent's  obligation  on 
claim  in  hands  of  his  receiver  or  assignee  or  trustee  for  creditors;  (55  L.  R.  A. 
57)  on  set-off  in  bankruptcy  cases;  (25  L.R.A. (N.S.)  394)  on  effect  of  imma- 
turity of  claim  at  time  of  insolvency  proceedings  upon  right  of  set-off;  (47  Am. 
St.  Rep.  580,  581)    on  equitable  set-off  after  insolvency. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Hatch,  155  N,  Y.  405,'40  L.  R.  A.  665,  50  N.  E.  49,  Revers- 
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ing  22  App.  Div.  19,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  850,  holding  claim  accruing  in  favor  of  a&- 
aignee  for  creditors  on  contract  with  assignor  subject  to  set-off  against  claim  due 
from  assignor  before  assignment;  Groff  v.  Bliss,  1©  Misc.  15,  42  N*  Y,  Supp.  843^ 
Reversing  18  Misc.  381,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  1117,  sustaining  right  of  defendant  in 
action  by  assignee  for  creditors  for  goods  sold,  to  set  off  note  given  to  assignor 
before  assignment,  due  after  assignment  and  paid  at  maturity;  Assets  Realisa* 
tion  Co.  V.  Buffalo,  118  App.  Div.  673,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  153,  holding  fact  that 
debt  due  insolvent  is  not  due  when  he  makes  assignment  does  not  prevent  set- 
off. 

—  Of  or  affBlnat  iMtnlc  deposit. 

Approved  in  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Stone,  115  Mich.  651,  74  N.  W.  204,  denying 
right  of  bank  to  set  off  unmatured  debt  due  it,  against  deposit  of  insolvent 
debtor;  Kling  v.  Irving  Nat.  Bank,  21  App.  Div.  376,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  528,  deny- 
ing bank's  right  to  set  off  unmatured  obligation  of  insolvent  debtor  against  bal- 
ance of  deposit;  Taylor  v.  Weir,  63  111.  App.  84,  denying  right  to  set  off  unma- 
tured certificate  of  deposit  in  action  by  assignee  of  banker  giving  certificate  > 
Jaeger  v.  Bowery  Bank,  8  Misc.  151,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  303,  denying  bank's  right  to 
set  off  note  maturing  after  depositor's  death,  in  action  by  executor  for  deposit. 

Cited  in  Colton  v.  Drovers'  Perpetual  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  90  Md.  93,  46  L.  R.  A. 
392,  footnote  p.  388,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  431,  45  Atl.  23,  sustaining  right  to  set  off, 
without  demand,  deposit  in  insolvent  bank  against  note  maturing  after  receiver 
appointed;  Clute  v.  Warner,  8  App.  Div.  41,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  392,  authorizing  set^ 
off  of  deposit  against  note  from  depositor  to  bank,  not  due  at  time  receiver  ap- 
pointed for  bank;  Stadler  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  22  Mont.  216,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  582, 
56  Pac.  Ill,  denying  right  to  set  off  unmatured  certificates  of  deposit  against 
note  not  yet  due  at  time  of  its  assignment  by  insolvent  bank;  Johnston  v. 
Humphrey,  91  Wis.  80,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  873,  64  N.  W.  317,  sustaining  right  to 
set  off  against  assignee  of  bank,  certificates  of  deposit,  purchased  in  good  faith 
after  bank  closed  its  doors,  but  before  assignment  made;  Ewart  v.  Bank  of  Monroe, 
70  Hun,  95,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  1124,  sustaining  right  of  owner  of  money  deposited 
by  commission  merchant,  to  deposit,  as  against  bank  which  held  unmatured  note 
against  depositor,  and  did  not  rely  on  deposits. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Yardley  v.  Clothier,  17  L.  R.  A.  462,  which  authorizes  set- 
off  of  deposit  in  insolvent  bank  against  depositor's  liability. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.R.A,(N.S.)  811)  on  right  of  bank  to  set  off  unmatured 
claim  against  deposit. 

Distinguished  in  Smith  v.  Eighth  Ward  Bank,  31  App.  Div.  10,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.. 
290,  holding  bank's  lien  on  note  deposited  for  collection  limited,  as  against  re- 
ceiver of  depositor,  to  indebtedness  due  to  bank  at  time  of  receiver's  appointment; 
Jones  V.  Piening,  85  Wis.  267,  55  N.  W.  413,  sustaining  right  to  set  off  deposit  ixu 
action  by  assignee  of  bank  against  notes  of  depositor  not  due  at  time  of  assign- 
ment. 

Disapproved  in  St.  Paul  &  M.  Trust  Co.  v,  Le^k,  57  Minn.  92,  47  Am..  St.  Rep. 
576,  58  N.  W^  826,  sustaining  right  of  defendant  in  action  by  assignee  of  bank  on 
note  maturing  aft^  asaignmenty  to  set  off  certificate  of  deposit  given  Igy  bank,, 
vobsequeatly  jnaturing:- 

—  Affalmiit  lesaer* 

Cited  in  Re  Peaslee^  Bl  Hun,  599,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  1028,  denying  right  of  execu^ 
tors  to  set  off^,  againit  aibisolute  -kgaby,  oonting^etrt  daims  a^inat  legate: 
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17  L.  R.  A.  462,  YARDLEY  v.  CLOTHIER,  2  C.  C.  A.  349,  3  U.  S.  App.  207, 

51  Fed.  506. 
Set-off  in  caae  of  tuvolveney. 

Cited  in  notes   (17  L.R.A.  457)   on  effect  of  immaturity  of  claim  at  time  in- 
solvency occurs,  on  right  of  set-off;    (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  581,  592)   on  equitable 
set-off  after  insolvency. 
-—  Of  or  affalnat  bank  deposit. 

Cited  in  Hatch  v.  Johnson  Loan  ft  T.  Co.  79  Fed.  836,  holding  that  national 
bank  receiver  holds  its  notes  subject  to  same  defenses  that  applied  to  banlc; 
Mercer  v.  Dyer,   15  Mont.  321,  39  Pac.  314,  sustaining  right  of  debtor  of  in- 
solvent national  bank  to  set  off  claim  against  bank,  even  though  unmatured  at 
time  of  bank's  insolvency;   Colton  v.  Drovers'  Perpetual  Bldg.  ft  L.  Asso.   90 
Md.  93,  46  L.  R.  A.  392,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  431,  45  Atl.  23,  sustaining  right  to 
set  off,  without  demand,  deposit  in  insolvent  bank  against  not^  maturing  after 
receiver  appointed;   Templeman  v.  Hutchings,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  3,  57   S.   W. 
868,  sustaining  right  of  bank  to  set  off,  against  amount  credited  to  insolvent 
as  deposit,  notes  of  insolvent  for  amount  of  which  credit  was  given;  Stadler  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  22  Mont.  215,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  582,  56  Pac.  Ill,  sustaining 
right  to  set  off  matured  deposit  in  insolvent  bank  against  note  not  yet  due  at 
time  of  its  assignment  by  bank;  Philler  v.  Yardley,  25  L.  R.  A.  832,  }0  C.  C. 
A.  568,  17  U.  S.  App.  647,  62  Fed.  651,  holding  appropriation  by  clearing  house 
after  closing  of  national  bank»  of  money  paid  in  by  other  banks  and  left  with 
clearing  house  as  security  for  balance  from  insolvent  bank,  not  unlawful  pref- 
erence;  Fry  v.  Houston,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  712,  26  S.  W.  284,  sustaining  right 
of  purchaser  of  land  to  require  vendor's  assignee  for  creditors  to  release  vendor'.s 
lien  on  tendering  balance  of  purchase  price  less  amount  of  purchaser's  deposit 
in  vendor  bank  at  time  of  assignment;  Davis  v.  Industrial  Mfg.  Co.  114  N.  C. 
331,  23  L.  R.  A.  324,  19  S.  £.  371,  requiring  receiver  of  bank  to  deduct  from 
amount  due  creditor,  all  debts,  whether  mature  or  not,  due  from  him  either 
as  principal  or  surety;  Thompson  v.  Union  Trust  Co.  130  Mich.  513,  97  Am.  St. 
Rep.  494,  90  N.  W.  294,  upholding  depositor's  right  to  set  off  credit  on  books, 
when  bank  becomes  insolvent,  against  unmatured  notes;   Robinson  v.  Aird,  43 
Fla.  40,  29  Atl.  633,  as  to  amount  on  deposit  being  set-off  against  receiver  of 
insolvent  bank  on  note  held  by  bank;   Citizens'  Bank  v.  Kretschmar,  91  Miss. 
617,  44  So.  930,  holding  receiver  of  bank  takes  property  subject  ix>  all  set-offs 
which  would  have  been  allowed  against  bank;   Kuhn  v.  Strawn,  57  Pittsb.  L. 
J.  N.  S.  545,  to  the  point  tliat  while  distribution  of  insolvent  bank's  assets  must 
be  rateable,  yet  rule  does  not  prevent  striking  of  balance  between  debtor  and 
creditor. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Armstrong  v.  Warner,  17  L.  R.  A.  466,  which  holds  ac- 
ceptor of  draft  discounted  by  bank  before  insolvency  (entitled  to  set  off  money 
due  drawer  on  deposit  account. 

17  L.  R.  A.  466,  ARMSTRONG  v.  WARNER,  49  Ohio  St.  376,  31  N.  E.  877. 
Rlarlftt  as  to  aet-ofl. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Grormly  v.  Thomas,  56  Ohio  St.  654,  48  K.  E. 
1113. 

Cited  in  Ellis's  Account,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  209,  5  Ohio  S.  ft  €.  P.  Dec.  332,  sus- 
taining right  of  personal  representative  to  retain  from  share  of  heir  or  legatee 
amount  of  indebtedness  due  from  him  to  estate. 

Cited  in  notes.  (17  L.  R.  A.  457)  on  effect  of  immaturity  of  claim  at  time 
insolvency  occurs,  on  right  of  aet-off;   (23  L.  R.  A.  314)  on  right  to  set  off  in- 
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solvent's  obligation  on  claim  in  hands  of  his  receiver  or  assignee  or  trustee  for 
creditors;    (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  581,  591,  693)  on  equitable  set-off  after  insolvency. 

Distinguished  in  Mellen  v.  Harvey,  6  Ohio  8.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  15,  29  Ohio  L.  J. 
191,  holding  demurrable,  plea  of  alleged  balance  on  mutual  account  in  absence 
of  averment  that  the  parties  could  strike  their  own  balance  on  demand. 
-—  Of  or  affalnst  1»«iilc  depoalt. 

Approved  in  German  American  Sav.  Bank  Co.  v.  Grossman,  15  Ohio  C.  C.  380, 
8  Ohio  C.  D.  683,  sustaining  bank's  right  to  apply  deposit  of  insolvent  depositor 
against  unmatured  debt;  Felton  v.  German  Nat.  Bank,  6  Ohio  N.  P.  137,  9  Ohio 
S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  231,  sustaining  equitable  right  of  bank  discounting  note  on  faith 
of  indorser's  representations  as  to  his  solvency,  to  set  off  amount  of  his  deposit 
as  against  his  receivers. 

Cited  in  Colton  v.  Dr(9^ers'  Perpetual  Bldg.  ft  L.  Asso.  90  Md.  93,  46  L.  R.  A. 
392,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  431,  45  Atl.  23,  sustaining  right  to  set  off,  without  demand, 
deposit  in  insolvent  bank  against  note  maturing  after  receiver  appointed;  Park 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Niblack,  67  111.  App.  584,  denying  right  of  holder  of  check  to  re- 
cover on  same  from  bank,  where  bank  fails  before  it  is  presented  and  drawer 
owes  bank  more  than  amount  of  his  deposit;  Neely  v.  Grayson  County  Nat. 
Bank,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  516,  61  S.  W.  559,  sustaining  bank's  right,  when  gar- 
nished by  creditors  of  insolvent  depositor,  to  set  off  deposit  against  unmatured 
notes. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Yardley  v.  Clothier,  17  L.  R.  A»  462,  which  authorizes 
set-off  of  deposit  in  insolvent  bank  against  depositor's  liability. 

Cited  in  note  (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  955,  956)  on  effect  upon  surety  or  indorser,  of 
bank's  failure  to  apply  principal's  deposit  account  upon  note. 

Distinguifihed  in  Davis  v.  Knipp,  92  Hun,  300,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  705,  denying 
right  of  defendant  in  action  by  receiver  of  national  bank  to  set  off  claim  against 
bank,  purchased  after  it  had  suspended  business. 

17  L.  R.  A.  470,  STATE  v.  RANDOLPH,  23  Or.  74,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  655,  31  Pac. 

201. 
Equal  protection  and  prlvllejrea  to  phjrslclaua,  etc. 

Approved  in  Com.  v.  Finn,  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  626,  and  Com.  v.  Wilson,  19  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  525,  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  630,  sustaining  act  exempting  from  its  regulations 
of  medicine  and  surgery,  medical  officers  of  Army  and  Navy,  members  of  hos- 
pital staffs,  etc.;  State  v.  Bair,  112  Iowa,  467,  51  L.  R.  A.  777,  footnote  p.  776, 
84  N.  W.  532,  sustaining  statute  requiring  examination  before  state  board  of 
examiners,  practise  for  five  years,  or  certificate  from  medical  school,  before 
practising  medicine;  State  v.  Call,  121  N.  C.  648,  28  S.  E.  617,  sustaining  stat- 
ute exempting  from  requirement  of  examination  and  certificates,  physicians 
already  practising  in  state  when  act  passed. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Whitley,  144  Cal.  173,  77  Pac.  879,  1  Ann.  Cas.  13,  sustain- 
ing similar  statute  as  to  dentists;  Gothard  v.  People,  32  Colo.  14,  74  Pac.  890, 
holding  statute  giving  a  board  power  to  restrict  the  practice  of  dentistry  to 
graduates  of  dental  schools,  valid. 

Cited  in  footnoted  to  Noel  v.  People,  52  L.  R.  A.  287,  which  holds  void,  act 
giving  exclusive  privilege  to  sell  patent  medicines  to  registered  pharmacists; 
State  ea  rel.  Kellogg  v.  Currans,  56  L.  R.  A.  253,  which  sustains  requirement  of 
examination  of  gradiute  of  foreign  medical  college  not  required  of  graduates  of 
college  in  state. 
Police  poirer  aa  to  phyalciana,  etc. 

Approved  in  Com.  v.  Wilson,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  623,  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  629,  sustain- 
ing powef  of  legislature  to  regulate  practice  of  medicine  and  surgery,  and  pre- 
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scribe  qualificationB  of  practitioners;  Com.  ▼.  Gibson,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  230,  7  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  390,  sustaining  power  of  legislature  to  prescribe  reasonable  conditicms 
on  which  dentists  may  practise  profession;  State  ew  reL  Burroughs  v.  Webster, 
150  Ind.  617,  41  L.  R.  A.  217,  50  N.  E.  750,  and  Kenedy  v.  Sdiultz,  6  Tex.  CiT. 
App.  462,  25  S.  W.  667,  sustaining  statute  requiring  all  physicians  to  obtain  new 
license,  and  authorizing  examination  of  fitness  of  applicant. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Milwaukee  Medical  College  v.  Chittenden,  127  Wis.  523, 
107  N.  W.  500,  sustaining  power  of  legislature  to  regulate  practice  of  dentistry. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ex  parte  Gerino,  66  L.R.A.  240,  which  sustains  validity 
of  statute  fixing  standard  of  preparation  required  of  applicants  for  license  to 
practice  medicine,  though  under  provisions  of  law  such  standard  may  vary 
from  time  to  time  and  may  be  fixed  by  requirements  which  schools  teaching  par- 
ticular system  of  medicine  require  of  their  pupils. 
Baval  privlleffe*  and  Immunlttest 

Cited  in  State  v.  Ba^er,  50  Or.  386,  13  L.RJL<N.S.)  1042,  92  Pae.  1076, 
holding  statute  making  it  an  offense  to  permit  females  under  certain  age  to  enter 
saloon  not  void  as  denying  equal  privileges  to  citizens  although  age  fixed  ia 
above  majority. 

17  L.  R.  A.  474,  WESTERN  R.  CO.  v.  ALABAMA  G.  T.  R.  CO.  96  AJa.  272,  11 

So.  483. 
O^rnerslElp  of  fee  mt  1tlff1i>trar> 

Cited  in  Southern  Bell  Telepfa.  Co.  y.  Francis,  109  Ala.  227,  31  L.  R.  A.  194, 
65  Am.  St.  Rep.  930,  19  So.  1,  holding  that  abutting  owner  owns  fee  to  center 
of  street,  subject  to  public  easement;  Saccone  v.  West  End  Trust  Co.  17  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  662,  holding  conveyance  of  land  bounded  by  private  alley  to  which 
grantee  owned  fee  passed  title  in  the  alley. 
Extent  of  enaentent  In  Itlirl&'way  acquired  by  naer. 

Cited  in  Bayard  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  38  Or.  446,  63  Pac.  614,  holding  highway 
acquired  by  adverse  user  by  public  not  necessarily  confined  to  beaten  track;  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  v.  Robinson,  14  App.  D.  C.  538,  holding  that  easement  in 
highway,  acquired  by  long  user,  cannot  be  broader  than  actual  use. 

Cited  in  notes  (67  Am.  St.  Rep.  748,  761,  764)  on  highways  by  user;   (12  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  571)  on  right  to  use  highway  for  entire  width. 
Dedication  of  streets. 

Cited  in  Roberts  v.  Mathews,  137  Ala.  528,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  56,  34  So.  624, 
holding  streets  dedicated  by  sale  of  lots  according  to  plat;  Smith  v.  Opelika, 
165  Ala,  634,  51  So.  821,  holding  that  in  order  for  street  to  become  dedicated 
by  mapping  and  platting  it  must  be  shown  by  plat  that  strip  sought  to  be  made 
street  was  in  street  and  part  of  it  when  it  was  mapped  and  platted. 
"WUfLt  conatlt^tea  additional  servltnde. 

Cited  in  Birmingham  Traction  Co.  v.  Birmingham  R.  &  Electric  Co.  119  Ala. 
141,  43  L.  R.  A.  235>  footnote  p.  233,.  24  So.  502,  holding  electric-motor  railway 
not  additional  servitude  on  highway;  Wagner  v.  Bristol  Belt  Line  R,  Co.  108 
Va.  599,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1282,  «2  S.  E.  391,  holding  street  car  line  not  an 
additional  servitude^ 

Cited  in  footnotes  tot  Jones  v.  Erie  &  W.  Valley  JEL  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  768,  which 
holds  railroad  bridge  constructed  diagonally  across  street  intersection,  addi- 
tional burden;  Willamette  Iron  Works  v.  Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  88, 
which  holds  approach  to  toll  bridge  in  middle. of  street,  additional  burden;  Brad- 
ley.y,  Pharr,  19  L.  R.  A,  647,  which,  holds  private  railroad  on  public  road,  ad- 
ditional servitude;  Jaynes  Vi  On;iaha  Street  R. .C!<^.  3^  1m  R.  A. ,75.1,  which  holds.. 
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trolley  railway,  additional  burden  on  street;  Chicago  ft  K.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Mil- 
waokee,  R.  ft  K.  Electric  R.  Co.  37  L.  R.  A.  856,  which  holds  electric  railway 
in  village  street,  additional  servitude;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Montgomery 
County  Pass.  R.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  766,  which  holds  additional  servitude  imposed 
by  electric  railway;  Zehren  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  41  L.  R.  A. 
575,  which  holds  electric  passenger  railroad  on  county  highway,  additional  bur- 
den; State  ex  reL  Roebling  v.  Trenton  Pass.  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  129,  which  holds 
substitution  of  trolley  system  for  horses  not  additional  burden;  La  Crosse  City 
R.  Co.  V.  Higbee,  51  L.  R.  A.  923,  which  holds  electric  street  railroad  poles  in 
city  street  not  additional  burden;  Reid  v.  Norfolk  City  R.  Co.  86  L.  R.  A.  274,. 
which  holds  conversion  of  single->track  horse  railway  into  double-track  electric- 
railway  not  additional  servitude;  Montgomery  v.  Santa  Ana  ft  W.  R.  Co.  25 
L.  R.  A.  654,  which  holds  railroad  on  street  not  additional  burden ;  Henery  Gau» 
ft  Sons  Mfg.  Co.  Y.  St.  Louis,  K.  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  339,  which  holds 
operati<m  of  steam  railroad  on  street  not  additional  servitude;  Cobum  v.  New 
Teleph.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  671,  which  holds  occupation  of  sidewalk  with  trench  and 
pipes  for  conduit  for  telephone  wires  not  additional  burden;  Huddleston  v» 
Eugene,  43  L.  R.  A.  444,  which  holds  change  of  county  xoad  to  city  street  not 
additional  servitude;  Snyder  v.  Ft.  Madison  Street  R.  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  345,  which 
holds  electric  railway  poles  not  ground  of  complaint  to  abutter;  Mordhurst  v. 
Fort  Wayne  ft  S.  W.  Traction  Co.  66  L,R.A.  105,  which  holds  operation  of  in- 
terurban  railway  by  electric  power  upon  T  rails  through  City  street  with  au- 
thority to  carry  passengers,  baggage,  mail,  and  light  express  matter  running  no 
more  than  two  cars  in  train  not  an  additional  servitude  on  street. 
InlmMetton  avaliuit  exercise  of  powei*  of  emlneiftt  domain* 

Cited  in  Mobile  ft  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Alabama  Midland  R.  Co.  116  Ala.  60,  23  So. 
57,  denying  abutter's  right  to  injunction  against  railroad  occup3ang  street,  where 
damage  to  abutter  inconsiderable  compared  to  that  of  railroad  company  from 
granting  of  injunction. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Block  v.  Salt  Lake  Rapid  Transit  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  610, 
which  authorizes  injunction  against  laying  additional  street  car  track,  unneces- 
sarily interfering  with  travel. 

Modified  in  Birmingham  Traction  Co.  v.  Birmingham  R.  ft  Electric  Co.  119 
Ala,  136,  24  So,  368,  sustaining  right  to  enjoin  exercise  of  power  of  eminent 
domain  against  one  whose  title  is  admitted  or  clear,  until  compensation  is  made. 
—  Avalnaf  mlfnuie  of  afreet. 

Cited  in  Hobbs  v.  Long  Distance  Teleph.  ft  Teleg.  Co.  147  Ala.  402,  7  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   92,  41  So.  1003,  11  Ann.  Cas.  461,  holding  equity  will  not  enjoin  con- 
struction of  telephone  line  along  margin  of  highway. 
RlKkt  to  eomvenMttlon  for  property  taken. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Freiday  v.  Sioux  City  Rapid  Transit  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  246, 
which  holds  elevated  railroad  a  "railway"  within  rule-  as  to  compensation. 

Cited  in  notes   (29  L.R.A.  486)   on  right  of  railroad  company  to  compensa- 
tion for   laying  street  railway  across  railroad  track  on  street  crossing;    (36 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   699,  704,  728,  811,  812)   on  abui^r's  right  to  compensation  for 
railroads  in  streets. 
Prevcrlptlve  way. 

Cited  in  Cochran  v.  Purser,  152  Ala.  356,  44  So.  579,  holding  if  a  way  over 
reclaimed  lands  is  left  open  for  use  by  public,  and  is  used  by  public  as  a  high- 
way, this  may  constitute  the  beginning  of  a  prescriptive  right  of  way,  and  if 
continued  without  interruption  for  20  years  the  presumption  is  raised  of  a 
dedication  drgranO  to  the  public:  Savannah,  F.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Cill,  llS  Ga. 
L.R.A.  An.  Vol.  III.— 16. 
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748,  45  8.  E.  623,  holding  the  right  of  the  public  to  the  free  and  unobetructed 
use  of  a  given  highway  may  be  establiehed  by  prescription. 

17  L.  R.  A.  484,  ARMSTRONG  v.  STATE,  30  Fla.  170,  11  So.  618. 
Safflclency  of  proof  of  laaftmlty. 

Cited  in  Williams  y.  State,  45  Fla.  138,  34  So.  270,  as  to  what  constitutes  in- 
sanity. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.  R.  A.  743,  745)  on  measure  of  proof  of  insanity  in  crim- 
inal cases. 
Opinion  e-rtdenco  mm  to  inaaaity. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Casey,  124  Mich.  282,  82  K.  W.  883,  sustaining  right  of  any 
persons  acquainted  with  accused,  and  with  facts  and  circumstances  tending  to 
show  his  insanity,  to  express  opinion  thereto;  Leaptrot  v.  State,  51  Fla.  64,  40 
So.  616,  holding  same;  Wiseman  v.  Gouldsberry,  45  Ind.  App.  679,  91  N.  £.  616, 
holding  that  nonexperts  who  have  observed  defendant's  actions,  may,  after  stat- 
ing facts,  give  their  opinion  as  to  his  sanity;  Bothwell  v.  State,  71  Neb.  752, 
99  N.  W.  669,  holding  nonexpert  witnesses  can  be  permitted  to  express  opinions 
as  to  the  sanity  or  insanity  of  a  person  only  when  they  have  shown  other  suf- 
ficient qualifications  and  have  stated  the  facts  and  circumstances  upon  which 
their  opinion  of  mental  condition  is  based;  Weber  v.  Delia  Mountain  Min.  Co. 
14  Idaho,  414,  94  Pac.  441,  holding  evidence  of  a  nonexpert  witness  is  equally 
as  competent  and  admissible  as  evidence  of  an  expert  witness  on  the  question  of 
the  sanity  of  a  person  or  his  incompetency  to  transact  business  at  any  given 
time;  Davis  v.  State,  44  Fla.  41,  32  So.  822,  holding  question  whether  certain 
witness  possesses  necessary  legal  qualifications  of  an  expert  on  question  of 
insanity  is  to  be  determined  by  trial  judge  from  testimony  subject  to  review 
by  appellate  court. 

Cited  in  note  (38  L.  R.  A.  721,  745)   on  nonexpert  opinions  as  to  sanity  or 
insanity. 
Preanmptlon  aad  bnrdea  mt  proof  aa  to  Inaantty* 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  State,  40  Fla.  466,  25  So.  63,  holding  that  sanity  of  prisoner 
is  presumed;  Johnson  v.  State,  57  Fla.  21,  49  So.  40,  holding  if  reasonable  doubt 
is  raised  by  the  defense  as  to  the  sanity  of  accused  he  should  be  acquitted. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.R.A.  729,  730)  on  presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as 
to  sanity;   (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  95)  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  insanity. 

Disapproved  in  State  v.  Clark,  34  Wash.  493,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  1006,  76  Pac. 
98,  holding  insanity  as  a  defense  must  be  established  by  a  fair  preponderance 
of  the  evidence. 
Preanmptlon  of  eontlnnanoe  of  tnaanltx* 

Cited  in  notes    (35  L.R.A.   117,  118   )on  presumption  of  continuance  of  in- 
sanity;  (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  86  on  same  jpoint. 
HeTle^v  of  e-rldenoe  on  appenl. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  State,  58  Fla.  152,  50  So.  749,  holding  where  there  is 
no  evidence  upon  which  verdict  can  be  predicated  the  judgment  will  be  reversed; 
McDonald  v.  State,  66  Fla.  78,  47  So.  485,  holding  verdict  of  guilty  in  a  crimi- 
nal prosecution  will  not  be  disturbed  upon  ground  of  insufficiency  of  evidence 
where  there  is  some  evidence  from  which  the  elements  of  the  crime  may  have 
legally  been  found  or  inferred. 

17  L.  R.  A.  494,  PRENTIS  v.  BATES,  93  Mich.  234,  53  N.  W.  153. 
Error  In  opening  remarka  of  connael. 
Followed  in  Talmage  v.  Smith,  101  Mich.  374,  49  Am.  St.  Bep.  414,  59  N.  W. 
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^6,  holding  reference  by  cotuisel,  in  opening,  to  submission  of  matter  to  arbi- 
tration and  agreement  as  to  compensation,  not  reversible  error,  where  jury  spe- 
cially cautioned,  and  issues  clearly  defined. 

Approved  in  McFalls  v.  State,  66  Ark.  21,  48  S.  W.  492,  holding  court  not 
required  of  its  own  motion  to  instruct  jury  to  disregard  statement  in  opening 
remarks  of  prosecuting  attorney,  that  the  evidence  would  show  certain  things. 

Distinguished  in  San  Miguel  Consol.  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Bonner,  33  Colo.  210, 
79  Pac.  1025,  holding  under  statute  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  his  opening  address 
has  no  right  to  state  the  law  to  the  jury. 
CompetemcT  of  evidence  «•  to  eapaclty  and  undue  Influence. 

Reaffirmed  in  Lamb  v.  Lippincott,  115  Mich.  617,  73  N.  W.  887,  requiring 
\ritne80  to  testify  to  something  tending  to  show  insanity  before  expressing  opin- 
ion that  testator  was  insane. 

Followed  in  Walts  v.  Walts,  127  Mich.  611,  86  N.  W.  1030,  holding  opinion 
evidence  as  to  competency  of  testator  admissible. 

Approved  in  Re  Stebbins,  94  Mich.  310,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  345,  54  N.  W.  159, 
holding  testator's  relation  to  object  of  bounty,  and  his  intelligence,  mental  and 
physical  ccmdition,  and  circumstances  attending  execution  of  will,  proper  for 
consideration  of  jury;  Haines  v.  Hayden,  95  Mich.  350,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  566,  54 
N.  W.  911,  heading  evidence  of  subsequent  declarations  of  testator  admissible 
to  show  undue  influence  by  beneficiary  in  procuring  execution  of  will;  O'Connor 
v.  Madison,  98  Mich.  189,  57  N.  W.  105,  holding  opinion  as  to  testamentary  in- 
capacity admissible  only  when  witness  has  testified  to  circumstances  on  which 
opinion  is  based;  Sullivan  v.  Foley,  112  Mich.  2,  70  N.  W.  322,  sustaining  right 
to  give  opinion  as  to  testamentary  capacity  where  witnesses  give  reason  for 
opinion,  and  detail  facts  and  circiunstances  observed  by  them,  authorizing  same; 
People  V.  Casey,  124  Mich.  283,  82  N.  W.  883,  authorizing  witnesses  testifying 
to  acquaintance  with  accused  and  to  unusual  actions  tending  to  show  insanity, 
to  express  opinion  that  accused  was  insane. 

Cited  in  Renaud  v.  Pageot,  102  Mich.  570,  61  N.  W.  3,  holding  evidence  tend- 
ing merely  to  show  testator's  irritability  inadmissible  on  question  of  testamen- 
tary incompetency;  Buys  v.  Buys,  99  Mich.  356,  58  N.  W.  331,  holding  witness 
testifying  to  conversations  with  testatrix  more  than  six  years  before  execution 
of  will,  relating  to  matters  not  inconsistent  with  mental  capacity,  incompetent 
to  express  opinion  as  to  testamentary  incapacity;  Re  Woodworth,  162  Mich. 
688,  127  N.  W.  808,  holding  that  it  was  not  error  to  reject  opinion  of  witness 
as  to  mental  incompetency  of  deceased,  based  on  evidence  that  deceased  failed 
to  recognize  witness  about  time  will  was  made;  Re  Hoyle,  162  Mich.  285,  127 
K.  W.  284,  holding  that  opinion  that  testatrix  was  incompetent,  may  only  be 
given  after  witness  has  testified  to  circumstances  upon  which  it  is  predicated; 
Spencer  v.  Terry,  133  Mich.  41,  94  N.  W.  372;  Hibbard  v.  Baker,  141  Mich. 
142,  104  N.  W.  399, — holding  nonexpert  must  testify  to  some  fact  giving  color 
to  opinion  that  one  was  insane;  Re  Dolbeer,  149  Cal.  236,  86  Pac.  695,  9  Ann. 
Cas.  795,  as  to  necessity  of  nonexperts  giving  reason  on  which  opinion  of  in- 
sanity is  based;  Dillman  v.  McDanel,  222  111.  285,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  400,  78  N. 
E.  591,  holding  evidence  of  insanity  of  relations  of  testator  competent;  Page  v. 
Beach,  134  Mich.  59,  95  N.  W.  981,  holding  opinion  of  witneM  aa  to  whether 
testator  was  competent  to  make  a  will  inadmissible;  Roberts  v.  Bidwell,  136 
Mich.  196,  98  N.  W.  1000,  holding  opinion  that  testator  was  competent  or  in- 
competent to  make  will  may  .be  given  where  witness  has  testified  to  circum- 
stances upon  which  it  ia  predicated  and  which  to  some  extent  justify  it. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.  R.  A.  314,  319)  on  expert  opinions  as  to  sanity  or  in- 
«uiity;   (36  L.  R.  A.  70)  on  right  of  witness  to  give  opinions  on  exact  issue  to 
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be  tried,  as  to  sanity  or  mental  capacity;    (37  L.R.A. (X.S.)    596)   on  opinion 
evidence  by  nonexpert  as  to  contractual  or  testamentary  capacity. 
Borden  of  proof  «•  to  mental  cnpnclty. 

Approved  in  Sheehan  v.  Kearaey,  —  Miss.  — ,  35  L.R.A.  106,  21  So.  41,  hold- 
ing burden  of  proving  undue  influence  and  testamentary  capacity  on  proponents 
of  will. 

Cited  in  Re  Mansbach,  150  Mich.  351,  114  X.  W.  65;  Buxton  v.  Emery,  139 
Mich.  344,  102  N.  W.  948, — ^holding  burden  of  proof  on  question  of  testator's 
mental  capacity  on  proponent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Barber,  22  L.  R.  A.  90,  which  requires  contestant's, 
testimony  as  to  testator's  insanity  to  overcome  proponent's  evidence  of  sanity. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.  R.  A.  733,  735)  on  presumption  and  burden  of  proof  aa 
to  sanity. 

—  To  slioipv  absence  of  undue  influence. 

Cited  in  Marshall  v.  Hanby,  115  Iowa,  323,  88  N.  W.  801,  holding  proof  that 
testatrix  was  deaf,  defective  of  eyesight,  and  crippled,  does  not  cast  upon  sole 
legatee  burden  of  showing  absence  of  undue  influence. 
(Questions  for  Jar^r. 

Cited  in  Weidman  v.  Symes,  116  Mich.  620,  74  N.  W.  1008,  requiring  submis- 
sion to  jury  of  question  whether  note  was  altered,  when  evidence  is  conflicting; 
Fischer  v.  Sp^rl;  94  Minn.  428,  103  K.  W.  502,  holding  question  of  undue  in- 
fluence is  for  jury. 
Proponndlnar  Im proper   ^neMtloikM* 

Cited  in  Knickerbocker  v.  Worthing,  138  Mich.  240,  101  N.  W.  540   (dissent- 
ing opinion),  as  to  propounding  improper  questions  in  good  faith  not  being  re- 
versible error. 
"What  la  teatamentmry  capacity. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.R.A.(NJS.)  4,  44,  104)  on  what  is  testamentary  capacity.. 

17  L.  R.  A.  609,  TURNER  v.  CONICEY,  132  Ind.  248,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  251,  31 

N.  B.  777. 
Collateral  attack  on  Jadirntent. 

Cited  in  Fitch  v.  Byall,  149  Ind.  558,  49  N.  E.  455,  holding  justice's  judgment 
against  resident  of  township  in  which  suit  is  brought  not  subject  to  collateral 
attack,  where  facts  conferring  jurisdiction  appear  affirmatively  on  record;  Jones 
V.  Cullen,  142  Ind.  343,  40  N.  E.  124,  holding  order  of  county  commissioners 
granting  aid  to  railroad  company  by  townships  not  subject  to  collateral  attack 
for  irregularity  of  meeting  at  which  order  was  given;  Hiatt  t.  Darlington,  152 
Ind.  578,  53  N.  E.  825,  denying  right  of  persons  served  with  notice,  to  collaterally 
attack  order  annexing  territory  to  town  because  of  irr^ularity  in  election  or 
qualification  of  town  trustees;  Pocahontas  Wholesale  Grocery  Co.  v.  Gillespie, 
63  W.  Va.  585,  60  S.  EL  597,  holding  where  a  justice  of  the  peace  had  jurisdiction 
of  subject  matter  and  the  person  the  judgment  could  not  be  collaterally  at- 
tacked;  . 

—  On  liabeas  eori^iui. 

Approved  in  Esb  parte  Lennon,  12  C.  0.  A.  1S6,  22  U.  8.  App;  6411,  64  Fed^ 
322,  denying  right  to  attack  on  habeas  corpus  validity  of  judgnoent  or  truth  of  ' 
facts  found,  if  court  had  jurisdiction  of  subject-matter  and  persons'  Winslow  v. 
Green,  155  Ind.  369,  58  N.  E.  259,  denying  right  to  release  by  hftheas  corpus 
on  ground  that  person  tried  and  convicted  iii  superior  court  was  not  arraigned 
and  did  not  plead  in  such  court;  Peters  v.  Koepke,  156  Bad.  39,  59  N.  E.  3S, 
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holding  Bubsequent  proceedings  not  readjsred  yoid  by  refusal  of  justixse  or  other 
court  to  grant  change  of  venue  on  proper  affidavit;  Peters  v.  Koepke,  15^  Ind. 
40,  59  N.  £.  33,  holding  return  on  habeas  corpus  showing  jurisdiction  of  sub- 
ject-matter and  defendant's  person,  filing  of  affidavit  charging  him  with  mis- 
demeanor, plea  of  guilty,  hearing  of  evidence,  rendition  of  judgment  and  issu- 
ance of  mittimus  on  same,  sufficient;  Children's  Guardians  v.  Shutter,  130  Ind. 
274,  31  L.  R.  A.  742,  34  N.  E.  665,  holding  that  errors  and  irregularities  in  pro- 
ceeding for  custody  of  infant  by  board  ol  children's  guardian9  will,  not  be  in- 
quired into  on  habeas  corpus;  Itee  v.  McClelland,  157  Ind.  89,  60  N.  E.  692, 
holding  action  to  recover  custody  of  minor  son  committed  to  reform  school  not 
maintainable  unless  order  of  commitment  absolutely  void;  Cruthers  v.  Bray, 
159  Ind.  687,  65  N.  £.  517,  holding  judgment  of  commitment  by  justice  of  the 
peace  not  subject  to  collateral  attack. 

Cited  in  Tullis  v.  Shaw,  169  Ind.  666,  83  N.  E.  376;  Winnovich  v.  Emery,  33 
Utah,  360,  93  Pac.  988;  Young  v.  Fain,  121  Ga.  741,  49  S.  E.  731,— hoiding 
irregularities  or  errors  in  procedure  of  committal  court  or  questions  as  to 
sufficiency  of  the  evidtece  will  not  be  reviewed  upon  habeas  corpus;  Gillespie  ▼. 
Rump,  163  Ind.  467,  72  N.  E.  138,  holding  former  jeopardy  cannot  be  raised  by 
habeas  corpus. 

Cited  in  notes    (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)    484)    on  habeas  corpus  to  release  one  con^ 
victed  after  wrongful  refusal  to  change  venue;    (87  Am.  St.  Rep.' 198)    oh  re- 
lease of  prisoner  on  habeas  corpus  after  judgment  and  sentence. 
Jwrl«dlctioii   of  coart. 

Cited  in  Judder  v.  Jones,  134  Ind.  552,  32  N.  E.  221,  sustaining  jurisdiction 
of  circuit  court  over  subject-matter  of  proceedings  for  construction  Of  ditch. 

17  L.  R.  A.  511,  HUBBARD  v.  GREELEY,  84  Me.  340,  24  Atl.  799. 
Delivery  of  trrltten  in^tminent. 

Approved  in  Day  v.  Lacasse,  85  Me.  244,  27  Atl.  124,  holding  that  deed  cannot 
he  delivered  in  escrow  to  agent  or  attorney  of  grantee. 

Cited  in  Guthrie  v.  Field,  85  Kan.  62,  37  L.R.A.(N'.S.)  330,  116  Pac.  217, 
Ikolding  that  innocent  purchaser  acquires  good  title,  where  owner  executes  deed 
with  name  of  grantee  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  agent  who  delivers  it  contrary 
to  instructions;  Van  Valkenburg  v.  Allen,  111  Minn.  335,  137  Am.  St.  Rep. 
561,  126  X.  W.  1092,  holding  that  delivery  of  deed  to  agent  of  grantor  is  not 
delivery  in  escrow;  Dennison  v.  Barney,  40  Colo.  453,  113  Pac.  619,  holding  that 
there  can  be  no  delivery  of  deed  to  grantee  in  escrow;  Jackson  v.  Lamar,  58 
Wash.  388,  108  Pac.  946,  holding  that  possession  of  deed  by  grantee  raises  strong 
presumption  of  delivery. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Carter  v.  Moulton,  20  L.  R.  A.  309,  which  holds  delivery 
of  note  to  one  joint  maker  not  an  escrow;  Martin  v.  Flaharty,  19  L.  R.  A.  243, 
which  holds  manual  delivery  of  deed  not  essential. 

Cited  in  notes  (9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  950)  on  validation  of  undelivered  deed  by 
ratification  or  estoppel;  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  042)  on  effect  of  delivery  of  deed 
to  grantee,  subject  to  extrinsic  condition;  (130  Am.  St.  Rep.  916,  925)  on 
escrows. 

Distinguished  in  Nichols  v.  Rosenfeld,  181  Mass.  627,  63  N.  E.  1063,  holding 
delivery  of  note  and  mortgage  not  made  until  day  fixed  therefor,  although  mort- 
gagee's attorney  had  possession  of  them  day  before  for  purpose  of  passing  them. 
Cowitraetioii  of  tteetl. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Davenport  v.  Gwilliams,  22  L.  R.  A.  244„  holding  general 
language  of  deed  not  limited  by  recital  of  intent  to  pass  wife's  interest 
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Parol  evidence  a»  to  delivery  of  deed. 

Cited  in  Whitney  v.  Dewey,  10  Idaho,  662,  69  L.R.A.  580,  80  Pac.  1117,  hold- 
ing parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  a  deed  delivered  to  grantee  and 
absolute  on  its  face  shall  take  effect  only  upon  performance  of  some  unexpressed 
condition  or  contingency. 

17  L.  R.  A.  614,  HATHAWAY  v.  ORIENT  INS.  CO.  134  N.  Y.  409,  32  N.  E.  40. 
Settlentent  -with  one  of  •everal  Joint  creditors. 

Approved  in  Lansing  v.  Bliss,  86  Hun,  206,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  310,  holding  that 
settlement  with  one  of  two  or  more  creditors  under  joint  contract  for  part  ol 
claim  does  not  discharge  from  liability  to  others. 
Iirito  may  ane  on  policy. 

Approved  in  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  v,  Pacaud^  150  III.  251,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  355^ 
37  N.  £.  460,  Affirming  51  111.  App.  255,  holding  one  making  contract  for  in- 
surance, paying  premium,  and  to  whom  loss  is  payable,  entitled  to  sue  on  policy^ 
though  insurance  taken  in  name  of  another. 

Cited  in  Kent  v,  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  84  App.  Div.  431,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  817,  hold- 
ing mortgagee  under  policy  payable  ''as  interest  may  appear"  not  necessarj'^ 
party  plaintiff  when  mortgage  did  not  cover  all  property  insured;  Americanr 
Cereal  Co.  v.  Western  Assur.  Co.  148  Fed.  79,  as  to  who  may  sue  on  insurance 
policy. 
Rlarltts  of  mortiravee  or  aaslirnee  of  policy. 

Approved  in  Algase  v.  Horse  Owners'  Mut.  Indemnity  Asso.  77  Hun,  477,  29 
N.  Y.  Supp.  101,  holding  that  settlement  between  owner  of  horse  and  railroad, 
killing  same  does  not  prevent  recovery  on  policy  on  horse  by  assignee  of  policy. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Commercial  F.  Ins.  Co.  21  App.  D.  C.  342,  holding  that  de- 
livery of  policy  to  trustee  under  trust  deed,  indorsed  by  company  as  of  date 
before  fire,  "loss  payable  to  trustee  as  interest  may  appear,"  constitutes  trustee 
assignee  of  policy;  Scottish  Union  &  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Field,  18  Colo.  App.  72, 
70  Pac.  149,  holding  interest  of  trustee  in  policy  held  as  collateral  not  affected 
by  agreement  between  insurer  and  insured  as  to  amount  of  loss. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Collinsville  Savings  Soc.  v.  Boston  Ins.  Co.  69  L.R.A. 
924,  which  denies  mortgagee's  right  to  participate  in  arbitration  proceedings 
to  fix  amount  of  loss  under  open  mortgage  clause  attached  to  insurance  policy 
providing  for  payment  of  loss  to  a  mortgagee  as  his  interest  may  appear. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  307)  on  rights  of  mortgagee  to  benefit  of  insur- 
ance taken  in  mortgagor's  name;  (18  L.  R.  A.  137)  on  effect  on  assignee  of  in- 
surance policy  of  acts  of  forfeiture  by  assignor;  (19  L,  R.  A.  321)  on  effect  of 
settlement  betw^een  insurer  and  mortgagor  on  rights  of  mortgagee,  to  whom  los* 
is  made  payable  as  his  interest  may  appear;  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  743)  on  effect 
of  award  under  terms  of  insurance  policy  upon  mortgagee  not  a  party;  (100 
Am.  St.  Rep.  398)  on  accord  and  satisfaction;  (135  Am.  St.  Rep.  747,  760,  on 
fire  insurance  as  security  for  a  mortgagee  or  other  lien  holder. 

Distinguished  in  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  82  Md.  97,  30  L.  R,  A.. 
636,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  457,  33  Atl.  429,  holding  policy  avoided  as  to  mortga^ees^ 
as  well  as  to  others,  by  breach  of  condition  that  insured  shall  continue  to  oc- 
cupy premises;  Collinsville  Sav.  Soc.  v.  Boston  Ins.  Co.  77  Conn.  682,  69 
L.R.A.  927,  60  Atl.  647;  Erie  Brewing  Co.  v.  Ohio  Farmers  Ins.  Co.  81  Ohio 
St.  24,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  747,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  735,  89  N.  E  1066,  18  Ann.  Cas. 
265, — holding  mortgagee  in  fire  insurance  policy  which  makes  loss  payable  to 
him  as  his  interest  may  appear  bound  by  award  of  appraisers  provided  for  in 
policy  although  not  a  party  to  appraisement. 
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RlffktSy  fa  9oUe7y  •/  fraudulent  transferee. 

Cited  in  Nichols  v.  Nichols,  40  Misc.  12,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  156,  holding  trans- 
feree under  alleged  fraudulent  transfer  of  farm  entitled  to  proceeds  of  policy 
before  assignee  of  judgment,  who  failed  to  proceed  against  assets  of  transferer. 

17  L.  R.  A.  616,  NEW  YORK  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  CO.  v.  ALDRIDGE,  136  N.  Y.  83,  32 
N.  £.  50. 

Followed  without  discassion  in  Saimders  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  135 
N.  Y.  613,  32  N.  E.  64. 
RIarbts  of  railroad  company  in  land  acanlred. 

ated  in  People  v.  Adirondack  R.  Co.  160  N.  Y.  247,  54  N.  E.  689,  Reversing 
on  other  grounds,  39  App.  Div.  53,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  869,  holding  state  not  re- 
quired to  pay  for  naked  railroad  route  on  paper  only,  when  land  needed  for 
great  public  purpose;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  149  111.  461,  37  N.  E. 
78,  holding  salable  value  of  land  conveyed  to  railroad  not  considered  in  deter- 
mining damages  from  condemnation  for  highway,  as  it  can  be  used  by  the  com- 
pany for  railroad  purposes  only;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Cicero,  157  111.  64, 
41  N.  E.  640,  holding  to  same  effect;  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  New  York, 
142  App.  Div.  691,  127  N.  Y.  Supp.  613  (dissenting  opinion),  on  power  of  legis- 
lature to  revoke  license  to  railroad  to  use  streets  of  city  under  reserved  power; 
Re  New  York  City,  127  App.  Div.  676,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  916,  as  to  land  held  by 
railway  being  held  as  a  public  highway  and  for  use  and  benefit  of  the  public; 
Watkins  v.  Iowa  C.  R.  Co.  123  Iowa,  411,  98  N.  W.  910  (dissenting  opinion), 
as  to  right  of  railway  company  to  take  a  fee  simple  title  in  right  of  way;  Aber- 
crombie  v.  Simmons,  71  Kan.  544,  1  L.R»^.(N.S.)  810,  114  Am.  St  Rep.  509, 
81  Pac.  208,  6  Ann.  Cas.  239,  holding  instrument  in  form  of  warranty  deed 
conveying  to  railroad  a  strip  of  land  for  right  of  way  will  not  vest  an  absolute 
title  in  railroad  company  but  interest  conveyed  is  limited  by  use  for  which  land 
is  acquired  and  upon  abandonment  of  that  use  it  reverts  to  adjoining  owner. 
—  Itand  under  or  l»orderinK  on  -water. 

Approved  in  Archibald  v.  New  York  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  Co.  167  N.  Y.  680,  62 
N.  £.  667,  Affirming  1  App.  Div.  263,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  336,  holding  that  title 
to  land  under  water  passes  by  grant  from  state  to  owner  of  adjoining  upland, 
though  railroad  company  has  taken  possession  and  filled  up  same;  Hedges  v. 
West  Shore  R.  Co.  80  Hun,  312,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  92,  holding  that  conveyance  to 
railroad  of  strip  of  land  along  water  front  for  trade  does  not  deprive  grantor 
of  character  of  riparian  owner  or  give  company  that  character. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Hudson  k  M.  R.  Co.  v.  State  Tax  Comrs.  203  N.  Y. 
130,  96  N.  E.  436,  holding  that  where  railroad  acquired  land  from  state  for  pur- 
pose of  building  railroad  under  Hudson  river,  its  tunnels  and  railroads  con- 
structed are  on  its  own  right  of  way  and  are  not  to  be  deemed  exercise  of  special 
franchise;  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Matthews,  70  Misc.  676,  128  N.  Y. 
Supp.  138,  holding  that  land  under  water  belonging  to  state,  if  necessary  for 
railroad  purposes  may  be  acquired  by  railroad  by  condemnation;  People  ex 
rel.  Bryan  v.  State  tax  Comrs.  142  App.  Div.  803,  127  N.  Y.  Supp.  858  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  rights  of  railroads  to  lands  under  navigable  water  granted 
to  them  by  state  for  railroad  purposes;  New  York  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  143  App.  Div.  260,  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  689,  holding  that  title  to  land  remained 
in  eity  where  railroad  constructed  line  partly  over  land  below  highwater 
mark,  then  belonging  to  city;  People's  Trust  Co.  v.  Schenck,  195  N.  Y.  40^, 
133  Am.  St.  Rep.  807,  88  N.  £.  647,  holding  where  railway  company  is  proprietor 
of  upland  it  had  right  to  acquire  from  state  land  under  water  provided  it  was 
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acquired  for  railroad  purposes ;  Naylor  v.  New  Vork  C  &  H.  R.  K.  Co.  119  App. 
Div.  27,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  966,  as  to  right  of  railroad  company  to  acquire  riparian 
rights. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  53  L.  R.  A.  408,  which  denies 
state's  power  to  grant  land  under  Lake  Michigan  for  private  use  "^f  railroad 
company. 

Distinguished  in  Saunders  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  144  N.  Y.  84,  26 
L.  R.  A.  382,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  729,  88  N.  £.  992,  Modifying  71  Hun,  163,  24  N. 
Y.  Supp.  659,  Which  Affirms  71  Hun.  157,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  927,  denying  recovery 
to  owner  of  upland  for  widening  railroad  bod  by  obtaining  grant  of  ladditional 
land  under  water;  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Walker,  100  Va.  84,  40  S.  B-  633, 
holding  railroad  company  succeeding  to  rights  of  canal  company  authorized  by 
statute  to  acquire  fee  simple  title  to  low-w^ater  mark  on  river  may  acquire  title 
to  land  by  accretion. 

Disapproved  in  effect  in  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Askew  v.  Smith,  109  Wis.  541,  85 
N.  W.  512,  holding  grantor  to  railroad  in  fee  simple  of  end  of  lot  bordering 
on  lake,  including  shore,  ceases  to  be  riparian  owner. 
Riparian  rlflrhts. 

Cited  in  Payne  v.  Providence  Gas  Co.  31  R.  I.  329,  77  Atl.  146,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912  B,  65,  on  right  of  person  to  obtain  patent  of  land  under  water  apart  from 
upland. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Webb  v.  Demopolis,  21  L.  R.  A.  62,  which  holds  riparian 
owner's  title  extends  to  low-^ater  mark  on  navigable  river. 
HCode  of  aaiHiUlaiK  patent  to  landf  OMtoppol* 

Approved  in  Morgan  v.  Turner,  35  Mise.  405,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  996,  holding  that 
Invalidity  of  patent  to  land  cannot  be  established  by  evidence  outside  of  it» 
and  oan  be  voided  only  in  direct  action  for  that  purpose;  Ziegele  v.  Richelieu  & 
O.  Nav.  Co.  3  App.  Div.  85,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  1022,  holding  one  constructing  dock 
on  state  lands  under  license  from  state  estopped  after  assignment  of  his  inter- 
est to  deny  his  power  to  assign  same.  .-  . 

Injnnctlon  a«  to  pnbllo  eaaement. 

Cited  in  Barnes  v.  Midland  R.  Terminal  Co.  12ft  App.  Div.  4S9,  110  N.  Y. 
Supp.  545,  on  right  of  state  to  maintain  action  to  prevent  obstruction  of  public 
highway. 

17  L.  R.  A.  521,  QUILTY  v.  BATTIE,  135  N.  Y.  201,  32  N.  E.  47. 
Liiablllty  of  one  karborlnff  dov  for  Injnrie*  bT  It. 

Approved  in  Duval  v.  Barnaby,  75  App.  Div.  157,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  337,  holding 
one  who  harbors  on  her  premises  a  dog  owned  by  her  child,  with  knowledge  that 
it  is  vicious,  liable  for  injuries  inflicted  by  it;  Austin  v.  Bartlett,  67  App.  Div. 
314,  73  N.  Y.  Supp,  156,  holding  owner  of  premises,  who  harbors  and  permits 
to  be  about  the  premises  a  dog  known  by  him  to  be  vicious,  liable  for  injuries 
inflicted  by  it. 

Cited  in  La^ttuta  v.  Chisolm,  65  App.  Div.  334,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  905  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  owner  of  premises  not  liable  for. injury  by 
dog  owned  by  occupant  of  premises  and  kept  by  him  for  his  own  purposes  only, 
and  known  by  latter  to  be  vicious. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.R.A,  622,  624)  on  responBibility  of  married  woman  for 
use  and  safety  of  premises  owned  by  her;  (17  L.R4A.(N.S.)  432)  as  to  who  is 
keeper  or  harborer  of  a  dog. 

Distinguished  in  Bundschuh  v.  Mayer,  81  Hun,  113,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  622,  hold- 
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ing  husband,  not  wife,  liable  as  keeper  and  harborer  of  bis  dogs,  although  she 
owns  the  premises  on  which  family  resides. 
Liability  of  oinrner  for  Injuries  by  dogr. 

Cited  in  Hahnke  v.  Friederich,  140  N.  Y.  227,  35  NT.  E.  487,  holding  owner** 
knowledge  that  dog  had  bitten  at  least  one  person  during  month  he  had  owned 
him  makes  knowledge  of  vicious  propensities  question  for  jury;  Strubing  v. 
Mahar,  40  App.  Div.  414,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  799,  holding  husband  not  liable  for 
wife's  wrongful  act  in  setting  his  dog  upon  child;  Molloy  v.  Starin,  191  N.  Y.. 
32,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  449,  83  N.  E.  588,  14  Ann.  Cas.  67,  as  to  liability  of  owner 
of  vicious  dog. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Martinez  v.  Bemhard,  55  L.  R.  A.  671,  which  denies  lia- 
bility for  bite  by  dog  not  known  to  bite  before;  Crowley  v.  Groonell,  55  L.  R.  A.- 
876,  which  holds  owner  liable  for  assault  by  dog,  due  to  known  playful  propen- 
sity. 

Cited  in   note    (3  Eng.   Rul.  Cas.   119)    on   liability   for  injury   inflicted  by 
mischievous  animal. 
Kaowledire  of  dov'»  disposition. 

Cited  in  Leonard  v.  Donoghue,  87  App.  Div.  105,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  60,  holding: 
charge  that,  if  dog  was  running  at  large  in  highway  when  girl  bitten,  knowledge 
of  its  vicious  disposition  need  not  be  shown,  error;  Alexander  v.  Crosby,  143 
Iowa,  52,  119  N.  W.  717,  holding  one  harboring  a  dog  with  no  knowledge  of  his 
vicious  propensities  not  liable  for  damages  caused  by  it  biting  a  horse. 
Liability  of  wife  for  torts. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1004)  on  eflfect  of  married  women's  acts 
upon  husband's  liability  for  wife's  torts;  (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  532)  on  liability  of 
married  woman  for  u^  and  safety  of  premises  owned  by  her;  (131  Am.  St.. 
Rep.  155,  156,  158)   on  liability  Of  married  women  for  torts. 

Distinguished  in  Graham  v.  Tucker,  56  Pla.  314,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  534,  131 
Am.  St.  Rep.  124,  47  So.  563,  holding  under  laws  of  Florida  wife  is  not  liable 
for  torts  committed  in  management  of  her  separate  estate. 

17  L  R.  A.  525,  LASSONB  v.  BOSTON  &  L.  R.  CO.  66  N.  H.  345,  24  Atl.  902. 
Bstrles  as  evidence. 

Approved  in  Stevens  v.  Moulton,  68  N.  H.  255,  38  Atl.  732,  holding  produc- 
tion in  evidence  of  account  book  of  deceased  person,  accompanied  by  suppletory 
oath  of  administrator,  not  an  election,  entitling  opposite  party  to  testify  as  to 
facts  in  lifetime  of  deceased;  Roberts  v.  Rice,  69  N.  H.  474,  45  Atl.  237,  holding 
entries  in  policy  register  in  usual  course  of  business  by  insurance  agent,  since 
deceased,  admissible  in  suit  by  third  person  to  show  issuance  of  policies;  Smith 
T.  Hawley,  8  S.  D.  367,  66  N.  W.  942,  holding  entries  in  books  of  one  to  whom 
wheat  shipped  to  be  sold  for  shipper,  made  in  relation  thereto  in  ordinary  course 
of  business,  in  handwriting  of  bookkeeper,  since  deceased,  admissible  as  part  of 
rc«  ge9t€B;  Meyer  v.  Brown,  130  Mich.  452,  90  N.  W.  286,  holding  railroad  books 
containing  entries  of  weights  of  cars,  made  in  usual  course  of  business,  compe- 
tent to  show  weight  of  wood  *  dipped ;' Haas  V;  Chubb*,  67-  Kan.  790,  74  Pac. 
230,  denying  admissibility  of  press  copies  of  way-bills  in  absence  of  proof  that 
originals  ore  lost. 

Cited  in  Davis  ▼.  Louisville  Trust  Co.  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1015,  104  C.  C.  A. 
24,  181  Fed.  14,  to  the  point  that  entry  by  person  in  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness with  no  interest  to  misrepresent,  is  competent  evidence  of  facts  thus 
lecorded;  Hutehins  v.  Berry,  75  N.  H.  419,  75  Atl.  650,  holding  that  account 
of  tolls  taken  at  grist  mill'  kept  by  miller  since  deceased  and  purporting  to  b^ 
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record  of  all  his  receipts,  is  admissible  to  prove  volume  of  business  during  period 
covered  by  it;  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Startz,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  94,  94 
S.  W.  207,  holding  in  action  against  railroad  company  for  injuries  to  cattle 
entries  in  sale  book  of  broker  who  sold  cattle  admissible. 

Cited  in  note   (53  L.  R.  A.  514,  530)   on  use  of  person's  books  of  account  as 
evidence  on  issues  between  other  parties. 
Oral  declaratlonii  a«  e-vldence. 

Cited  in  Fletcher  v.  State,  90  Ga.  389,  17  S.  £.  101,  holding  that  declarations 
by  one  in  possession  of  lands  to  effect  that  they  were  purchased  with  trust 
funds  derived  from  sale  of  trust  lands  declarant  being  dead  are  admissible 
against  remainderman  under  original  trust  lands  in  favor  of  purchaser. 

Applied  in  Mackie  v.  Heywood  &  M.  Rattan  Co.  88  111.  App.  123,  holding  evi- 
dence  of  verbal  declaration  of  deceased  person  to  employer  day  before  his  death, 
indicating  necessity  of  call  by  him  at  factory  next  day,  competent  in  action  for 
his  death. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  279)  on  admissibility  of  declarations  of 
person  since  deceased. 

17  L.  R.  A.  530,  ILLINOIS  C.  R.  CO.  v.  CHICAGO,  141  111.  586,  30  N.  E.  1044. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  149  111. 
495,  36  N.  E.  1006;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  149  111.  635,  37  N.  E. 
80;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  150  111.  597,  37  N.  E.  1029. 
Rlfflita  acqnlred  in  land  condemned. 

Cited  in  Chicago  Teleph,  Co.  v.  Northwestern  Teleph.  Co.   199  111.   352,   65 
N.  E.  329,  holding  telephone  company  granted  privilege  in  city  streets  not  en- 
titled to  exclusive  privilege,  but,  as  against  other  company,  entitled  to  protec- 
tion from  interference  preventing  practical  operation  of  its  lines. 
— •  On  extending  street  over  railroad  property. 

Approved  in  Baltimore  v.  Cowen,  88  Md.  451,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  433,  41  Atl. 
900,  holding  that  city  acquires  only  joint  right  with  railroad  company  to  use 
land  of  latter  condemned  for  street;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Ck).  v.  Pontiac,  169  111. 
163,  48  N.  E.  485,  holding  that  petition  to  extend  street  across  railroad  need  not 
aver  that  new  use  is  consistent  with  old;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Hogan,  105  111. 
App.  141,  holding  railroad  company  not  deprived  of  right  to  lay  additional 
tracks  by  extension  of  street  across  its  right  of  way;  Harris  v.  Chicago,  162 
III.  296,  44  N.  E.  437,  holding  that  judgment  condemning  land  for  street  across 
railroad  track,  on  verdict  in  usual  form,  properly  restricts  interest  acquired  to 
mere  easement;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  149  III.  459,  37  N.  E.  78, 
holding  value  of  land  not  legitimate  element  of  compensation  to  railroad  com- 
pany on  extending  street  across  track;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Cicero,  157 
111.  52,  41  N.  E.  640,  holding  market  value  of  property  taken  not  measure  of 
compensation  on  extending  street  across  railroad  track. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.R.A.(N»S.)  1218)  on  power  to  lay  out  streets  across  rail- 
way property. 
Povrer  of  mnnlclpal  authorities  as  to  iH^pro-veaients. 

Approved  in  Vane  v.  Evanston,  150  HI.  621,  37  N.  E.  901,  holding  decision  of 
municipal  authorities  as  to  utility  of  street  improvement,  and  as  to  whether 
it  shall  be  treated  as  local  in  raising  funds  to  pay  for  same,  final;  Shannon  v. 
Hinsdale,  180  111.  204,  54  N.  E.  181,  holding  village  authorities  authorized,  in 
providing  for  macadamizing  street,  to  determine  whether  removal  of  old  cul- 
vert and  construction  of  new  should  be  regarded  as  local  improvement,  and 
whether  old  materials  may  be  utilized  in  new  structure. 
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Cited  in  Re  Nishnabotna  River  Improv.  Dist.  No.  2,  145  Iowa,  141,  123  N. 
W.  769,  holding  that  appeal  lies  from  order  establishing  drainage  district  and 
directing  that  cost  of  improvement  be  made  at  expense  of  lands  benefited;  Cin- 
cinnati, N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Morgan  County,  75  C.  C.  A.  56,  M3  Fed.  801; 
<Jrafton  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  16  N.  D.  318,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  11,  113  N. 
W.  598,  35  Ann.  Cas.  10;  People  ex  rel  Lockwood  &  S.  Co.  v.  Grand  Trunk  West- 
^m  R.  Co.  232  111.  300,  83  N.  E.  839;  Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Sanitary 
Dist  218  111.  290,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  229,  75  N.  E.  892,— holding  necessity  of  the 
improvement  not  subject  to  review  by  courts. 
Power  to  extend  otreet  over  nttlroad  property. 

Approved  in  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Morrison,  195  111.  276,  63  N.  E.  96, 
and  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  151  111.  358,  37  N.  E.  842,  holding  ex- 
tension of  streets  across  tracks  and  other  land  of  railroad  companies  by  city 
autb<»ities  expressly  authorized  by  statute;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  156 
111.  101,  41  N.  E.  45,  authorizing  extension  of  street  across  railroad  yard;  Terre 
Haute  V.  Evanaville  &  T.  H.  R.  Go.  149  Ind.  178,  37  L.  R.  A.  192,  footnote  p. 
189,  46  N.  E.  77,  authorizing  laying  out  streets  across  freight  yard  and  tracks; 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Pontiac,  169  111.  161,  48  N.  E.  485,  holding  allegation 
in  condemnation  petition  that  premises  comprise  part  of  "lands,  right  of  way, 
and  tracks"  of  railroad  company,  broad  enough  to  Include  railroad  yard. 

Cited  in  South  Amboy  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  76  N.  J.  Eq.  72,  73  Atl  852, 
holding  that  word  ''over*'  in  statutes  relating  to  railroad  crossings  was  used  in 
its  ordinary  sense  to  mean  "above;"  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Shelley,  163  Ind. 
42,  71  N.  £.  151,  holding  where  street  has  been  constructed  across  railway  tracks 
the  railway  company  is  not  entitled  to  recover  expenses  incurred  in  maintaining 
necessary  crossings  and  approaches;  New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R,  Co.  v.  Rhodes, 
171  Ind.  526,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1232,  86  N.  E.  840,  holding  municipality  had 
power  to  extend  street  across  railroad  tracks. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chicago,  M.  &.  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Starkweather,  31  L.  R.  A. 
183,  which  sustains  right  to  open  street  across  depot  grounds. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v,  Cicero,  154  111.  661,  39  N.  E.  574, 
holding  that  faet  that  property  will  be  rendered  unavailable  for  freight  depot, 
for  which  it  is  peculiarly  adapted,  by  opening  street  across  it  should  be  con- 
sidered in  determining  amount  of  compensation. 
Power  of  conrt  to  revleinr  diner ettonary  official  acts. 

Cited  in  Denny  v.  Des  Moines  County,  143  Iowa,  474,  121  N.  W.  1066,  hold- 
ing under  statute  decision  of  board  of  supervisors  as  to  establishment  of  drain- 
age districts  not  reviewable  by  courts. 
Jvdietal  poipver  over  eminent  domain* 

Cited  in  Paris  v.  Cairo,  V.  A  C.  R.  Co.  248  111.  219,  93  N.  E.  729,  holding  that 
courts  cannot  ordinarily  inquire  into  necessity  or  propriety  of  exerpising  right 
of  eminent  domain. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.R. A. ( Nr.S. )  66,  71,  02,  111,  112,  114,  117,  168)  on  judicial 
power  over  eminent  domain. 

17  L.  R.  A.  536,  ZIMMERMAN  v.  LEBO,  151  Pa.  345,  24  Atl.  1082. 
Bleetlon  nader  will. 

Approved  in  Callahan's  Estate,  5  Lack.  Legal  News,  112,  holding  devisees 
iMweptlng  will  so  far  as  beneficial  estopped  to  dispute  remainder;  Re  Rafferty, 
23  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  189,  holding  one  accepting  under  will  property  belonging  to 
testator  estopp^  to  claim,  as  his  own,  property  bequeathed  to  another;  Bar- 
ber's Estate,  3  Pa.  Dist.  R.  54,  14  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  168,  holding  legatee  accepting 


17  L.R.A.  536]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  26^ 

l^acy  estopped  to  claim,  as  heir  at  law,  real  estate  as  to  Trhich  will  is  invalid^ 
unless  he  indemnifies  residuary  legatee;  Whelen  v.  Whelen,  27  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  167^ 
denying  right  of  one  accepting  benefits  under  will,  to  assert  claim  repugnant  to- 
its  provisions. 

Cited  in  Melot's  Estate,  231  Pa.  523,  80  Atl.  1051,  holding  that  where  husband 
by  conduct  showed  clear  intention  to  accept  provisions  of  will,  he  cannot  there- 
after elect  to  take  against  will;  Martin  v.  Henry  Martin  Brick  Mach.  Mfg^ 
Co.  27  Lane.  L.  Rev.  273,  to  the  point  that  one  who  accepts  benefits  under  'will 
cannot  deny  validity  of  that  instrument;  Beetson  v.  Stoops,  186  N.  Y.  464,  79- 
N.  E.  731,  9  Ann.  Cas.  953,  holding  one  cannot  take  under  will  and  claim  repug- 
nant thereto. 

Distinguished  in  Miller's  Estate,  159  Pa.  574,  34  W.  N.  C.  92,  28  AU.  441, 
holding  legatee  not  estopped  by  mere  acceptance  of  pecuniary  legacy  whieh  is- 
returned,  or  by  acts  which  were  equivocal  or  done  in  ignorance  of  his  rigbts; 
Tompkins  v.  Merriman,  155  Pa.  447,  32  W.  N.  C.  367,  26  Atl.  659,  holding  ac- 
ceptance  of  benefit  under  will,  not  estoppel  to  claim  that  conveyance  by  legatee- 
to  testator  of  land  not  particularly  described  in  will,  which  devised  residue  to 
specified  persons,  was  mortgage,  not  absolute  deed* 

17  L.  R.  A.  639,  STEWART  v.  CINCINNATI,  W.  &  M.  R,  CO.  89  Mich.  316,  60 

N.  W.  852. 
View  by  Jnry. 

Cited  in  Dupuis  v.  Saginaw  Valley  Traction  Co.  146  Midi.  162,  109  N.  W. 
413,  holding  allowing  view  by  jury  within  sooiid  discretion  of  court. 

Cited  in  note  (42  L.  R.  A.  373,  374)  on  view  by  jury. 
Dvty  of  railroad  «oini»any  a«  to  croanlnar* 

Approved  in  Retan  v.  'Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  94  Mich.  151,  53  N.  W. 
1094,  requiring  railroad  to  keep  in  reasonably  safe  condition,  sidewalk  across 
its  right  of  way  which,  on  notification  by  common  council,  it  has  constructed 
and  kept  in  repair  for  several  years;  Rathbun  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R. 
Co.  20  R.  I.  63,  37  Atl.  300,  denying  right  of  railroad  company  which  has  put 
in  crossing  under  agreement  with  owner  of  land,  to  claim  that  subsequent 
grantee  is  not  entitled  to  same. 
Dvty  of  rallinray  company  to  maintain  safe  approach  to  utatlon. 

Cited  in  McCormick  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  141  Mich.  20,  104  N.   W. 
390,   holding  railway   company  must  provide   reasonably   safe  place  of   ingress 
and  egress  from  its  station. 
Difference  In  duties  to  licensee  and  In-vltee. 

Cited  in  Minor  v.  Escanaba  Lumber  Co.  187  Mich.  438,  132  N.  W.  1035,  to 
the  point  that  where  person  is  mere  licensee,  defendant  owes  dilTerent  duty 
from  that  which  would  rest  upon  it  in  case  sueh  person  was  an  invitee. 

17  L,  R.  A.  545,  HODGES  v.  WILKINSON,  111  N.  C.  56,  15  S.  E.  041. 
Documentary   evidence* 

Cited  in  Faulkner  v.  King,  130  N.  C.  496,  41  S.  E.  885,  holding  record  ad- 
missible in  subsequent  action  between  same  parties  about  same  property;  Ever- 
ett V.  Newton,  118  N.  C.  921,  23  S.  E.  961,  holding  objection  in  Umme  to  deed 
for  all  purposes  nOt  sustainable,  as  objection  to  relevaticy  and  legal  effect  may 
be  reserved  till  subsequent  stage  of  trial. 
AMl|irnee'»  rlgrlit  to  line. 

Cited  in  Clem  v.  Wise,  133  Ala.  408,  31  So.  986v  sustaining  right  of 
of  chattel  mortgage  to  maintain  action  lor  recovery  of  property. 
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'WmmuitT  of  title. 

Cited  in  Clevenger  v.  Lewis,  20  Okla^  843,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  413,  95  Pac.  230, 

16  Ann.  Caa.  56,  holding  a  sale  of  personalty  in  vendor's  possession  implies  a 
warranty  as  to  the  entire  title,  protecting  against  partial  defects,  liens,  charges 
and  incumbrances  by  which  the  title  is  transferred,  is  rendered  less  than  full 
perfect  and  unincumbered. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Computing  Scales  Co.  v.  Long,  65  L.R.A.  294,  whiph  holds 
misrepresentations  as  to  quality  of  scales  sold  not  shown  by  evidence  that  other 
scales  sold  by  same  vendor  had  rusted. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)   410)  as  to  whether  implied  covenant  of  title 
on  sale  of  chattels  protects  against  outstanding  liens  or  encumbrances. 
NeecMilty  of  recon'veyanee  to  revest  title. 

Cited  in  Herring  v.  Warwick,  155  N.  C,  350,  71  a  E.  462,  to  the  point  that 
conveyance  of  freehold  estate  of  inheritance,  cannot  be  undone  by  cancelation, 
and  estate  can  only  be  revested  by  another  conveyance. 

17  L.  R.  A.  547,  Re  GLOBE  MUT.  BEN.  ASSO.  135  N.  Y.  280,  32  N.  E.  122. 
Rl«lit  to  insvre  life  of  infant. 

Approved  in  People  v.  Industrial  Benefit  Asso.  92  Hun,  313,  36  N.  Y.  Supp. 
963,  denying  right  of  assessment  life  insurance  company  to  issue  yearly  renew- 
able term  policies  on  lives  of  infants. 

Cited  in  notes  (57  L.  R.  A.  502)  on  insurance  on  life  of  minor;   (24  L.  R.  A. 
253)  on  right  of  nonresidents  to  become  stockholders  in  corporations;    (52  Am, 
St  Rep.  553)  on  insurance  of  infants  in  mutual  or  membership  life  or  accident 
insurance  companies. 
Liability  of  mentbem  of  aaseMintent  inanranee  comjHiny  to  aMiemntent«« 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Bown,  75  Hun,  232,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  11,  upholding  right  to 
enforce  contract  of  member  of  co-operative  assessment  insurance  company  to 
pay  specified  amount  bi-monthly  during  membership;  Gray  v.  Daly,  40  App. 
Div.  42,  57  K.  Y.  Supp*  527,  denying  liability  of  member  of  assessment  acci- 
dent insurance  company  for  assessment  levied  after  membership  ceased,  although 
for  liability  previously  accruing. 

17  L.  R.  A.  549,  RUTHERFORD  v.  HILL,  22  Or.  218,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  596,  29 

Pac.  546. 
Rlslita  and  liabilltie*  of  n&embemof  defeetively  orvaniaed  eorporation» 

Cited  in  Duke  v.  Taylor,  37  Fla.  76,  31  L.  R.  A  488,  footnote  p.  484,  53  Am. 
St  Rep.  232,  19  So.  172,  holding  participants  in  organization  of  corporation  un- 
der supposed  charter  obtained  under  laws  of  other  state,  without  authority  or 
user  in  such  state,  liable  as  partners;  Wechselberg  v.  Flour  City  Nat.  Bank,  26 
L  R.  A  478,  12  C.  C.  A.  67,  24  U.  S.  App.  308,  64  Fed.  101  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  liable  as  partner,  negligent  signer  of  recorded  articles  of  in 
corporation  permitting  use  of  name  as  officer  without  legal  incorporation; 
Mitchell  V.  Jensen,  29  Utah,  359,  81  Pac.  165,  holding  in  order  to  hold  persons 
as  partners  by  reason  of  connection  with  abortive  corporation  it  must  appear 
that  they  participated  in  the  conduct  of  business  of  the  corporation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Taylor  v.  Branham,  39  L.  R.  A.  362,  which  holds  liable 
aa  partners,  members  of  foreign  corporation  carrying  on  business  in  state  with- 
out being  incorporated  therein;  Badger  Paper  Co.  v.  Rose,  37  L.  R.  A.  162, 
which  holds  persona  subscribing  for  stock,  of  corporations  to  be  organised  not 
personally  liable  as  stockholders  "then  existing"  on  corporate  obligations  in- 
curred before  half  of  stock  subscribed ;  Finnegan  v.  Knights  of  Labor  Bldg.  Asso. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  778,  as  to  what  constitutes  de  facto  corporation,  preventing  liability 
of  members  as  partners;  Jones  v.  Aspen  Hardware  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  143,  which: 
holds  members  of  company  failing  to  acquire  corporate  existence  entitled  to  skd- 
yantages  of  partnership;  Slocum  y.  Head,  50  L.  R.  A.  324,  which  holds  persons 
attempting  to  incorporate  hj  filing  original  articles  instead  of  copies  entitled 
to  all  rights  of  corporation  as  to  persons  dealing  with  them  as  such;  Globe  Pub. 
Co.  y.  State  Bank,  27  L.  R.  A.  854,  which  holds  unenforceable  after  repeal  of 
statute,  stockholder's  liability  for  failure  to  publish  notice  of  debts. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.  100)  on  duties  and  liabilities  of  promoters  of  cor- 
poration and  its  members;  (94  Am.  St.  Rep.  594,  596)  on  transactions  in  name 
of  supposed  but  nonexisting  corporation;  (115  Am.  St.  Rep.  419)  on  what  con- 
stitutes a  partnership. 

Distinguished   in   Harrill  y.   Davis,   22  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1157»  94   C.   C.   A.    47, 
168  Fed.  191,  holding  persons  assuming  to  act  as  a  corporation  where  there  has 
been  no  attempt  to  comply  with  the  prorisiona  of  any  law  authorizing  ttieiii  t«> 
become  such,  liable  as  partners. 
De  facto  corporatlona. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  293)  on  recognition  or  exclusion  of  de  facto  foreign 
corporation. 

17  L.  R.  A.  565,  ANDERSON  y.  ALA.Y,  60  Minn.  280,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  642,   5« 

N.  W.  630. 
Excnaea  for  nonperfomiaBee  of  contract. 

Approved  in  McQuiddy  y.  Brannock,  70  Mo.  App.  543,  and  Whittemore  v. 
Sills,  76  Mo.  App.  251,  holding  contractor  not  relieved  from  liability  for  failure 
to  complete  public  contract  within  contract  time,  because  injtmction  obtained  by 
third  person,  unless  provided  against  in  contract;  Dixon  v.  Breon,  22  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  348,  holding  performance  of  contract  to  cut  and  manufacture  certain  timber 
excused  by  its  destruction  by  forest  fires;  Newell  v.  New  Holstein  Canning  Co. 
119  Wis.  641,  97  N.  W.  487,  holding  performance  of  contract  for  sale  of  canned 
tomatoes  not  excused  by  destruction  of  crop  by  frost. 

Cited  in  Whipple  v.  Lyons  Beet  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  64  Misc.  364,  118  N.  Y.  Supp. 
338,  holding  that  under  contract  to  raise  eight  acres  of  sugar  beets,  in  accord- 
ance with  directions,  and  deliver  crop  at  certain  price  per  ton,  contract  provid- 
ing for  stipulated  damages  for  breach,  failure  of  portion  of  seed  to  grow  by  rea- 
son of  drought,  will  excuse  performance;  Isaacson  v.  Starrett,  66  Wash.  20,  104 
Pac.  1115,  holding  damages  recoverable  for  breach  of  contract  to  deliver  engine 
within  specified  time,  although  performance  was  rendered  impossible  by  earth- 
quake and  subsequent  strikes;  Pacific  Sheet  Metal  Works  v.  Califomian  Can- 
neries Co.  91  C.  C.  A.  108,  164  Fed.  985,  holding  nonperformance  of  contract  to 
deliver  specified  quantity  of  cans  not  excused  by  delay  by  storms  and  winds,  of 
ship  carrying  tin  for  their  manufacture. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Angus  v.  Scully,  49  L.  R.  A.  562,  which  sustains  right 
to  recover  imder  contract  to  move  building  destroyed  by  fire  before  work  com- 
pleted; Pengra  v.  Wheeler,  21  L.  R.  A.  726,  which  holds  lessor  released  from 
covenant  to  repair  leased  dams  within  specified  time,  by  impossibility  of  making- 
repair;  Lorillard  y.  Clyde,  24  L.  R.  A.  113,  which  holds  dissolution  of  corporation 
a  defense  to  guaranty  of  dividends  for  term  of  years;  Board  of  Education  v. 
Townsend,  52  L.  R.  A.  868,  which  holds  blowing  down  of  schoolhouse  not  excuse 
from  contract  to  remove  and  rebuild;  Remy  v.  Olds,  21  L.  R,  A.  645,  which  denies^ 
right  to  recover  on  contract,  performance  of  which  prevented  by  act  of  God; 
Ontario  Deciduous  Fruit  Qrowers'  Asso.  v-  Cutting  Fruit  Packing  Co.  53  L.  R^ 
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A.  681,  which  denies  liability  for  failure  to  deliver  specified  quantity  of  fruit 
contracted  for,  from  failure  of  crop,  due  to  unusual  climatic  conditions;  Genet 
T.  Delaware  k  H.  Canal  Co.  19  L.  R.  A.  127,  which  holds  agreement  implied  that 
lessee  will  not  wilfully  incapacitate  itself  to  take  out  more  than  minimum  quan- 
tity of  coal  per  year;  Krause  v.  Crothersville  School  Trustees,  65  L.R.A.  111, 
which  holds  covenant  to  repair  building  and  construct  annex  thereto  discharged 
by  destruction  by  lightning  of  main  building  when  work  is  practically  com- 
pleted. 

Distinguished  in  Buchanan  v.  Layne,  95  Mo.  App.  153,  68  S.  W.  952,  holding 
agreement  in  mining  contract  to  put  on  market  ore  to  be  taken  from  leased  prem- 
ises, as  condition  precedent  to  repurchase,  excused  where  no  ore  in  leased  land. 
Complete  performance  a«  easentlal  to  action  on  contract. 

Cited  in  note  (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  281,  282,  283,  294)  on  complete  performance 
as  essential  to  cause  of  action  on  entire  contract. 

17  L.  R.  A.  667,  CLARK  v.  AMERICAN  COAL  CO.  86  Iowa,  436,  63  N.  W.  291. 
Rlshti  of  purchaser  of  corporate  stc^clc. 

Cited  in  Emy  v.  G.  W.  Schmidt  Co.  197  Pa.  484,  47  Atl.  877,  denying  right  of 
complaint  by  one  purchasing  stock,  after  acquiescence  by  corporation  for  two 
years  in  alleged  mismanagement,  from  one  who  participated  therein;  Des  Moines 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Warren  County  Bank,  97  Iowa,  211,  66  N.  W.  154,  holding  that 
transferee  of  bank  stock,  without  knowledge  of  by-law  giving  bank  liens  for  in- 
debtedness of  stockholder,  before  by-laws  posted  by  bank,  takes  same  free 
from  such  lien;  Home  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Barber,  67  Neb.  656,  60  L.R.A.  933,  footnote 
p.  927,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  716,  93  N.  W.  1024,  which  denies  right  to  complain  of 
prior  mismanagement  by  persons  acquiring  stock  and  interests  from  alleged 
wrongdoers  through  such  mismanagement;  Farwell  v.  Babcock,  27  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  173,  65  S.  W.  509,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  as  to  stockholder's 
right  to  attack  contract  made  before  he  became  a  stockholder;  PoUitz  v.  Gould, 
202  N.  Y.  14,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  992,  94  N.  E.  1088,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  1098,  hold- 
ing that  stockholder  may  sue  to  set  aside  exchange  of  capital  stock  by  corpora- 
tion before  he  acquired  his  stock;  Babcock  v.  Farwell,  146  111.  App.  340,  holding 
stockholder  or  assignee  estopped  from  complaining  of  any  voidable  or  illegal 
act  which  stockholder  ratified  or  acquiesced  in. 

Cited  in  notes  (20  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1079)  on  effect  upon  one's  right  as  stockholder 
of  wrongful  issuance  of  his  stock  as  full-paid;  (38  L.R.A. (N.S.)  989)  on  right  of 
stockholder  to  attack  fraudulent  transaction  occurring  before  he  acquires  his 
stock;  (97  Am.  St.  Rep.  52)  on  actions  by  stockholders  in  behalf  of  corporations. 

Distinguished  in  State  Trust  Co.  v.  Turner,  111  Iowa,  675,  53  L.  R.  A.  141, 
82  N.  W.  1029,  denying  right  of  one  taking  assignment  of  overdue  notes  of  cor- 
poration from  one  who  knew  that  stockholder  had  paid  for  stock  with  property 
grossly  overvalued,  to  hold  stockholder  liable. 
Conpeaflatlon  of  corporate  offlcem. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Eaton  v.  Robinson,  29  L.  R.  A.  100,  which  requires  officers 
to  account  for  salaries  voted  and  paid  to  deprive  stockholders  of  rights. 

17  L.  R.  A.  564,  JANESVILLB  COTTON  MILLS  v.  FORD,  82  Wis.  416,  52  N. 

W.  764. 
Coutraetion  of  contract. 

Approved  in  Murphey  v.  Weil,  92  Wis.  478,  66  N.  W.  532,  requiring  fixed  and 
definite  meaning  of  word  **thermostat"  to  be  attached  to  it  when  used  in  con- 
tract; Jackson  Mill.  Co.  v.  Chandos,  82  Wis.  444,  52  N.  W.  769,  holding  that  term 
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"inch  of  water"  has  no  fixed  technical  meaning  which  must  control  when  used 
in  grant;  Jacuson  Mill.  Ck>.  v.  Chandos,  82  Wis.  4dO,  52  N.  W.  759,  holding  cir< 
cumstances  attending  grant  of  specified  number  of  "inches  of  water,"  sia&e  of 
apertures,  capacity  of  wheel,  etc.,  proper  for  consideration  in  determining  rig^hts 
granted;  Murray  Hill  Land  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.  110 
Wis.  566,  86  N.  W.  199,  authorising  consideration  of  subsequent  acts  of  parties 
in  locating  electric  railway  tracks  on  land  platted  as  street,  in  determining^  ex- 
tent of  right  granted  to  company,  where  such  grant  is  ambiguous;  Walah  v. 
Myers,  92  Wis.  401,  66  N.  W.  250,  holding  furnishing  and  paying  for  cans  with- 
out new  agreement  as  to  price  entitled  to  weight  as  practical  construction  by  par* 
ties  of  contract  to  furnish  cans  as  heretofore;  Excelsior  Wrapper  Co.  v.  Mes* 
singer,  116  Wis.  554,  93  N.  W.  459,  holding  contract  of  party  to  fumiab 
roll- rag  paper  (same  as  has  been  furnished),  at  specified  price,  to  be  taken  as 
ordered,  ambiguous. 

Cited  in  Burton  v.  Douglass,  141  Wis.  114,  123  N.  W.  631,  18  Ann.  Cas.  734, 
holding  practical  construction  placed  by  the  parties  in  interest  upon  doubtful 
ambiguous  terms  in  a  contract  will  exercise  a  great,  and  sometimes  a  oontroliln^ 
influence  in  determining  the  construction  to  be  placed  thereon  by  the  eourte; 
Jones  V.  Thomas,  120  Wis.  280,  97  N.  W.  950,  holding  a  construction  put  upon  an 
ambiguous  arbitration  agreement  by  parties  thereto,  up  to  and  inclusive  of  the 
time  of  making  the  award,  which  is  reasonable  and  equitable,  may  properly  be 
considered  to  be  the  one  to  be  incorporated  therein. 

Cited  in  notes   (67  L.R.A.  375,  382,  400)   on  construction  of  grant  of  water 
power;  (14  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  698)  on  resort  to  constant  usage,  to  expound  meanin^^ 
of  ancient  document. 
Parol  evidence  a«  to  quantity* 

Approved  in  Rib  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  Ogilvie,  113  Wis.  487,  89  N.  W.  483, 
holding  parol  evidence  admissible  that  quantity  of  logs  overestimated  in  contract 
for  sale  of  lumber,  "estimated  to  be  about"  specified  amount  obtained  from  loga 
banked  and  being  banked  at  specified  place. 

Cited  in  note  (11  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  229)  on  parol  evidence  to  contradict  written 
instrument. 

17  L.  R.  A.  571,  RICHMOND  &  D.  R.  CO.  v.  JEFFERSON,  89  Ga.  564,  32  Am. 

St,  Rep.  87,  16  S.  E.  69. 
Carrier'*  liability  for  Injury  to  pa«senv«m« 

Approved  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Ray,  101  Tenn.  8,  46  S.  W.  554,  holding 
carrier  liable  for  any  act  of  rudeness  and  oppression  resulting  in  injury  to  paa- 
senger  at  hands  of  any  employees  on  train. 

Cited  in  Seawell  v.  Carolina  C.  R.  Co.  133  N.  C.  518,  45  S.  E.  850,  holding  car- 
rier liable  for  acts  of  its  servants  in  taking  part  with  mob  in  assault  upon  pas- 
senger; Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Boyle,  115  Ga.  839,  59  L.  R.  A.  105,  footnote 
p.  104,  42  S.  E.  242,  which  denies  carrier's  liability  for  shooting. of  passenger  by 
negro  tramp  attempting  to  escape  from  arrest  for  stealing  ride;  Taillon  v. 
Hears,  29  Mont.  174,  74  Pac.  421,  1  Ann.  Cas.  613,  holding  carrier  liable  for 
negligence  of  servant  though  act  done  was  outside  scope  of  his  employment; 
Hillman  v.  Georgia  R.  k  Bkg.  Co.  126  Ga.  817,  56  S.  E.  68,  8  Ann.  Cas.  222; 
Franklin  v.  Atlanta  &  C.  Air  Line  R.  Co.  74  S.  C.  339,  54  S.  E.  578,— holding 
carrier  bound  to  exercise  a  high  degree  of  care  to  protect  a  passenger  ft^m 
wrong  or  injury  of  a  fellow  passenger. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tall  v.  Baltimore  Steam  Packet  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  120, 
which  denies  carrier's  liability  for  shooting  of  passenger  during  quarrel  with. 
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other  passengers  over  game  of  cards;  United  R.  k  Electric  Co.  t.  State,  54  L.  R. 
A.  942,  which  holds  carrier  liable  for  injuries  inflicted  on  passenger  by  drunken 
passenger  permitted  to  return  and  remain  after  removal;  Spangler  v.  St. 
Joseph  k  6.  I.  R.  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  634,  which  holds  carrier  bound  to  protect  pas- 
sengers after  alighting,  from  misconduct  and  assault  of  fellow  passengers 
reasonably  to  be  anticipated. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.  R.  A.  641)  on  rights  of  colored  passengers;   (55  L.  R.  A. 
719,  723)  on  carrier's  liability  for  assault  on  passenger  by  strikers'  mob,  or  third 
persons;  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  797)  on  liability  of  railroad  for  unauthorized  acts  of 
agent. 
Care  required  of  proprietor  of  public  place. 

Cited  in  Moone  r.  Smith,  6  Ga.  App.  651,  65  S.  £.  712,  holding  proprietor 
of  place  of  amusement  is  bound  to  use  ordinary  care  for  protection  of  his 
patrons. 
Bxemplarjr  danaiaarco. 

Cited  in  note  (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  593,  604,  606,  607)  on  exemplary  damages 
against  corporations. 

17  L.  R.  A.  573,  Re  SMITH,  4  Wash.  702,  30  Pac.  1059. 
Uarriaffc  of  di'vorced  person  ipvlthln  prohibited  time* 

Approved  in  McLennan  v.  McLennan,  31  Or.  484,  38  L.  R.  A.  864,  footnote  p. 
863,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  835,  50  Pac.  802,  holding  marriage  contract  in  other  state 
before  lapse  of  time  for  taking  appeal  absolutely  void;  Blush  v.  State,  4  Kan. 
App.  151,  46  Pac.  185,  denying  right  to  maintain,  as  unmarried  woman,  action 
for  support  of  illegitimate  child  within  six  months  after  divorce  granted,  under 
statute  making  decree  not  absolute,  nor  marriage  absolutely  void,  within  such 
time;  Niece  v.  Territory,  9  Okla.  545,  60  Pac.  300,  holding  divorced  person  marry- 
ing within  six  months  after  decree  guilty  of  bigamy;  Re  Wood,  137  Cal.  141, 
69  Pac.  900  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  prohibition  against  marriage 
of  divorced  person  within  specified  time  without  extraterritorial  force;  Eaton 
V.  Eaton,  66  Neb.  682,  60  L.  R.  A.  608,  footnote  p.  605,  92  N.  W.  995,  which  holds 
absolutely  void,  marriage  by  divorced  person  during  time  to  commence  proceed- 
ings for  reversal. 

Cited  in  Pierce  v.  Pierce,  58  Wash.  623,  109  Pac.  45,  holding  that  validity  of 
marriage  of  divorced  person  in  another  state  within  prohibited  period,  depends 
upon  domicile  of  party  at  time  of  marriage. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Durland  v.  Durland,  63  L.R.A.  959,  which  upholds  power 
of  legislature  to  forbid  divorced  persons  to  marry  within  six  months  after 
granting  of  decree. 

Distinguished  in  Conn  v.  Conn,  2  Kan.  App.  426,  42  Pac.  1006,  holding  mar- 
riage by  divorced  person  sixteen  days  after  decree  entered  not  void  under  stat- 
ute declaring  it  "unlawful"  to  marry  within  six  months;  Willey  v.  Willey,  22 
Wash.  120,  79  Am.  St.  Re^.  923,  60  Pac.  145  (disapproved  in  concurring  opinion), 
holding  act  prohibiting  remarriage  of  either  party  to  divorce  suit  within  six 
months,  without  extraterritorial  force;  State  v.  Yoder,  113  Minn.  509,  —  L.R.A, 
(N.S.)  — ,  130  N.  W.  10,  holding  that  remarriage  of  divorced  person  within  six 
months  frona  date  of  divorce,  though  prohibited  by  section  3554  R.  L.  1905, 
is  valid  until  dissolved  by  judicial  decree. 
What  narrlavea  are  void. 

.    Cited  in  note  (70  Am.  St.  Rep.  362,  364,  368,  369)  on  what  marriages  are  void. 
LJI.A  Au.  Vol.  III.-— 17. 
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17  L.  R.  A.  576,  STENSGAARD  v.  ST.  PAUL  REAL  ESTATE  TITLE  INS.  CO. 

50  Minn.  429,  52  N.  W.  910.  , 

IVbat   constltntea   Inmirance. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  ex  rel.  Kasson  v.  Rose,  44  L.  R.  A.  124,  which  holds 
guaranteeing  fidelity  of  officers  and  performance  of  contracts,  insurance. 
Snbmliisloii  of  iMiiie*  to  Jury  for  •pedal  flndlnar. 

Cited  in  Hunt  v.  Ahenmann,  94  Minn.  70,  102  N.  W.  376,  holding  issues  may 
be  submitted  to  jury  for  special  verdict  in  equitable  action. 

17  L.  R,  A.  577,  FELLOWS  v.  GILHUBER,  82  Wis.  639,  52  N.  W.  307. 
Landlord's  liability  for  Injnrieii. 

Approved  in  Whitmore  v.  Orono  Pulp  &  Paper  Co.  91  Me.  309.  40  L.  R.  A. 
380,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  229,  39  Atl.  1032,  holding  lessor  of  pulp  mill  not  liable  for 
injuries  to  employees  of  lessee  by  explosion  of  digester;  Dowling  v.  Nuebllng, 
97  Wis.  351,  72  N.  W.  871,  denying  liability  of  landlord,  in  absence  of  a^eement 
in  lease  to  repair,  for  injury  to  tenant  by  defect  in  common  stairway. 

Cited  in  Burner  v.  Higman  &  S.  Co.  127  Iowa,  589,  103  N.  W.  802,  holding 
landlord  not  liable  to  licenses  for  failure  to  guard  elevator  shaft. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.  R.  A.  200)  on  landlord's  liability  to  third  person  for 
condition  of  premises  owned  by  her;  (34  L.  R.  A.  611)  on  landlord's  liability  for 
injury  to  tenant's  guests  and  servants  from  defect  in  premises;  (9  Eng.  Hul. 
Cas.  458)  on  implied  obligation  of  landlord  to  repair,  and  Implied  warranty  of 
fitness  of  premises  for  purposes  for  which  they  are  let;  (92  Am.  St.  Rep.  504, 
511,  537)  on  liability  to  third  persons  of  lessors  of  real  or  personal  property; 
(15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  342)  on  liability  of  landlord  letting  premises  in  defective  con- 
dition. 

Distinguished  in  Schaefer  v.  Fond  du  Lac,  99  Wis.  337,  41  L.  K  A.  289,  74  N. 
W.  810,  holding  purchaser  of  street  railway  liable  for  injury  to  traveler  from 
defect  in  street  due  to  its  mode  of  construction,  though  railway  company  re- 
mained in  possession  under  option  to  purchase. 

17  L.  R.  A.  580,  FIRST  NAT.  BANK  v.  CLARK,  134  N.  Y.  368,  32  N.  E.  38. 
Checlc  or  draft  a*  a«aleriiineiit. 

Followed  in  Abt  v.  American  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank,  159  111.  469,  60  Am.  St.  Rep. 
175,  42  N.  E.  854,  holding  draft  in  Illinois  on  New  York  bank  not  assignment 
pro  tanto  of  drawer's  deposit. 

Cited  in  Fourth  Street  Bank  v.  Yardley,  165  U.  S.  647,  41  L.  ed.  862,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  439,  holding  fund  to  credit  of  embarrassed  bank,  though  not  wholly 
turned  into  cash,  transferred  pro  tanto  by  check  on  same  to  other  bank  to  obtain 
immediate  relief;  Grant  v.  MacNutt,  12  Misc.  22,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  62,  sustaining 
right  of  bank  acting  as  clearing-house  agent  for  another  bank,  to  recover  from 
drawer  entire  amount  of  check  cashed  by  former  and  drawn  on  latter,  which 
suspended  with  less  than  amount  of  check  on  deposit  of  drawer  before  former 
could  present  check;  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Patterson,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  452, 
80  S.  W.  1058,  holding  where  drawer  owed  party  for  whose  benefit  checks  were 
drawn  the  amounts  for  which  they  were  drawn  and  it  was  agreed  that  he  should 
pay  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  checks  on  his  indebtedness  the  checks  oper*> 
ated  as  an  assignment  of  the  fund. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Raesser  v.  National  Exchange  Bank,  66  L.  R.  A.  174, 
which  holds  bank's  authority  to  pay  check  working  assignment  pro  tanto  of 
fund  not  revoked  by  depositor's  death ;  Love  v.  Ardmore  Stock  Exchange,  67 
LJI.A.  617,  which  holds  check  on  open  bank  account  not  an  assignment  of  the 
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fond  or  superior  to  stibsequent  attachment  levied  on  such  fund  before  presentation 
of  check  for  payment. 

Cited  in  note   (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  425)   on  what  constitutes  an  equitable  as- 
signment. 
CoBcIiuit'veiiefls  of  entry  in  pass  book. 

Approved  in  Kelley  v.  Chenango  Valley  Sav.  Bank,  21  Misc.  247,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
651,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  651,  holding  nature  of  transaction  competent  to  show  with 
whom  money  was  intended  to  be  deposited  in  action  to  hold  savings  bank  for 
deposit  for  which  pass  book  of  national  bank  in  same  room  given;  Qaattrochi 
Bros.  V.  Farmers  &  M.  Bank,  89  Mo.  App.  509,  holding  entry  of  credit  on  pass 
book  mere  receipt  not  furnishing  obligation  for  payment  of  money,  on  which 
action  maintainable. 

Cited  in  Talcott  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  53  Kan.  484,  24  L.  R.  A.  739,  36  Pac  1066, 
holding  entry  in  bank  book  open  to  explanation  by  evidence  aliundi,  like  other 
receipts. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Henry  v.  Allen,  36  L.  R.  A.  658,  which  holds  cashier's 
check  negotiable;  Towle  v.  Starz,  36  L.  R.  A.  463,  which  requires  demand  on  last 
day  of  grace  on  expiration  of  six  months,  on  certificate  of  deposit  containing  pro- 
vision for  leaving  six  months,  and  not  bearing  interest  after  maturity. 

Distinguished  in  Andrews  v.  State  Bank,  9  N.  D.  328,  83  N.  W.  235,  holding 
bank  bound  by  entry  in  deposit  book,  though  no  money  actually  deposited,  where 
credit  to  agent  of  one  in  whose  name  entry  made  is  evidenced  by  deposit  slip. 
Books  of  ncconnt  as   evidence. 

Cited  in  Lucks  v.  Northwestern  Sav.  Bank,  148  Mo.  App.  383,  128  S.  W.  19,  to 
the  point  that  entry  made  by  bank  in  pass  book  is  admissible  in  action  against 
bank  to  recover  amount  alleged  to  be  due. 

Cited  in  note  (52  L.  R.  A.  720)  on  what  is  provable  by  books  of  account. 
Validity  of  oral  asslfirnment. 

Cited  in  Re  Rogers  Constr.  Co.  79  App.  Div.  422,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  444,  sus- 
taining transfer  of  claim  to  secure  prior  indebtedness  when  made  pursuant  to 
oral  agreement  when  corporation  was  solvent. 

Effect  of  bank  deposit  slip. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Jackson,  221  Mo.  497,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  477,  120  S.  W.  66, 
holding  deposit  slip  evidence  of  the  debt;  Young  v.  American  Bank,  44  Misc.  307, 
89  N.  Y.  Supp.  913,  holding  assignment  of  deposit  slip  not  assignment  of  debt. 

17  L  R.  A.  683,  FLACK  v.  NATIONAL  BANK  OF  COMMERCE,  8  Utah,  193, 

30  Pac.  746. 
What  constitutes  duress. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Galusha  v.  Sherman,  47  L.  R.  A.  417,  which  holds  threats, 
making  person  incapable  of  exercising  free  will  in  making  contract,  duress;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Sargent,  59  L.  R.  A.  296,  which  holds  payment  to  bank  in  excess 
of  amount  due,  to  obtain  reconveyance  of  land  deeded  as  security  by  one  in  great 
financial  distress,  made  under  duress. 
Recovery  l»ack  of  voluntary  payment. 

Cited  in  note  (94  Am.  St.  Rep.  409)  on  recovery  of  voluntary  payment. 

17  L.  R.  A,  586,  IDAHO  FORWARDING  CO.  v.  FIREMAN'S  FUND  INS.  CO. 

8  Utah,  41,  29  Pac.  826. 
Oral  eontraats  for  Insurance. 

Cited  in  American  Can  Co.  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  12  Cal.  App.  139,  106 
I'ae.  720,  holding  a  parol  control  of  renewal  of  insurance  policy  to  be  enforce- 
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able  must  be  certain  and  where  agreement  points  to  some  further  act  to  be 
done  by  parties,  it  is  not  enforceable;  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Whitman,  75 
Ohio  St.  316,  79  N.  E.  459,  9  Ann.  Cas.  218,  holding  a  parol  agreement  to  issue 
an  insurance  policy  to  be  enforceable  must  not  be  executory,  but  must  take 
effect  immediately  on  the  making  of  the  agreement. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.  R.  A.  772)  on  validity  of  oral  insurance  contract;    (138 
Am.  St.  Rep.  31)  on  delivery  and  acceptance  of  parol  contracts  for  insurance. 

Distinguished  in  McCabe  Bros.  v.  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  9  N.  D.  24,  47  L.  R.  A.  644, 
81  N.  W.  426,  holding  agent  of  foreign  insurance  company,  expressly  authorized 
to  make  and  issue  policies,  empowered  to  make  parol  contract  to  renew  policy. 
Variation  bet^preen  evidence  and  allearations. 

Cited  in  Sowles  v.  Clawson,  28  Utah,  79,  76  Pac.  1067,  holding  the  plaintiff 
must,  on  his  complaint,  give  defendant  fair  notice  of  his  claim. 
AdmlMiiona  1»y  mgent. 

Cited  in  Meyers  v.  San  Pedro,  L.  A.  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  36  Utah,  321,  104  Pac 
736,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1129,  holding  that  to  bind  principal  by  admission  of  agent 
made  within  apparent  scope  of  authority,  transaction  in  which  agent  was  act- 
ing, and  in  respect  of  which  admission  was  made,  must  itself  be  material  and 
admissible. 

Cited  in  note  (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  332)  on  declarations  and  acts  of  agents. 

17  L.  R.  A.  688,  GIBSON  v.  LEONARD,  143  111.  182,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  376,  32 

N.  E.  182. 
lilaMllty  for  breach  of  statutory  duty. 

Cited  in  Everett  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  100  Minn.  316,  9  L.R.A.(NJ3.)  706, 
111  N.  W.  281,  10  Ann.  Cas.  294,  holding  the  violation  of  a  statutory  duty  can 
be  made  the  foundation  of  an  action  only  in  favor  of  person  coming  within 
class  intended  to  be  protected  by  the  regulation;  Indiana  &  C.  Coal  Oo.  v. 
Neal,  166  Ind.  461,  77  N.  E.  860,  9  Ann.  Cas.  424,  holding  one  to  recover  damages 
for  injuries  due  to  breach  of  a  statutory  duty  must  bring  himself  within  class 
for  whose  benefit  statute  was  enacted;  McDoel  v.  Heuermann,  141  111.  App.  116. 
holding  a  flagman  cannot  rely  upon  breach  of  an  ordinance  limiting  speed  of 
railroad  trains  in  his  action  against  the  railroad  for  damages;  Inland  Steel 
Co.  V.  Yedinak,  172  Ind.  429,  87  N.  E.  229,  holding  a  violation  of  a  penal  statute 
constitutes  negligence  per  se,  only  when  it  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury 
for  which  action  is  brought. 

Cited  in  notes   (9  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   343)   on  private  action  for  violation  of  stat- 
ute not  expressly  conferring  it;    (100  Am.  St.  Rep.  192)    on  right  to  recover 
for  negligence  in  absence  of  privity. 
Proximate  cause  of  Injary. 

Cited  in  Webster  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Goodrich,  104  111.  App.  80,  denying  liability  where 
breach  of  duty  alleged  is  not  proximate  cause  of  injury;  Kinnare  v.  Klein,  88 
111.  App.  314,  holding  that  failure  to  have  door  of  elevator  shaft  so  placed  that 
it  cannot  be  opened  from  outside  does  not  render  employer  liable  for  injury  to 
employee  while  door  open;  Sullivan  v.  Morrice,  109  111.  App.  654,  holding  master 
not  liable  for  servant's  negligence  in  throwing  from  roof  pieces  of  wood  former 
had  allowed  latter  to  collect  after  close  of  work;  Libby,  McN.  &  L.  v.  Kearney, 
124  111.  App.  348,  holding  the  breach  of  duty  on  which  an  action  can  be  main- 
tained must  be  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury;  Darrow  v.  The  Fair,  118  111. 
App.  670,  holding  it  must  appear  the  negligent  act  or  omission  was  the  proxi- 
mate cause  to  be  actionable. 

Cited  in  note   (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  817)  on  proximate  and  remote  cause. 
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I^AbiUty  for  InJitrF  to  licenineey  etc. 

Approved  in  Bentley  v.  Loverock,  102  111.  App.  170,  holding  owner  not  required 
to  change  condition  of  premises  for  safety  of  mere  licensee;  Clapp  v.  La  Grill, 
103  Tenn.  175,  52  B.  W.  134,  denying  liability  towards  trespasser  or  mere 
licensee  coming  on  premises  without  invitation,  for  injury  by  defects  therein; 
Ilknois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hopkins,  200  111.  124,  65  N.  E.  656,  denying  duty  of  railroad 
company  to  exercise  ordinary  care  to  keep  platform  free  from  obstructions  so  as 
to  prevent  injury  to  mere  licensee;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Ballentine, 
28  C.  0.  A.  574,  56  U.  S.  App.  266,  84  Fed.  938,  holding  risk  of  explosion  assumed 
by  boy  going,  from  curiosity,  on  railroad  premises  to  witness  accidental  burning 
of  tank  cars,  and  voluntarily  assisting  to  prevent  spread  of  fire;  Ruane  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  64  111.  App.  364,  holding  duty  as  to  statutory  signals  at 
crossing  not  owed  to  flagman. 

Cited  in  McAllister  v.  Jung,  112  111.  App.  147,  denying  liability  for  injury  to 
boy  who  climbed  structure  of  elevated  road  to  get  ball,  and  came  into  contact 
with  live  rail;  Grundel  v.  Union  Iron  Works,  141  Cal.  667,  75  Pac.  184,  denying 
liability  for  death  of  one  who  stated  he  "had  business  to  perform"  on  vessel 
tied  at  private  wharf,  and  who  was  killed  by  slipping  of  defective  gang  plank  v 
Parsons  v.  Manser,  119  Iowa,  93,  62  L.  R.  A.  135,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  283,  93  N.  W. 
86,  holding  rule  as  to  duty  which  owner  owes  licensee  regarding  safety  of  prem- 
ises not  applicable  where  horses  left  tied  in  highway  near  hive  of  bees,  which 
atUcked  them;  Lunt  v.  Post  Printing  &  Pub.  Co.  48  Colo.  324,  30  L.R.  A.(N.S.) 
67,  110  Pac.  203,  21  Ann.  Cas.  492,  to  the  point  that  fireman  who  enters  premisea 
in  discharge  of  his  duty  is  licensee;  Jacobs  v.  Michael,  137  111.  App.  223;  Union 
Stock  Yards  Transit  Co.  v.  Franey,  138  111.  App.  218;  Pauckner  v.  Wakem,  231 
111.  279,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1121,  83  N.  E.  202,— holding  owner  owes  no  duty  to. 
use  ordinary  care  to  keep  his  premises  in  a  reasonably  safe  condition  to  persona 
upon  premises  as  mere  licensees;   Strong  v.  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.   116> 
III.  App.  252;  Pamler  v.  Byrd,  131  111.  App.  499;  Crane  Co.  v.  Sobkowicz,  131 
III.    App.    218, — holding    sole    duty    is    to    refrain    from    wilful    or    affirmative 
injurious  acts  toward  such  licensee;  Means  v.  Southern  California  R.  Co.  144 
Cal.  479,  77  Pac.  1001,  1  Ann.  Cas.  206;   Eckels  v.  Maher,  137  111.  App.  67; 
Thrift  V.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  146  111.  App.  416, — holding  doctrine  that  owner  owes 
licensee  no  duty  except  to  refrain  from  inflicting  wilful  injury,  applies  equally 
to  cases  where  the  license  is  given  by  law;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  McMillion,  129 
111.  App.  34,  holding  railroad  company  owes  no  duty  toward  one  upon  the  depot 
grounds  over  a  day  before  departure,  of  his  train,  except  to  refrain  from  wilfully 
or  wantonly  injuring  him;   Casey  v.  Adams,  137   111.  App.  409,  holding  same 
where  one  entered  the  building  to  put  down  a  hostile  demonstration  toward 
property  he  was  charged  with   protecting;    Casey  v.  Adams,  234   111.   356,   17 
L.RA.(N.S.)  779,  123  Am.  St.  Rep.  105,  84  N.  E.  933,  holding  an  officer  stepping 
within  a  building  that  he  may  perform  his  duty  to  better  advantage,  is  a  mere 
licensee,  to  whom  owner  owes  no  duty  except  to  refrain  from  inflicting  wanton 
or  wilful  injury  upon  him;   Creeden  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  193  Mass.  283,  79 
K.  E.  344,  9  Ann.  Cas.  1121,  holding  a  constable  entering  a  train  in  perform- 
ance of  duty  can  hold  railroad  company  to  no  greater  obligation  than  is  due  a 
mere  licensee;  Racine  v.  Morris,  136  App.  Div.  469,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  146,  hold- 
ing an  officer  coming  upon  premises  in  performance  of  duty  is  a  licensee,  if  not 
by  an  implied  license  from   owner,  by  operation  of  law. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  L.R.A.  60,  61,  81,  82)  on  servant's  right  to  recover  dam* 
ages  from  persons  other  than  his  master  for  injuries  received  in  Performance 
of  duties;  (17  L.R^.(N.S.)  916,  919)  on  duty  of  owner  of  premises  to  protect 
licensee  against  hidden  dangers;    (30  L.R.A. (N.S.)   60,  61)  on  liability  of  prop- 
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erty   owner   for   injury   to   fireman   or   policeman;    (39   L.R.A. (N.S.)    238)    on 
fireman  as  servant  or  agent  of  owner  of  fuming  property. 

Distinguished  in  Roth  v.  Union  Depot  Co.  13  Wash.  533,  31  L.  R.  A.  858,  43 
Pac.  641,  sustaining  liability,  towards  child  on  track  customarily  used  as  foot- 
path, for  kicking  cars  out  of  sight  on  do^ni  grade  without  person  in  charge; 
Com.  Electric  Co.  v.  Melville,  110  111.  App.  247,  sustaining  boy's  right  to  recover 
for  injuries  from  live  wire,  received  while  crawling  under  sidewalk;  O'Rouke 
V.  Sprcrul,  147  111.  App.  615,  holding  where  declaration  avers  affirmative  acts  of 
negligence,  which  produced  the  injury  to  one  rightfully  on  premises,  such  aver- 
ment is  sufiicient. 
Injuries  In  elevntoni. 

Approved  in  Field  v.  French,  80  111.  App.  89,  denying  liability  of  elevator  com- 
pany putting  elevator  in  store,  for  injury  to  customer  using  it. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Malloy  v.  New  York  Real  Estate  Asso.  41  L.  R.  A.  487, 
which  denies  owner's  liability  for  injury  to  one  falling  into  elevator  shaft,  in- 
sufficient railing  for  which  has  been  left  out  of  place  by  third  person. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  34)  on  liability  for  injury  to  elevator  passengers; 
(2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  764)  on  same  point;  (56  Am.  St.  Rep.  810)  on  liability  ol 
owners  of  elevators  used  for  passengers  or  employees. 

17  L.  R.  A.  592,  ROANE  v.  HOLLINGSHEAD,  76  Md.  369^  35  Am.  St.  Rep. 

438,  25  Atl.  307. 
Revocation  of  i^lll. 

Approved  in  Re  Lyon,  96  Wis.  340,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  52,  71  N.  W.  362,  and  Col- 
cord  V.  Conroy,  40  Fla.  102,  23  So.  561,  holding  will  of  unmarried  woman  not 
revoked  ipso  facto  by  subsequent  marriage;  Chapman  v.  Dismer,  14  App.  D.  C. 
454,  holding  will  of  married  woman  living  separate  from  husband  not  revoked 
by  subsequent  marriage  after  procuring  divorce;  Re  Comassi,  107  Cal.  6,  28  L. 
R.  A.  415,  footnote  p.  414,  40  Pac.  15,  holding  married  woman's  will  not  revoked 
by  subsequent  marriage  after  becoming'  widow;  Baacke  v.  Baacke,  50  Neb.  22, 
69  N.  W.  303,  holding  will  not  absolutely  revoked  by  testator's  wife  procuring 
divorce,  death  of  child,  birth  of  three  children  to  child  for  whom  provisions 
made,  and  death  of  such  child. 

Cited  in  Hoy  v.  Hoy,  93  Miss.  763,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  189,  136  Am.  St.  Rep. 
548,  48  So.  903,  17  Ann.  Cas.  1137,  holding  will  of  testator  not  revoked  by  subse- 
quent marriage. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Kelly,  56  L.  R.  A.  754,  which  holds  woman's  will  not 
revoked  by  subsequent  marriage;  Re  Hulett,  34  L.  R.  A.  384,  which  holds  will 
not  revoked  by  marriage  alone;  Glascott  v.  Bragg,  56  L.  R*  A.  258,  which  holds 
will  in  favor  of  third  person  revoked  by  marriage  and  adoption  of  child ;  Ingersoll 
V.  Hopkins,  40  L.  R.  A.  191,  which  holds  will  giving  testator's  property  to  woman 
made  executor  revoked  by  testator's  subsequent  marriage  to  her;  Hudnell  v. 
Ham,  48  L.  R.  A.  557,  which  holds  revocation  of  will  by  subsequent  marriage 
not  prevented  by  antenuptial  agreement  in  support  of  will;  Re  Teopfer,  67 
L.R.A.  315,  which  holds  antenuptial  will  revoked  by  testator's  marriage. 

Distinguished  in  Booth's  Will,  40  Or.  158,  66  Pac.  710,  holding  statutory 
provision  that  will  of  unmarried  woman  deemed  revoked  by  her  subsequent  mar- 
riage not  impliedly  repealed  by  act  removing  common-law  disabilities;  Re 
Petridge,  47  Wash.  83,  91  Pac.  634,  holding  under  statute  making  husband  and 
-wife  heirs  of  each  other  the  will  of  a  feme  sole,  marrying  and  dying  without 
issue,  is  revoked  by  the  marriage. 
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17  L.  R.  A.  595,  FARMERS  NAT.  BANK  v.  SUTTON  MFG.  CO.  3  G.  C.  A.  1, 

6  U.  S.  App.  312,  62  Fed.  191. 
FoUofrlmfir  atate   dedaloiiB. 

Cited  in  Dygert  v.  Vermont  Loan  &  T.  Co.  37  C.  C.  A.  389,  94  Fed.  915,  hold- 
ing Federal  court  not  bound  by  decision  of  state  court,  in  absence  of  state  stat- 
ute, on  question  as  to  law  governing  usury  on  note  not  payable  in  state  where 
made. 

Cited  in  notes   (67  L.R.A.  38)   on  how  case  determined  when  proper  foreign 
law  not  proved;    (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)    405,  406)    on  questions  of  state  law  as  to 
which   state   court   decisions   must   be   followed   in   actions   originating   in,   or 
removed  to,  Federal  courts. 
Negotiability  of  Inatranients.  « 

Approved  in  Benn  v.  Kutzchan,  24  Or.  30,  32  Pac.  763,  and  Shenandoah  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Marsh,  89  Iowa,  277,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  381,  66  N.  W.  458,  holding  nego- 
tiability of  note  not  affected  by  provision  for  attorney's  fees;  Sylvester  Bleck- 
ley Co.  v.  Alewine,  48  S.  C.  311,  37  L.  R,  A.  88,  footnote  p.  86,  26  S.  E.  609,  hold- 
ing negotiability  of  note  destroyed  by  provision  for  attorney's  fees;  Second  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Basuier,  12  C.  C.  A.  519,  27  U.  S.  App.  541,  65  Fed.  60,  holding  note 
rendered  non-negotiable  by  provision  for  "exchange  and  costs  of  collection;" 
State  Nat.  Bank  v.  Cudahy  Packing  Co.  126  Fed.  545,  holding  note  containing 
words  "in  case  legal  proceedings'  are  instituted  to  collect  this  note,  we  agree  to 
pay  10  per  cent  on  entire  amount  due,  as  attorney's  fees,"  negotiable;  Kirkwood 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank  (omitted  from  official  report  in  40  Neb.  484)  24  L.  R.  A. 
448,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  683,  58  N.  W.  1016,  holding  negotiability  of  certificate  of 
deposit  not  destroyed  by  stipulation  that  it  is  payable  on  its  return  in  current 
funds,  and  that  it  shall  bear  interest  after  six  months. 

Cited  in  Cudahy  Packing  Co.  v.  State  Nat.  Bank,  67  C.  C.  A.  662,  134  Fed. 
542,  holding  a  provision  for  the  payment  of  attorney's  fees  in  case  a  note  is  iiot 
paid  at  maturity  does  not  destroy  negotiabiliiy  of  note}  Green  v.  Spires,  71 
S.  C.  112,  50  S.  E.  554,  4  Ann.  Cas.  261  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  effect  of 
provision  for  attorney's  fees  on  negotiability  of  note;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Miller,  139  Wis.  128,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  1040,  120  N.  VV.  820,  holding  according 
to  terms  note  provided  for  collection  of  attorneys  fees  only  after  dishonor  and 
was  negotiable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Dorsey  v.  Wolff,  18  L.  R.  A.  428,  which  holds  negotiabil- 
ity not  destroyed  by  stipulation  for  10  per  cent  attorney's  fees;  Oppenheimer  v. 
Fanners'  &  M.  Bank,  33  L.  R.  A.  767,  which  holds  negotiability  of  note  not  af- 
fected by  stipulation  for  attorney's  fees,  inoperative  until  maturity  and  dishonor; 
Pattillo  V.  Alexander,  29  L.  R.  A.  616,  which  sustains  payee's  guaranty  of  at- 
torney's fees  if  note  has  to  be  collected  by  law. 

Cited  in  note  (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  205,  209)  on  agreements  and  conditions  de- 
stroying negotiability. 
Conflict  of  laws  as  to  negrotiability. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  194,  212)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  negotiable  paper. 
Rishtii  of  bona  flde  pvrcliaiierfi. 

Approved  in  Lauter  v.  Jarvis-Conkling  Mortg.  Trust  Co.  20  C.  C.  A.  474,  54 
U.  8.  App.  49,  85  Fed.  895,  holding  that  bona  fide  holder  of  note  given  in  busi- 
ness prohibited  by  statute,  but  without  declaring  it  void,  will  be  protected; 
Hamilton  v.  Fowler,  40  C.  C.  A.  62,  99  Fed.  23,  holding  bona  fide  purchaser  in 
•other  state  of  note  of  foreign  corporation  which  has  not  recorded  its  charter 
^ot  charged  with  notice  that  it  grew  out  of  transaction  prohibited  by  statute; 
Xouisville  Trust  Co.  v.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  22  C.  C.  A.  402,  43  U. 
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S.  App.  550,  75  Fed.  456,  holding  guaranty  by  railroad  company  of  negotiable 
bond  of  other  railroad  not  subject  to  defense,  as  against  bona  fide  purcfaai»er, 
that  guaranty  was  indorsed  without  compliance  with  statutory  provision  for 
petition  of  stockholders. 

Cited  in  Mercer  County  v.  Provident  Life  k  T.  Co.  19  C.  C.  A.  56,  43  U.  S. 
App.  21,  72  Fed.  635,  holding  purchaser  of  negotiable  county  bonds,  with  notice- 
that  they  were  held  in  escrow,  not  bona  fide  holder  so  as  to  cut  off  defense  of 
delivery  without  complying  with  condition;  Brisay  v.  Star  Co.  13  Misc.  355,. 
35  N.  Y.  Supp.  99,  denying  right  to  recover  on  ultra  vires  agreement  of  nevFS- 
paper,  without  consideration,  to  pay  specified  insurance  in  case  of  person  acci- 
dentally killed  with  copy  of  newspaper  in  his  pocket;  National  Bank  v.  Sancho 
Packing  Co.  186  Fed.  260,  holding  that  corporation  is  liable  on  accommodatioDi 
notes  executed  ior  indorsers  in  hands  of  bona  fide  purchaser  before  maturity  for 
value;  H.  Scherer  &  Co.  v.  Everest,  94  C.  C.  A.  346,  168  Fed.  829,  holding  where  a 
corporation  which  has  the  power  to  issue  negotiable  paper  puts  forth  accommoda- 
dation  paper  beyond  its  power,  it  is  estopped  from  denying  that  the  latter  was> 
lawfully  issued  for  value  as  against  a  bona  fide  holder. 

Distinguished  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Abilene  Hotel  Co.  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  596,  ^ 
103  S.  VV.   1120,  holding  where   secretary  of  corporation  had  no  authority   to 
execute  a  note  in  its  name  a  bona  fide  holder  cannot  recover  thereon. 
Stipulated  rlgrht  to  attorney'*  fees  In  note. 

Cited  in  Morrison  v.  Ormbaun,  30  Mont.  114,  75  Pac.  953,  holding  attorney's- 
fees  stipulated  for  in  note  may  be  collected  if  note  is  not  paid  at  maturity  and 
turned  over  to  attorney  for  collection  but  not  sued. 

17  L.  R.  A.  599,  MARYLAND  BRICK  CO.  v.  SPILMAN,  76  Md.  337,  35  Am.  St. 

Hep.  431,  25  Atl.  297. 
Lien   for  materials  not  used  or  used  In  several  bnlldlngrs. 

Approved  in  Maryland  Brick  Co.  v.  Dunkerly,  85  Md.  212,  36  Atl.  761,  author-^ 
izing  lien  for  materials  furnished  for,  though  not  actually  used  in,  building; 
Gardner  v.  Leek,  52  Minn.  529,  54  N.  W.  746,  holding  only  one  lien  statement- 
required  for  materials  furnished  for,  and  used  in,  two  houses. 

Cited  in  Caldwell  v.  Schmulbach,  175  Fed.  439,  sustaining  a  mechanic's  lien 
for  labor  and  material  furnished  in  protecting  buildings  liable  to  injuries  irouk 
excavation  and  building  on  lot  being  built  upon;  Fulton  v.  Parlett,  104  Md.  69. 
64  Atl.  58,  holding  where  contract  was  entire  and  indivisible  and  provided  for 
the  continuous  furnishing  of  materials  for  all  the  structures  it  would  be  un- 
reasonable to  require  ascertainment  of  proportion  of  material  used  in  each 
structure;  Alfred  Richards  Brick  Co.  v.  Trott,  23  App.  D.  C.  293,  holding  a 
mechanic's  lien  can  cover  but  one  building,  unless  the  buildings  are  joined  to- 
gether and  are  owned  by  but  one  owner. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Menzel  v.  Tubbs,  17  L.  R.  A.  815,  which  holds  lien  on 
single  building  on  two  lots  covers  both  lots. 

Cited  in  notes    (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)    749)   on  materials  furnished  for  structure,, 
but  not  actually  used,  as  basis  of  mechanics*  lien;    (65  Am.  St.  Rep.  166)    on 
Including  property  in  mechanic's  lien  in  addition  to  that  on  which  work  was 
performed  or  materials  furnished. 
"Waiver  of  lien. 

Approved  in  Farmers'  &  M.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Taylor,  91  Tex.  82,  40  S.  W.  876,  hold- 
ing mechanic's  lien  not  waived  by  claimant  taking  note  and  mortgage  for 
amount. 

Cited  in  note  (41  Am.  St.  Rep.  765)  on  waiver  of  mechanics'  liens  by  taking 
notes  or  other  securities. 


26«  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [17  L.R^.  602 

17  L.  R.  A.  602,  ORMAN  v.  MANNIX,  17  Colo.  664,  31  AnL  St.  Rep.  S40,  30  Pac. 

1037. 
Mode  of  roAchins;  defect  In  pleadlnar* 

Approved  in  Highlands  v.  Raine,  23  Colo.  297,  47  Pac.  283,  holding  that  failure 
of  replication  to  designate  count  of  answer  intended  to  be  denied  cannot  be 
reached  bj  motion  for  judgment. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Cudahy,  46  Colo.  326,  104  Pac.  415,  holding  where  two  or 
more  distinct  causes  of  action  are  united  in  the  same  complaint,  the  objection 
to  same  must  be  taken  by  motion. 
Svfflelency   of  eomplaint. 

Approved  in  Mollie  Gibson  Consol.  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Sharp,  5  Colo.  App. 
325,  38  Pac.  850,  holding  failure  to  allege  wages  deceased  was  earning,  supplied 
by  proof  admitted  without  objection,  not  reversible  error. 

Cited  in  Lampman  v.  Bruning,  120  Iowa,  170,  94  N.  W.  562,  holding  objection 
to  sufficiency  of  complaint  in  action  for  seduction,  stating  that  plaintiff  was  of 
chaste  character  "on  or  about"  day  of  seduction,  waived  when  not  taken  before 
trial;  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Klaes,  40  Colo.  128,  90  Pac.  60,  holding  the  need 
of  settiiig  forth  amount  of  damages  sustained  in  a  personal  injury  case,^  is 
waived  by  a  defendant  who  goes  to  trial  without  objection. 
Heaaure  of  damaares  for  caualitfir  deatlu 

Approved  in  Pierce  v.  Conners,  20  Colo.  182,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  279,  37  Pac.  721, 
holding  evidence  of  value  of  child's  services  until  majority  admissible  in  action 
for  its  death. 
Contrlbatory-  nesUsence. 

Approved  in  Camp  v.  Hall,  39  Fla.  574,  22  So.  792,  holding  obedience  by  inex- 
perienced servant  of  order  of  superior  servant  to  perform  dangerous  service  out- 
side of  line  of  employment  not  negligence  pm'  se. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  Camp  Bird,  46  Colo.  676,  105  Pac.  1105,  holding  servant 
assumes  the  ordinary  risks  incident  to  the  service  for  which  he  is  employed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Go.  v.  Ward,  24  L.  R,  A.  717,  which 
holds  obedience  to  orders  not  contributory  negligence ;.  Palmer  v.  Michigan  C.  R. 
Co.  17  li.  R.  A.  637,  which  holds  inexperienced  man  required,  without  warning, 
to  assist  in  throwing  heavy  car  rails  on  moving  train  not  negligent  per  ae  in 
doing  so;  Prosser  v.  Montana  C.  R.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  814,  which  holds  attempt  to 
mount  flat  car  in  front  of  engine,  in  accordance  with  custom,  not  contributory 
negligence;  Neeley  v.  Southwestern  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  64  L.  R.  A.  146,  holding 
question  whether  employee  negligent  in  continuing  to  use  defective  ladder  to 
adjust  dangerous  belt,  for  jury. 

Cited  in  notes  (48  L.  R.  A.  799,  806,  807)  on  liability  for  injuries  received  by 
servant  in  performance  of  duties  outside  of  scope  of  original  contract;  (97  Am. 
St.  Rep.  900)  on  right  of  recovery  by  employees  accepting  extra  hazardous 
duties. 

Siffnlngr  and  numbering  Instmctlonii. 

Followed  in  Mason  v.  Sieglitz,  22  Colo.  327,  44  Pac.  588,  and  Schmidt  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  10  Colo.  App.  265,  50  Pac.  733,  holding  failure  to  sign  or  number 
requested  instructions,  ground  for  refusal. 
Objections  to  inatractions. 

Cited  in  Portland  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  O'Hara,  46  Colo.  422,  101  Pac.  773, 
liolding  the  reviewing  court  will  not  consider  a  particular  instruction  where 
exception  taken  was  general  to  all  the  instaructions  offered  by  defendant  en 
nasflc. 
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Duty  of  master  as  to  appliances. 

Cited  in  Kent  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Zimmerman,  48  Colo.  390,  110  Pac.  187,  holding^ 
that  master  is  bound  to  exercise  reasonable  care,  akiU  and  prudence  to  provide, 
reasonably  safe  appliances  for  use  of  servant. 
"Who  Is  -vice  principal. 

Cited  in  note  (75  Am.  St.  Rep.  588,  597,  598,  599,  613,  615)  on  who  is  a  vice 
principal. 

17  L.  R.  A.  611,  ROCKWELL  v.  BUTLER,  17  Colo.  290,  29  Pac.  458. 
Constitutionality  of  snpren&e  conrt  comntlssion. 

Followed  without  special  discussion  in  Rockwell  ▼.  District  Court,  17  Colo.. 
128,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  265,  29  Pac.  454. 
'Waiirer  of  error. 

Approved  in  Smith  v.  Smith,  13  Colo.  App.  303,  57  Pac.  747,  holding  defect 
in  summons  in  failing  to  state  time  for  defendant  to  appear  waived  by  accepting 
service  and  waiving  time  to  appear  or  plead. 
—  Of  legrol  rights. 

Cited  in  Hugus  v.  Hardenburg,  19  Colo.  App.  470,  76  Pac.  543,  holding  inr 
the  trial  of  a  civil  cause  a  party  may  waive  either  a  constitutional  or  a  statu* 
tory  right. 
Constitutional  qnestions.  • 

Cited  in  Wooster  v.  Bateman,  126  Iowa,  557,  102  N.  W.  621,  holding  where  act 
is  in  harmony  with  the  constitution  in  any  event,  court  will  not  take  up   a 
question  whether  judgment  sued  on  was  a  contract  in  sense  contemplated  by  the 
constitution. 
Impalrinir  obliaration  of  tton tracts  «—  As  to  rate  of  interest. 

Approved  in  Seton  v.  Hoyt,  34  Or.  281,  43  L.  R,  A.  638,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  64U 
55  Pac  967,  holding  that  rate  of  interest  on  county  warrants  marked  *'not  paid 
for  want  of  funds"  cannot  be  decreased  by  subsequent  statute;  Salazar  v.  Taylor,, 

18  Colo.  543,  33  Pac.  369,  holding  that  pre-existing  contracts  cannot  be  affected 
by  subsequent  statute  changing  rate  of  interest. 

Cited  in  Brauer  v.  Portland,  35  Or.  481,  60  Pac.  378,  holding  that  judgment 
will  continue  until  paid  to  bear  interest  at  rate  prevailing  when  rendered,, 
although  subsequent  act  passed  reducing  legal  rate,  but  not  referring  to  prior 
judgments. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Union  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Gelbach,  24  L.  R.  A.  359,. 
which  denies  power  to  reduce  rate  of  interest  on  county  warrant;  Norcross  v. 
Cambridge,  33  L.  R.  A.  843,  which  sustains  eminent  domain  statute,  notwith- 
standing failure  to  provide  for  interest  from  time  of  formal  taking  to  date  of 
actual  entry. 
-^  As  to  Jndgrments. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sherman  v.  Langham,  39  L.  R.  A.  258,  which  holds  judg- 
ment on  tort  not  contract  within  provision  against  impairment  of  obligations; 
Greenwood  v.  Butler,  22  L.  R.  A.  465,  which  holds  judgment  for  sale  of  land 
cannot  be  affected  by  subsequent  act  extending  time  for  redemption;  Bettman  v. 
Cowley,  40  L.  R.  A.  816,  which  holds  void,  statute  limiting  lien  of  judgment  to- 
six  years,  and  prohibiting  renewal  for  more  than  year;  Livingston  v.  Livingston, 
61  L.  R.  A.  800,  which  holds  that  unchangeable  provision  for  alimony  in  divorce 
decree  cannot  be  impaired  by  subsequent  statute  empowering  courts  to  modify* 
same;  Evans-Snider-Buel  Co.  v.  McFadden,  68  L.  R.  A.  900,  which  holds  judg- 
ments not  contracts  within  prohibition  against  impairing  obligations;    Flenni- 
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ken  v.  Manhall,  28  L.  R.  A.  402,  which  holds  judgment  ex  delicto  enforceable 
against  corporate  stockholders. 

« 

17  L.  R.  A.  615,  RICHMOND  v.  ATWOOD,  2  C.  C.  A.  696,  5  U.  S.  App.  151,  62 
Fed.  10. 

Appealable   orders   and   Jnd^rments. 

Followed  in  Lockwood  v.  Wickes,  21  C.  C.  A.  261,  40  U.  S.  App.  136,  76  Fed. 
122,  and  Bissell  Carpet-Sweeper  Co.  v.  Goshen  Sweeper  Co.  19  C.  C.  A.  34,  43 
U.  S.  App.  47,  72  Fed.  555,  holding  order  for  perpetual  injunction,  and  referring 
cause  to  master  for  accounting  on  final  hearing  on  merits,  appealable. 

Approved  in  Andrews  v.  National  Foundry  &  Pipe  Works,  10  C.  C.  A.  67,  18 
U.  S.  App.  458,  61  Fed.  789,  holding  order  granting  preliminary  injunction  and 
appointing  receiver  appealable. 

Cited  in  Baker  v.  Baker,  27  C.  C.  A.  398,  42  U.  S.  App.  654,  83  Fed.  4,  holding 
refusal  to  reconsider  and  rescind  action  on  motion  to  dissolve  injunction  and 
rehear  case  not  appealable;  Brush  Electric  Co.  v.  Western  Electric  Co.  22  C 
C.  A.  545,  46  U.  S.  App.  355,  76  Fed.  764,  holding  decree  awarding  perpetual 
injunction  in  patent  suit,  with  reference  to  master  to  ascertain  damages,  inter- 
locutory only,  and  not  an  estoppel  in  subsequent  suit;  Re  Cilley,  58  Fed.  981 » 
holding  proceeding  to  establish  and  probate  will  not  removable  as  suit  "at  com- 
mon law  or  in  equity;"  Australian  Knitting  Co.  v.  Gormly,  138  Fed.  103,  holding 
a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  granting  an  injunction  and  an  accounting  and  af- 
firmed by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  is,  interlocutory,  merely. 
Poorer  of  elrcult  court  of  appeal*  In  lajunetlon  suit. 

Followed  in  Bissell  Carpet-Sweeper  Co.  v.  Goshen  Sweeper  Co.  19  C.  C.  A.  37.. 
43  U.  S.  App.  47,  72  Fed.  557,  holding  decision  on  appeal  from  interlocutory  de- 
cree granting  perpetual  injunction,  final  and  conclusive  on  every  point  actually 
decided,  where  entire  merits  of  case  necessarily  examined  and  determined. 

Approved  in  Smith  v.  Vulcan  Iron  Works,  166  U.  S.  521,  41  L.  ed.  811,  IT 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  407,  holding  court  authorized  to  decide  on  merits,  and  finally  dis- 
miss appeal  from  order  granting  injunction  and  ordering  account  in  patent  suit; 
Standard  Elevator  Co.  v.  Crane  Elevator  Co.  22  C.  C.  A.  501,  46  U.  S.  App.  411,. 
76  Fed.  779,  holding  court  authorized  on  appeal  in  patent  suit  to  direct  decree 
which,  when  entered  of  record  below,  will  be  final;  Lake  Street  Elev.  R.  Co.  v.. 
Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  23  C.  C.  A.  452,  46  U.  S-  App.  630,  77  Fed.  772,  holding- 
that  power  of  court  to  review  order  as  to  preliminary  injunction  cannot  be  re- 
stricted by  prior  ruling  of  court  below. 

Cited  in  Davis  Electrical  Works  v.  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  8  C.  C.  A.  616,. 
21  U.  S.  App.  74,  60  Fed.  277,  as  to  nature  of  adjudication  on  appeal  from  order 
granting  preliminary  injunction  against  infringement  of  patent;  Lockwood  v. 
Wickes,  21  C.  C.  A.  261,  40  U.  S.  App.  136,  75  Fed.  123,  requiring  dismissal  of 
appeal  from  interlocutory  decree  awarding  injunction  and  accounting,  where  pat- 
ent has  expired  pending  appeal;  J.  P.  Jorgenson  Co.  v.  Rapp,  85  C.  C.  A.  364, 
157  Fed.  737,  holding  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  with  respect 
to  interlocutory  injunctions  is  not  restricted  by  the  Alaska  Code,  respecting 
appeals. 

Distinguished  in  Gamewell  Fire-Alarm  Teleg..  Co.  v.  Municipal  Signal  Co.  9 
C.  C.  A.  461,  21  U.  S.  App.  116,  61  Fed.  209,  holding  that  court  will  dispose  of 
entire  case  on  appeal  from  interlocutory  decree  in  suit  to  enjoin  infringement 
of  patent,  only  when  examination  of  whole  case  necessary. 

Explained  in  Marden  v.  Campbell  Printing-Press  &  Mfg.  Co.  15  C.  C.  A.  30, 
33  U.  S.  App.  123,  67  Fed.  814,  holding  that  court  will  go  fully  into  merits  on 
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appeal,  and  finally  dispose  of  whole  case,  only  when  full  record  before  it,  and 
decree  below  entered  after  full  hearing. 

17  L.  R.  A.  622,  DANFORTH  v.  NATIONAL  STATE  BANK,  1  C.  C.  A.  62,  3  XJ.  S. 

App.  7,  48  Fed.  271. 
XJmnrT  In  dlacoantingr* 

Cited  in  notes  (16  L.  R.  A.  224)  on  application  of  usury  laws  to  discounting; 
(46  Am.  St.  Rep.  185)  on  what  transactions  are  usurious. 
Effect  of  talclns  usury. 

Approved  in  Louisville  Trust  Co.  v.  Kentucky  Nat.  Bank,  87  Fed.  147,  hold- 
ing assignee  for  creditors  entitled  to  recover  back  usurious  interest  paid  to  na- 
tional bank  to  enable  him  to  obtain  possession  of  collateral ;  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Donnell,  172  Mo.  414,  72  S.  W.  926,  holding  right  to  interest  lost  by  com- 
pounding interest  upon  usurious  interest  agreed  to  be  paid;  National  Bank  v. 
Lynch,  69  W.  Ya.  337,  71  S.  E.  389,  holding  that  where  note  on  face  carries 
usurious  interest  defendant  may  reduce  recovery  by  amount  of  usurious  interest; 
Daggs  v.  Phoenix  Nat.  Bank,  5  Ariz.  418,  53  Pac.  201,  holding  national  banks 
may  charge  only  such  rate  of  interest  as  is  permitted  by  statutes  of  state  or 
territory  within  which  such  bank  is  located;  Morris  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank,  73  C. 
C.  A.  211,  142  Fed.  31,  holding  the  discounting  of  notes  and  other  evidences  of  debt 
is  sufficiently  comprehensive  in  meaning  to  include  the  acquisition  both  by  way 
of  purchase  and  by  way  of  ordinary  loan;  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Donnell,  172 
Mo.  412,  72  S.  W.  925,  holding  a  note  illegal  in  compounding  interest  upon 
usurious  interest  loses  its  interest-carrying  power. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gadsden  v.  Thrush,  45  L.  R.  A.  654,  which  holds  exemption 
of  national  banks  from  penalties  prescribed  by  state  statute  for  usury  should  not 
be  extended  by  implication. 

Cited  in  note  (56  L.  R.  A.  685,  688,  697,  701)  on  forfeiture  or  other  effect  of 
taking  or  receiving  illegal  interest  by  national  bank. 
Action  on  dlscovnted  note. 

Cited  in  Black  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  96  Md.  429,  54  Atl.  88,  sustaining  right  of 
Tecovery  by  bank  discounting  notes  on  faith  of  validity  of  collateral  notes  as 
"well  as  principal  note. 
TJltra  irirea  contract*. 

Cited  in  Simons  v.  Fisher,  20  L.  R.  A.  559,  5  C.  C.  A.  324,  17  U.  S.  App.  1. 
55  Fed.  913  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying  right  of  bank  or  its  receiver 
to  recover  on  note  made  for  its  use  at  clearing  house  on  solicitation  of  its  presi- 
dent. 

^WIko  may  plead  nsnry. 

Cited  in  Chas.  A.  Riley  Co.  v.  W.  T.  Sears  &  Co.  154  N.  C.  621,  70  S.  E.  997, 
holding  that  plea  of  usury  is  open  to  parties  and  their  privies  and  may  be  mado 
when  debtor's  estate  is  wrongfully  depleted. 

17  L.  R.  A.  626^  PEOPLE  v.  LEE  KONG,  95  Cal.  666,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  165,  30  Pac. 

800. 
Asaanlt  with  Intent  to  comn&tt  felony  mm  an  attentpt. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Burns,  —  Cal.  — ,  60  L.  R.  A.  271,  69  Pac.  16,  holding  that 
assault  with  intent  to  commit  robbery  may  be  prosecuted  as  an  attempt  to  com- 
mit robbery;  State  v.  Stone,  40  Mont.  91,  105  Pac.  89,  holding  an  assault  with  in- 
tent to  commit  a  felony  of  any  kind  is  a  distinct  offense  from  that  of  attempt  to 
•commit  the  felony;  People  v.  Burns,  138  Cal.  160,  70  Pac.  1087,  holding  a  person 
may  be  guilty  of  an  attempt  to  commit  robbery  in  this  state;  People  v.  Collins, 
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5  Cal.  App.  655,  01  Pac.  158,  holding  the  courts  are  not  required  to  draw  dis- 
tinctions between  an  attempt  to  commit  an  offense,  and  an  assault  with  intent  to 
commit  such  offense;  People  v.  Gardner,  98  Cal.  129,  22  Pac.  880,  holding  there 
is  a  distinction  between  an  attempt  to  commit  rape  and  an  assault  with  intent 
to  commit  the  offense,  and  the  facts  required  to  prove  the  former  are  not  neces- 
sarily sufficient  to  prove  the  latter;  People  v.  Christian,  101  Cal.  474,  35  Pac. 
1043,  holding  distinction  between  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit  a  felony  and 
an  attempt  to  commit  the  same  felony  is  not  a  broad  one  and  evidence  of  one  is 
usually  sufficient  to  prove  the  other. 
Crimen  with  upeclflc  intent  not  capable  of  realisation. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Piercy,  16  Cal.  App.  15,  116  Pac.  322,  holding  that  fact 
that  accused  was  thwarted  in  attempt  to  kill  another  before  he  had  committed 
any  actual  violence  is  no  defense,  where  when  he  made  attempt  he  had  ability  to 
execute  intent;  State  v.  Mitchell,  139  Iowa,  459,  116  N.  W.  808,  holding  if  de- 
fendant believed  the  weapon  was  loaded  and  intended  to  fire  it  at  the  person 
assaulted,  fact  that  weapon  was  not  loaded  does  not  change  nature  of  act;  People 
V.  Wells,  145  Cal.  140,  78  Pac.  470,  holding  it  would  not  have  been  an  assault  had 
the  weapon  been  unloaded. 

Cited  in  note  (8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  54)  on  criminal  intent  as  essential  to  com- 
mission of  crime. 

17  L.  R.  A.  628,  PAYNE  v.  KANSAS  CITY,  ST.  J.  &  C.  B.  R.  CO.  112  Mo.  6, 

20  S.  W.  322. 
Liability  for  creatlngr  or  contlnnlngr  nniaance. 

Approved  in  Tegeler  v.  Kansas  City,  95  Mo.  App.  165,  68  S.  W.  953,  holding 
permanent  nuisance  causing  direct  and  positive  injury  created  by  resting,  on 
abutting  property,  embankment  employed  to  raise  grade  of  alley;  Hulett  v. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  80  Mo.  App.  90,  holding  successor  liable  for  continuing 
nuisance  erected  by  predecessor.  • 
What  constitutes  a  public  Improvement. 

Cited  in  Casey  v.  Wrought  Iron  Bridge  Co.  114  Mo.  App.  61,  89  S.  W.  330, 
holding  a  bridge  ordered  and  contracted  for  by  a  constituted  authority  in  the 
manner  provided  by  law  cannot  be  a  nuisance. 

Cited  in  note   (58  L.  R.  A.  757)  on  levees  as  public  improvements. 
What  !■  an  act  of  God. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Libby  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A-  812,  which  holds 
unprecedented  flood  causing  washout  of  railroad  culvert  an  act  of  God;  Lang 
V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  360,  which  holds  theft  or  destruction  of 
whiskey  after  train  wrecked  by  flood  not  due  to  inevitable  accident. 

Cited  in  notes  (1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  209)  on  liability  for  injury  by  inevitable  ac- 
cident; (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  573)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  defects  or  obstruc- 
tions in  streets. 

17  L,  R.  A.  633,  HUNTER  v.  WESTON,  111  Mo.  176,  19  S.  W.  1098. 
HvnIeliMil  liability  for  condition  of  unopened  mtreett. 

Cited  in  Kossman  v.  St.  liouis,  153  Mo.  299,  54  S.  W.  513,  requiring  city  to 
keep  in  reasonably  safe  condition  so  much  of  street  as  it  opens  and  undertakes 
to  put  in  condition  for  public  travel;  Johnson  v.  St.  Joseph,  96  Mo.  App.  668, 
71  S.  W.  106,  holding  city  not  liable  for  accident  on  street  until  something  done 
by  officers  evincing  intention  to  assume  jurisdiction  over  same. 
"^  Where  opened  to  nae  of  public. 

Cited  in  Ely  v.  St  Louis,  181  Mo.  730,  81  S.  W.  168;  Ruppenthal  v.  St.  Loiuis,, 
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190  Mo.  224,  88  8.  W.  612, — holding  whether  the  city  has  constructed  the  street 
or  sidewalk  and  has  thereby  invited  its  use  by  the  public,  it  is  bound  to  keep  it 
in  condition  to  be  reasonably  safe  for  use. 
Implied  Acceptance  of  dedlcAtlon. 

Cited  in  Benton  v.  St.  Louis,  217  Mo.  705,  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  561,  118  S,  W. 
418,  holding  an  acceptance  may  be  implied  from  a  general  and  long-continued 
use  by  the  public  as  of  right. 

17  L.  R.  A.  636,  PALMER  v.  MICHIGAN  G.  R.  CO.  93  Mich.  363,  32  Am.  St. 

Rep.  507,  53  N.  W.  397. 
"Who  are  fello^ir  ■ervants. 

Approved  in  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Doyle,  50  Neb.  660,  70  N.  W.  43,  holding  fore- 
man in  charge  of  gpravel  train  vice  principal  of  section  hand  imder  his  control 
and  direction;  Shumway  v.  Walworth  &  N.  Mfg.  Co.  98  Mich.  414,  57  N.  W. 
251,  holding  superintendent  starting  planer  while  servant  oiling  same,  superior 
servant  of  latter. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.  R.  A.  824)  on  negligent  superiors;   (51  L.  R.  A.  520,  577, 
580,  589,  591,  613)    on  vice  principalship  considered  with  reference  to  superior 
rank  of  negligent  servant;    (75  Am.  St.  Rep.  585,  587,  624,  631),  on  who  is  a 
vice  principal. 
Master's  liability  for  Injury  to  aervant. 

Approved  in  Dewey  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  97  Mich.  343,  22  L.  R.  A. 
295,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  348,  66  N.  W.  756  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying 
liability  for  injury  to  brakeman  from  improper  loading  of  suitable  car,  where 
competent  inspector  furnished;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Galloway,  137 
111.  App.  306,  holding  it  the  imperative  duty  of  the  master  to  warn  an  inex- 
perienced workman  of  an  employment  that  is  dangerous. 

17  L.  R.  A.  G40,  Re  CLEAN,  135  N.  Y.  341,  32  N.  E.  9. 
AdmlMBlonii   by   comnienclnis:   condemnation   proceeding. 

Cited  in  Re  Ethel  Street,  3  Misc.  404,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  689,  holding  lando^vner's 
rights  in  promises  and  nondedication  for  highway  admitted  by  city's  commenc- 
ing condemnation  proceedings;  Johnstown  Min.  Co.  v.  Butte  &  B.  Consol.  Min. 
Co.  60  App.  £)iv.  348,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  257,  holding  one  instituting  condemnation 
proceedings,  relying  on  unreformed  contract,  estopped  to  have  contract  reformed; 
Geneva  v,  Henson,  195  N.  Y.  455,  88  N.  E.  1104,  doubting  right  of  a  petitioner 
to  make  a  condemnation  proceeding,  at  any  stage,  the  means  of  forcing  trial  be- 
for©  a  referee  of  a  contested  title  with  defendant. 
JEIatoppel  to  deny  private  easement  for  utreet  purposes. 

Approved  in  Kerrigan  v.  Backus,  69  App.  Div,  336,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  906,  and 
Collins  V.  Buffalo  Furnace  Co.  73  App.  Div.  27,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  420,  holding 
grantees  of  lots  described  as  bordering  on  land  delineated  on  city  map  as  street, 
and  graded  and  used  by  grantors  for  full  width,  entitled  to  have  same  kept  open 
for  full  width;  Niagara  Falls  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  41  App.  Div.  103, 
68  N.  Y.  Supp.  619,  holding  common  grantees  estopped  by  recitals  in  deed  that 
premises  abut  on  specified  street,  to  deny  as  against  each  other  creation  of  com- 
mon easement  therein;  Haight  v.  Littlefield,  71  Hun,  290,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  1097, 
holding  grantee  of  one  attempting  to  dedicate  land  for  highway  entitled  to  have 
it  remain  open  for  his  use,  though  not  accepted  by  public  authorities. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Smith,  120  App.  Div.  280,  104  N.  Y  Supp.  1106,  holding 
where  streets  and  avenues  have  been  laid  out  on  a  public  or  official  map  adopted 
by  the  parties,  the  vendee  cannot  be  deprived  of  the  continued  use  of  such  street; 
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People  ex  peL  Washburn  v.  Gloversville,  128  App.  Div.  48,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  387, 
holding  people  buying  lots  laid  out  on  a  filed  map  showing  a  street,  and  de- 
scribed on  the  deeds  of  conveyance  as  bounded  upon  such  street,  acquire  a  right 
of  way,  especially  where  it  is  the  .only  means  of  approach. 
Advewe  p^we—lon  |  ranntiis  of  lluitatlon. 

Approved  in  Lewis  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  162  N.  Y.  223,  56  N.  E.  540, 
holding  prescriptive  riglit  as  against  abutting  owner,  to  forever  maintain  rail- 
road viaduct  in  street,  acquired  by  visible  and  exclusive  use  for  more  than 
twenty  years;  Teass  v.  St.  Albans,  38  W.  Va.  15,  19  L.  R.  A.  808,  17  S.  E.  400, 
holding  that  limitation  runs  against  municipality;  Stillman  v.  Olean,  72  Misc. 
200,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  515,  holding  that  nonuser  for  twenty  years  will  not  create 
abandonment  of  easement  created  by  deed. 
DaaiAirc*  for  Imnd  talcen  for  street* 

Approved  in  Re  Ethel  Street,  3  Misc.  404,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  689,  holding  only 
nominal  damages  recoverable  for  condemnation  as  street,  of  land  over  which 
abutting  owners  have  easement  to  pass;  Re  Adams,  141  N.  Y.  300,  36  N.  E. 
318,  holding  only  nominal  damages  allowable  in  proceedings  by  city  to  acquire 
for  street,  land  already  devoted  to  use  as  street  as  between  owner  and  his 
grantee  of  abutting  lots;  Re  Street  Opening,  54  App.  Div.  487,  67  N.  Y.  Supp. 
57,  holding  grantor  of  land  bordering  on  purported  open  street  entitled  to  nom- 
inal damages  only,  on  taking  of  such  street  for  public  use;  Re  One  Hundred 
&  Sixteenth  Street,  1  App.  Div.  445,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  508,  holding  owner  of  fee 
in  street  laid  down  on  city  plan,  but  not  opened,  subject  to  right  of  way  in 
another,  entitled  to  nominal  damages  only,  for  taking  of  public  easement. 

Cited  in  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce  v.  Boston,  217  U.  S.  195,  54  L.  ed.  727, 
30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  459,  holding  that  parties  in  interest  are  not  entitled  to  have 
damages  estimated  as  if  land  were  sole  property  of  one  owner  where  one  person 
owns  land  condemned  subject  to  servitudes  to  others;  Westchester  County  v. 
Wakefield  Park  Realty  Co.  71  Misc.  490,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  156,  holding  that 
where  judgment  of  condemnation  treated  easements  as  belonging  to  defendants, 
evidence  that  they  belonged  to  plaintiff  was  not  admissible  before  commissioners 
appointed  to  fix  compensation. 

Distinguished  in  Re  One  Hundred  &  Seventy-Third  Street,  78  Hun,  491,  29 
N.  Y.  Supp.  205,  holding  owner  entitled  to  substantial  damages  on  taking  for 
street,  fee  of  land  already  subject  to  right  of  passage  by  abutting  owners;  Re 
Eleventh  Street,  64  App.  Div.  609,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  824,  sustaining  right  to 
substantial  damages  on  condemnation  for  street,  of  land  over  which  no  pri- 
vate easement  exists;  Re  Ninety-Fourth  Street,  22  Misc.  35,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  600, 
sustaining  right  to  recover  value  of  land  subject  to  existing  private  easements 
of  abutting  owners  on  condemning  fee  of  land  for  street;  Re  North  Fifth  Street, 
64  App.  Div.  612,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  644,  sustaining  right  to  substantial  damages 
on  taking  land  for  street,  where  all  persons  having  private  easements  therein 
are  estopped   to   claim   same. 

17  L.  R.  A.  643,  MISSOURI  P.  R.  CO.  v.  SHERWOOD,  T.  &  CO.  84  Tex.  125,  4  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep.  240,   19  S.  W.  455. 
Followed  without  special  discussion  in  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Gernan,  84  Tex. 
141,   19  S.  W.  461. 
LtnitatiOB   of   carrier's   liability. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Courteen  v.  Kanawha  Dispatch,  55  L.  R.  A.  182,  which 
denies  carrier's  liability  for  accidental  destruction  of  property  while  in  ware- 
boose  on  pier,  awaiting  arrival  of  vessel  of  connecting  carrier. 
Cited  in  notes  (31  L.R.A.(NJS.)  61)  on  limiting  liability  to  carrier's  own  line; 
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(88  Am.  St.  Rep.  119,  130)  on  limitation  of  carrier's  liability  in  bills  of  lading. 
Cited  as  overruled  in  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Walker,  25  Tex,  Civ.  App.  2I8» 
60  S.  W.  796,  relating  to  carrier's  exemption  from  liability  for  negligence. 
Extraterritorial  force  of  state  statute  agralnst  llmltlmgr  liability. 

Cited  in  Otis  Co.  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  112  Mo.  628,  20  S.  W.  676,  adopting^ 
as  correct,  ruling  of  main  case  that  statute  prohibiting  carriers  from  limiting: 
common-law  liability  applies  only  to  purely  domestic  shipments;  Dillon  v.  Erie 
R.  Co.  19  Misc.  124,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  320,  holding  that  act  requiring  every  railroad 
company  operating  railroad  "in  this  state"  to  issue  mileage  books  applies  to  in- 
terstate transportation  only. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tecumseh  Mills  v.  Louisville  &  K.  R.  Co.  49  L.  R.  A. 
557,  which  holds  prohibition  against  carriers'  limiting  liability  inapplicable  to 
contract  by  domestic  corporation  made  in  other  state  for  transportation  entirely 
outside  of  state;  Osborne  v.  State,  25  L.  R.  A.  120,  which  upholds  taxation  of 
local  express  business,  though  interstate  commerce  also  carried  on;  Re  Sanders,. 

18  Lw  R.  A.  550,  which  holds  void,  as  to  original  packages,  act  requiring  mark- 
ing on  package  of  year  in  which* seed  grown. 

TVliat  constitutes  Interstate  comnterce. 

Approved  in  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Davis,  11  Tex-  Civ.  App.  28,  31  S.  W. 
308,  holding  contract  to  cariy  between  designated  points  in  state  to  end  of  line, 
live  stock  consigned  to  town  in  other  state,  not  interstate  commerce. 

Cited  in  Robinson  v.  New  York  &  T.  S.  S.  Co.  36  Misc.  706,  74  N.  Y.  Supp. 
384,  holding  contract  for  transportation  of  goods  received  at  Galveston  for  car- 
riage to  New  York,  one  for  interstate  shipment;  State  v.  International  &  G» 
N.  R.  Co.  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  222,  71  S.  W.  994,  holding  cotton  consigned  for  for- 
eign shipment  not  subject  to  act  relating  to  compression  of  cotton  in  transit* 

Cited  in  note  (51  L.  ed.  U.  S.  541)  on  local  transportation  of  goods  as  part 
of  interstate  or  foreign  shipment. 

Distinguished  in  Houston  Direct  Nav.  Co.  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  89  Tex. 
6,  30  L.  R.  A.  714,  footnote  p.  713,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  32  S.  W.  889,  holding 
shipment  between  points  in  same  state  interstate  commerce  when  continuous  voy- 
age to  other  state  contemplated;  Ft  Worth  &  D.  Ci  R.  Co.  v.  Whitehead,  6  Tex* 
Civ.  App.  601,  26  S.  W.  172,  holding  act  of  interstate  commerce  not  shown  by  car- 
rier receiving  within  state  goods  shipped  from  outside  state  and  carrying  to- 
other point  in  state. 
Admissions  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Consolidated  Kansas  City  Smelting  &  R.  Co.  v.  Gronzales,  50  Tex.  Civ.^ 
App.  81,  109  S.  W.  946,  holding  statements  made  by  the  manager  while  starting 
an  investigation  to  find  ore  which  he  had  ordered  held,  was  admissible  as  an  ad- 
mission against  the  defendant  company;  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Levy, 
45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  375,  100  S.  W.  195,  holding  the  admission  not  admissible 
against  the  defendant  unless  made  by  an  alter  ego  of  the  company  or  by  an 
agent  having  authority  to  bind  the  company  by  such  admission;  Gulf,  C.  &.  S» 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  McMurrough,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  218,  91  S.  W.  320,  holding  admissions 
by  a  section  foreman  that  he  had  torn  down  fence  are  not  admissible  against  rail- 
road company  where  made  some  time  after  the  act,  even  though  such  employee- 
continues  in  employment  as  section  boss;  Gresham  v.  Harcourt,  33  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  196,  75  S.  W.  808,  holding  one  present  when  partnership  sheep  were  counted 
and  who  took  down  the  numbers  in  a  book  may  give  evidence;  Austin  v.  Forbis,. 
99  Tex.  239,  89  S.  W.  405,  holding  declarations  of  mere  agents,  made  after  thfr 
accident,  were  not  admissible  against  the  principal. 

Cited  in  note  (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  326)  on  declarations  and  acts  of  agents. 
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Llabllf tj-  of  earrler  for  loss  of  soodfi  by  Are. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lehman,  Stem  &  Co.  v.  Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co. 
70  L.R.A.  662,  which  holds  that  carrier  must  prove  that  fire  was  purely  accidental 
and  impossible  to  prevent  to  escape  liability  where  cotton  on  railroad  platform 
in  course  of  delivery  is  damaged  by  fire. 

17  L.  R.  A.  648,  BROWN  v.  POSTAL  TELEG.  CABLE  CO.  Ill  N.  C,  187,  32 

Am.  St.  Rep.  793,  16  S.  E.  179. 
Limitation  of  telogrrapM  eompany's  llabilttT* 

Cited  in  Sherrill  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  116  N.  C.  658,  21  S.  E.  400,  and 
Efird  V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  132  N.  C.  271,  43  S.  E.  825,  denying  power  bi 
telegraph  company  to  restrict  by  contract  its  liability  for  mistake  or  delay  in 
delivering  message;  Birkett  y.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  103  Mich.  365,  33  L.  R. 
A  405,  footnote  p.  494,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  374,  61  N.  W.  645,  holding  valid, 
condition  against  liability  beyond  amount  paid  for  sending  unrepeated  message; 
Shaw  V.  PosUl  Teleg.  &  Cable  Co.  70  Miss.  696,  56  L.  R.  A.  493,  89  Am.  St. 
Rep.  666,  31  So.  222  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying  power  to  enforce, 
in  other  state,  liability  for  mistakes  in  transmitting  cipher  telegram,  without 
payment  of  additional  fee  required  to  insure  against  mistake;  Hendricks  v.  West- 
ern U.  Teleg.  Co.  126  X.  C.  311,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  658,  85  S.  E.  543,  holding  that 
rules  of  telegraph  company,  without  notice  to  those  to  be  affected,  afford  no 
protection  for  nondelivery;  Strong  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  18  Idaho,  403,  30 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  417,  109  Pac.  910,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  55,  to  the  point  that  telegraph 
company  is  liable  for  negligence  notwithstanding  stipulations  restricting  lia- 
bility; Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Milton,  53  Fla.  496,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  570,  125 
Am.  St.  Rep.  1077,  43  So.  495,  holding  duty  to  use  due  care  and  skill  in  trans- 
mitting messages  is  not  affected  by  a  stipulation  relieving  company  from  such 
duty;  Joshua  L.  Bailey  &  Co.  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  227  Pa.  629,  —  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  8.)  — ,  76  Atl.  736,  holding  a  telegraph  company  may  make  reasonable  rules 
affecting  its  responsibility,  but  it  cannot  stipulate  for  exemption  from  liability 
caused  by  its  own  negligence;  Williamson  v.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  151  N.  C. 
228,  65  S.  E.  974,  holding  a  contract  whereby  a  telegraph  company  seeks  to 
contract  against  mistakes  and  delays  in  transmitting  messages,  if  contrary  to 
public  policy  where  made,  is  unenforceable;  Helms  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
143  N.  C.  394,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  254,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  811,  55  S.  E.  831,  10  Ann. 
Cas.  643  (dissenting  opinion),  on  party  entitled  to  recover  for  n^ligent  failure 
to  deliver  message. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Reed  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  492,  which 
holds  void,  stipulation  limiting  liability  for  mistakes  in  transmitting  un- 
repeated telegrams;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Eubank,  36  L.  R.  A.  711,  which 
denies  right  to  limit  recovery  for  unrepeated  messages  to  amount  paid  for 
sending,  or  to  require  presenting  of  claim  within  sixty  days;  Coit  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  678,  which  holds  person  telegraphing  request  for  in- 
formation bound  by  agreement  of  one  complying  with  request  limiting  company's 
liability. 

Cited  in  note  (11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  562,  563)  on  validity  of  limitation  of  liability 
for  unrepeated  telegrams. 
Carrier's  limitation  of  liability. 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  131  N.  C.  591,  42  S.  E.  964,  denying  com- 
mon carrier's  right  to  contract  with  passenger  against  loss  of  baggage  through 
its  negligence;  Winslow  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  151  N.  C.  253, 
65  8.  E.  965  (dissenting  opinion),  on  validity  of  contract  limiting  liability  of 
carrier  for  negligence. 

L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  111.— 18. 
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— ^  Amount. 

Cited  in  Bellamy  ▼.  Andrews,  151  N.  C.  250,  65  S.  E.  963,  holding  when  prop- 
erty entrusted  to  the  carrier  is  damaged  or  lost  by  its  negligence,  its  true  Talue 
should  be  ascertained  and  paid,  as  at  common  law. 

17  L.  R.  A.  650,  CLULOW  ▼.  McCLELLAND,  151  Pa.  583,  25  Atl.  147. 
Extraordinary  use  of  lirlda:^  or  hla:k'«^*7* 

Approved  in  Megargee  ▼.  Philadelphia,  153  Pa.  343,  25  Atl.  1130,  denying  city's 
liability  for  strain  to  horse  and  wagon  in  drawing  heavy  loads  over  alley  pave- 
ment rendered  bad  by  continuous  hauling  by  owner;  Chicago  v.  Kohlhof,  64  HI. 
App.  353,  holding  city  not  required  to  construct  sidewalk  which  will  allow 
moving  of  1,400-pound  safe  over  it;  Conshohocken  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  453,  holding  railroad  company  building  bridge  to  carry  high- 
way over  track  not  required  to  build  bridge  strong  enough  to  sustain  unusual 
weight  of  trolley  car. 

Cited  in  Pool  v.  Van,  38  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  406,  holding  it  a  question  for  the  jury 
whether  the  use  of  the  streets  by  a  brass  band  was  an  ordinary  or  extraordinary 
use  of  streets. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  832,  833)  on  municipal  duty  to  construct  and 
maintain  bridges  in  condition  to  sustain  unusual  weight. 
— —  Traction  enirtne  on  bridire. 

Approved  in  Coulter  v.  Pine  Twp.  164  Pa.  547,  35  W.  N.  C.  399,  30  Atl.  490, 
holding  question  whether  moving  of  traction  engines  had  become  ordinary 
use  of  highway  at  time  of  previously  reconstructing  bridge  broken  by  one,  for 
jury;  Herdin  County  v.  Coffman,  60  Ohio  St.  534,  48  L.  R.  A.  458,  54  N.  E.  1054, 
holding  question  whether  crossing  of  bridge  by  traction  engine  drawing  water 
tank  is  usual,  for  jury;  Welch  v.  Geneva,  110  Wis.  390,  85  N.  W.  970,  denying 
liability  of  town  for  injury  by  breaking  of  bridge,  to  one  attempting  to  cross 
with  traction  engine  of  excessive  weight  without  spanning  bridge  with  planks. 

Cited  in  Gehringer  ▼.  Lehigh  County,  231  Pa.  504,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1130,  80 
Atl.  987,  to  the  point  that  person  injured  because  of  breaking  down  of  township 
bridge  under  weight  of  traction  engine  he  was  bringing  across,  is  guilty  of  ood- 
tributory  negligence. 

17  L.  R.  A.  652,  STAVER  &  WALKER  v.  LOCKE,  22  Or.  519,  29  Am.  St.  Rep. 

621,  30  Pac.  497. 
Continuance  of  vnaranty. 

Approved  in  Blyth  v.  Pinkerton  Nat.  Detective  Agency,  10  Wyo.  152,  57   L. 
R.  A.  472,  67  Pac.  619,  holding  that  guaranty  of  detective's  salary  and  expenses 
in  working  up  murder  case  does  not  cover  services  connected  with  retrial   of 
accused. 
Dlscharse  of  siiretlea. 

Cited  in  Stern  v.  Sawyer,  78  Vt.  13,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  890,  61  Atl.  36,  6  Ann. 
Cas.  356,  holding  the  discharge  of  sureties  by  reason  of  change  in  their  contract  ia 
not  dependent  upon  the  extent  of  such  change. 

17  L.  R.  A.  654,  WILSON  v.  STATE,  30  Fla.  234,  11  So.  556. 
iSvldence  of  threats. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Burton,  63  Kan.  608,  66  Pac.  633,  holding  evidence  of  threats 
by  deceased  against  one  on  trial  for  murder  competent  when  defense  is  self  de- 
fense; Brooks  V.  Com.  100  Ky.  202,  37  S.  W.  1043,  denying  admissibility  ot 
accused's  declaration  that  he  'Mid  not  give  a  damn  for  hell;  the  West  was  his 
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home;'*  State  ▼.  Barksdale,  122  La.  791,  48  So.  264,  holding  evidence  of  threats 
admissible  though  uncommunicated;  Fields  v.  State,  46  Fla.  93,  35  So.  185,  hold- 
ing where  there  is  conflict  in  the  testimony  as  to  who  began  the  controversy, 
threats  made  by  the  deceased,  though  uncommunicated  are  admissible;  State  v. 
Jackman,  29  Nev.  409,  91  Pac.  143,  holding  it  reversible  error  to  exclude  evidence 
of  threats  against  life  of  defendant  who  sets  up  self-defense  to  charge  of  murder. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  526;  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  Z09^  710)  on  evidence  of 
threats  in  prosecution  for  homicide. 
Bamarer  Juatifyinir  homicide. 

Cited  in  Lane  v.  State,  44  Fla.  114,  32  So.  896,  holding  the  belief  of  the  accused 
«8  to  the  apparent  necessity  to  kill  in  order  to  save  his  own  life,  or  to  protect 
himself  from  great  personal  injury,  is  material;  Lane  v.  State,  44  Fla.  124, 
32  So.  896  (dissenting  opinion),  on  a  belief  of  being  in  danger  as  ground  for 
homicide. 

Cited  in  note    (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)    536)    on  standpoint  of  determination  as  to 
danger  and  necessity  to  kill  in  self-defense. 
Modification  of  reqaeated  cl&arirc* 

Cited  in  Rass  v.  State,  58  Fla.  7,  50  So.  531,  holding  if  requested  instruction 
correctly  stated  the  law  and  the  addition  made  thereto  by  the  court  essentially 
changed  the  character  thereof,  then  the  court  committed  error. 
Dwcllliiir*ltoa«e  as  castle  of  defense. 

Cited  in  Russell  v.  State,  61  Fla.  52,  54  So.  360,  holding  that  person's  dwelling- 
house  is  castle  of  defense  for  himself  and  those  rightfully  in  his  house. 

17  L.  R.  A.  664,  DRAKE  v.  DRAKE,  134  N.  Y.  220,  32  N.  E.  114. 
CoBstmctlon  of  iirords  '<lssae,"  <'helrs,"  and  "descendants"  In  ^vlll. 

Cited  in  Emmet  v.  Emmet,  67  App.  Div.  185,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  614,  holding  re- 
siduary devise  to  "lawful  issue"  of  testatrix  limited  to  children;    Chwatal  v. 
Schreiner,  148  N.  Y.  687,  43  N.  E.  186,  Affirming  77  Hun,  611,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1142,  Which  Affirms,  3  Misc.   195,  23  N.  Y.   Supp.  206,  holding  word   "issue" 
in  devise  in  trust  during  lives  of  children  and  until  majority  of  youngest  of  "is- 
sue" of  longest  survivor  limited  to  gi'andchildren  where  no  great  grandchild  at 
testator's  death;  New  York  L.  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Viele,  161  N.  Y.  20,  76  Am.  St. 
Rep.  238,  65  N.  E.  311,  holding  descendants  presumed  to  be  meant  by  words 
*lawful  issue"  in  domestic  will;  Harrison  v.  McAdam,  38  Misc.  21,  76  N.  Y. 
Supp.   701,    holding   great    granddaughter    of    testator    "lawful    issue"    of    her 
grandfather    under    provision    in   will    for    reversion    of    share    if    any    of    tes- 
tator's children  die  without  leaving  ''lawful  issue;"  Hilliker  v.  Bast,  64  App. 
Div.  553,  72   N.  Y.   Supp.  301,   holding  devise  to  son  and   "his   lawful   issue" 
forever  gives  son  fee  simple  absolute;   Bodine  v.  Brown,  12  App.  Div.  338,  42 
N.  Y.  Supp.  202,  holding  devise  over  to  "issue  or  heirs"  of  child  goes  to  heirs 
at  law  on   death   of   child   without   issue;    Hillen   v.   Iselin,    67    Hun,   449,   22 
N.  Y.  Supp.  282,  holding  children  of  living  child  of  testator's  daughter  proper 
objects  of  power  of  appointment  authorizing  appointment   of  daughter's   chil- 
dren or  their  "descendants;"  Phelps  v.  Cameron,  109  App.  Div.  800,  96  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1014,  holding  the  words,  "lawful  issue"  when  not  restricted  by  context  of  will 
are  equivalent  to  descendants;  Union  Safe  Deposit  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Dudley,  104 
Me.  306,  72  Atl.  166,  holding  where  unrestricted  its  meaning  imports  descendants; 
Coyle  V.  Coyle,  73  N.  J.  Eq.  531,  68  Atl.  224,  holding  the  word  "issue"  where  will 
clearly  imports  an  intention  to  restrict  meaning  to  "childrfen"  will  be  held  to 
exclude  grandchildren ;  Bassett  v.  Wells,  66  Misc.  84,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  1068,  hold- 
ing in  its  primary  legal  sense  "issue"  is  a  word  as  extensive  in  its  import  as 
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"heir  of  the  body;"  Re  Tenney,  104  App.  Div.  295,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  811,  holding 
where  will  as  a  whole  shows  an  intention  to  distribute  equally  to  children  of 
nephews  and  nieces  upon  their  death,  the  meaning  of  word  "issue"  is  not  to  be 
given  its  meaning  of  descendants  generally;  Schmidt  v.  Jewett,  195  N.  Y.  490, 
133  Am.  St.  Rep.  815,  88  N.  E.  1110,  affirming  127  App.  Div.  381,  111  N.  Y.  Supp. 
680,  holding  the  words  "legal  issue"  when  used  in  a  will  and  unexplained  by  the 
context,  have  the  meaning  of  descendants. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McIIhinny  v.  McIIhinny,  24  L.  R.  A.  489,  which   holds 
word  "issue"  a  word  of  purchase,  and  not  of  limitation. 

17  L.  R.  A.  674,  HUDSON  RIVER  TELEPH.  CO.  v.  WATERVLIET  TUKNP. 

&  R.  CO.  135  N.  Y.  393,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  838,  32  N.  E.  148. 
Rlarl&t  to  question  acts  a«  ultra,  vires. 

Cited  in  Seattle  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Citizens'  Light  &  P.  Co.  123  Fed.  596, 
holding  that  abutter  suffering  special  injury  from  gas  company's  laying  mains  in 
streets  may  invoke  want  of  charter  authority  as  ground  for  relief;  Madison  v» 
Madison  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  129  Wis.  263,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  535,  116  Am.  St.  Bep. 
944,  108  N.  W.  65,  9  Ann.  Cas.  819,  holding  where  private  injuries  result  from 
an  abuse  of  corporate  privileges  an  injunction  at  the  suit  of  private  parties  lies. 
Wliat  use  of  streets  permissible. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Spokane  &  B.  C.  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Spokane,   24 
Wash.  59,  63  Pac.  1116,  upholding  power  of  city  council  to  refuse  use  of  streets 
for  telephone  line;  Utica  v.  Utica  Teleph.  Co.  24  App.  Div.  364,  48  N.  Y.  Supp. 
916,  denying  right  of  telephone  company  to  erect  poles  and  lines  on  city  street; 
Marshfield  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  102  Wis.  611,  44  L.  R.  A.  672,  78  N.  W.  735, 
upholding  right  of  city  to  prohibit  in  its  discretion  encumbering  streets  v^ith 
telephone  poles;  Eels  v.  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  143  N.  Y.  136,  26  L-'R. 
A.  642,  38  N.  E.  202,  holding  permanent  and  exclusive  appropriation  of  part 
of  rural  highway  by  telephone  poles  and  wires  not  part  of  public  easement; 
State  ew  rel  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Sheboygan,  111  Wis.  32,  86  N.  W.  657, 
holding  consent  of  city  to  construction  of  .telephone  line  on  certain  streets  not 
granting    of    franchise;    Northwestern    Teleph.    Exchange    Co.    v.    Chicago,    M. 
&  St.  P.  R.  Co.  76  Minn.  345,  79  N.  W.  315,  holding  that  telephone  companies 
in  establishing  lines   have   same   power   of   eminent   domain   as   telegraph   com- 
panies;  West  Jersey  R.  Co.  v.  Camden,  G.  &  W.  R.  Co.  52  N.  J.  Eq.  35,   29 
Atl.    423,    holding   trolley   railroad   not   additional    burden;    Tremblay    v.    Har- 
mony Mills,  171  N.  Y.  600,  64  N.  E.  501,  holding  abutting  owner  liable  for  in- 
jury to  person  by  accumulation  of  ice  on  sidewalk  by  negligent  construction  of 
leader  from  roof  of  building;   Fries  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  169  N.  Y.  284, 
62  N.  E.  358,  denying  liability  of  railroad  company  to  abutting  owner  for  con- 
sequential damages  from  erection  of  steel  viaduct  in  which  to  run  trains,  in  obe- 
dience to  statute;   Louisville  &  N.  Terminal  Co.  v.  Lellyett,  114  Tenn.  397,   1 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  85,  85  S.  W.  881,  holding  authority  conferred  upon  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  construct  and  operate  road  and  terminals  within  city  does  not  carry 
immunity  from  suit  for  damages  to  property  by  reason  of  noise  and  smoke;  Mc- 
Millan V.  Klaw  &  E.  Constr.  Co.  107  App.  Div.  412,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  365,  holding 
an  abutting  property  owner  has  certain  valuable  easements  in  an  opened  street 
which  he  cannot  be  deprived  of  by  a  municipal  ordinance  without  compensation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State,  Kennelly,  Prosecutor,  v.  Jersey  City,  26  L.  R.  A.  281,. 
which  holds  authorized  street  car  line  a  proper  street  use. 

Cited  in  note  (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  639)  on  municipal  regulations  ol  street  raiU 
ways  for  protection  of  public. 
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Matlve  pofirer  for  mtreet  ralltr»y»« 

Cited  in  Paterson  R.  Co.  v.  Grundy,  51  N.  J.  Eq.  227,  26  Atl.  788,  authorizing 
use  of  electricity  as  motive  power  for  street  railroad  empowered  to  use  motive 
power  deemed  "expedient  and  proper;"  Prospect  Park  &  C.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Coney  Is- 
land A  B.  R.  Co.  144  N.  Y.  157,  26  L.  R.  A.  612,  39  N.  E.  17,  Reversing  66  Hun, 
374,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  1046,  holding  adoption  of  electric  motive  power  not  justi- 
fication for  street  railway  company  ceasing  to  run  cars  to  depot  of  rival  company 
under  contract  permitting  it  if  "steam"  used  as  motive  power;  Wilmington  City 
R.  Co.  V.  Wilmington  &  B.  S.  R.  Co.  8  Del.  Ch.  514,  46  Atl.  12,  holding  when  an 
exclusive  right  to  operate  street  railway  is  given  in  general  terms,  it  cannot  be 
restricted  to  the  particular  motive  power  in  use-  at  the  time. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chicago  General  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  50  L.  R. 
A.  734,  which  denies  liability  for  collision  with  cars  of  other  company  because 
of  running  cable  cars  under  authority  to  use  animal  power  only. 

Cited  in  note   (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)   138)   on  motive  power  for  railroads  or  street 
railway. 
CoBfltetinv  rlflr^ts  of  telephone  and  street  rallvray  companies. 

Cited  in  Cumberland  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  United  Electric  R.  Co.  93  Tenn. 
517,  27  L.  R.  A.  242,  footnote  p.  236,  29  S.  W.  104,  holding  electric  street  car 
company  liable  to  telephone  company  by  charging  earth  so  as  to  destroy  use  of 
latter's  ground  circuit;  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Montreal  Street  R.  Co.  Rap.  Jud. 
<}uebee  10  C.  S.  166,  Affirming  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec  6  B.  R.  232,  holding  that  street 
railway  changing  its  motive  power  to  electricity  is  not  liable  to  telephone  com- 
pany for  cost  of  changing  its  system  rendered  necessary  thereby;  Ganz  v.  Ohio 
Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  72  C.  C.  A.  186,  140  Fed.  694,  holding  the  use  of  a  high- 
way by  a  telegraph  company  to  facilitate  communication  is  subordinate  to  its 
use  by  the  public  for  travel  and  transportation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rutland  Electric  Light  Ca  v.  Marble  City  Electric  Light 
Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  821,  which  holds  electric  light  company  entitled  to  injunction 
against  erection  by  another  company  of  wires  carrying  dangerous  current. 

Cited  in  note  (2  Brit.  Rul.  Cas.  129,  130,  131,  132,  134,  137)  on  liability  of  user 
of  electricity  for  injury  to  business  or  property  of  another  from  induction  or 
use  of  earth  a«  return  electric  circuit. 
Teleirraph  aa  Inclndlav  teleplione* 

Cited  in  Old  Colony  Trust  Co.  v.  Wichita,  123  Fed.  775,  holding  that  tel^raph 
f'Ribraces  telephone  with  reference  to  use  of  streets;  Rochester  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Ross, 
125  App.  Div.  82,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  381,  holding  an  act  providing  for  construction 
of  telegraph  lines,  applied  to  telephone  lines  as  well;  Wichita  v.  Missouri  &  K. 
Teleph.  Co.  70  Kan.  451,  78  Pac.  886;  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Secretary 
of  State,  159  Mich^  196,  123  N.  W.  668,— holding  under,  "an  act  to  provide  for 
the  incorporation  of  telegraph  companies,"  companies  may  lawfully  conduct  a 
telephone  business  as  well  as  a  telegraph  business. 
Eztva  alloirance*. 

Approved  in  People  v.  Rochester  Dime  Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  7  App.  Div.  351,  39 
X.  Y.  Supp.  939,  authorizing  extra  allowance  in  action  to  forfeit  powers  and 
franchises  of  corporation;  Rochester  &  H.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Rochester,  17  App. 
Div.  266,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  687,  holding  expense  of  grade  crossing  proper  basis 
for  extra  allowance. 

Cited  in  Slater  ▼.  Slater,  99  App.  Div.  463,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  269,  holding  the 
basis  for  estimate  of  an  extra  allowance  shown  in  action  to  compel  an  accounting, 
by  fact  that  business  during  period  of  litigation  amounted  to  $95,000  and  that 
good  will  of  partnership  was  worth  $200,000. 
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17  L.  R.  A.  681,  TAMPA  STREET  R.  &  POWER  CO.  ▼.  TAMPA  SUBURBAN 

R.  CO.  30  Fla.  696.  11  So.  562. 
Dlaquallllcatlon  of  Jadve. 

Approved  in  State  ex  rel  Ambler  v.  Hocker,  34  Fla.  29,  25  L.  R.  A.  119,  15 
So.  581,  holding  that  previous  relation  of  attorney  and  client  disqualifies  judge^ 

Cited  in  People  v.  Haas,  105  App.  Div.  122,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  790,  holding  judge 
who  has  as  attorney  advised  defendant  is  incompetent  to  preside  at  criminal 
trial. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  McGuire,  47  L.  R.  A.  413,  whiclr 
holds  judge  disqualified  to  try  case  in  which  plaintiff  is  corporation  of  whiclr 
his  wife   is  a  shareholder. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  117)  on  disqualification  of  judge  by  prior  oonnee- 
tion  with  case. 
Jarladictiom  on  transfer  of  eause* 

Cited  in  Finley  v.  Chamberlain,  46  Fla.  585,  35  So.  1,  holding  in  case  of  » 
direct  attack  upon  order  of  transfer  following  disqualification  of  judge  the  legal 
cause  for  the  transfer  must  not  only  be  judicially  ascertained  but  must  appear* 
of  record. 

17  L.  R.  A.  685,  WILSON  v.  CALIFORNIA  C.  R.  CO.  94  Cal.  166,  29  Pac.  861. 
When  relation  of  carrier  ceaaes. 

Cited  in  Reeder  v.  Wells,  F.  &  Co.  14  Cal.  App.  794,  113  Pac.  342,  holding  that 
section  2120  required  that  consignee  be  given  actual  notice  of  arrival  of  freight 
in  order  to  change  carrier's  liability  to  that  of  warehouseman;  William  T. 
Hardie  &  Co.  v.  Vicksburg,  S.  &  P.  R.  Co.  118  La.  261,  42  So.  793,  holding  liability 
of  the  carrier  does  not  cease  on  delivery  of  goods  to  warehouseman  upon  arrivaL 
at  destination;  Poythress  v.  Durham  &  S.  R.  Co.  148  N.  C.  393,  18  L.R.A.(N.8.;' 
430,  62  S.  £.  515,  holding  the  relation  of  carrier  ceases  only  after  notice  to  con- 
signee and  a  reasonable  tome  within  which  to  remove  goods;  Cavallaro  v.  Texas  & 
P.  R.  Co.  110  Cal.  356,  52  Am.  St  Rep.  94,  42  Pac.  918,  holding  an  attempt  to 
serve  notice  upon  consignee  does  not  change  liability  of  carrier  to  that  of  a  ware- 
houseman. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.  694)  as  to  when  liability  of  railway  carrier  of  goods 
ceases  to  be  that  of  carrier;  (97  Am.  St.  Rep.  92,  94)  as  to  when  carrier's  liability 
is  reduced  to  that  of  warehouseman. 
Bnrden  of  proof. 

Cited  in  Dieterle  v.  Bekin,  143  Cal.  688,  77  Pac.  664,  holding  that  burden  of 
showing  that  loss  did  not  occur  because  of  his  negligence  arises  on  proof  that, 
warehouseman   did   not  use   ordinary  care   in   preserving  property;    Farmen   v.. 
United  States  Exp.  Co.  25  S.  D.  99,  125  N.  W.  575,  holding  that  expreaa  com^ 
pany  claiming  exemption  from  liability  for  loss  of  package  on  ground  that  it  held 
it  as  warehouseman,  has  burden  to  show  that  destruction  of  package  was  without 
negligence;   Brounton  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  2  Cal.  App.  177,  83  Pac.  265,  holding 
where  carrier  sets  up  that  fire  and  loss  of  goods  was  by  no  negligence  of  his,  the- 
burden  of  proof  that  loss  did  not  result  from  his  negligence  is  upon  him;  Stat^  v*. 
Rocky  Mountain  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  27  Mont.  400,  71  Pac.  311,  holding  where  answer 
sets  up  new  matter  to  the  effect  that  a  number  of  telephones  taxed  were  engaged 
in  interstate  business,  the  burden  was  upon  him  to  establish  just  what  instru- 
ments were  so  used. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  979,  980)  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  negligence 
of  carrier  holding  as  warehouseman. 

Distinguished  in  Dieterle  v.  Bekin,  143  Cal.  689,  77  Pac.  664,  holding  where- 
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evidence  tends  to  show  want  of  ordinary  care  required  as  a  warehouseman,  and 
defendant  in  answer  has  assumed  to  show  loss  did  not  result  from  his  negligence, 
burden  of  proving  such  fact  rests  on  him. 
Effect  on  motion  for  neve  trial  of  chana:«  tn  Judgr^* 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Sanders,  103  Cal.  679,  37  Pac.  649,  holding  the  rule  that  it 
is  the  dutj  of  trial  court  to  examine  and  pass  upon  evidence  where  motion  is  for 
new  trial,  is  the  same  whether  motion  is  heard  by  same  judge  who  tried  the  case 
or  by  some  other  judge;  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Volira,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  19,  91  S. 
W.  354,  holding  a  judge  taking  his  seat  before  expiration  of  term  can  dispose  of  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  if  he  was  competent  to  have  tried  the  case  in  which  judg- 
ment was  rendered. 

17  L.  R.  A,  691,  EAST  TENNESSEE,  V.  &  G.  R.  CO.  v.  KELLY,  91  Tenn.  699, 

30  Am.  St.  Rep.  902,  20  S.  W.  312. 
Liability  of  earrier  at  destination. 

Followed  in  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  91  Tenn.  709,  20  S.  W. 
314,  holding  that  relation  of  carrier  does  not  exist  two  days  after  arrival  of 
goods,   and   their   storing   in   warehouse. 

Cited  in  Henry  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  83  Kan.  114,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1092,  109  Pac.  1005,  holding  railroad,  wrongfully  refusing  to  deliver  goods  to 
owner,  liable  for  their  subsequent  loss  by  unprecedented  flood;  Southern  R.  Co. 
V.  W.  T.  Adams  Machinery  Co.  165  Ala.  444,  51  So.  779,  to  the  point  that  carrier 
is  liable  as  such  after  notice  given,  if  its  employees  give  incorrect  information 
to  consignee  which  so  misleads  him  as  to  prevent  him  from  removing  goods; 
Lewis  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  135  Ky.  366,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  940,  122  S.  W.  184, 
holding  consignee  of  goods  has  a  reasonable  time  after  arrival  of  goods  to  remove 
them  during  which  time  carrier's  liability  as  such  continues. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Nevils,  28  L.  R.  A.  80,  which 
holds  carrier's  liability  continues  for  reasonable  time  for  acceptance  and  re- 
moval of  goods  after  arrival;  Wilson  v.  California  C.  R.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  685, 
which  requires  notice  to  consignee  to  reduce  carrier's  liability  to  that  of  ware- 
houseman; Allam  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  39  L.  R.  A.  535,  which  denies  carrier's 
liability  for  unloading  goods  on  open  platform  during  storm;  Hardman  v.  Mon- 
tana Union  R.  Co.  39  L.  R.  A.  300,  which  holds  carrier  liable  for  permitting 
car  incorrectly  labeled  "powder"  to  stand  near  warehouse,  preventing  firemen 
from  attempting  to  put  out  fire;  Seasongood  v.  Tennessee  &  0.  River  Transp. 
Co,  49  L.  R.  A.  270,  which  holds  carrier  refusing  to  accept  freight  tendered  lia- 
ble for  loss  by  theft;  Normile  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  271,  which  holds 
that  carrier  must  place  freight  carried  on  platform  cars  in  freight  house  if  any 
at  destination  to  relieve  itself  from  liability  for  freight  lost  by  theft. 

Cited  in  note  (97  Am.  St.  Rep.  90,  92)  as  to  when  carrier's  liability  is  reduced 
to  that  of  warehouseman. 

Distinguished  in  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  70  Fed. 
768,  holding  judgment  for  loss  by  fire  in  warehouse,  of  goods  wrongfully  de- 
tained by  carrier,  one  for  damages  in  "operation  of  railroad"  within  provision 
against  giving  mortgage  which  shall  be  valid  as  against  such  judgment;  Penn- 
8Tlvania  R.  Co.  v.  Naive,  112  Tenn.  263,  64  L.R.A.  449,  79  S.  W.  124,  which  holds 
carrier  liable  for  failure  to  prevent  loss  of  perishable  freight  arriving  on  even- 
ing before  Fourth  of  July. 
Proztinate  ennse  of  Injury. 

Followed  in  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.  A  G.  R.  Co.  70  Fed.  765, 
and  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  91  Tenn.  709,  20  S.  W.  314,  holding 
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carrier's  incorrect  statement  that  goods  had  not  arrived,  proximate  cause  of 
their  loss  by  fire  in  warehouse. 

Approved  in  Zopfi  v.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  9  C.  0.  A.  311,  22  U<  S.  App. 
136,  60  Fed.  990,  holding  question  of  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  girl  slipping 
while  stepping  over  telephone  pole,  which  has  fallen  between  slippery  stepping 
stone  and  platform,  for  jury;  Beopple  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  104  Tenn.  428,  58 
S.  W.  231,  holding  railroad  company  improperly  blocking  highway  with  train 
liable  for  injury  from  fright  of  horses  by  negligence  in  operating  other  train; 
Anderson  v.  Miller,  96  Tenn.  45,  31  L.  R.  A.  606,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  812,  33  S.  W. 
615,  holding  wrongful  storing  of  cotton  in  building,  proximate  cause  of  in- 
jury by  fire  which  would  otherwise  have  been  easily  extinguished;  Weeks  v. 
McNulty,  101  Tenn.  500,  43  L.  R.  A.  187,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  693,  48  S.  W.  809, 
holding  failure  to  construct  fire  escapes  on  hotel  not  proximate  cause  of  death 
of  guest,  who  could  have  escaped  from  window  without  fire  escape;  Chattanooga 
Light  &  P.  Co.  V.  Hodges,  109  Tenn.  338,  60  L.  R.  A.  461,  07  Am.  St.  Rep.  844, 
70  S.  W.  616,  holding  that  proximate  cause  of  death  of  employee,  who  re- 
entered burning  building  to  telephone  alarm,  is  not  employer's  n^ligence  in 
constructing  building  which  would  bum. 

17  L.  R.  A.  697,  EATON  v.  BROWN,  96  Cal.  371,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  225,  31  Pac  250. 
PreparlniTy  marlclnv*  and  CASttiiir  oflloial  bftUot. 

Approved  in  Murphy  v.  Curry,  137  Cal.  486,  59  L.  R.  A.  99,  70  Pac.  461,  hold- 
ing unconstitutional,  prohibition  against  printing  name  of  candidate  of  more 
than  one  party  in  more  than  one  column;  Britton  v.  Election  Comrs.  129  Cal.  343, 
51  L.  R.  A.  118,  61  Pac.  1115,  holding  unconstitutional,  denial  to  political  par- 
ties casting  less  than  3  per  cent  of  votes  cast  at  next  preceding  election,  right  to 
privileges  and  protection  given  other  parties;  Slaymaker  v.  Phillips,  5  Wyo.  478, 
47  L.  R.  A.  851,  40  Pac.  971  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  sustaining  require- 
ment of  indorsement  by  official  stamp  and  name  or  initials  of  judge  of  election 
on  outside  of  official  ballots;  Chamberlain  v.  Wood,  15  S.  D.  229,  56  L.  R.  A.  191. 
91  Am.  St.  Rep.  674,  88  N.  W.  109  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  sustaining  act 
limiting  votes  to  candidates  whose  names  appear  on  official  ballot. 

Cited  in  Oughton  v.  Black,  212  Pa.  7,  61  Atl.  346,  4  Ann.  Cas.  141,  holding  the 
free  and  equal  exercise  of  the  elective  franchise  by  every  elector  is  not  impaired 
by  a  law  providing  for  voting  a  straight  ticket  by  making  a  cross  opposite  party 
name;  Solon  v.  State,  54  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  293,  114  S.  W.  349,  holding  where  right 
of  suffrage  is  fixed  by  the  constitution  of  the  state  it  can  be  restricted  or  changed 
in  no  other  way  than  by  amendment  of  state  or  Federal  constitution;  Eckerson 
V.  Des  Moines,  137  Iowa,  486,  115  N.  W.  177,  on  right  to  restrict  voter's  choice  of 
candidates;  Socialist  Party  v.  Uhl,  155  Cal.  796,  103  Pac.  181  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), on  requiring  candidate  to  declare  political  affiliations. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel,  McCarthy  v.  Moore,  59  L.'  R  A.  447,  which 
sustains  prohibition  against  placing  on  official  ballot,  name  of  unsuccessful  candi- 
date for  party  nomination  at  primary  election. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  484)  on  how  far  right  to  vote  is  absolute;  ballots 
and  primaries;  (47  L.R.A.  806)  on  marking  official  ballot;  (91  Am.  St^  Rep. 
686)  on  right  of  elector  to  vote  for  candidate  not  named  on  official  ballot. 

Explained  in  State  ew  rel.  Runge  v.  Anderson,  100  Wis.  532,  42  L.  R.  A.  242, 
76  N.  W.  482,  sustaining  provision  against  allowing  political  party  casting  less 
than  2  per  cent  of  vote  at  preceding  election,  place  on  official  ballot. 
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17  L.  R.  A.  699,  EMRY  v.  ROANOKE  NAV.  &  WATER  POWER  CJO.  Ill  N.  C. 

94,  16  S.  E.  18. 
To-«vmrd«  -vrltom  daty  ovred,  remderlnar  liable  for  Injury. 

Approved  in  Mason  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  Ill  N.  C.  499,  18  L.  R.  A.  850, 
32  Am.  St.  Rep.  814,  16  S.  E.  698  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that 
want  of  bumpers  on  freight  cars,  although  received  from  other  road,  renders 
company  liable  for  resulting  injury  to  brakeman. 

Cited  in  Quantz  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  137  N.  C.  138,  49  S.  E.  79;  Abbot  v.  Oregon 
R.  Co.  46  Or.  560,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  856,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  885,  80  Pac.  1012,  7 
Ann.  Cas.  961, — ^holding  the  right  to  recover  compensation  from  a  carrier  of  pas- 
sengers for  injuries  sustained  depends  upon  existence  of  some  duty  owed  the  in- 
jured one,  the  breach  of  which  was  proximate  cause  of  the  injury;  McGhee  v. 
Norfolk  A  S.  R.  Co.  147  N.  C.  145,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  121,  60  S.  E.  912,  holding 
actionable  negligence  consists  in  a  breach  of  duty  to  plaintiff. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fitzsimons  &  Co.  v.  Braun,  59  L.R.A.  421,  which  sus- 
tains liability  for  injury,  by  vibration,  to  adjoining  property,  from  use  of  high 
explosive  for  excavating  on  own  land;  Longtin  v.  Persell,  65  L.R.A.  655,  which 
holds  operator  of  stone  quarry  on  city  lots  liable  for  rendering  adjoining  build- 
ing unsafe  for  occupancy  due  to  vibrations  from  blasting. 

Distinguished  in  Bottoms  v.  Seaboard  &  R.  R.  Co.  114  N.  C.  706,  25  L.  R.  A. 
789,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  799,  19  S.  E.  730,  holding  railroad  liable  for  injury  to  child 
on  track,  if  danger  could  have  been  discovered  in  time  to  avoid  injury. 

17  L.  R.  A.  703,  HANDLEY  t.  HARRIS,  48  Kan.  606,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  322,  29 

Pae.  1145. 
ReMtnflT  chattel  aiortffaire  on  removal  of  property. 

Approved  in  Greenville  Nat.  Bank  v.  Evans-Snyder-Buel  Co.  9  Okla.  369,  60  Pac. 
249;  Wilson  v.  Rustad,  7  N.  D.  332,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  649,  75  N.  W.  260;  Shapard 
V.  Hynes,  52  L.  R.  A.  678,  45  C.  C.  A.  275,  104  Fed.  449;  Ord  Nat.  Bank  v.  Massey, 
48  Kan.  764,  17  L.  R.  A.  128,  30  Pac.  124, — holding  interests  of  chattel  mortgagee 
protected  by  registration  in  county  of  execution  on  removal  of  property  to  other 
state;  National  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Morris,  114  Mo.  263,  19  L.  R.  A.  466,  foot- 
note p.  463,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  754,  21  S.  W.  511,  holding  recorded  chattel  mort- 
gage in  one  state  good  in  another  to  which  property  taken. 

Cited  in  Studebaker  Bros.  Co.  v.  Mau,  13  Wyo.  370,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  101,  80 
Pae.  151,  holding  lien  on  personal  property  by  reason  of  a  chattel  mortgage  duly 
reeorded  remains  effectual  although  the  goods  are  removed  from  the  state. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McFadden  v.  Blocker,  58  L.  R.  A.  879,  which  requires  chat- 
tel mortgage  to  be  executed,  acknowledged,  and  recorded  according  to  law  of  place 
Vhere  property  located. 

Cited  in  notes  (64  L.R.A.  358)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  chattel  mortgages;  (6 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  940)  on  mortgagee's  consent  to  removal  of  property  from  »tate 
as  affecting  lien;  (56  Am.  St.  Rep.  862)  on  law  of  lis  pendens  in  its  territorial 
operation;  (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  431,  454)  on  mortgagees'  right  to  recover  property 
or  damages  from  third  persons  on  removal  of  property  to  another  state. 

17  L.  R,  A.  705,  LOVETT  v.  STATE,  30  Fla.  142,  11  So.  550. 

Reports  of  later  appeals  in  31  Fla.  164,  12  So.  452,  33  Fla.  389,  14  So.  837. 
XcecMitty-  of  reqaestlair  Imstraetloas. 

Approved  in  Copeland  v.  State,  41  Fla.  822,  26  So.  319,  and  New  v.  Territory, 
12  Okla.  181,  70  Pac.  198,  holding  failure  to  instruct  as  to  various  degrees  of  homi- 
ode  unavailable  in  absence  of  request;  McCoy  v.  State,  40  Fla.  497,  24  So.  485, 
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holding  omission  to  instruct  as  to  justifiable  homicide  not  available  in  absence  of 
request. 

Cited  in  Kent  v.  State,  63  Fla.  55,  43  So.  773,  holding  mere  failure  of  the 
court  to  give  a  definition  of  "culpable  negligence"  is  not  error;  Lindsey  v.  State, 
53  Fla.  61,  43  So.  87,  holding  if  party  wishes  to  avail  himself  of  the  omission  of 
tlie  court  to  charge,  he  must  ask  the  court  at  the  time  to  give  the  instruction  by 
writing  out  the  instruction  desired;  Pelt  v.  State,  58  Fla.  92,  50  So.  832,  holding 
a  charge  upon  justification  in  self-defense  is  as  far  as  court  is  required  to  go 
where  all  evidence  upon  which  a  charge  may  rest  is  refusal  or  threatened  refusal 
of  employer  under  possible  conditions  to  obey  an  order;  Robinson  v.  Territory, 
16  Okla.  265,  85  Pac.  451,  holding  where  defendant  is  tried  on  charge  of  man- 
slaughter in  the  first  degree  and  evidence  tends  to  support  the  charge  court  was 
not  required  to  instruct  on  second  degree  manslaughter  where  no  request  for  in- 
struction is  made;  Johnson  v.  State,  53  Fla.  50,  43  So.  779  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  duty  of  court  to  charge  in  absence  of  request  to  instruct. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Kiefer,  16  S.  D.  184,  91  N.  W.  1117,  12  Am'.  Crim. 
Rep.  619,  1  Ann.  Cas.  268,  holding  reversible  error  shown  by  judge's  replying  to 
question  of  foreman  of  jury,  "whether  jury  should  recommend  prisoner  to  mercy 
of  court,"  you  may  and  it  is  an  invariable  rule  with  me  to  follow  such  recom- 
mendations. 
Inatrnctlon  as  to  reasonable  doubt. 

Approved  in  Jenkins  v.  State,  35  Fla.  830,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  267,  18  So.  182, 
holding  instruction  authorizing  conviction  on  circumstantial  evidence  of  such  de- 
gree of  certainty  as  jury  would  come  to  in  their  own  grave  and  important  concerns, 
erroneous;  Bryant  v.  State,  34  Fla.  296,  16  So.  177,  holding  reasonable  doubt 
authorizing  acquittal,  one  arising  from  consideration  ol  entire  evidence,  not  a 
part  thereof;  Wallace  v.  State,  41  Fla.  580,  26  So.  713,  holding  instruction  that 
jury  should  convict  if  evidence  of  defendant's  guilt  satisfies  them  so  as  to  leave  no 
doubt  of  innocence  for  which  they  can  give  intelligent  reason,  properly  given. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  State,  46  Fla.  141,  35  So.  76,  holding  it  error  to  refuse  to  give 
charge  on  "reasonable  doubt"  in  any  of  the  forms  approved  by  the  court,  when  no 
charge  on  the  subject  has  been  given;  McDufTee  v.  State,  55  Fla.  133,  46  So.  721, 
holding  court  is  not  bound  to  give  supplemental  instructions  after  a  fair  instruc- 
tion as  to  reasonable  doubt;  Bassett  v.  State,  44  Fla.  19,  33  So.  262,  holding 
ground  of  a  reasonable  doubt  covered  by  charge  that  if  there  is  not  an  abiding 
conviction  to  a  reasonable  and  moral  certainty  as  to  the  truth  of  the  charge,  then 
the  charge  is  not  made  out  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt;  Sims  v.  State,  54  Fla.  106, 
44  So.  757,  holding  the  words  "it  requires  the  doubt  to  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  a 
reasonable  man"  when  taken  with  other  portions  of  the  charge  are  not  objection- 
able, though  only  a  reasonable  doubt  is  required. 

Cited  in  note  ( 48  Am.  St.  Rep.  569,  577 )  on  reasonable  doubt. 

Distinguished  in  Woodruff  v.  State,  31  Fla.  336,  12  So.  663,  holding  refusal  of 
instruction  as  to  reasonable  doubt,  substantially  like  one  already  given  not  reversi- 
ble error. 
Rlvht  to  kill  in  melt  defense. 

Followed  in  Mercer  v.  State,  41  Fla.  284,  26  So.  317;  Wilson  v.  State,  30  Fla. 
255,  11  So.  556;  Kennard  v.  State,  42  Fla.  586,  28  So.  858,  denying  right  to 
set  up  in  self  defense,  a  necessity  which  slayer  brought  on  himself. 

Approved  in  Alvarez  v.  State,  41  Fla.  538,  27  So.  40,  and  Ballard  v.  State,  31 
Fla.  289,  12  So.  865,  holding  reasonable  belief  of  imminent  danger  of  losing  life, 
or  of  great  bodily  injury,  necessary  to  justify  killing  in  self  defenae. 

Cited  in  Lane  v.  State,  44  Fla.  114,  32  So.  896,  holding  the  belief  of  the  aceused 
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as  to  the  apparent  necessity*  to  kill  in  order  to  save  his  own  life  or  to  protect 
himself  from  great  personal  injury  is  material;  King  v.  State,  54  Fla.  52,  44  So. 
941,  holding  the  aggressor  in  a  personal  difficulty,  cannot  be  heard  to  acquit  him- 
aelt  of  liability  for  its  consequence  on  the  ground  of  self-defense ;  Lane  v.  State,  44 
Fla.  125,  32  So.  896;  Sylvester  v.  State,  46  Fla.  190,  35  So.  142  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  instruction  as  to  self-defense  where  it  appears  defendant  believed 
himself  in  danger. 

Cited  in  notes   (45  L.R.A.  690,  691)  on  self-defense  set  up  by  accused  who  be- 
^an  conflict;    (67  L.R.A.  530,  531)   on  homicide  to  prevent  criminal  or  unlawful 
acts;    (3  L.R.A. (N.S.)    535)    on  standpoint  of  determination  as  to  danger  and 
necessity  to  kill  in  self-defense;  (74  Am.  St,  Rep.  731)  pn  law  of  self-defense. 
Certlormrl  ta  correct  record. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Marsh,  134  N.  C.  185,  47  S.  £.  6,  holding  that  certiorari  will 
issue  to  correct  record  in  criminal  case  decided  in  supreme  court  on  false  record; 
SUte  V.  Marsh,  134  N.  C.  185,  67  L.R.A.  186,  47  S.  E.  6,  holding  a  reversal  by  the 
supreme  court  upon  a  record  in  which  material  words  of  the  indictment  are 
absent  will  be  restored  to  the  docket  and  certiorari  will  be  issued  to  correct 
record. 
Svllleleiiey  of  cluirir«  a«  to  ''premedttated  deslirn*" 

Cited  in  Stokes  v.  State,  54  Fla.  123,  44  So.  759;  McDonald  ▼.  State,  65  Fla. 
138,  46  So.  176, — holding  it  presumed  that  the  jury  understand  the  meaning  of 
"a  premeditated  design;"  Cook  v.  State,  46  Fla.  52,  35  So.  666;  Cook  v.  State,  46 
Fla.  62,  35  So.  665 ;  Keiganfi  v.  State,  52  Fla.  64,  41  So.  886,— on  sufiOiciency  of  a 
charge  as  to  premeditation;  Bamhill  v.  State,  56  Fla.  39,  48  So.  251,  holding  it 
the  province  of  the  jury  from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  to  determine 
whether  a  premeditated  design  to  kill  was  formed. 

Cited  in  notea   (7  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1058)   on  deliberation  and  premeditation  as 
affected  by  brevity  of  period  elapsing  between  resolution  and  homicide;  (38  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  1102)  on  "malice  aforethought"  in  the  definition  of  murder;  what  the  term 
now  means,  and  how  the  courts  should  deal  with  it  in  charging  the  jury. 
Owneralilp  of  soil  of  street. 

Cited  in  Rawls  v.  Tallahassee  Hotel  Co.  43  Fla.  296,  31  So.  237,  holding  in 
absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  owner  of  premises  adjacent  to  street  is 
presumed  to  own  the  soil  to  the  center  thereof. 
iBstmetion  aa  to  recommendation  to  mercF* 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  United  States,  37  App.  D.  C.  143,  to  the  point  that  where 
statute  provided  that  in  homicide  cases  recommendation  to  mercy  should  haVe 
effect  of  reducing  punishment,  it  was  not  error  for  court  to  so  instruct  jury. 

17  L.  R,  A.  714,  MOORE  v.  STATE,  47  Kan.  772,  28  Pac.  1072. 
fiojitardy'  proceedlnars* 

Cited  in  State  etc  rel.  Yilek  v.  Jehlik,  66  Kan.  304,  61  L.  R.  A.  267,  71  Pac.  572, 
denying  right  of  immarried  woman,  who  is  an  imbecile,  to  institute  bastardy 
proceedings;  State  v.  Etter,  24  S.  D.  638,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  801,  124  N.  W.  957, 
to  the  point  that  bastardy  proceedings  may  be  instituted  against  putative  father 
who  is  resident  even  though  mother  is  resident  of  another  state;  Costigan  v. 
Stewart,  76  Kan.  355,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  632,  91  Pac.  83,  holding  the  right  to 
prosecute  for  bastardy  is  held  optional  with  the  mother;  State  ex  rel.  Berge  v. 
Patterson,  18  S.  D.  256,  100  N.  W.  162,  holding  any  unmarried  woman  may  make 
complaint  against  the  father  of  her  bastard  child,  without  regard  to  the  place 
where  such  child  was  bom;  Poole  v.  French,  71  Kan.  393,  80  Pac.  997,  holding 
the  bastardy  prosecution  is  not  a  special  proceeding. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Ostwalt,  32  L.  R.  A.  396,  which  holds  void,  pro- 
vision for  appeal  by  mother  from  axsquittal  of  putative  father  in  bastardy  case; 
State  V.  Brewer,  19  L.  R.  A.  362,  which  holds  perpetual  punishment  not  author- 
ized by  judgment  in  bastardy  proceedings  directing  execution  for  annual  payment 
as  for  penalty. 

Cited  in  note  (34  L.  R.  A.  669)  on  constitutionality  of  imprisonment  for  debt 
to  enforce  orders  or  decrees  in  bastardy  proceedings. 

17  L.  R.  A.  720,  BARRETT  v.  PALMER,  135  N.  Y.  336,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  835, 

31  N.  E.  1017. 
Jurisdiction  of  state  courts  as  to  ceded  territory. 

Affirmed  in  162  U.  S.  399,  40  L.  ed.  1015,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  837,  upholding  juris- 
diction of  state  court  in  action  for  ouster  from  land  ceded  to  United  States  for 
Navy  yard,  and  by  them  leased  to  city  for  market  purposes. 

Approved  in  Lotterle  v.  Murphy,  67  Hun,  77,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  1120,  sustaining 
jurisdiction  of  state  court  of  summary  proceedings  to  cispossess  tenant  of  premises 
forming  part  of  Navy  yard;  Madden  v.  Arnold,  22  App.  Div.  243,  47  N.  Y.  Supp. 
757,  sustaining  jurisdiction  of  state  court  over  action  for  injury  by  vicious  dog 
on  land  ceded  to  United  States  for  arsenal. 

Cited  in  McCarthy  v.  R.  G.  Packard  Co.  106  App.  Div.  439,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  203, 
34  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  324,  holding  territory  ceded  by  a  state  to  the  United 
States  took  with  it  as  part  of  its  municipal  law  that  in  force  at  time  of  cession. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  v.  Welch,  24  L.  R.  A.  117,  which  holds  punishable 
under  state  laws,  manslaughter  committed  by  misconduct  or  negligence  of  Fed- 
eral pilot  within  territorial  limits  of  state. 
'Who  are  felloiv  servants. 

Distinguished  in  Geoghegan  v.  Atlas  S.  S.  Co.  6  Misc.  127,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  11 IQ, 
holding  master  and  seamen  of  vessel  fellow  servants. 

17  L,  R.  A.  723,  PEOPLE  v.  QUANSTROM,  93  Mich,  264,  63  N.  W.  166. 
Rtflrl&t  of  Iftusband  or  irlfe  to  make  complaint  against  other  spoase. 

Approved  in  People  v.  Westbrook,  94  Mich.  629,  64  N.  W.  486,  denying  right 
of  wife  to  make  complaint  against  husband  for  indecent  assault  on  his  daughter. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Turner,  116  Mich.  391,  74  N.  W.  519,  holding  objec- 
tion that  complaint  in  prosecution  for  bigamy  was  made  by  husband  waiver  by 
pleading  to  information. 
Competency  of  ivlfe  as  -witness. 

Approved  in  People  v.  Westbrook,  94  Mich.  629,  54  N.  W.  486,  holding  wife 
incompetent  to  testify  against  husband  in  prosecution  for  indecent  assault  on  his 
daughter;  Travis  v.  Stevens,  127  Mich.  688,  87  N.  W.-85,  holding  wife  incompetent 
to  testify  against  husband  in  action  against  him  for  support  where  she  had  left 
him  and  he  was  willing  to  receive  her  back;  People  v.  Gordon,  100  Mich.  521, 
59  N.  W.  322,  holding  wife  incompetent  to  testify  against  husband  on  his  trial 
for  murder. 

Cited  in  Knapp  v.  State,  54  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  635,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  903,  114  S. 
W.  836,  holding  in  cases  of  bigamy  the  first  wife  cannot  be  used  as  a  witness 
against  her  husband;  State  v.  Kniffen,  44  Wash.  486,  87  Pac.  837,  12  Ann.  Cas. 
113,  holding  bigamy  is  not  a  crime  committed  by  one  spouse  against  the  other, 
hence  one  spouse  is  incompetent  as  a  witness  against  the  other. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  v.  Curiale,  69  L.  R.  A.  588,  which  denies  wife's 
competency  to  testify  to  offenses  committed  by  husband  on  her  before  marriage; 
State  V.  Kodat,  51  L.  R.  A.  509,  which  holds  divorce  does  not  make  wife  compe- 
tent witness  against  husband  as  to  crime  previously  committed;  Frankenthal  v. 
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SoIoznonBon,  44  L.  R.  A.  311,  which  authorizes  wile's  examination  on  supplemen- 
tary proceedings  against  husband  without  his  consent;  Brock  v.  State,  60  L.  R.  A. 
465,  which  denies  husband's  power  to  waive  statutory  provision  against  wife  tes- 
tifying against  him  criminally,  save  for  offense  against  her;  State  v.  Burt,  62  L. 
R.  A.  172,  holding  commission  of  incest  by  man  not  crime  against  wife  within 
statute  forbidding  latter  to  be  witness  against  him. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  865;  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  768)  on  husband  and 
wife  as  witness  for  or  against  each  other  in  criminal  prosecutions. 

Disapproved  in  effect  in  State  v.  Chambers,  87  Iowa,  4,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  349^ 
53  N.  W.  1090,  holding  wife  competent  witness  against  husband  in  prosecution 
for  incest  with  stepdaughter. 
Iirbjit  Is  personal  ivronflr. 

Cited  in  May  ▼.  Wilson,  164  Mich.  28,  128  N.  W.  1084,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  654, 
holding  that  personal  wrong  is  invasion  of  personal  right,  it  pertains  to  person, 
as  contradistinguished  from  injury  to  property. 

17  L.  R.  A.  726,  KNOTTNERUS  v.  NORTH  PARK  STREET  R.  CO.  93  Mich.  348, 

53  N.  W.  629. 
Ltabillty  for  Injurlea  by  dan^reroas  av^ncles. 

Approved  in  Smith  v.  Benick,  87  Md.  616,  42  L.  R.  A.  279,  41  Atl.  56,  denying 
liability  of  proprietor  of  public  resort  for  negligence  of  balloonist,  who  was  an 
independent  contractor. 

Cited  in  O'Callaghan  v.  Dellwood  Park  Co.  242  111.  344,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1056, 
134  Am.  St.  Rep.  331,  89  N.  £.  1005,  17  Ann.  Cas.  407,  holding  a  scenic  railway 
company  is  held  to  same  degree  of  care  as  is  exacted  of  a  passenger  carrier. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Boyce  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  509,  which  requires 
proprietor  of  bathing  house  to  keep  bottom  free  from  substances  which  would 
injure  bathers'  feet;  Koelsch  v.  Philadelphia  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  759,  which  requires 
system  of  inspection  by  gas  company  insuring  reasonable  promptness  in  detecting 
leaks. 

Cited  in  note  (65  L.R.A.  855)  on  liability  for  injuries  caused  by  performance 
of  work  by  independent  contractor  which  is  dangerous  unless  certain  precautions 
are  observed. 
Lavrful  public  amaaementu* 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Dean,  134  Iowa,  220,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  412,  111  N.  W.  931, 
holding  baseball  and  other  lawful  sports  are  within  power  of  an  agricultural 
tociety  to  conduct. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  285)  on  liability  of  one  conducting  fair  for 
injury  to  patron  through  negligence  of  concessionary;  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1054) 
on  liability  of  operator  of  scenic  railroad  or  similar  device. 

17  L.  R.  A.  729,  BLACKWELL  v.  MOORMAN,  111  N.  C.  151,  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 
786,^  16  S.  E.  12. 

Cited,  evidently  by  mistake,  in  Cunningham  v.  Jones,  108  Ky.  743,  57  S.  W.  488. 
Sabmiaalon  of  liMaes. 

Approved  in  Patton  v.  Garrett,  116  K.  C.  856,  21  S.  E.  679,  holding  it  within 
sound  discretion  of  trial  judge  to  determine  what  issues  shall  be  submitted,  sub- 
ject to  certain  restrictions;  Smith  v.  Norfolk  k  S.  R.  Co.  114  N.  O.  703,  19  S.  E. 
^Z  (dissenting  opinion),  on  point  as  to  discretion  of  trial  Judge  In  submitting 
issues  to  jury. 

IiUblllty  for  Injnrjr. 

Approved  in  Mason  v.  Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  Ill  N.  C.  487,  18  L.  R.  A.  846,  32 
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Am.  St.  Rep.  814,  16  S.  E.  698,  holding  that  want  of  bumpers  on  freight  cars  ren- 
ders company  liable  for  resulting  injury  to  brakeman;  Bradley  v.  Ohio  River  A  C. 
R.  Co.  126  N.  C.  738,  36  S.  E.  181,  holding  evidence  of  custom  not  to  back  trains 
over  crossing  competent  to  show  right  to  rely  thereon  in  absence  of  notice. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Koelsch  v.  Philadelphia  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  759,  which  requires 
system  of  inspection  by  gas  company  insuring  reasonable  promptness  in  detecting^ 
leaks ;  Tuttle  v.  Atlantic  City  R.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  582,  which  authorizes  recovery  for 
fall  while  trying  to  escape  from  derailed  car. 

Cited  in  notes   (29  L.R.A.  718)   on  negligence  in  manufacture  and  storage  of 
gunpowder,  nitroglycerin,  dynamite,  and  other  explosives;    (123   Am.  St.    Rep- 
583,  584)  on  duty  and  liability  of  land  owners  to  adjoining  proprietors. 
*—  DlastlnfiT. 

Approved  in  Gates  v.  Latta,  117  N.  C.  191,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  684,  23  S.  E.  173, 
holding  notice  of  blast  to  persons  on  highway  near  necessary,  where  no  means 
employed  to  restrict  flight  of  dangerous  parts  within  safe  limit. 

Cited  in  Cary  v.  Morrison,  65  L.  R.  A.  659,  63  C.  C.  A.  270,  129  Fed.  180,  hold- 
ing blasting  by  use  of  gunpowder  in  sparsely  settled  country  justifiable  way  of 
removing  rock  from  right  of  way;  Sloss-Sheffield  Steel  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Salser,  158 
Ala.  618,  48  So.  374;  Birmingham  Ore  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Grover,  159  Ala.  281,  48  So. 
682, — holding  it  the  duty  of  one  in  charge  of  explosives,  either  to  use  means  to 
prevent  throwing  off  of  material,  or  to  give  warning  when  blast  is  about  to  be 
made,  when  he  has  reason  to  know  injury  will  probably  result;  Kimberly  v. 
Howland,  143  N.  C.  401,  7  L.R.A. (N.S.)  647,  55  S.  E.  778,  holding  same  where 
blasting  rock  with  dynamite  took  place  on  outskirts  of  a  city  within  100  yards 
of  a  street  in  close  proximity  to  residences;  Settle  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  160  N.  C. 
644,  64  S.  E.  759,  holding  question  of  negligence  in  blasting  question  for  the 
jury  where  no  attempts  were  made  to  confine  blasts  where  twenty  sticks  of  dyna- 
mite were  used  at  a  time. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Emry  v.  Roanoke  Nav.  &  Water  Power  Co.  17  L.  R,  A.  699, 
which  holds  one  blasting  on  own  land  not  liable  for  accidental  destruction  of  un- 
removed  buildings  of  former  tenant;  Booth  v.  Rome,  W.  &  O.  Terminal  R.  Co.  24 
L.  R.  A.  105,  which  holds  no  liability  created  by  blasting,  for  injury  by  mere 
concussion  to  another's  building;  Sullivan  v.  Dunham,  47  L.  R.  A.  715,  which 
holds  liable  as  trespasser,  one  firing  blast  on  own  land,  by  which  wood  is  thrown 
on  traveler  in  highway;  Mitchell  v.  Prange,  34  L.  R.  A.  182,  which  denies  liabil- 
ity for  failure  to  give  warning  of  intended  blast  in  excavating;  Wadsworth  v. 
Marshall,  32  L.  R.  A.  588,  which  sustains  liability  for  failure  to  give  notice  of 
blast,  for  injuries  resulting  from  frightening  horse  which  had  passed  place  of 
blast;  Belleville  Stone  Co.  v.  Mooney,  39  L.  R.  A.  834,  which  holds  foreman's  fail- 
ure to  give  warning  of  blast  in  quarry  not  fellow  servant's  negligence;  Cary  v^ 
Morrison,  66  L.R.A.  659,  which  holds  it  duty  of  contractor  removing  rock  by 
blasting  to  give  warning  of  coming  explosions  to  persons  occupying  neighboring 
property. 

Cited  in  note  (77  Am.  St.  Rep.  30)  on  diligence  required  when  human  life  i& 
involved. 

Disapproved  in  Langhorne  v.  Turman,  141  Ky.  814,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)   217,  13? 
S.  W.  1008,  holding  that  railroad  having  right  of  way  through  farm  is  liable 
for  damage  caused  by  throwing  rocks  on  adjoining  land  by  blasting,  whether 
guilty  of  negligence  or  not. 
Contributory-  neirllflreAee. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Palmer  v.  Warren  Street  R.  Co.  63  L.R.A.  607,  which 
holds  passenger  not  negligent  in  jumping  from  moving  car  to  avoid  impending 
collision. 
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17  U  R,  A.  733,  REED  v.  MADISON,  83  Wis.  171,  63  N.  W.  647. 
Contributory  mevllar^iice  of  cltild  on  street. 

Cited  in  Ryan  v.  La  Crosse  City  R.  Co.  108  Wis.  129,  83  N.  W.  770,  holding 
nine-year-old  boy  negligent  in  attempting  to  cross  street  car  track  in  middle  of 
block  without  looking  for  car;  Irvine  v.  Greenwood,  89  S.  C.  523,  36  L.R.A. (X.S.) 
369,  72  S.  E.  228,  to  the  point  that  child  playing  in  street  is  not  guilty  of  negli- 
gence as  matter  of  law. 

Cited  in  note  (17  LJl.A.(N.S.)   203)  on  negligence  in  falling  on  uneven  side- 
walk. 
Injnry-  to  clilld  ^Rrhile  playln^r  on  utreet. 

Approved  in  Augusta  v.  Tliarpe,  113  Ga.  158,  38  S.  E.  389,  upholding  child's 
right  of  recovery  for  injuries  on  defective  street  while  playing,  especially  if  play 
merely  incidental;  Collins  v.  Janesville,  111  Wis.  354,  87  N.  W.  241,  sustaining  in- 
struction as  to  child's  being  traveler,  if  not  diverted  from  going  straight  to  desti- 
nation though  she  incidentally  engaged  in  play. 

Cited  in  Compt  v.  C.  H.  Starke  Dredge  &  Dock  Co.  129  Wis.  626,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
653,  109  X.  W.  650,  holding  a  child  sitting  in  the  street  was  not  a  trespasser 
and  owner  of  a  piledriver  is  held  to  the  duty  of  ordinary  care;  Covington  Saw 
Mill  &  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Drexilius,  120  Ky.  501,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  593,  87  S.  W.  266, 
holding  a  child  playing  upon  the  street  may  recover  for  injuries  due  to  falling 
in  sewer  in  defective  condition;  Beaudin  v.  Bay  City,  136  Mich.  337,  99  N.  W. 
285,  4  Ann.  Cas.  248,  holding  a  hoy  may  be  a  traveler  on  the  highway  who  is  in 
fact  traveling  over  it  in  a  proper  manner,  although  that  traveling  includes  play 
or  pastime. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.  R.  A.  561,  562)  on  right  of  children  to  protection  against 
dangerous  condition  of  highway. 
Cltj*m  liability  for  condition  of  streets. 

Cited  in  Omaha  v.  Richards,  49  Neb.  249,  68  N.  W.  628,  holding  city  liable  for 
drowning  of  boy  in  pond  partly  in  street,  caused  by  negligence  in  grading  street 
and  constructing  sewer;  Morrison  v.  Eau  Claire,  115  Wis.  543,  95  Am.  St.  Rep. 
855,  92  N.  W^.  280,  denying  city's  common-law  liability  for  failure  to  remove  from 
otherwise  sufficient  sidewalk,  pile  of  rubbish  it  had  not  placed  there;  Naumburg 
V.  Milwaukee,  77  C.  C.  A.  67,  146  Fed.  655  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability  of  a 
municipality  for  negligence  of  officers  of  highway. 

Cited  in  notes  (20  L.R.A. (N.S.)  523,  750,  751,  753)  on  liability  of  municipality 
for  defects  or  obstructions  in  streets;   (21  L.R.A. (N.S.)  625)  on  contributory  neg- 
ligence as  affecting  municipal  liability  for  defects  and  obstructions  in  streets. 
Notiee  of  Injnrr* 

Cited  in  Hoffmann  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  127  Wis.  82,  106  N. 
W.  808,  holding  the  statutory  notice  of  injury  may  be  given  by  the  father  on 
behalf  of  the  minor. 

Distinguished  in  Relyea  v.  Tomahawk  Paper  &  Pulp  Co.  102  Wis.  303,  72  Am. 
St.  Rep.  878,  78  N.  W.  412,  holding  requirement  for  notice  within  year  after  injury 
not  applicable  to  claim  of  minor  whose  rights  would  have  been  extinguished  by 
failure  to  serve  notice  within  sixty-one  days  after  act  took  effect. 

Overruled  McKeague  v.  Green  Bay,  106.  Wis.  681,  82  N.  W.  708  (distinguished 
in  dissenting  opinion),  holding  claim  for  damages  for  injury  on  sidewalk,  which 
does  not  purport  to  be  in  plaintiff's  behalf,  insufficient. 
RetrcMpective  stntates. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Davis  &  S.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Pors,  107  Wis.  480,  51  L.  R.  A. 
^1,  83  N.  W.  706,  holding  personalty  previously  omitted  from  asseasment  sub- 
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ject  to  amended  Btatutes  authorizing  reassessment  of  property  omitted  in  previous 
years. 

17  L.  R.  A.  737,  PEOPLE  v.  BALLARD,  134  N.  Y.  269,  32  N.  E.  54. 

Rehearing  denied  in  136  N.  Y.  639,  32  N.  E.  611. 
MViko  may  maintain  action  against  corporation. 

Approved  in  People  v.  Mercantile  Go-Op.  Bank,  53  App.  Div.  299,  65  N.  Y.  Supp. 
766,  sustaining  right  of  attorney  general  to  bring  action  without  relator,  to  dis- 
solve bank,  on  receiving  report  of  superintendent  of  banks;  State  ex  rel.  Childs 
V.  American  Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  64  Minn.  360,  67  N,  W.  1,  sustaining  right  of  state 
to  maintain,  by  attorney  general,  action  to  restrain  corporation  from  misusinfp 
franchise  in  matters  concerning  essence  of  contract  with  state;  People  v.  Equity 
Gas  Works  Const.  Go.  3  Misc.  334,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  124,  sustaining  right  to  in- 
junction against  gas  works  construction  company,  whose  corporate  powers  have 
ceased,  laying  gas  pipes  in  street  for  gas  light  company;  Gildersleeve  v.  Lester,  63 
Hun,  534,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  1026,  sustaining  right  of  any  corporate  trustee  to  main- 
tain action  to  compel  other  trustee  to  account  for  corporate  property  illegally  di- 
verted; Swan  V.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  20  App.  Div.  259,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
841,  denying  right  of  mere  policy  holders  to  maintain  action  to  compel  insurance 
company  to  specifically  perform  contract  to  create  and  maintain  reserve  fund. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Equitable  L.  Assur.  Soc.  51  Misc.  343,  101  N.  Y.  Supp. 
354,  holding  that  an  action  might  be  maintained  by  the  attorney  general  against 
the  officers  of  an  insurance  company  for  losses  caused  by  their  neglect  of  duty. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  136  Wis.  185,  18 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  677,  116  N.  W.  900,  holding  that  the  attorney  could  not  maintain 
an  action  to  recover  corporate  assets  which  had  been  unlawfully  paid  over  to  city 
officials  where  the  corporation  was  competent  to  protect  its  own  interests. 
^~  Action  for  public  or  private  'wrong'. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Manice  v.  Powell,  201  N.  Y.  204,  94  N.  E.  634,  to  the 
point  that  action  may  be  brought  in  name  of  people  without  relator  to  compel  trus- 
tees of  corporation  to  account  and  for  their  removal;  State  ex  rel.  Detienne  v. 
Vandalia,  119  Mo.  App.  421,  94  S.  W.  1009,  holding  an  action  may  be  maintained 
by  the  prosecuting  attorney  of  a  county  for  the  abatement  of  a  nuisance  in  the 
public  streets  of  a  city;  Hathorn  v.  Natural  Carbonic  Gas  Co.  194  N.  Y.  348,  23 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  448,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  555,  87  N.  E.  504,  16  Ann.  Gas.  989,  holding 
under  a  statute  providing  that  the  public  may  regulate  the  use  of  mineral 
and  carbonic  acid  gas,  owners  of  land  in  a  town  where  such  wells  are  situated 
might  enjoin  the  acceleration  of  the  flow  by  means  of  pimips  and  other  apparatus 
where  other  wells  injured  thereby;  People  v.  Equitable  L.  Assur.  Soc.  124  App. 
Div.  718,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  453,  holding  an  action  by  the  state  against  the  directors 
of  the  defendant  company  to  require  them  to  account  for  their  management  of 
corporate  funds  and  property,  is  in  the  right  of  the  society  and  for  its  benefit; 
People  v.  New  York  Carbonic  Acid  Gas  Co.  196  N.  Y.  436,  90  N.  E.  441,  on  right 
to  maintain  action  on  behalf  of  the  state  to  enjoin  a  private  owner  from  so  using 
his  property  as  to  cause  injury  to  adjoining  laud  owners. 

Cited  in  note    (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)    673)   on  right  of  attorney  general,  or  other 
representative  of  state,  to  maintain  suit  to  remove  officers  of  private  corpo- 
rations. 
Jurisdiction  over  corporation. 

Approved  in  Hiscock  v.  Lacy,  9  Misc.  592,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  860,  sustaining  juris- 
diction of  equity  to  require  bank  directors  to.  pay  dividend  out  of  surplus  earnings, 
suspended  to  oppress  minority  stockholders. 
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Cited  in  O'Brien  v.  New  York,  25  Misc.  221,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  50,  denying  juris- 
diction of  court  to  disturb  valid  compromise  of  claim  against  city. 
Period  of  corporate  existence. 

Cited  in  Geneva  Mineral  Spring  Co.  v.  Coursey,  45  App.  Div.  275,  61  N.  Y.  Supp. 
98,  holding  corporate  existence  not  destroyed  by  omission  for  long  time  to  use  cor- 
porate franchises,  or  hold  meetings,,  or  by  sale  of  all  tangible  property  imder  exe- 
cution; Re  Malcom  Brewing  Co.  78  App.  Div.  593,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  1057,  holding 
that  sale  of  all  corporate  property  should  not  be  ordered,  in  proceeding  for  volun- 
tary dissolution,  prior  to  entry  of  final  order  of  dissolution;  Halpin  v.  Mutual 
Brewing  Co.  91  Hun,  228,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  151  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  power 
to  sell  corporate  property  and  distribute  proceeds  in  action  which  is  not  brought 
to  dissolve  corporation;  Assets  Realization  Co.  v.  Howard,  70  Misc.  676,  127  N. 
T.  Supp.  798,  to  the  point  that  banking  corporation  cannot  accomplish  its  prac- 
tical destruction  bv  its  own  act. 
Poorer  of  corporation  to  traniifer  Its  property. 

Approved  in  Forrester  v.  Boston  &  M.  Consol.  Copper  &  S.  Min.  Co.  21  Mont. 
653,  55  Pac.  229,  denying  power  of  directors  and  majority  stockholders  of  prosper- 
ous corporation  to  transfer  all  its  property;  Morris  v.  Ely  ton  Land  Co.  126  Ala. 
277,  28  So.  613,  denying  power  of  corporation,  without  unanimous  consent  of  stock- 
holders, to  transfer  entire  corporate  property;  byrne  v.  Schuyler  Electric  Mfg. 
Co.  65  Conn.  349,  28  L.  R.  A.  308,  31  Atl.  937,  holding  transfer  of  entire  cor- 
porate property  to  other  company  as  permanent  investment,  ultra  vires. 

Cited  in  Harding  v.  American  Glucose  Co.  182  111.  631,  64  L.  R.  A.  769,  74  Am. 
St.  Rep.  189,  55  N.  £.  577,  sustaining  right  of  dissenting  resident  stockholder  of 
foreign  corporation  to  injunction  against  carrying  out  agreement  to  enter  into 
ill^al  trust  combination;  Wolf  v.  Arminus  Copper  Mine  Co.  6  Misc.  666,  27  N. 
Y.  Supp.  642,  sustaining  agreement  by  corporation  to  give  mortgagee  deed  of  en- 
tire property  on  failure  to  pay  reduced  amount  which  mortgagee  agreed  to  accept 
OD  future  day  in  full  of  mortgage  debt;  Sprague  v.  National  Bank,  172  HI.  165, 
42  L.  R.  A.  619,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  50  N.  E.  19,  holding  stock  of  new  company 
issued  in  exchange  for  stock  and  assets  of  corporation  of  other  state,  paid  for  as 
against  creditors  of  old  company  only  to  extent  that  assets  exceeded  indebtedness : 
L.  D.  Garrett  Co.  v.  Morton,  35  Misc.  14,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  17,  holding  void,  accept- 
ance by  insurance  company  of  offer  of  other  company  to  buy  majority  of  its  stock 
and  liquidate  its  affairs ;  Vanderpoel  v.  Gorman,  140  N.  Y.  568,  24  L.  R.  A.  550, 
37  Am.  St.  Rep.  601,  56  N.  Y,  S.  R.  503,  35  N.  E.  932,  sustaining  power  of  foreign 
corporation  to  make  assignment  for  creditors  without  preference;  Bath  Gaslight 
Ob.  V.  Claffy,  151  N.  Y.  44,  36  L.  R.  A.  671,  45  iN.  E.  390  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  lessee  of  corporation  liable  for  rent  during  period  of  undisturbed 
enjoyment,  though  lease  void  as  against  state  as  ultra  vires;  Jameson  v.  Hartford 
P.  Ins.  Co.  14  App.  Div.  397,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  15  (dissenting  opinion),  majority 
sustaining  right  of  directors  of  insurance  company  to  transfer  corporate  personalty 
as  necessary  incident  to  reinsurance;  Re  Timmis,  200  N.  Y.  181,  93  N.  E.  522, 
holding  that  sale  of  "business  assets  and  property"  of  independent  and  important 
branch  of  buainess  of  corporation,  is  valid  only  when  made  in  compliance  with 
Bection  16  of  stock  corporation  law;  People  ex  rel.  Barney  v.  Whalen,  56  Misc. 
282, 106  N.  Y.  Supp.  434;  Traer  v.  Lucas  Prospecting  Co.  124  Iowa,  113,  99  N.  W. 
290,— on  power  of  a  corporation  to  transfer  its  property  as  against  a  dissenting 
stockholder;  Anglo-American  Land,  Mortg.  &  Agency  Co.  v.  Lombard,  68  C.  C.  A. 
89,  132  Fed,  741,  on  right  of  a  corporation  to  transfer  its  property  to  another 
corporation;  Raymond  v.  Security  Trust  &  L.  Ins.  Co.  44  Misc.  42,  89  N.  Y. 
Supp.  753,  holding  a  transfer  by  an  insurance  company  of  all  its  assets  to  an- 
other corporation  which  was  aware  of  the  effect  on  the  existence  of  the  former 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 19. 
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corporation  and  where  the  transfer  was  against  the  will  of  a  number  of  the  stock- 
holders was  illegal. 

Cited  in  notes  (35  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  398)  on  power  to  sell  property  essential  to 
existence  of  corporation  as  a  going  concern  against  will  of  minority;  (103  Am. 
St.  Rep.  552)  on  what  corporations  may  sell  all  their  assets;  (103  Am.  St.  Rep. 
558,  559,  564)  on  what  corporations  may  purchase  all  assets  of  other  corporations. 

Distinguished  in  Hennepsy  v.  Muhleman,  40  App.  Div.  177,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  854, 
Reversing  27  Misc.  234,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  114,  sustaining  power  of  board  of  directors 
of  mining  corporation  to  lease  its  property  for  term  of  years;  Wilson  v.  Mechani- 
cal Orguinette  Co.  57  App.  Div.  162,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  173,  sustaining  right  of  stock- 
holders to  authorize  transfer  of  property  to  new  company,  receiving  stock  of  the 
latter  in  payment;  Raymond  v.  Security  Trust  &  L.  Ins.  Co.  Ill  App.  Div.  194, 
97  N.  Y.  Supp.  557,  holding  that  a  corporation  which  although  not  insolvent  is 
doing  a  losing  business  and  cannot  continue  without  loss,  may  when  acting  in 
good  faith  sell  its  business  to  another  corporation. 
Corporate  assets  as  snbject  to  liens  of  creditors. 

Cited  in  McNeal  v.  Hayes  Mach.  Co.  118  App.  Div.  138,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  312, 
on  creditors  of  a  corporation  as  having  a  lien  on  the  assets  of  the  corporation  for 
the  payment  of  claims. 

Sonroe  of  corporate  poMrers. 

Cited  in  Scarsdale  Pub.  Co.  v.  Carter,  63  Misc.  274,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  731,  on 
corporations  as  having  no  powers  but  those  conferred  by  its  charter. 

17  L.  R.  A.  750,  McRAE  v.  GRAND  RAPIDS,  L.  &  D.  R.  CO.  93  Mich.  399,  53 

N.  W.  561. 
Rlirbt  to  trial  bjr  Jarr* 

Approved  in  Wixom  v.  Bixby,  127  Mich.  484,  86  N.  W.  1001,  holding  jurj'  in 
condemnation  proceedings  a  common-law  jury,  whose  verdict  cannot  be  impeached 
by  members  of  same;  Maokey  v.  Enzensperger,  11  Utah,  162,  39  Pac.  541  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  majority  upholding  statute  permitting  verdict  in  civil  cases  on 
concurrence  of  nine  or  more  jurors. 

Cited  in  note  (43  L.  R.  A.  43)  on  number  and  agreement  of  jurors  necessary  to 
constitute  valid  verdict. 
Separation  of  poifvers  of  grovernment. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  White  v.  Barker,  116  Iowa,  110,  57  L.  R.  A.  252,  93  Am. 
St.  Rep.  222,  89  N.  W.  204,  denying  power  of  legislature  to  vest  in  judges  power 
of  choosing  managers  of  municipal  water  supply  system. 

17  L.  R.  A.  753,  FREEMAN  v.  MERCANTILE  MUT.  ACCT.  ASSO.  156  Mass.  351, 

30  N.  E.  1013.       ' 
Proxlnaate  cause  of  Injnrr  or  deatb. 

Cited  in  New  Amsterdam  Casualty  Co.  v.  Shields,  85  C.  C.  A.  122,  155  Fed. 
57;  Johnson  v.  Continental  Casualty  Co.  122  Mo.  App.  372,  99  S.  W.  473,— on 
accident  producing  a  diseased  condition  which  causes  death  as  being  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  death;  Feddeck  v.  St.  Louis  Car  Co.  125  Mo.  App.  31,  102  S. 
W.  675,  on  the  determination  of  the  proximate  cause  of  an  injury;  Patterson  v. 
Ocean  Acci.  &  Guarantee  Corp.  26  App.  D.  C.  69;  Guenther  v.  Metropolitan  R. 
Co.  23  App.  D.  C.  515, — on  an  accident  which  aggravates  an  existing  disease  so  as 
to  cause  death  as  being  the  proximate  cause  thereof. 

Applied  in  Lynn  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Meriden  F.  Ins.  Co.  158  Mass.  575,  20 
L.  R.  A.  303,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  540,  33  N.  E.  690,  holding  proximate  cause  not 
necessarily  nearest  in  time  or  place  to  result;  Stone  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  171 
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Mass.  540,  41  L.  R.  A.  707,  51  N.  £.  1,  holding  negligence  in  storing  oil  on  station 
platform  not  proximate  cause  of  damage  by  fire  started  "Ly  careless  dropping  of 
match. 

—  To    Imanred. 

Approved  in  Omberg  v.  United  States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  101  Ky.  309,  72  Am. 
St.  Rep.  413,  40  S.  W.  909,  authorizing  recovery  on  accident  policy  of  insured, 
'whoae  death  was  due  to  blood  poisoning  superinduced  by  bite  or  sting  of  in- 
sect; AIog6  V.  Soci^t^  de  Bienfaisance  St.  Jean  Baptiste,  167  Mass.  299,  35  L. 
R.  A.  736,  45  N.  E.  749,  holding  total  blindness,  resulting  from  accident,  within 
provision  of  accident  policy;  Baile}'  v.  Interstate  Casualty  Co.  8  App.  Div.  132, 
40  N.  Y.  Supp.  513,  holding  one  disabled  by  inflammation  from  puncture  of  hy- 
podermic needle,  caused  by  sudden  starting  of  horse  while  inserting  needle  to 
administer  morphine,  not  per  se  prevented  from  recovery  on  accident  policy. 

Cited  in  Modern  Woodman  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Shryock,  64  Neb.  259,  39  L.  R.  A. 
832,  74  N.  W.  607,  holding  question  for  jury  whether  accident  caused  death  of 
injured,  imless  proofs  convincing;  Thayer  v.  Standard  L.  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  68  N. 
H.  578,  41  Atl.  182,  holding  visible  evidence  of  internal  strain  within  reasonable 
time  after  injury  sufficient  under  provision  of  accident  policy  covering  only  in- 
juries of  which  there  is  a  "visible  mark  on  the  body;"  Fetter  v.  Fidelity  &  C. 
Co.  174  Mo.  267,  61  L.  R.  A.  463,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  560,  73  S.  W.  592,  holding  fact 
that  accident  ruptured  kidney  because  of  cancerous  conditions  does  not  prevent 
such  accident  from  being  cause  of  ensuing  death;  Delaney  v.  Modern  Accident 
Club,  121  Iowa,  535,  63  L.  R.  A.  603,  97  N.  W.  91,  holding   that   death    caused 
by  blood  poisoning  received  through   slight  M'ound  on  hand  is   result  of  acci- 
dental injury  within  meaning  of  policy;   Travelers  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hunter,  30  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  492,  70  S.  W.  798,  sustaining  right  to  recover  under  accident  policy 
where  fall   produced   rheiunatism  which  caused  death;   H.  P.  Hood  &   Sons  v. 
Maryland  Casualty  Co.  206  Mass.  226,  30  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   1196,  138  Am.  St.  Rep. 
379,  92  N.  E.  329,  holding  that  accident  policy  covered  case  where  hostler  con- 
tracted  disease    from    caring   for    horses    suffering    from   glanders;    Stanton    v. 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  83  Conn.  711,  34  L.R.A. (N.S.)  452,  78  Atl.  317,  holding  that  in- 
surance against  accident  does  not  cover  case  where  it  appears  death  was  due  in 
part  to  disease  existing  at  time  of  injury;  Central  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rembe,  220 
111.  159,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  936,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  235,  77  N.  E.  123,  5  Ann.  Cas.  155, 
affirming  122  111.  App.  511,  holding  where  a  physician  cut  his  finger  while  pre- 
paring medicine  for  a  patient  and  blood  poisoning  resulted  causing  his  death,  the 
accidental  wounding  and  not  the  blood  poisoning  was  the  proximate  cause  of  death 
within  the  meaning  of  the  accident  policy;   Continental  Casualty  Co.  v.  Lloyd, 
165  Ind.  62,  73  N.  £.  824,  holding  a  recovery  might  be  had  under  an  accident  in- 
surance policy  where  it  appeared  that  defendant  had  a  severe  fall   which  the 
autopsy  revealed  to  have  ruptured  an  artery  leading  to  the  brain  and  which  had 
been  weakened  by  a  tumor  surrounding  it;  Binder  v.  National  Masonic  Acci.  Asso. 
127  Iowa,  35,  102  N.  W.  190,  holding  that  under  an  accident  policy  providing  that 
there  should  be  no  liability  if  the  resulting  disability  was  due  in  whole  or  in  part 
to  a  diseased  condition  of  the  injured  person  no  recovery  could  be  had  it  appear- 
ing that  but  for  such  diseased  condition  the  accident  would  not  have  resulted 
in  the  death  of  the  insured;  General  Acci.  Fire  &  L.  Assur.  (^orp.  v.  Homely,  109 
Md.  99,  71  Atl.  524,  holding  a  recovery  might  be  had  under  an  accident  insurance 
policy  where  it  appeared  that  the  deceased  died  from  a  disease  of  the  kidneys  re- 
sulting from  an  accidental  blow;  White  v.  Standard  L.  &  Acci  Ins.  Co.  95  Minn. 
80,  103  N.  W.  735,  6  Ann.  Cas.  83,  holding  no  recovery  could  be  had  under  an 
accident  policy  where  it  appeared  that  death  resulted  from  diabetes  which  had 
been  aggravated  by  an  accidental  injury  to  the  decedent's  thumb;  MacDonald  v. 
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Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  219  Mo.  484,  118  S.  W.  78,  16  Ann.  Cas.  810,  holdins 
a  street  railroad  company  might  be  held  liable  where  injuries  received  by  a  pas- 
senger in  a  wreck  resulted  in  a  diseased  condition  which  caused  the  death  of  such 
passenger;  Driskell  v.  United  States  Health  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  117  Mo.  App.  369, 
93  S.  W.  880,  on  right  to  recover  under  an  accident  insurance  policy  where  the 
injury  produces  the  condition  which  causes  death;  Columbia  Paper  Stock  Co.  v. 
Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  104  Mo.  App.  170,  78  S.  W.  320,  holding  an  employer  insured 
against  liability  to  servants  might  recover  where  a  servant  contracted  a  disease 
by  handling  infected  rags  in  the  course  of  her  employment;  Cary  v.  Preferred  Acci. 
Ins.  Co.  127  Wis.  75,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  932,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  997,  106  N.  W.  1055, 
7  Ann.  Cas.  484,  holding  a  recovery  might  be  had  on  accident  policy  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  decedent  had  sustained  a  skin  bruise  and  that  blood  poisoning 
had  resulted,  causing  death. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Melick,  27  L.  R,  A.  629,  which  holds 
pistol  wound  causing  tetanus  may  be  found  proximate  cause  of  death  of  in- 
sured. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R.A.  210)  on  what  constitutes  accident  within  meaning 
of  accident  insurance  policy;  (34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  448)  on  previous  disease  as 
affecting  accident  insurer's  liability. 

Distinguished  in  Commercial  Travelers'  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Fulton,  24  C.  C. 
A.  668,  46  U.  S.  App.  678,  79  Fed.  427,  denying  liability  under  accident  policy 
for  death  from  fall  and  blow  on  head,  insufficient  to  have  caused  death  of  per- 
son with  normally  healthy  heart;  National  Masonic  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Shryock,  20 
C.  C.  A.  5,  36  U.  S.  App.  668,  73  Fed.  776,  denying  liability  of  accident  insurance 
company  for  death  of  insured,  resulting  from  combined  effect  of  accident  and 
pre-existing  disease;  Illinois  Commercial  Men's  Asso.  v.  Parks,  103  C.  C.  A.  286, 
179  Fed.  798,  holding  that  under  an  accident  policy  limiting  the  liability  for 
death  to  bodily  injuries  which  independent  of  other  causes  result  in  the  death  of 
the  injured  person,  the  burden  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  such  injuries  were 
sole  cause  of  the  death  of  the  injured  person. 
'^Accidental"  causes. 

Cited  in  Fishblate  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  140  N.  C.  593,  53  S.  E.  354,  on  necessity 
in  order  to  recover  on  an  accident  policy  that  the  injury  be  due  to  external  and 
accidental  causes. 

Cited  in  note   (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1016)   on  condition  resulting  from  accident  as 
within  restriction  of  liability  in  accident  policy,  for  disability  arising  from  such 
condition. 
Visible  marks  on  bodjr  ^vrlthln  meanlngr  of  life  Insurance  polio  jr. 

Cited  in  Union  Casualty  &  Surety  Co.  v.  Mondy,  18  Colo.  App.  403,  71  Pac. 
677,  holding  where  a  policy  provided  that  it  did  not  cover  any  injury  where  there 
were  no  visible  marks  on  the  body,  the  death  of  the  insured  and  a  redness  of  the 
tissues  of  the  brain  were  such  visible  marks. 

17  L.  R.  A.  755,  MIGHELL  v.  DOUGHERTY,  86  Iowa,  480,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 

511,  53  N.  W.  402. 
Statute  of  f  ran  da. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  Evans,  108  Iowa,  297,  79  N.  W.  81,  holding  oral  contract  for 
future  delivery  of  1,500  bushels  of  corn  at  10  cents  a  bushel,  to  be  shelled,  unfit 
com  to  be  thrown  out,  within  statute. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  323)  on  purchase  of  property  to  be  manufac- 
tured, adapted,  or  grown,  as  within  statute  of  frauds. 
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E»tml»Uflliment  of  case  by  testimony  of  ad-rerse  party. 

Cited  in  Marks  v.  McCookin,  127  Iowa,  718,  104  N.  W.  378,  holding  where  a 
defendant  in  an  action  contends  that  his  right  to  possession  was  proved  by  the 
testimony  of  the  adverse  party,  the  testimony  mnst  in  itself  be  sufficient  to  justify 
such  a  finding. 

17  L.  R.  A.  758,  JONES  v.  ERIE  &  W.  VALLEY  R.  CO.  151  Pa.  30,  31  Am.  St. 

Rep.  722,  25  Atl.  134. 
Rlcplity  as  aoralnst  abnttlngr  o-vmer,  to  use  street. 

Cited  in  note  (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  247,  253,  265)  on  what  are  additional  servi- 
tudes in  highways. 

Distinguished  in  McDevitt  v.  People's  Natural  Gas  Co.  160  Pa.  376,  34  W.  N. 
C.  338,  28  Atl.  948,  sustaining  right  of  city  as  against  abutters  to  use  streets 
to  any  depth  below  surface  to  lay  gas  pipes. 
— »  Of   railroad   company. 

Approved  in  Hartman  v.  Pittsburgh  Incline  Plane  Co.  159  Pa.  444,  33  W.  N.  C. 
560,  28  Atl.  145,  denying  right  to  recover  for  depreciation  in  value  of  property,  by 
erection  of  crossing  of  inclined-plane  railroad  over  street,  which  does  not  rest 
on  or  overhang  any  of  such  property;  Garrett  v.  Lake  Roland  Elev.  R.  Co.  79 
^Id.  282,  24  L.  R.  A.  397,  29  Atl.  830,  holding  erection  of  stone  abutment  9  feet 
liif^h  by  elevated  railroad  company,  reducing  width  of  street  to  10  feet,  not  "tak- 
ing" of  abutter's  property;  Jones  v.  Erie  &  W.  Valley  R.  Co.  169  Pa.  339,  36 
W.  N.  C.  444,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  916,  32  Atl.  535,  denying  right  of  owner  of  cor- 
ner lot  to  compensation  for  erection  of  overhead  railroad  bridge  across  street  in- 
tersection, on  ground  that  right  of  way  will  extend  few  feet  on  his  land,  if  re- 
lease of  all  claim  to  land  given  by  company. 

Cited  in  Hare  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  650,  hold- 
ing railway  company  liable  for  depreciation  in  value  of  abutters*  property  by 
construction  of  railway  in  street;  Stroudsburg  v.  Wilkes-Barre  &  E.  R.  Co.  2 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  608,  denying  right  of  railroad  to  occupy  street  to  exclusion  of  pub- 
lic, or  so  that  safety  of  travelers  will  be  endangered;  McGrane  v.  Philadelphia 
&  R.  R.  Co.  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  203,  denying  railroad's  liability  for  injury  caused 
by  preventing  access  to  owner's  premises  while  city  is  undertaking  to  lower 
tracks;  Sterner  v.  Northampton  Heights,  11  North.  Co.  Rep.  265,  to  the  point 
that  abutting  owner  may  recover  damages  for  injuries  arising  from  injury  to 
premises  by  additional  servitudes  in  filling  of  embankments;  Lentell  ▼.  Boston 
k  W.  Street  R.  Co.  202  Mass.  120,  88  N.  E.  765,  holding  the  abutting  owner 
might  recover  damages  from  a  railroad  company  erecting  a  trestle  in  front  of 
his  house  which  obstructed  the  light  and  air  and  interfered  with  the  use  and  en- 
joyment of  the  premises;  Rockafeller  v.  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  30  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  106, 
holding  viewers  would  not  be  appointed  at  the  instance  of  a  land  owner  to  assess 
damages  because  of  the  taking  of  part  of  public  road  for  a  railroad,  it  appearing 
that  the  railroad  substituted  another  road  which  had  been  accepted;  Kough  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  222  Pa.  179,  70  Atl.  1004,  on  right  of  abutting  property 
owner  to  recover  damages  from  railroad  constructing  road  without  complying 
with  statutory  requirements. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pueblo  v.  Strait,  24  L.  R.  A.  392,  which  holds  abutter 
entitled  to  damages  on  building  of  viaduct  over  railroad  tracks  in  street,  prac< 
tically  closing  it;  Spencer  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  22  L.  R,  A.  668,  which 
denies  right  to  construct  viaduct  in  street  without  compensating  abutters;  Lock- 
wood  V.  Wabash  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  516,  which  denies  city's  power  to  authorize 
steam  railroad  in  narrow  highway  devoted  to  wholesale  business;  Austin  v.  Au- 
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gusta  Terminal  R.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  755,  which  denies  recovery  for  depreciation 
in  value  of  property  by  noise,  smoke,  and  cinders  of  railroad. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)   701,  761,  763,  769,  778)  on  abutter's  right  to 
compensation  for  railroads  in  streets. 
Daiuaarea  for  discomfort. 

Cited  in  Shinzel  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  31  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  234,  holding  the  un- 
sightliness  of  telephone  poles  and  the  noises  incident  thereto  are  not  elements  of 
damage  in  an  action  by  an  adjoining  land  owner. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Froelicher  v.  Oswald  Iron  Works,  64  L.R.A.  228,  which 
holds  that  offensive  occupation  cannot  be  carried  on  to  great  annoyance  of  one 
dwelling  near;  Redd  v.  Edna  Cotton  Mills,  67  L.R.A.  983,  which  holds  that  blow- 
ing of  factory  whistle  will  not  be  enjoined  until  fact  of  nuisance  has  been  es- 
tablished; Wade  v.  Miller,  69  L.R.A.  820,  which  holds  characteristic  noises  and 
odors  from  chicken  house  and  yard  maintained  in  cleanly  manner  not  a  nuisance. 
stationing  off  -watchman  at  crosaingr. 

Cited  in  Com.  ea  rel,  Mt.  Holly  Springs  v.  Philadelphia,  H.  &  P.  R.  Co.  23 
Pa.   Super.   Ct.   209,   holding  ordinance   requiring   railroad   company   to   station 
watchman    at   crossing   in    practically   open   country    unreasonable. 
"What  conatttnteii  destrnction  of  propertjr. 

Cited  in  McCabe's  License,  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  505,  holding  fact  that  cellar  is 
full  of  water  large  portion  of  year  may  be  partial  destruction  of  building,  au- 
thorizing transfer  of  liquor  license. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sullivan  v.  Jones  &  L.  Steel  Co.  66  L.R.A.  712,  which  holds 
that  manufacturer  of  pig  iron  will  be  enjoined  from  changing  manner  of  operat- 
ing furnaces  if  result  is  to  cast  ore  dust  on  neighboring  residential  property  in 
8U(^  quantity  as  to  destroy  homes  or  other  property  there  situated. 
Opinion  evidence  as  to  valne. 

Approved  in  Hewitt  v.  Pittsburg,  S.  A  N.  R.  Co.  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  310,  sustain- 
ing competency  of  nonexpert  witnesses,  well  acquainted  with  certain  land  and 
the  selling  of  land  in  neighborhood,  to  express  opinion  as  to  its  value;  Gal- 
braith  v.  Philadelphia  Co.  2  Pa.  Super.  Ct,  368,  holding  all  persons  familiar 
with  property,  who  have  formed  opinion  as  to  its  value,  competent  to  testify 
thereto;  Cohen  v.  Wilkes-Barre  Steam  Heating  Co.  14  Luzerne  Leg.  Reg.  Rep.  67, 
on  what  necessary  to  qualify  a  witness  to  testify  as  to  land  values. 
Meaiinre  of  damaitrea. 

Distinguished  in  Hankey  v.  Philadelphia  Co.  5  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  152,  41  W.  N. 
C.  28,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  construction  of  gas  and  telephone  line 
in  rural  highway,  difference  in  market  value  before  and  after. 
liiablllty   of   railroads   to   adjoininar   owners   for    the    maintenance   of   a 
nuisance. 

Cited  in  Thomason  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  142  N.  C.  328,  65  S.  E.  205, 
holding  a  railroad  company  was  not  liable  in  damages  to  the  owner  of  property 
adjoining  the  defendant's  right  of  way  by  the  annoyance  and  injury  to  his  prop- 
erty caused  by  the  maintenance  of  a  round  house  on  the  premises  in  a  reasonable 
manner;  Willock  v.  Beaver  Valley  R.  Co.  222  Pa.  598,  72  Atl.  237,  35  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
622,  holding  an  abutting  property  owner  could  not  recover  damages  from  a  rail- 
road laying  its  tracks  in  the  streets  with  the  consent  of  the  municipality  because 
of  its  interference  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  where  he  has  no  fee  in 
the  street;  Gillespie  v.  Buffalo,  R.  &  P.  R.  Co.  226  Pa.  32,  74  Atl.  738,  33  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  513,  38  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  41,  holding  a  railroad  company  holding  its  right  of 
way  under  a  grant  to  have  and  to  hold  as  long  as  required  for  the  use  of  the  road, 
is  not  liable  in  damages  to  an  abutting  owiler  on  the  elevation  of  the  tracks. 
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C3onipetenc;r  of  ^rltneni  In  condemnation  proceedinsra* 

Cited  in  Hope  v.  Philadelphia  &  W.  R.  Co.  211  Pa.  403,  60  Atl.  996,  holding  in 
eondemnation  proceedings  a  witness  who  testifies  he  knows  the  land  in  question 
and  has  a  knowledge  of  the  value  of  the  land  in  the  vicinity  is  competent  to 
testify  on  the  question  of  value. 
I&eeoTery  off  conseanentlal  damaares. 

Cited  in  Coatsworth  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  73  Misc.  648,  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  300, 
holding  that  owner  of  fee  of  street  is  not  entitled  to  consequential  damages  to 
remainder  of  property  where  no  part  of  owner's  lot  or  street  in  front  of  it  is 
taken;  Re  Ogontz  Ave.  225  Pa.  129,  73  Atl.  1096,  holding  the  owner  of  a  lot 
which  does  not  ahut  on  a  street  cannot  recover  for  the  opening  thereof  on  the 
ground  that  the  grading  thereof  may  result  in  injuries  to  his  lot. 
"Wliat  eonntltnteii   damagre    vritliln    provision    for   compensation. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1055)  on  smoke,  noise,  etc.,  incident  to  ordi- 
nary operation  of  railroad  as  a  "damaging"  of  property  within  constitutional 
provision  for  compensation;  (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  915)  on  what  constitutes  "dam- 
age" to  property  within  provision  that  property  shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged 
lor  public  use  without  compensation. 

17  L.  R.  A.  764,  Re  BUTLER,  84  Me.  25,  24  Atl.  456. 
Mode  of  prosecntlnar  for  crime. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Cram,  84  Me.  274,  24  Atl.  853,  sustaining  jurisdiction  of 
municipal  court  over  complaint  for  assault  and  battery,  as  infamous  crime  not 
necessarily  charged,  degree  depending  on  proof  instead  of  allegation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Tucker,  51  L.  R.  A.  246,  which  sustains  statute 
authorizing  prosecutions  by  information,  except  when  convening  of  grand  jury 
deemed  advisable  by  court. 

Cited  in  note    (46  L.  R.  A.  423)    on  sufficiency  of  indictment  or  complaint 
against  carrier  for  transporting  intoxicating  liquors. 
Infan&ons  crimes. 

Cited  in  Garitee  v.  Bond,  102  Md.  383,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  385,  62  Atl.  631,  5 
Ann.  Cas.  915,  holding  one  convicted  of  making  an  overcharge  for  the  prosecu- 
tion of  a  pension  claim  in  violation  of  a  Federal  statute  and  subject  to  imprison- 
ment in  the  discretion  of  trial  court  has  not  been  convicted  of  an  "infamous 
crime." 

17  L.  R.  A.  767,  GOLD  v.  CLYNE,  134  N.  Y.  262,  47  N.  Y.  S.  R.  770,  35  N.  Y. 

S.  R.  582,  31   N.  E.  980. 
Llabllltjr  of  corporate  directors. 

Cited  in  Hill  v.  Weidinger,  110  App.  Div.  687,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  473,  on  the 
liability  of  a  director  of  a  corporation  for  a  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of 
the  corporation ;  Thistle  v.  Jones,  123  App.  Div.  42,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  840,  holding 
the  directors  of  a  corporation  liable  for  rent  accruing  under  a  lease  making  the 
payment  of  rent  monthly. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tradesman  Pub.  Co.  v.  Knoxville  Car- Wheel  Co.  31  L. 
R.  A.  593,  which  requires  consent  by  directors  to  creation  of  indebtedness  in 
excess  of  corporate  assets,  to  have  been  given  as  directors  to  make  them  indi- 
vidually liable;  Wing  v.  Slater,  33  L.  R.  A.  566,  which  holds  no  debt  contracted 
by  corporation  by  mere  making  of  contract  for  goods. 

Disapproved  in  Risdon  Iron  &  Locomotive  Works  v.  Von  Storch,  166  Fed.  941, 
holding  where  the  statutes  provide  that  the  directors  of  a  corporation  shall  be 
liable  for  the  indebtedness  of  the  corporation  on  their  failure  to  file  an  annual 
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report;  a  new  board  of  directors  were  not  liable  by  reason  of  a  failure  to  file  such 
report  where  the  indebtedness  existed  but  the  property  was  not  delivered  until 
after  the  election  of  the  new  board. 
— —  For  failnre  to  file  report. 

Approved  in  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Scott,  63  App.  Div.  70,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  145, 
requiring  indebtedness  against  corporation,  and  directorship  of  one  sought  to  be 
held  liable,  to  exist  at  time  of  failure  to  file  report;  Pittsburgh  Reduction  Co.  v. 
DeLeon,  29  Misc.  132,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  262,  denying  necessity  of  directors  filing 
report  after  general  assignment  by  corporation  in  May,  to  relieve  them  fram  lia- 
bility for  failure  to  previously  file  annual  report;  Witherow  v.  Slayback,  11 
Misc.  528,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  746,  denying  liability  of  officers  for  failure  to  file  re- 
port in  statutory  time,  if  filed  before  any  claim  accrues  against  corporation; 
Lee  V.  Jacob,  38  App.  Div.  534,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  645,  holding  unmatured  bond  se- 
cured by  real  estate  mortgage,  existing  debt  for  which  directors  are  liable  for 
failure  to  file  report;  International  Bank  v.  Faber,  30  C.  C.  A.  182,  57  U.  S. 
App.  153,  86  Fed.  446,  holding  verification  of  annual  report  by  proper  officers, 
certified  to  by  magistrate,  sufficient,  though  oath  itself  not  signed  by  officers. 

Cited  in  Morgan  v.  Hedstrom^  25  App.  Div.  550,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  1049,  holding 
action  by  bondholder  against  directors  for  failure  to  file  annual  report,  brought 
within  three  years  from  maturity  of  bonds,  not  barred  though  no  report  filed 
for  many  years;  Thatcher  v.  Salomon,  16  C5olo.  App.  157,  64  Pac.  368,  holding 
filing  of  certificates  of  paid-up  capital  with  county  clerk  alone,  no  defense  to  ac- 
tion against  directors  for  failure  to  file  report. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  Sav.  Bank  v.  Johnson,  33  L.  R.  A.  552,  which 
holds  action  to  enforce  liability  of  corporate  trustees  for  failure  to  make  reports, 
one  for  penalty  within  rule  as  to  limitations. 

Distinguished  in  Horrocks  Desk  Co.  v.  Fangel,  71  App.  Div.  314,  75  N.  Y.  Supp. 
967,  holding  directors  not  relieved  from  liability  for  failure  to  file  report  be- 
cause of  previous  general  assignment  for  creditors  by  corporation. 
Contlngrent  llabllitlen. 

Cited  in  Sanford  v.  Rhoads,  113  App.  Div.  784,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  407,  holding  the 
liability  of  a  corporation  as  the  assignee  of  a  lease  making  the  payment  of  rents 
payable  in  advance  is  a  contingent  liability. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wight  v.  Gottschalk,  43  L.  R.  A.  189,  which  holds 
claim  on  covenant  of  warranty  not  provable  in  bankruptcy  as  "contingent  liabil- 
ity." 

17  L.  R.  A.  771,  NEHR  v.  STATE,  35  Neb.  638,  53  N.  W.  589. 

Action  for  malicious  prosecution  by  accused  against  prosecutor  in  Nehr   v. 
Dobbs,  47  Neb.  863,  66  N.  W.  864. 
Liiabllltjr  for  Injury  to  dogra. 

Approved  in  Walker  v.  Towle,  156  Ind.  642,  53  L.  R.  A.  751,  59  N.  E.  20,  sus- 
taining ordinance  for  killing  of  unmuzzled  dog  running  at  large;  Hagerstown 
V.  Witmer,  86  Md.  302,  39  L.  R.  A.  664,  37  Atl.  9G5,  sustaining  ordinance 
for  seizure  and  killing  of  dog  running  at  large,  unless  ransomed  within  twenty- 
four  hours. 

Cited  in  Nehr  v.  Dobbs,  47  Neb.  866,  66  N.  W.  864,  holding  killing  of  dog  run- 
ning at  large  without  collar  not  unlawful;  Salley  v.  Manchester  &  A.  R.  Co.  54 
S.  C.  485,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  810,  32  S.  E.  526,  holding  that  civil  action  may  be 
maintained  for  injury  to,  or  loss  of,  dog;  McChesney  v.  Wilson,  132  Mich.  266, 
93  N.  W.  627,  1  Ann.  Cas.  191,  on  dogs  as  having  a  money  value. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bowers  v.  Horan,  17  L.  R.  A.  773,  which  holds  barking 
and  chasing  of  cats  and  tracking  newly  painted  porch  not  justification  for  kill- 
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ing  of  dog;  Hodges  v.  Causey,  48  L.  R.  A.  95,  which  denies  right  to  kill  tres- 
passing dog  whose  owner  notified  to  keep  hira  from  premises. 

Cited  in  notes  (40  L.R.A.  510)  on  property  rights  in  dogs;    (67  Am.  St.  Rep. 
292,  293,  294,  298,  299)   on  property  in  dogs  and  remedies  for  its  enforcement; 
(90  Am.  St.  Rep.  215)  on  summary  proceedings  to  impound  and  sell  animals;    (9 
Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  687)  on  property  rights,  in,  and  liability  for,  injuries  by  dogs. 
Property  subject  of  malic lonii  mlnclilef. 

Cited  in  note  (128  Am.  St.  Rep.  166)  on  property  subject  of  malicious  mischief. 

17  L.  R.  A.  773,  BOWERS  v.  HORAN,  93  Mich.  420,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  513,  53 

N.  W.  635. 
Risht  to  kill  doer. 

CJited  in  footnotes  to  Hodges  v.  Causey,  48  L.  R.  A.  95,  which  denies  right 
to  kill  trespassing  dog  whose  owner  notified  to  keep  him  from  premises;  Nehr 
V.  State,  17  L.  R.  A.  771,  which  authorizes  killing  of  dog  without  collar: 

Cited  in  notes  (40  L.R.A.  511)  on  property  rights  in  dogs;  (7  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
350)  on  barking  dogs  as  nuisance;  (67  Am.  St.  Rep.  292,  293,  294)  on  property 
in  dogs  and  remedies  for  its  enforcement;  (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  688)  on  property 
rights  in,  and  liability  for,  injuries  by  dogs. 

•  Distinguished  in  Throne  v.  Mead,  122  Mich.  274,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  508,  80  N. 
W.  1080,  holding  owner  of  sheep  justified  in  directing  shooting  of  dog  which  has 
previously  worried  his  sheep,  on  being  told  that  he  is  in  his  inclosure;  Miller  v. 
State,  5  Ga.  App.  464,  63  S.  E.  571,  holding  the  owner  of  sheep  which  have  been 
attacked  by  a  dog  and  several  of  their  number  killed  may  cause  such  animal  to 
be  killed  without  incurring  any  liability;  McChesney  v.  Wilson,  132  Mich.  254, 
93  N.  W.  627,  1  Ann.  Cas.  191,  holding  no  recovery  could  be  had  for  the  killing 
of  a  dog  which  had  killed  some  of  defendant's  chickens  and  was  continually  £t 
nuisance  on  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  having  been  notified  that  the  dog  would 
be  killed  if  not  kept  at  home. 
Opinion  evidence  as  to  value. 

Approved  in  Erickson  v.  Drazkowski,  94  Mich.  553,  54  N.  W.  283,  holding 
householders  competent  to  testify  as  to  value  of  articles  of  household  furniture 
owned  by  them;  Hodges  ▼.  Causey,  77  Miss.  358,  48  L.  R.  A.  96,  78  Am.  St.  Rep. 
525,  26  So.  945,  sustaining  right  to  show  value  of  dog  without  market  value, 
by  proving  pedigree,  characteristics,  and  qualities,  and  having  witnesses  give 
opinions  as  to  value. 

Cited  in  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Graddy,  139  Ky.  471,  109  S.  W.  881,  holding  that 
experts  may  testify  as  to  value  of  livestock  and  damage  occasioned  to  them  by 
injury  and  delay. 

17  L.  R.  A.  774,  KUEHNER  v.  FREEPORT,  143  111.  92,  32  N.  E.  372. 
Rule  for  malclnar  local  Improvement  aasesament. 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Joliet,  153  111.  654,  39  N.  E.  1077,  holding  that 
statutory  proceedings  for  special  assessments  shall  be  followed  in  special  taxa- 
tion only  so  far  as  applicable;  Morgan  Park  v.  Wiswall,  155  111.  267,  40  N.  E. 
611,  holding  municipality  empowered  to  prescribe  by  ordinance,  mode  of  making 
local  improvement;  Newman  v.  Chicago,  153  111.  476,  38  N.  E.  1053,  holding  or- 
dinance providing  that  cost  of  local  improvement  shall  be  defrayed  by  special 
assessment  on  property  benefited  to  extent  of  benefit  not  invalid  for  failing  to 
provide  in  terms  for  raising  balance  by  taxation;  West  Chicago  Park  v.  Farber, 
171  HI.  153,  49  N.  E.  427,  holding  assessment  ordinance  void  only  so  far  as  it 
attempted  to  divide  assessment  into  instalments;  Froeport  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Free- 
p«rt,  151    111.    458,   38   N.   E.    137,   holding   that   invalidity   of   one   section   of 
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street  improvement  ordinance  does  not  invalidate  remainder  as  basis  for  re- 
assessment; Chicago  V.  Blair,  149  111.  315,  24  L.  R.  A.  415,  36  N.  E.  829,  holding 
basis  of  special  assessment  or  special  taxation  enhancement  of  value  to  extent  ol 
burden  imposed;  Chicago  v.  Brede,  218  111.  633,  75  N.  E.  1044,  on  the  interpre- 
tation of  statutes  providing  for  the  making  of  local  improvements  by  certain 
designated  methods. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bloomington  v,  Latham,  18  L.  R.  A.  487,  which  holds, 
assessment   by   special   taxation   in   condemnation   proceedings   unauthorized. 

Distinguished  in  Ronan  v.  People,  193  111.  632,  61  N.  E.  1042,  upholding  right 
of  city  council  to  take  out  of  provisions  of  ordinance  for  building  sidewalk  by 
special  taxation  of  abutting  lots,  sidewalk  in  one  block,  where  abutters  peti- 
tion to  have  it  built  by  special  assessment. 

—  ITnlfforailtF* 

Cited  in  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Moline,  158  111.  73,  41  N.  E.  877,  hold- 
ing special  street  improvement  tax  of  specified  percentage  on  railroad  right  of 
way  in  street  not  void  for  lack  of  uniformity  because  abutting  property  as- 
sessed according  to  frontage;  Palmer  v.  Danville,  154  111.  166,  38  N.  E.  1067, 
denying  right  to  levy  higher  tax  for  making  connections  with  sewer  not  in 
center  of  street,  on  more  remote  lots;  Loeffler  v.  Chicago,  246  111.  55,  92  N.  £. 
586,  20  Ann.  Cas.  335,  to  the  point  that  under  former  constitutions  all  taxes, 
including  special  assessments  were  required  to  be  uniform  in  respect  to  persons 

■ 

and  property. 

Construction  of  itvord  "or." 

Cited  in  Rice  v.  John  A.  Tolman  Co.  60  111.  App.  519,  suggesting  that  guar- 
anty of  indebtedness  as  per  present  "or"  any  future  agreement  is  guaranty  of 
only  one  agreement;  J.  I.  Case  Threshing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Watson,  122  Tenn.  157, 
122  S.  W.  974,  holding  that  word  "or"  in  statute  indicates  an  alternative. 
Property  subject  to  asseaamenta. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Litchfield,  145  111.  327,  21  L.  R.  A.  668,  33  N.  E.  888,  hold- 
ing assessment  of  land  with  cost  of  improvement  in  front  of  same  not  authorized 
by  power  to  levy  special  tax  on  contiguous  property. 

—  street  railways. 

Approved  in  Shreveport  v.  Prescott,  51  La.  Ann.  1926,  46  L.  R.  A.  213,  26 
So.  664,  holding  street  railway  company's  right  of  occupancy  in  streets,  property 
subject  to  paving  assessment;  Cicero  A  P.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  176  III. 
505,  52  N.  E.  866,  sustaining  right  to  assess  street  railway  right  of  way  and 
right  of  user  and  occupancy  for  street  improvement. 

Cited  in  West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  178  111.  345,  53  N.  E.  112,  deny- 
ing right  to  impose  additional  burdens  for  street  improvement  on  street  rail- 
way whose  liability  is  fixed  by  ordinance  extending  time  for  maintaining 
railway;  Lightner  v.  Peoria,  150  111.  83,  37  N.  E.  69,  holding  street  improvement 
ordinance  not  invalidated  by  excluding  street  railway  riglit  of  way,  which  com- 
pany itself  is  required  to  pave;  Chicago  v.  Cummings,  144  111.  450,  33  N.  E.  34, 
requiring  cost  of  paving  part  of  street  occupied  by  street  railway,  which  was 
bound  to  keep  such  portion  paved,  to  be  excluded  in  estimating  cost  of  paving 
street;  Billings  v.  Chicago,  167  111.  341,  47  N.  E.  731,  denying  necessity 
of  assessing  street  railway  company  for  street  improvement,  where  portion  of 
street  occupied  by  it  and  which  it  is  required  to  pave,  is  excepted  from  operation 
of  ordinance;  Spring  Creek  Drainage  Dist.  v.  Elgin,  J.  &  E.  R.  Co.  249  111.  287, 
94  N.  E.  529,  to  the  point  that  street  railroad  is  "contiguous  property"  within 
meaning  of  constitution  and  statutes,  and  liable  to  special  assessments  for  im- 
provements; Lincoln  v.  Harts,  250  111.  279,  95  N.  E.  200,  to  the  point  that  where 
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street  railway  is  under  contract  to  pave  right  of  way  no  provision  in  ordinance 
for  Buch  improvements  should  be  made;  Madison  v.  Alton  Granite  &  St.  L. 
Traction  Co.  235  111.  351,  85  N.  E.  596,  holding  a  railroad  may  be  assessed  for 
the  cost  of  paving  that  part  of  the  street  occupied  by  their  tracks  where  the 
ordinance  granting  them  the  right  to  lay  such  tracks  provided  that  they  should 
bear  such  expense. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Storrie  v.  Houston  City  Street  R.  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  716, 
which  holds  street  railway  company  required  to  pave  between  rails  and  6 
inches   each   side. 

Cited  in  notes   (46  L.R.A.  193)    on  liability  of  street  railway  for  paving  as- 
sessments;   (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)   488)    on  liability  of  railway  occupying  street,  to 
assessment  for  improvements. 
—  RallrOAd  rigrltta  of  -way. 

Approved  in  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Joliet,  153  111.  652,  39  N.  E.  1077,  uphold- 
ing right  to  tax  contiguous  railway  for  street  improvement;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Kankakee,  164  HI.  610,  45  N.  E.  971,  holding  railroad  right  of  way  adjoin- 
ing street  assessable  for  street  improvement;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Elm- 
hurst,  165  111.  152,  46  N.  E.  437,  holding  contiguous  railroad  right  of  way 
subject  to  street  paving  assessment,  if  specially  benefited;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Moline,  158  111.  71,  41  N.  E.  877,  holding  railroad  right  of  way  in 
street  subject  to  special  tax  for  street  improvement  as  "contiguous''  property; 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  People,  170  III.  229,  48  N.  E.  215,  holding  that  portions  of 
railroad  right  of  way  between  cross  streets  may  be  specially  taxed  for  side- 
walks over  right  of  way. 

Distinguished  in  Indianapolis  &  V.  R.  Co.  v.  Capitol  Paving  &  Constr.  Co.  24 
Ind.  App.  119,  54  N.  E.  1076,  denying  power  to  assess  for  street  improvement, 
railroad  right  of  way  lying  wholly  in  street. 

17  L.  R.  A.  779,  KELLEY  v.  COSGROVE,  83  Iowa,  229,  48  N.  W.  979. 
Sundajr  la^vr. 

Cited  in  Rickards  v.  Rickards,  98  Md.  136,  63  L.  R.  A.  725,  56  AtL  397,  holding 
general  authority  of  agent  to  sell  horse  not  destroyed  by  attempt  to  exercise  it  on 
Sunday,  so  as  to  entitle  principal  to  repudiate  sale. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Van  Winkle  v.  Satterfield,  -23  L.R.A.  853,  which  denies 
right  to  discharge  clerk  employed  for  definite  time,  for  refusal  to  tend  store  on 
Sunday;  Rickards  v.  Rickards,  63  L.R.A.  724,  which  denies  principal's  right  to 
repudiate  agent's  sale  of  horse  because  it  was  made  on  Sunday. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.  R.  A.  723)  on  constitutionality  of  Sunday  laws;   (17  L, 
R.  A.  831)  on  prohibition  of  Sunday  sports  or  games. 
ConcloMlveneas  of  decision  on  ntotlon  to  change  venae. 

Ap,>roved  in  Brown  v.  Iowa  L.  of  H.  107  Iowa,  444,  78  N.  W.  73,  holding  that 
issue  that  suit  had  been  brought  in  wrong  county  cannot  again  be  raised  after 
being  litigated  on  motion  for  cliange  of  venue;  Foss  v.  Cobler,  105  Iowa,  733,  75 
N".  W.  616,  holding  overruling  of  motion  to  change  venue  of  action  to  county  of 
defendant's  residence  not  waived  by  answering. 

17  L.  R.  A.  782,  CALDWELL  v.  ALSOP,  48  Kan.  671,  29  Pac.  1150. 

RiflrbtM  In  crop*. 

Approved  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Beegle,  52  Kan.  711,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  365,  36 
Pac.  814,  upholding  title  of  purchaser  of  mature  crop  of  standing  corn  as  against 
purchaser  of  land  on  foreclosure  four  days  later;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Beegle,  52 
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Kan.  711,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  365,  35  Pac.  814,  holding  sale  of  standing  com  by  owner 
of  land  constructive  severance  of  same  from  land. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sievers  v.  Brown,  45  L.  R.  A.  642,  which  holds  vendor  en- 
titled to  crops  planted  by  one  in  possession  after  refusal  to  comply  with  contract 
of  purchase;  Whithed  v.  St.  Anthony  &  D.  Elevator  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  254,  which 
holds  purchaser  on  foreclosure  of  leased  land  entitled  to  wheat  stored  by  tenant 
for  payment  as  rent. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A.  466)  on  sale  or  mortgage  of  future  crops. 

Distinguished  in  Policy  v.  Johnson,  52  Kan.  483,  23  L.  R.  A.  263,  35  Pac.  8,  hold- 
ing growing  and  immature  crops,  personal  property  subject  to  attachment  for 
owner's  debts;  Lombardi  v.  Shero,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  597,  37  S.  W.  613  (reversed 
on  rehearing),  holding  immature  crops  part  of  freehold,  which  pass  to  purchaser 
on  foreclosure,  notwithstanding  previous  sale  of  crops  by  mortgagor. 

17  L.  R.  A.  785,  STATE,  MANGLES,  PROSECUTOR,  v.  HUDSON  COUNTY.  55 

N.  J.  L.  88,  25  Atl.  322. 
Damaarea  In  eminent  domain  f  settlnar  off  benelltii. 

Approved  in  State,  Randolph,  Prosecutor,  v.  Union  County,  63  N.  J.  L.  163,  41 
Atl.  960,  and  Bauman  v.  Ross,  167  U.  S.  570,  42  L.  ed.  285,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  966, 
upholding  act  authorizing  set-off  of  special  and  direct  benefits  to  remainder  of  par- 
cel of  land,  part  of  which  is  taken  for  highway;  State,  Wirth,  Prosecutor,  v.  Jer- 
sey City,  56  N.  J.  L.  217,  27  Atl.  1065,  upholding  statute  requiring  owner  to  move 
back  building  which  proposed  street  would  bisect. 

Cited  in  Swenson  v.  Hallock,  95  Minn.  164,  103  N.  W.  896,  holding  evidence 
of  a  custom  in  a  town  to  improve  roads  as  rapidly  as  possible  and  judicial  notice 
of  a  general  custom  to  construct  roads  so  as  to  afford  some  drainage  was  not 
sufficient  to  establish  such  a  benefit  as  to  prevent  a  land  owner  from  recovering 
damages  where  road  was  laid  out  over  land. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Beveridge  v.  Lewis,  59  L.  R.  A.  581,  which  denies  right  to 
deduct  benefits  from  damages  in  exercise  of  eminent  domain  by  individual; 
Scroeder  v.  Joliet,  52  L.  R.  A.  634,  which  authorizes  consideration  of  benefit 
from  improvement  in  assessing  damages  from  cutting  down  street. 

Cited  in  note  (9  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  805)  on  right  to  set  off  benefits  against  damages 
on  condemnation. 
Poiver  of  leflrlalatnre. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.  R.  A.  840)  on  implied  restrictions  on  power  of  legislature. 

17  L.  R.  A.  788,  GODDARD  v,  WINCHELL,  86  Iowa,  71,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  481,  52 

N.  W.  1124. 
O'wnerslilp  of  meteorites  and  aerolites. 

Cited  in  ()ro«?on  Iron  Co.  v.  Hughes,  47  Or.  317,  81  Pac.  572,  8  Ann.  Cas.  566, 
holding  the  ownership  of  a  meteorite,  though  not  buried  in  the  earth  rests  in 
the  owner  of  the  land  where  found. 
Title  of  Under  of  propertjr. 

Cited  in  note  (129  Am.  St.  Rep.  405)  on  title  to  lost  property  as  between  its 
finder  and  ow^ner  of  premises  where  found. 

17  L.  R.  A.  792,  WRIGHT  v.  SHERMAN,  3  S.  D.  290,  52  N.  W.  1093. 
Objections  first  raised  on  appeal. 

Approved  in  Loomis  v.  Lecocq,  12  S.  D.  326,  81  N.  W.  633,  denying  right  to  first 
object  on  appeal  that  complaint  in  foreclosure  failed  to  allege  that  defendants 
owned  the  land  when  they  executed  mortgage. 
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Cited  in  Woodford  v.  Kelley,  18  S.  D.  620,  101  N.  W.  1069,  holding  reversible 
error  cannot  be  predicated  on  the  alleged  insufficiency  of  the  complaint  where 
the  objection  was  raised  for  the  first  time  after  the  trial  began,  the  case  having 
been  heard  without  apparent  prejudice  to  the  defendant's  rights. 
Priorltjr  of  liens. 

Approved  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Scott,  7  N.  D.  314,  76  N.  W.  254,  holding  lien 
of  agister  inferior  to  that  of  prior  mortgage;  Owen  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R. 
Co.  11  S.  D.  163,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  786,  76  N.  W.  302,  holding  carrier's  lien  on  prop- 
erty received  from  mortgagor  inferior  to  that  of  mortgage  of  which  carrier  had 
notice;  Stone  v.  Kelley,  59  Mo.  App.  221,  holding  livery-stable  keeper's  lien  not 
superior  to  prior  chattel  mortgage. 

Cited  in  Corinth  Engine  &  Boiler  Works  v.  Mississippi  C.  R.  Co.  95  Miss.  828, 
49  So.  261,  holding  that  owner  of  personal  property  who  had  conditionally  sold 
same  is  not  compelled  to  pay  freight  thereon  as  condition  to  its  recovery  from 
carrier,  although  it  was  shipped  by  third  person  who  purchased  it  from  con- 
ilitional  buyer;  Beh  v.  Moore,  124  Iowa,  665,  100  N.  W.  502,  holding  the  lien  of 
a  chattel  mortgagee  of  live  stock  is  not  subordinate  to  the  lien  of  the  feeder  of 
the  cattle  by  reason  of  acknowledgment  by  the  mortgagee  that  pasturage  was 
furnished  where  no  proof  that  it  w^as  authorized  by  him. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Drummond  Carriage  Co.  v.  Mills,  40  L.  R.  A.  761,  which 
liolds  lien  for  repairs  on  buggy  superior  to  pre-existing  chattel  mortgage ;  Sullivan 
v.  Clifton,  20  L.  R.  A.  719,  and  Chapman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  22  L.  R.  A.  78,  which 
liold  livery-stable  keeper's  lien  inferior  to  prior  recorded  mortgage. 

Cited  in  note  (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  311)  on  priority  as  between  chattel  mortgage 
and  lien  for  food  or  care  furnished  animals. 

Distinguished  in  Garr  v.  Clements,  4  N.  D.  564,  62  N.  W.  640,  upholding  statute 
making  lien  for  labor  or  material  on  threshing  machine,  performed  or  furnished 
at  oMTier's  request,  superior  to  prior  mortgage ;  Woodard  v.  Myers,  15  Ind.  App. 
44.  43  N.  E.  573,  holding  agister's  lien  created  after  maturity  of  mortgage  debt 
superior  to  lien  of  mortgage  on  colt  knowingly  left  by  mortgagee  in  agister's  pos- 
ses.sion. 

17  L.  R.  A.  796,  WASSON  v.  WAYNE  COUNTY,  40  Ohio  St.  622,  32  N.  E.  472. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  State  v.  Commissioners,  54  Ohio  St.  615,  47  N. 
E.  1117. 
Conatltntlonal  requirement   of  uniformity  of  taxation. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Davies,  6  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  625,  27  Ohio  C.  C.  604,  holding 
act  for  payment  of  jurors  in  criminal  cases  out  of  county  treasury,  valid;  Bryan 
V.  Greene  County,  32  Ohio  L.  J.  140,  1  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  662,  holding  county 
turnpike  act  authorizing  levy  of  seventy  per  cent  of  cost  on  property  of  county 
and  balance  on  property  within  bounds  of  road,  void. 
Appropriations  and  taxes  ^  for  -wlftat  pnrpoiiew. 

Approved  in  Daniel  v.  Columbus,  8  Ohio  C.  C.  648,  and  Hubbard  v.  Fitzsimmons, 
57  Ohio  St.  447,  49  N.  E.  477,  requiring  uniformity  in  le^^ying  taxes  for  erecting 
armory;  State  ex  rel.  Frease  v.  Kreighbaum,  0  Ohio  C.  C.  624,  holding  void,  stat- 
ute requiring  counties  to  provide  armories  for  militia,  to  be  inspected  and  ap- 
proved by  officer  appointed  by  commander  in  chief;  Jackson  County  v.  State,  155 
Ind.  609,  58  N.  E.  1037,  holding  invalid,  tax  to  provide  funds  for  erecting  court- 
house and  jail  at  new  county  seat,  to  be  levied  in  township  containing  county 
seat;  State  ew  rel.  Taylor  v.  Guilbert,  70  Ohio  St.  254,  71  N.  E.  636,  sustaining 
act  imposing  tax  upon  right  to  succeed  to,  or  inherit,  property;  State  ex  rel. 
Milton  V.  Dickenson,  44  Fla.  632,  60  L,  R.  A.  543,  footnote  p.  539,  33  So.  514» 
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wliich  holds  void,  statute  requiring  each  county  in  which  state  troops  are,  to  pro- 
vide armory  for  same. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Clark,  19  L.  R.  A.  138,  which  holds  suit  maintainable 
to  compel  investment  of  taxes  from  railroads  in  sinking  fund  to  pay  railroad  aid 
bonds;  Board  of  Education  v.  State,  25  L.  R.  A.  770,  which  holds  unconstitutional, 
act  authorizing  board  of  education  to  levy  tax  to  pay  claim  for  which  no  obligation 
exists ;  Dodge  v.  Mission  Tw^p.  54  L.  R.  A.  242,  which  holds  promotion  of  construc- 
tion and  operation  of  sugar  mills  a  private  purpose  not  authorizing  taxation ;  Con- 
lin  V.  San  Francisco  (city)  21  L.R.A.  474,  which  holds  void,  act  for  relief  of 
street  contractor;  Patty  v.  Colgan,  18  L.R.A.  744,  which  holds  appropriation  for 
sufferers  from  flood  illegal ;  Institution  for  Education  of  Mute  &  Blind  v.  Hender- 
son, 18  L.R.A.  398,  which  holds  invalid,  act  for  paying  bounties  by  county  treas- 
urer; Ingram  v.  Colgan,  28  L.R.A.  187,  which  upholds  payment  of  bounty  for 
killing  coyotes. 

Distinguished  in  Cincinnati  v.  Cincinnati  Hospital,  66  Ohio  St.  444,  64  N.  E. 
420,  holding  issuance  of  bonds  to  raise  funds  for  repair  of  hospital  owned  by 
city,  to  be  paid  by  tax  on  all  taxable  property  in  city,  within  corporate  power; 
New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cuyahoga  County,  45  C.  C.  A.  245,  106  Fed.  135,  uphold- 
ing act  giving  holder  of  county  bonds  issued  and  sold  to  pay  for  site  and  build- 
ing of  armory  for  state  national  guard,  right  of  action  against  county  which  was 
authorized  to  devote  building  to  county  purpose. 

Criticized  in  State  ex  rel.  Schwartz  v.  Ferris,  53  Ohio  St.  335,  30  L.  R.  A.  223, 
41  N.  E.  579,  sustaining  inheritance  tax  law,  although  proceeds  to  be  applied  to 
general  revenues. 
Validity  of  conntjr  bondii. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Amlin,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  523,  14  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  118, 
holding  that  county  bridge  bonds  are  not  rendered  invalid  by  being  advertised 
and  sold  in  denominations  exceeding,  but  issued  in  denominations  within  statu- 
tory amount. 

Distinguished  in  Ransom  v.  Rutherford  County,  123  Tenn.  28,  130  S.  W.  1057, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  1356,  holding  that  statute  authorizing  counties  to  issue  bonds 
to  aid  in  establishing  state  normal  schools  is  not  unconstitutional,  because  per- 
sons from  other  counties  may  attend. 
State  or  areneral  chwLVgen  on  conntjr  or  snbdl'Flfilon. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Guilbert  v.  Shumate,  72  Ohio  St.  492,  74  N.  E. 
588,  holding  an  act  providing  for  a  bureau  for  the  inspection  of  public  offices 
and  the  establishment  of  public  accounting  is  not  unconstitutional  because  of  a 
provision  for  its  maintenance  by  the  counties  of  the  state  out  of  the  general 
county  fund  in  proportion  to  population  and  that  each  taxing  body  be  chargeable 
with  the  expense  of  auditing  accounts  under  its  jurisdiction;  McMillan  v.  Payne 
County,  14  Okla.  668,  79  Pac.  898,  holding  an  act  authorizing  a  township  to  con- 
tribute to  the  erection  of  a  bridge  to  be  built  under  the  supervision  of  the  county 
commissioners  and  authorizing  a  tax  levy  for  such  purpose  is  not  void  as  author- 
izing an  unequal  burden  of  taxation  on  the  people  of  the  county. 

17  L.  R.  A.  800,  POULIN  v.  CANADIAN  P.  R.  CO.  3  C.  C.  A.  23,  6  U.  S.  App.  298, 

52  Fed.  197. 
Liability  for  ejecting  pasaenirer  preaentlnir  defectlTe  ticket. 

Approved  in  McGhee  v.  Reynolds,  117  Ala.  419,  23  So.  68,  sustaining  right  of 
conductor  to  eject  passenger  refusing  to  pay  fare  after  rejection  of  ticket  void 
on  its  face;  Western  Maryland  R.  Co.  v.  Stocksdale,  83  Md.  254,  34  Atl.  880,  deny- 
ing liability  for  expulsion  of  passenger  to  whom  wrong  ticket  mistakenly  given 
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by  ticket  agent;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Wright,  18  Ind.  App.  134,  47  N. 
E.  491,  denying  liability  for  ejecting  passenger  presenting  return  coupon  not 
signed  in  presence  of  ticket  agent,  although  passenger  had  gone  to  station  for  pur- 
pose after  office  closed  for  night;  Kiley  v.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  189  111.  390,  52 
L.  R.  A.  628,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  460,  59  N.  E.  794,  denying  liability  for  injuries  re- 
ceived in  resisting  forcible  ejection  from  street  car  on  refusing  to  pay  fare  after 
refusal  of  transfer  which,  through  mistake  of  conductor  giving  it,  not  valid. 

Cited  in  Hot  Springs  R.  Co.  v.  Deloney,  65  Ark.  181,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  913,  45 
S.  W.  351,  holding  carrier  liable  for  expulsion  of  passonger  refusing  to  pay  fare 
after  rejection  of  ticket  improperly  made  out  through  mistake  of  ticket  agent; 
Krueger  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  68  Minn.  450,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  487,  71 
N.  W.  683,  holding  carrier  liable  for  forcible  ejection  of  passenger  presenting  ticket 
-which,  through  mistake  of  ticket  agent,  does  not  entitled  him  to  ride,  where  from 
surrounding  circumstances  and  appearance  of  ticket  probability  of  mistake  strong; 
Morse  v.  Southern  11.  Co.  102  Ga.  308,  29  S.  E.  866  (dissenting  opinion),  majority 
holding  carrier  liable  for  ejection  of  passenger  presenting  return  coupon  which 
ticket  agent  had  arbitrarily  refused  to  date  and  stamp,  after  proof  of  identity 
offered;  Pullman's  Palace-Car  Co.  v.  King,  39  C.  C.  A.  579,  99  Fed.  386  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  majority  holding  purchaser  of  sleeping-car  ticket  entitling  him  to 
ride  in  particular  car,  from  which  he  is  ejected  because  running  over  wrong  line, 
entitled  to  recover  for  inconvenience,  loss  of  time,  and  indignity  of  expulsion; 
Indianapolis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  161  Ind.  183,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  261,  66  N.  E. 
950  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  street  car  company  liable  for  expul- 
sion of  passenger  after  tendering  alleged  defective  transfer;  Burn  v.  Chicago,  B. 
k  Q.  R.  Co.  153  111.  App.  326;  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Thornton,  110  C.  C.  A. 
502,  188  Fed.  873, — to  the  point  that  passenger  getting  on  train  with  ticket  which 
he  knows  does  not  on  face  entitle  him  to  passage  is  guilty  of  negligence;  Norton 
V.  Consolidated  R.  Co.  79  Conn.  115,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  132,  63  Atl.  1087,  6  Ann. 
Cas.  943;  Little  Rock  R.  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Goerner,  80  Ark.  164,  7  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
102,  95  S.  W.  1007,  10  Ann.  Cas.  273, — ^holding  where  a  passenger  presents  a 
transfer  on  a  street  car  which  is  defective  in  that  the  time  limit  for  its  use  has 
expired,  and  refuses  to  pay  fare,  the  conductor  may  eject  him  from  the  car 
using  no  more  force  than  is  necessary  to  accomplish  that  purpose;  Shortsleeves  v. 
Capital  Traction  Co.  28  App.  D.  C.  374,  8  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  291,  holding  a  passenger 
on  a  street  car  has  no  right  of  action  for  ejectment  from  the  car  on  his  present- 
ment of  a  transfer  at  the  wrong  transfer  point  and  refusal  to  pay  the  fare  upon 
the  refusal  of  the  conductor  to  accept  the  transfer;  Shelton  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  73  N. 
J.  L.  561,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  728,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  704,  66  Atl.  403,  9  Ann.  Cas.  883, 
holding  no  liability  on  the  part  of  a  railroad  company  for  the  ejectment  of  a  pas- 
senger presenting  a  ticket  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  limit,  who  refused  to 
pay  the  regular  fare;  Chase  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  70  Kan.  553,  79  Pac. 
153,  on  the  ejection  of  a  passenger  presenting  a  defective  ticket  as  entailing  no 
liability  on  the  carrier  as  for  a  tortious  act. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mahoney  v.  Detroit  Street  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  335,  which 
authorizes  ejection  of  one  refusing  to  pay  fare  without  having  obtained  transfer 
from  conductor  of-  car  in  which  he  previously  rode ;  Atkinson  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  55 
L.  R.  A.  222,  which  holds  carrier  liable  for  ejection  of  passenger  because  train 
does  not  stop  at  his  station,  as  ticket  seller  had  incorrectly  told  him  it  would; 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Wood,  55  L.  R.  A.  536,  which  holds  carrier  for  ejection  of  pas- 
senger whose  round-trip  ticket  unstamped  from  inability  to  find  agent;  United 
H.  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Hardesty,  57  L.  R.  A.  275,  which  denies  carrier's  duty  to 
aeeept  coupon  detached  from  commutation  book;  Illinois  0.  R,  Co.  v.  Harper, 
64  L.  R.  A.  283,  denying  carrier's  right  to  eject  lady  passenger  holding  ticket 


17  L.R.A.  800]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  304 

which  does  not  specify  route  she  is  to  take,  because  regulations,  imknown  to  her, 
require  her  to  take  another  route;  Texas  &  Pacific  R.  Co.  v.  Payne,  70  Li.R.A. 
946,  which  holds  refusal  of  agent  at  intermediate  terminal  to  make  necessary 
indorsement  on  return  trip  ticket  '^because  his  instructions  were  different"  not 
final  breach  of  contract  by  carrier  so  as  to  preclude  recovery  by  passenger  for 
damages  from  subsequent  ejection. 

Cited  in  note  (43  L.  R.  A.  707,  709)  on  duty  of  passenger  to  pay  fare  wrongfully 
demanded  in  order  to  avoid  expulsion  and  lessen  damages. 

Distinguished  in  Cowen  v.  Winters,  37  C.  C.  A.  630,  96  Fed.  932,  holding  carrier 
liable  for  ejection  of  passenger  presenting  mileage  ticket  sold  by  authority  of  gen- 
eral passenger  agent,  although  repudiated  by  him  before  its  presentation. 

Disapproved  in  O'Rouke  v.  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  103  Tenn.  131,  46  L.  R.  A. 
61<5,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  639,  52  S.  W.  872,  holding  carrier  liable  for  expulsion  of 
passenger  who  had  paid  full  fare  for  ticket  which,  through  mistake  of  carrier's 
agent,  was  defective;  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Cates,  14  Ind.  App.  173,  41 
N.  E.  712  (approved  in  dissenting  opinion),  holding  carrier  liable  for  expulsion  of 
passenger  explaining  situation  to  conductor  after  presenting  ticket  which,  through 
ticket  agent's  mistake,  named  intermediate  station ;  Morrill  v.  Minneapolis  Street 
R.  Co.  103  Minn.  373,  123  Am.  St.  Rep.  341,  115  N.  W.  395,  holding  a  street 
railroad  company  liable  in  tort  where  a  conductor  ejected  a  passenger  from  a  ear 
on  his  presentment  of  a  defective  transfer  and  where  he  refused  to  pay  another 
fare. 
— -  Ejection  of  passenfirer  'vritbont  ticket. 

Cited  in  Monuier  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  175  N.  Y.  288,  62  L.  R.  A.  360, 
96  Am.  St.  Rep.  619,  67  N.  E.  569,  holding  that  one  who  boards  train  without 
ticket  because  office  closed  cannot  refuse  to  pay  extra  fare,  or  resist  ejection  on 
tender  of  price  of  ticket. 

Distinguished  in  Scofield  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  227,  50  C.  C.  A.  567, 
112  Fed.  855,  holding  passenger  having  contract  for  stopover  privileges,  assented 
to  by  first  conductor,  not  negligent  in  attempting  to  continue  journey  without 
ticket,  after  exercising  privilege  after  ticket  taken  up  by  second  conductor. 
Relationabip  bet'ween  carrier  and  pasa^ngrer  a«  implying:  a  contract. 

Cited  in  Chudnocski  v.  Eckels,  232  111.  318,  83  N.  E.  846,  recognizing  the 
existence  of  an  implied  contract  between  a  carrier  and  a  passenger. 

17  L.  R.  A.  804,  WILCOX  v.  RICHMOND  &  N.  R.  CO.  3  C.  C.  A.  73,  8  U.  S. 

App.  118,  52  Fed.  264. 
Dnmagres  for  mental  «niTerlngr. 

Approved  in  Tyler  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Go.  54  Fed.  636;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
V.  Sklar,  61  C.  C.  A.  287,  126  Fed.  301;  Kester  v.  W'estern  U.  Teleg.  Co.  55  Fed. 
604;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Wood,  21  L.  R.  A.  712,  6  C.  C.  A.  451,  13  U.  S.  App. 
317,  ^7  Fed.  478;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  26  Ind.  App.  219,  59  N.  E. 
416;  W'estern  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  157  Ind.  77,  54  L.  R.  A.  850,  footnote  p. 
846,  60  N.  E.  674;  Connell  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  116  Mo.  48,  20  L.  R.  A.  177, 
38  Am.  St.  Rep.  575,  22  S.  W.  345;  Newman  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  54  Mo. 
App.  441 ;  Butner  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  2  Okla.  238,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  771, 
37  Pac.  1087;  Francis  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  68  Minn.  266,  25  L.  R.  A.  413,  foot- 
note p.  406,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  507,  59  N.  W.  1078, — ^which  holds  damages  not  re- 
coverable for  mental  suffering  from  failure  or  delay  in  delivering  telegram; 
North  German  Lloyd  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Wood,  18  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  494,  authorizing  recovery 
for  mental  suffering  attendant  on,  and  resulting  from,  physical  injury. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Cliouteau,  28  Okla.  671,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — , 
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115  Pac.  879,  Ann.  Gas.  19 J  2  D,  824,  holding  that  in  absence  of  statute  damages 
are  not  recoverable  for  mental  distress  alone  caused  by  negligent  delay  in  de- 
livering telegram;  Beaulieu  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  103  Minn.  55,  19  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  570,  114  N.  W.  353,  14  Ann.  Cas.  462,  holding  damages  could  not  be  re- 
covered from  a  railroad  company  for  mental  anguish  where  a  corpse  was  carried 
by  the  point  of  destination,  delaying  the  funeral  for  twenty-four  hours;  Rowan 
V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  149  Fed.  553,  holding  no  recovery  could  be  had  for  the 
mental  suffering  caused  to  a  brother  by  the  negligence  of  a  telegraph  company  in 
failing  to  deliver  a  telegram  atmouncing  the  death  of  a  sister  whereby  he  was 
prevented  from  attending  the  funeral. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Peay  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  39  L.  R.  A.  463,  which  denies 
right  to  damages  for  mental  anguish,  without  physical  injury,  for  delay  in  deliv- 
ering telegram ;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Crocker,  59  L.  R.  A.  398,  which  sustains 
recovery  for  mental  anguish  for  failure  to  promptly  deliver  telegram  announcing 
serious  illness  of  grandchild;  Simmons  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  007, 
which  sustains  statute  rendering  telegraph  companies  liable  for  mental  anguish 
from  delay  in  delivering  messages;  Lewis  v.  Holmes,  61  L.  R.  A.  274,  which  author- 
izes recovery  on  breach  of  contract  for  wedding  trousseau,  for  bride's  mortification 
and  humiliation,  and  inability  to  attend  entertainments  planned  for  her;  Cowan 
V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  64  L.  R.  A.  546,  which  sustains  right  to  damages  for 
mental  suffering  resulting  from  negligent  delivery  of  telegram;  Barnes  v.  West- 
ern U.  Teleg.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  667,  which  sustains  right  to  damages  from  mental 
anguish  from  failure  to  deliver  telegram,  though  unaccompanied  by  physical 
suffering;  Green  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  985,  which  sustains  liability 
of  telegraph  company  for  mental  anguish  of  16  year  old  girl  in  being  compelled 
to  drive  two  miles  in  strange  city  after  midnight  with  a  strange  driver  due  to 
its  failure  to  deliver  telegram;  Hancock  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  69  L.R.A.  403, 
which  denies  right  to  damages  for  mere  disappointment  and  regret  from  failure 
of  telegraph  company  promptly  to  deliver  a  death  message;  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Reid,  70  L.R.A.  289,  which  denies  father's  right  to  recover  for  mental 
anguish  in  witnessing  suffering  of  child  because  of  telegraph  company's  failure 
promptly  to  deliver  telegram  summoning  physician. 
What  firlll  ezcaae  breach  of  contract. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.  R.  A.  42)  on  right  to  rescind  or  abandon  contract  because 
of  other  party's  default. 

17  L.  R.  A.  806,  MARKOVER  v.  KRAUSS,  132  Ind.  294,  31  N.  E.  1047. 
Inheritance  hy  adopted  cblld. 

Cited  in  Keith  v.  Ault,  144  Ind.  629,  43  N.  E.  924,  holding  adopted  child  of 
husband  alone  not  within  protection  of  statute  against  widow,  after  remarriage, 
alienating  land  received  through  former  husband  if  there  is  a  child  alive;  Pat- 
terson v.  Browning,  146  Ind.  162,  44  N.  E.  993,  holding  adopted  child  entitled  to 
inherit  same  as  natural  child  in  lands  descending  at  death  of  adopting  father  to 
childless  second  wife;  Bray  v.  Miles,  23  Ind.  App.  438,  54  N.  E.  446,  holding 
adopted  child  of  daughter  entitled  to  latter's  share  on  her  death  before  bequest 
to  her,  with  remainder  over  to  her  "children,"  becomes  operative;  New  York  L.  Ins. 
4  T.  Co.  V.  Viele,  161  N.  Y.  18,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  238,  55  N.  E.  311,  holding  adopted 
child  of  daughter  of  testatrix  not  entitled  to  take  under  devise  to  "lawful  issue*' 
of  such  daughter. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fosburg  v.  Rogers,  19  L.  R.  A.  201,  which  affirms  adopted 

Aild'a  right  to  inherit;  Van  Matre  v.  Sankey,  23  L.  R.  A.  665,  which  authorizes 

descent  of  land  to  child  adopted  in  other  state ;  Clarkson  v.  Hatton,  39  L.  R.  A. 

748,  which  holds  adopted  child  not  within  statute  giving  remainder  to  childron  or 

L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 20. 
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heirs  of  life  tenant;  Butterfield  v.  Sawyer,  52  L.  R.  A.  75,  which  holds  adopted 
<!hild  within  deed  to  woman  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  ''child,"  if  any,  other- 
wise to  her  **heir8  generally." 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.  435)  on  legal  status  of  adopted  child;    (39  Am.  St. 
Rep.  2] 4,  225,  231)   on  adoption  of  children;    (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  677)   on  effect 
•of  adoption  on  kindred  of  adopting  person;   (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  686)  on  right  of 
adopted  children  to  inherit. 
Safllciency  of  pleading. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  U  R.  Co.  v.  DeBolt,  10  Ind.  App.  175,  37  N.  t. 
737,  holding  that  court  will  not  construct  or  adopt  theory  for  pleader  unwilling 
to  commit  himself  to  any  definite  theory. 
"Word  ''children"  In  m  statute  of  adoption. 

Cited  in  Norse  v.  Osborne,  75  N.  H.  491,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  920,  77  Atl.  403,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912  A,  324,  holding  that  adopted  child  is  not  "issue"  within  meaning  of 
statute  defining  rights  of  surviving  husband  and  wife  in  estate  of  deceased  wife 
or  husband;  Sheffield  v.  Franklin,  151  Ala.  496,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  886,  125  Am. 
St.  Rep.  37,  44  So.  373,  15  Ann.  Cas.  90,  holding  under  a  statute  providing  for  the 
adoption  of  children,  a  man  of  twenty-six  years  of  age  might  be  properly  adopteil. 
the  word  "children"  being  used  in  the  sense  of  relationship;  Finley  v.  Brown. 
122  Tenn.  332,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1290,  123  S.  W.  359,  on  who  may  be  include.1 
under  the  word  "child"  as  used  in  a  statute. 

Cited  in  notes  (12  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  885)  on  adoption  of  adult  under  statute  pro- 
viding for  adoption  of  "child;"  (30  L.R.A. (N.S.)  916)  as  to  whether  terms 
■"child,"  "children,"  "issue,"  etc.,  in  statutes  of  distribution  include  adopted 
children. 

17  L.  R.  A.  811,  CLARKE  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  CO.  132  Ind.  199,  31  N.  E.  808. 
Contributory  neirllff^nce. 

Cited  in  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  McHenry,  10  Ind.  App.  527,  37  N.  E.  186, 
and  Indiana  R.  Co.  v.  Maurer,  160  Ind.  28,  66  N.  E.  156,  holding  act  done  under 
impulse  or  belief  created  by  sudden  danger  produced  by  another's  negligence  not 
necessarily  contributory  negligence;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Bossert, 
44  Ind.  App.  252,  87  N.  E.  158,-  holding  that  section  hand  in  obeying  emergency 
order  to  remove  handcar  from  track,  is  not  held  to  exercise  of  same  degree  of 
prudence,  as  if  doing  ordinary  labor;  Louisville  &  S.  I.  Traction  Co.  v.  Worrell, 
44  Ind.  App.  487,  86  N.  E.  78,  holding  that  woman  who  was  passenger  on  street 
car,  and  who  jumped  therefrom  while  car  was  in  motion  because  of  fright  at 
escape  of  electricity  causing  lurid  flashes,  and  setting  car  on  fire  is  not  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence;  Dieckman  v.  Louisville  &  S.  I.  Traction  Co.  46  Ind. 
App.  17.  89  N.  E.  909,  holding  that  if  one  acts  naturally  in  case  of  sudden  and 
instant  peril,  put  on  him  by  another,  and  is  injured,  he  is  not  guilty  of  negli- 
gence; Mclntyre  v.  Orner,  166  Ind.  70,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1137,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  359, 
76  N.  E.  750,  8  Ann.  Cas.  1087,  holding  a  woman,  in  attempting  to  leave  a  carriage 
when  the  horses  took  fright  at  an  automobile  being  driven  past  in  a  reckless  man- 
ner, was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  so  doing,  although  it  appeared 
she  would  not  have  been  injured  if  she  had  kept  her  seat;  Indianapolis  Union  R. 
Co.  V.  Waddington,  169  Ind.  467,  82  N.  E.  1030,  holding  that  the  defendant  com- 
pany could  not  set  up  that  the  decedent  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in 
jumping  from  a  car  to  avoid  a  collision,  because  it  afterward  appears  that  there 
would  have  been  less  danger  if  the  decedent  had  remained  on  the  car;  Pittsburgli. 
C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Collins,  168  Ind.  474,  80  N.  E.  415,  holding  a  conductor 
on  a  freight  train  cannot  be  held  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  because  when 
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he  discovered  that  a  collision  was  imminent  he  did  not  jump  and  save  himself 
instead  of  trying  to  warn  the  engineer  of  the  danger. 

Cited  in  note   (33  Am.  St.  Rep.  28)   on  what  constitutes  contributory  negli- 
gence. 
l«la1»llltT  ^or   iiiJnrF  tbrougrb   neipligrcnce  of   fello^v  servant. 

Cited  in  Indianapolis  &  G.  Rapid  Transit  Co.  v.  Foreman,  162  Ind.  91,  102 
Am.  St.  Rep.  185,  69  N.  E.  669,  holding  no  liability  on  the  part  of  a  street  rail- 
way company  for  the  injury  to  a  workman  engaged  in  track  repairing,  injured 
in  a  collision  between  a  work  car  and  a  passenger  car  through  the  negligence  of 
the  employees  in  charge  of  the  passenger  car.  ' 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wallin  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  481,  which  holds  mem- 
bers of  bridge  gang  repairing  railroad  bridges  entitled  to  recover  as  railroad  em- 
ployees for  injuries  through  fellow  servant's  negligence  while  riding  on  hand  cars 
to  and  from  work. 
IBITho  are  fellow  aervai^ta. 

Approved  in  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Lyons,  54  Neb.  639,  75  N.  W.  13,  holding 
members  of  switching  crews  subject  to  control  of  same  yard  master,  fellow  serv- 
ants; Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Henderson,  31  Ind.  App.  446,  68  N.  E.  308, 
holding  section  hands  employed  by  same  company,  and  who  traveled  home  at  night 
on  two  hand  cars,  fellow  servants. 

Cited  in  Indianapolis  &  G.  Rapid  Transit  Co.  v.  Andis,  33  Ind.  App.  633,  72 
N.  E.  145,  holding  an  employee  of  a  street  railway  company  engaged  in  the  re- 
pair of  tracks  is  a  fellow  servant  with  those  in  charge  of  the  car  in  which  he 
rides  to  and  from  work  so  as  to  relieve  the  company  from  liability  from  injuries 
due  to  negligence  of  such  employees;  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Hassett,  170  Ind.  376,  83 
N.  E.  705,  on  an  engineer  and  conductor  on  different  trains  on  the  same  railroad 
as  being  fellow-servants  under  the  rules  of  the  common  law. 

Cited  in  notes  (50  L.R.A.  435,  442)  on  what  servants  are  deemed  to  be  in  same 
common  employment  apart  from  statutes,  where  no  questions  as  to  vice  principal- 
ship  arise;  (20  L.R.A. (N.S.)  437)  on  section  foreman  as  fellow  servant  of  mem- 
l>er8  of  crew  with  respect  to  operation  of  hand  car. 

17  L.  R.  A.  813,  COM.  v.  VOSE,  157  Mass.  393,  32  N.  E.  356. 
Hearsay  evidence  $  testlmonF  In  forelgrn  tonflrae. 

Approved  in  Com.  v.  Storti,  177  Mass.  344,  58  N.  E.  1021,  holding  evidence  of 
confession  in  foreign  language,  taken  down  in  English  by  stenographer  through 
interpreter,  not  inadmissible  as  hearsay;  State  v.  Terline,  23  R.  I.  540,  91  Am. 
St.  Rep.  204,  51  Atl.  204,  holding  that  witnesses  who  do  not  understand  Italian 
cannot  testify  in  perjury  trial  what  defendant  said  as  translated  by  interpreter. 

Cited  in  Avaro  v.  Avaro,  235  Mo.  430,  138  S.  W.  500,  holding  that  if  in- 
terpreter is  shown  to  be  capable  of  speaking  and  understanding  each  language, 
request  of  testator  to  witnesses  made  through  interpreter  is  valid;  Terrapin  v. 
Barker,  26  Okla.  99,  109  Pac.  931,  holding  that  where  both  parties  used  in- 
terpreter as  their  agent  to  translate  and  communicate  to  him  that  which  the 
other  said,  each  gave  to  the  other  right  to  rely  upon  communication  made  to  him 
by  interpreter;  Kelly  v.  Ning  Yung  Benev.  Asso.  2  Cal.  App.  467,  84  Pac.  .321, 
holding  a  person  who  carried  on  a  conversation  with  another  through  an  in- 
terpreter might  testify  as  to  what  was  said  by  such  other  person  without  it  be- 
ing objectionable  as  hearsay;  Meacham  v.  State,  45  Fla.  73,  110  Am.  St.  Rep. 
€1,  33  So.  983,  holding  the  testimony  of  a  witness  as  to  a  conversation  carried 
on  through  an  interpreter  agreed  to  by  the  parties  was  competent,  although  the 
fact  that  it  was  carried  on  through  an  interpreter  affected  ita  weight;  Davis  v. 


I 


17  L.R.A.  813]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  SOS 

First  Nat.  Bank,  6  Ind.  Terr.  128,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  764,  89  S.  W.  1015,  holding 
an  affidavit  given  through  an  interpreter  was  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
tradicting the  subsequent  testimony  of  the  same  witness  also  given  through  au 
interpreter,  although  tlie  interpreter  used  in  taling  the  affidavit  was  not  sworn: 
Sertaut  v.  Crane  Co.  142  111.  App.  60,  holding  what  was  said  by  a  party  through 
an  interpreter  may  be  given  in  evidence  by  the  person  to  whom  the  interpreter 
at  the  time  made  the  communication. 

17  L.  R.  A.  815,  MENZEL  v.  TUBES,  61  Minn.  364,  53  N.  W.  663,  1017. 
Lien  on  bnlldlnHTfi  conatrvcted  on  contlgrvonn  lots. 

Cited  in  Caldwell  v.  Schlumbach,  175  Fed.  438,  to  the  point  that  where  build- 
ing extends  upon  two  lots,  though  one  lot  is  owned  by  third  person  who  consents, 
mechanic's  lien  will  cover  both  lots. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  837)  on  extent  of  land  to  which  mechanics' 
lien  will  attach;  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1220)  on  mechanics'  lien:  where  building 
covers  adjoining  lots  held  in  severalty. 

Distinguished  in  Johnson  v.  Salter,  70  Minn.  151,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  516,  72  N. 
W.  974,  holding  that  building  contract  need  not  be  entire  and  indivisible  ay  to 
consideration,  to  give  lien  on  two  or  more  buildings  erected  on  contiguous  lots. 
Ansuniptlon  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Lovejoy  v.  Howe,  55  Minn.  367,  57  N.  W.  67,  holding  fact  in  issue, 
omitted  from  findings  by  manifest  oversight,  treated  on  appeal  as  if  found^ 

17  L.  R.  A.  818,  WHEELER  v.  PULLMAN  IRON  &  STEEL  00.  143  111.  107,  32 

N.  E.  420. 
Jarlndlction  to  appoint  receiver  or  dissolve  corporation. 

Approved  in  Gillespie  v.  Illinois  Steel  Co.  62  111.  App.  598,  denying  jurisdiction 
to  appoint  receiver  for  property  about  which  there  is  no  controversy;  Coquard  v. 
National  Linseed  Oil  Co.  171  111.  485,  49  N.  E.  663,  denying  power  of  court  of 
equity  to  appoint  receiver  or  decree  dissolution  of  corporation  in  absence  of  statu- 
tory authority;  Black  Diamond  Co.  v.  Waterloo,  62  111.  App.  208,  denying  right  to 
appoint  receiver  for  corporation  merely  to  permit  its  property  to  remain  in  his 
hands  during  investigation  of  charge  of  fraud;  Bixler  v.  Summerfield,  195  HL 
152,  62  N.  E.  849,  holding  cause  authorizing  dissolution  of  corporation  by  court 
of  equity,  the  doing  of  some  act  subjecting  it  to  forfeiture  of  its  charter;  People 
V.  Weigley,  155  111.  504,  40  N.  E.  300,  Affirming  51  111.  App.  56,  denying  general  ju- 
risdiction of  court  of  equity  to  dissolve  corporation  on  bill  by  single  stockholder, 
on  its  ceasing  to  do  business  because  of  levy  on  its  property ;  Farwell  v.  Babcock, 
27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  171,  65  S.  W.  509,  denying  appointment  of  receiver  at  request  of 
minority  stockholders  on  ground  of  fraudulent  execution  of  lease  of  all  its  property 
by  directors  to  minority  of  their  number;  Vila  v.  Ground  Island  Electric  Light 
Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  68  Neb.  242,  63  L.R.A.  802,  97  N.  W.  613,  holding  juris- 
diction for  appointment  of  receiver  not  conferred  by  mere  consent  of  corporation, 
in  absence  of  equitable  or  statutory  grounds. 

Cit«d  in  Hcitkamp  v.  American  Pigment  &  Chemical  Co.  158  111.  App.  590, 
holding  that  section  25  of  corporation  act  conferring  power  on  courts  of  chan- 
cery to  dissolve  corporation  for  "good  cause  shown"  signifies  legal  cause,  such 
one  as  sovereign  might  resume  franchise  granted;  Ashton  v.  Penfield,  233  Mo. 
443,  135  S.  W.  938  (dissenting  opinion),  on  power  of  court  of  chancery  to  order 
dissolution  of  corporation;  People  ex  rel.  Daniels  v.  District  Court,  33  Colo. 
302,  80  Pac.  908,  holding  a  suit  would  not  lie  at  the  instance  of  a  stockholder 
complaining  of  frauds  .in  the  management  of  a  corporation  to  dissolve  or  ap- 
point a  receiver  under  a  statute  providing  that  if  a  corporation  does  any  acts 
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subjecting  it  to  a  forfeiture  of  its  franchise,  suit  may  be  brought  to  close  up 
the  corporation  or  have  a  receiver  appointed;  Platner  v.  Kirby,  138  Iowa,  265, 
115  N.  W.  1032,  holding  a  suit  could  not- be  maintained  in  equity  by  the  minor- 
ity stockholders  to  dissolve  the  corporation  in  the  absence  of  statutory  author- 
ity, on  the  grounds  that  the  business  is  a  losing  one  under  the  majority  manage- 
ment; Theis  V.  Spokane  Falls  Gaslight  Co.  49  Wash.  497,  95  Pac.  1074,  holding 
the  fact  that  a  corporation  is  controlled  by  another  is  not  grounds  for  equitable 
relief  on  the  suit  of  a  minority  stockholder,  it  not  appearing  that  such  dominion 
is  exercised  illegally;  Chandler  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Loring,  113  111.  App.  428,  holding 
equity  would  at  the  instance  of  a  stockholder  maintain  an  action  to  compel  an 
accounting  by  the  officers  for  a  fraudulent  conversion  of  its  funds;  Loughlin  v. 
United  States  School  Furniture  Co.  118  111.  App,  40,  holding  where  the  officers 
of  a  corporation  form  a  new  corporation  and  transfer  the  business  and  assets  to 
such  new  corporation  without  a  payment  of  the  debts  equity  will  follow  such 
assets  to  satisfy  the  debts;  State  ex  rel.  Donnell  v.  Foster,  225  Mo.  193,  125  S. 
W.  184;  Cole  v.  Guyer,  237  111.  520,  86  N.  E.  1071, — on  chancery  courts  as  hav- 
ing no  jurisdiction  in  the  absence  of  statute,  to  decree  the  dissolution  of  a 
corporation  by  declaring  a  forfeiture  of  its  franchise. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Independent  Dist.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Second  Judicial 
Dist.  Court,  27  L.  R.  A.  392,  which  authorizes  appointment  of  receiver  on  applica- 
tion of  minority  stockholders  pending  investigation  of  charge  of  fraud. 

Cited  in  notes  (20  L.R.A.  212)  on  power  to  appoint  receivers  of  corporations 
where  no  other  relief  is  asked;  (39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1033)  on  inherent  equity  juris- 
diction to  appoint  receiver  or  wind  up  corporation  because  of  mismanagement  or 
fraud;  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  199)  as  to  when  and  at  whose  instance  a  receiver  of  a 
corporation  may  be  appointed. 
Powem  of  stockholders. 

Cited  in  McNulta  v.  Com  Belt  Bank,  164  111.  445,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  203,  45  N. 
£.  954,  Affirming  63  III.  App.  606,  requiring  submission  to  stockholders  of  question 
as  to  increasing  capital  stock;  Kelly  v.  Fahrney,  145  111.  App.  95,  on  the  control 
of  a  corporation  as  resting  in  the  majority  of  the  stockholders. 

Cited  in  notes    (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)    893)    on  right  of  majority  stockholder  to 
purchase  or  lease  corporate  property;   (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  444)  on  right  of  holder 
of  debenture  to  a  sale  of  the  corporate  property. 
'—  Stoclcbolder'a  rljvbt  to  sue  corporation. 

Approved  in  Higgins  v.  Lansingh,  154  111.  344,  40  N.  E.  362,  holding  demand  on 
managers  to  bring  suit  unnecessary  before  suit  of  stockholders,  when  demand 
would  clearly  have  been  unavailing;  Farwell  v.  Great  Western  Tel^.  Co.  161  111. 
607,  44  N.  E.  891,  sustaining  stockholder's  right  to  sue  receiver  and  corporation 
without  requesting  receiver  to  sue,  where  latter's  conduct  is  equivalent  to  refusal ; 
Stabn  V.  Catawba  Mills,  63  S.  C.  529,  31  S.  E.  498,  holding  allegation  of  applica- 
tion to  corporation  for  redress  unnecessary  in  action  by  stockholder  where  di- 
rectors are  wrongdoers  and  control  majority  of  stock;  J.  W.  Butler  Paper  Co.  v. 
Robbins,  151  111.  621,  38  N.  E.  153,  sustaining  right  of  creditor  and  stockholder 
to  bring  action  to  wind  up  affairs  of  corporation  which  has  ceased  business,  leav- 
ing debts  unpaid. 

Cited  in  Tascher  v.  Timerman,  67  HI.  App.  671,  holding  that  court  will  not  take 
jurisdiction  of  action  to  regulate  business  of  corporation  at  sole  instance  of  stock- 
holder whose  interest  not  in  excess  of  $5;  Dunbar  v.  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 
Co.  224  111.  29,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  132,  79  N.  E.  423,  8  Ann.  Cas.  57,  holding  a  bill 
would  lie  by  the  minority  stockholders  of  a  corporation  to  restrain  another 
corporation  from  purchasing  the  majority  of  the  stock  of  the  corporation  where 
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the  purpose  was  to  stifle  competition  and  destroy  the  complainant's  company  bv 
the  election  of  directors  who  should  act  in  the  interests  of  the  purchasing  com- 
pany. 

Cited!^in  footnote  to  Shaw  v.  Davis,  23  L.  R.  A.  294,  which  denies  minority  stock- 
holders' right  to  enjoin  legal  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago  &  S.  S.  Rapid  Transit  R.  Co.  v.  Northern  Trust  Co. 
90  111.  App.  480,  denying  right  of  stockholder  to  sue  out  writ  of  error  in  name  of 
corporation  without  its  consent. 
Proper  relief  In  action  aaralnat  corporation. 

Approved  in  Chicago  Steel  Works  v.  Illinois  Steel  Co.  153  111.  18,  38  N.  E.  1033, 
sustaining  power  of  court  to  apply  corporate  assets  to  payment  of  debts,  and  en- 
force liability  of  stockholders  without  decreeing  dissolution  of  corporation. 

17  L.  R.  A.  821,  KOEN  v.  STATE,  35  Neb.  676,  53  N.  W.  595. 
Publication  of  libel. 

Cited  in  Raker  v.  State,  50  Neb.  205,  69  N.  W.  749,  holding  publication  of  libel 
in  paper  having  general  circulation  in  one  county  only  not  felony. 
Special  legislation. 

Cited  in  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  v.  Bachler,  44  Neb.  566,  62  N.  W.  911,  sustain- 
ing statute  permitting  taxation  of  attorney's  fee  on  rendering  judgment  against 
insurance  company. 
IVewspaper  "vrben  one  of  8r«nw«'l   circulation. 

Cited  in  Razee  v.  State,  73  Neb.  734,  103  N.  W.  438,  on  when  a  newspaper  is 
considered  to  be  one  of  general  circulation. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Applegate  v.  Taylor,  224  Mo.  460,  123  S.  W. 
892,  holding  proof  of  the  publishing  of  the  notice  of  a  petition  in  a  newspaper 
in  a  county  authorizes  the  court  to  find  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the 
paper  was  one  of  general  circulation. 

17  L.  R.  A.  824,  RUPERT  v.  PENNER,  35  Neb.  587,  53  N.  W.  598. 
Snfllclencsr  of  objectlonn. 

Approved  in  Jewett  v.  Black,  60  Neb.  177,  82  N.  W.  376,  and  Krull  v.  State, 
59  Neb.  99,  80  N.  W.  272,  holding  genuineness  of  signatures  to  written  instru- 
ment not  raised  by  objection  that  it  is  "incompetent,  immaterial,  and  irrelevant;" 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Archer,  46  Neb.  912,  66  N.  W.  1043,  holding  objec- 
tion  that  hypothetical  question  put  to  witness  is  "incompetent,  immaterial,  and 
irrelevant,"  too  general  to  raise  point  that  question  involves  erroneous  statements 
of  evidence;  Maul  v.  Drexel,  65  Neb.  454,  76  N.  W.  163,  holding  defects  in  form 
of  execution  and  acknowledgment  of  asflignment  not  reached  by  objection  that  they 
were  not  as  required;  McPherson  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  61  Neb.  699,  85  N. 
W.  896,  denying  right  to  complain  of  adverse  ruling  on  unintelligible  objection  to 
evidence. 
Objections  not  raised  belo'vr. 

Approved  in  Willits  v.  Arena  Fruit  Co.  58  Neb.  660,  79  N.  W.  624,  holding  that 
objection  to  admissibility  of  evidence  cannot  be  first  made  on  appeal. 
Identity  of  names. 

Cited  in  Schmitt  &  Bro.  Co.  v.  Mahoney,  60  Neb.  22,  82  N.  W.  99,  holding  names 
"Schmitt"  and  "Schmidt"  idem  sonans :  Dolan  v.  ^Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso. 
173  Mass.  202,  63  N.  E.  398,  holding  application  for  naturalization  of  "Fardell  D." 
admissible  to  show  misrepresentation  as  to  age  in  application  for  issuance  by 
"Farrell  D.;"  State  v.  Porter,  18  S.  D.  28,  99  N.  W.  80,  holding  in  an  action  on 
a  bail  bond  in  which  "Charles  Porter"  was  named  as  principal,  the  recitals  in 
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the  bond  that  the  Bame  was  executed  by  "C.  Ai.  Porter"  as  principal  was  sufficient 
proofs  taken  in  connection  with  the  presumption  that  the  officer  performed  his- 
duty  that  the  persons  named  were  one  and  the  same  person;  Woodward  v.  Mc- 
('ollum,  16  N.  D.  46,  111  N.  W.  623,  holding  where  the  body  of  a  deed  contained 
the  name  of  the  grantor  with  the  christian  name  in  full,  the  fact  that  the  deed 
was  signed  by  the  grantor  with  the  initials  of  his  christian  name  only  did  not 
affect  the  validity  of  the  deed;  Bowman  v.  Little,  101  Md.  307,  61  Atl.  667 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  the  identity  of  the  name  of  a  person  as  being  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  identity  of  the  person. 

Distinguished  in  Ohlmann  v.  Clarkson  Saw  Mill  Co.  222  Mo.  70,  28  L.R.A. 
<X.S.)  436,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  606,  120  S.  W.  1165,  holding  in  an  action  to  recover 
delinquent  taxes  on  land  the  title  to  which  was  in  the  name  of  "Michael  Ohl- 
mann," a  service  of  process  which  describes  the  defendant  as  "Mike  Ohlmann" 
is  insufficient  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  where  no  appearance  made  in  the 
action. 
XecMMltT  of  fvitmesslniT  Instrainent. 

Approved  in  Summers  v.  White,  17  C.  C.  A.  633,  36  U.  S.  App.  395,  71  Fed.  108, 
holding  imwitnessed  assignment  invalid  as  against  attaching  creditor. 

« 

Construction  of  deed. 

Citea  in  Benedict  v.  Minton,  83  Neb.  784,  120  N.  W.  429,  on  conveyances  as 
to  U:  construed  so  as  to  carry  into  effect  the  intention  of  the  parties. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Davenport  v.  Gwilliams,  22  L.  R.  A.  244,  holding  general 
language  of  deed  not  limited  by  recital  of  intent  to  pass  wife's  interest. 

Cited  in  notes   (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)   964)   on  effect  of  other  language  in  deed  to 
cut  down  estate  conveyed  by  granting  clause;   (14  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  788)  on  enlarg- 
ing by  explaining  grant  by  habendum  clause. 
Coaatractioit  of  ''children." 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Brown,  126  Iowa,  222,  67  L.R.A.  630,  101  N.  W.  81,  on  the 
word  ''children"  as  used  in  a  conveyance  as  being  a  word  of  purchase  and  not  of 
limitation. 

Conntrnotlon  of  -vrlllfl. 

Cited  in  Albin  v.  Parmele,  70  Neb.  743,  98  N.  W.  29,  on  how  the  construction 
of  wills  is  to  be  arrived  at. 
AdmlMrtbilltT  of  record  of  Inatrnment  In  evidence. 

Cited  in  Staunchfield  v.  Jeutter,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  849,  96  N.  W.  642,  holding  the 
record  of  a  deed   may  be  shown  without  reference   as   to  the  original  where 
the  evidence  as  a  whole  indicates  that  the  original  is  not  in  the  possession  or 
under  the  control  of  the  person  offering  the  proof. 
Identity*  wben  presamed. 

Cited  in  Kolterman  v.  Chilvers,  82  Neb.  220,  117  N.  W.  405,  on  the  identity  of 
things  as  being  presumable  from  circumstances. 

17  L.  R.  A.  830,  STATE  v.  0*ROURK,  35  Neb.  614,  63  N.  W.  691. 
Snnday  In-vr. 

Followed  in  Seay  v.  Shrader,  69  Neb.  248,  95  N.  W.  690,  holding  that  playing: 
baseball  was  "sporting"  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  concerning  the  observ- 
ance of  Sunday. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Hogreiver  (omitted  from  official  report  in  152  Ind.  661) 
45  L.  R.  A.  509,  53  N.  E.  921,  sustaining  act  prohibiting  baseball  on  Sunday,  where 
admission  fee  is  charged;  Scougale  v.  Sweet,  124  Mich.  319,  82  N.  W.  1061,  uphold- 
ing statute  prohibiting  playing  of  baseball  on  Sunday. 

Cited   in  notes    (22   L.R.A.    723)    on  constitutionality  of   Sunday  laws;    (21 
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L.R.A.(N.S.)    24)    on   Sunday   baseball   as  offense;    (48  L.  ed.  U.   S.    153)    on 
validity  of  Sunday  laws. 

17  L.  R.  A.  836,  PLANZ  v.  BOSTON  &  A.  R.  CO.  167  Mass.  377,  32  N.  E.  356. 
Liiabllity  nm  to  treapaMier  on  train. 

Approved  in  Handley  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  61  Kan.  240,  69  Pac  271,  holding 
railroad  company  not  liable  for  injury  to  trespasser  stealing  ride  under  car,  not 
discovered  by  anyone  in  charge  of  train;  Singleton  v.  Felton,  42  C.  C.  A.  60,  101 
Fed.  528,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  death  of  trespasser  stealing  ride 
witliout  knowledge  of  trainmen,  caused  by  collision  resulting  from  gross  negligence 
of  employees;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Redding,  140  Ind.  106,  34  L.  R. 
A.  769,  footnote  p.  767,  39  N.  E.  921,  holding  wanton  negligence  not  shown  by  fail- 
ure to  stop  freight  train  on  sharp  grade  to  remove  boy  catching  on;  McKeon  v. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R,  Co.  183  Mass.  273,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  437,  67  N.  E.  329, 
holding  railroad  company  liable  for  servant's  recklessly  pushing  from  platform  of 
car,  boy  who  was  stealing  ride. 

Cited  in  Bjornquist  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  186  Mass.  136,  120  Am.  St.  Rep. 
332,  70  N.  E.  53,  holding  company  not  liable  for  injuries  received  by  on  eight 
year  old  boy  while  jumping  from  a  slow  moving  freight  train,  on  which  he  was 
stealing  a  ride,  on  the  threat  of  a  brakeman  to  break  his  neck  if  he  did  not  get 
ofT;  Massell  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  191  Mass.  493,  78  N.  E.  108;  Albert  v.  Boston 
Elevated  R.  Co.  185  Mass.  212,  70  N.  E.  520, — holding  defendant  company  was 
not  liable  for  injuries  to  a  newsboy  received  while  stepping  from  a  moving  car 
on  the  command  of  the  conductor,  who  was  not  near  him,  to  get  off,  the  newsboy 
being  a  trespasser  on  the  car;  Lebor  v.  Consolidated  R.  Co.  203  Mass.  383,  26 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  266,  89  N.  E.  546,  holding  defendant  company  was  not  liable  for 
injuries  to  a  newsboy  trespassing  on  the  car,  received  in  jumping  from  the  ear 
under  the  belief  that  the  conductor  was  going  to  push  him  off;  Powell  v.  Erie  R. 
Co.  70  N.  J.  L.  293,  68  Atl.  930,  1  Ann.  Cas.  774,  holding  a  railroad  company 
is  not  liable  for  injuries  received  by  a  trespasser  who  being  detected  attempting 
to  board  a  moving  train  is  threatened  w^ith  force  and  losing  his  hold  falls  under 
the  train;  Morgan  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  27  Utah,  100,  74  Pac.  523,  hold- 
ing a  railroad  company  could  not  be  held  liable  for  the  death  of  a  trespasser 
ejected  from  the  train  where  his  dead  body  was  found  on  the  side  of  the  track 
opposite  from  which  he  was  ejected  and  the  nature  of  the  wounds  showed  that 
<leath  was  instantaneous;  Yancey  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  205  Mass.  171,  26  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1221,  137  Am.  St.  Rep.  431,  91  N.  E.  202,  on  the  duty  owed  by  a  railroad 
-company  to  a  trespasser;  Brown  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  73  N.  H.  681,  64  Atl. 
194  (dissenting  opinion),  on  it  being  no  answer  in  an  action  to  recover  for  an 
injury  to  a  trespasser,  knowingly  or  wilfully  inflicted,  that  the  trespasser's 
fault  contributed  to  the  accident;  Parulo  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  145  Fed. 
677,  on  the  liability  of  a  railroad  for  injuries  to  trespassers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Randall  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  Co.  38  L.  R,  A.  666, 
which  denies  implied  authority  of  brakeman  to  eject  passenger  from  freight 
train;  Smith  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  72,  which  holds  brakeman 
within  scope  of  employment  in  kicking  boy  off  moving  train  for  failure  to 
pay  fare;  Farber  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  350,  which  holds  driving  of 
trespasser  from  freight  train  by  brakeman  not  to  be  within  scope  of  employment. 

Cited  in  notes   (25  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  112)   on  liability  for  injury  to  trespasser 
by   dangerous   instriunentalities ;     (13    L.R.A.(N.S.)    368,   370)    on   liability   of 
railroad  for  negligence  in  ejecting  trespasser  from  moving  train. 
l^bo  are  treapaMiera  on  train. 

Cited  in  Grunst  v.  Chicago  ft  W.  M.  R.  Go.  109  Mich,  345,  67  N.  W.  335, 
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holding  yardmaster  of  other  company  trespasser  in  riding  on  side  ladder  of  train 
while  visiting  defendant's  yard,  preventing  recovery  for  injury  by  collision  with 
switch  arm. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Headland,  20  L.  R.  A. 
822,  which  holds  presumption  that  person  on  train  was  a  passenger  not  ap- 
plicable to  one  riding  in  caboose  attached  to  freight  train;  Boggess  v.  Chesa« 
peake  ft  O.  R.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  777,  which  holds  ticket  holder  who  in  good  faith 
boards  freight  train  not  carrying  passengers  entitled  to  treatment  as  passen- 
ger. 

Cited  in  note  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  93)  on  whether  persons  riding  on  freight  trains 
are  passengers. 
CoBtri1»«tory^  AeyUceAce  of  trempwumer  on  traia. 

Approved  in  Bolin  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  ft  O.  R.  Co.  108  Wis.  350,  81  Am.  St. 
Rep.  911,  84  N.  W.  440,  denying  liability  for  injury  to  wilful  trespasser  jump- 
ing from  train  on  order  of  trainman;  Feingold  v.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co.  21 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  185,  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  446,  4  Lack.  Legal  News,  292,  denying  liability 
for  injury  to  six-year  old  boy  stealing  ride  on  footboard,  who  gets  frightened 
and  jumps  before  car  stops,  on  being  told  to  get  off;  Mugford  v.  Boston  ft  M.  R. 
Co.  173  Mass.  11,  62  N.  £.  1078,  denying  liability  for  injury  to  boy  eleven  and 
a  half  years  old,  trespassing  on  train,  jumping  from  moving  car  on  brakeman's 
order,  when  not  so  frightened  as  to  lose  self-control;  Leonard  v.  Boston  ft  A.  R. 
Co.  170  Mass.  320,  49  N.  E.  621,  holding  trespasser  stealing  ride  between  freight 
cars  negligent  in  failing  to  get  off  when  told  cuid  in  failing  to  support  himself 
on  ladder  when  cars  uncoupled. 

ated  in  Hoberg  v.  Collins,  L.  ft  Co.  80  N.  J.  L.  430,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1067,  78 
Atl.  166,  to  the  point  that  contributory  negligence  of  trespasser  on  train  in 
jumping  off  while  train  is  in  motion  because  of  consciousness  of  his  fault  may 
affect  right  to  recover. 

Cited  in  notes   (21  L.  R.  A.  355)   on  injuries  in  getting  on  and  off  railroad 
train;   (27  L.  R.  A.  189)   on  master's  civil  responsibility  for  wrongful  or  neg- 
ligent act  towards  one  who  has  no  claim  on  master  by   reason  of  contract^ 
incipient  or  perfected. 
—  Of  pawenger. 

Cited  in  Bemiss  v.  New  Orleans  City  ft  Lake  R.  Co.  47  La.  Ann.  1676,  18  So. 
711,  holding  defective  coupling  not  justify  passenger's  right  to  damages  for 
injury  received  while  passing  from  one  car  to  another  when  train  in  motion. 
Llabilitr  of  carrier  to  pAJweairenk 

Cited  in  Hayne  v.  Union  Street  R.  Co.  189  Mass.  554,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  608,  109 
Am.  St.  Rep.  655,  76  N.  E.  219,  holding  the  defendant  company  was  liable  for  in- 
juries received  by  a  passenger  through  the  negligent  act  of  the  conductor  on  a 
passing  car  belonging  to  defendant  company. 

17  L.  R.  A.  838,  STATON  v.  NORFOLK  ft  C.  R.  CO.  Ill  N.  C.  278,  16  S.  E.  181. 
Rlffbt  to  divert  flo-vr  of  awrfaee  -vrater. 

Cited  in  Edwards  v.  Charlotte,  C.  ft  A.  R.  Co.  30  S.  C.  475,  22  L.  R. 
A.  248,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  746,  18  S.  £.  58,  sustaining  right  to  throw  back  surface 
water  on  neighboring  laad  to  proteot  one's  own  property;  Fleming  v.  Wilmington 
&  W.  R.  Co.  115  N.  C.  695,  20  S.  E.  714,  holding  railroad  company  not  required 
to  construct  culvert  to  avoid  diversion  of  water  collecting  in  depression  across^ 
its  line;  Clark  v.  PaUpsoo  Ouano  Co.  144  N.  C.  76,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  931,  56  8.  E. 
858,  holding  one  erecting  a  dam  which  obstructs  the  flood  channel  of  a  river  so 
as  to  cast  the  waters  thereof  back  upon  the  lands  of  another,  is  liable  for  the  re- 
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suiting  damage  to  the  land;  Willis  v.  White,  150  N.  C.  203,  134  Am.  St.  Rep.  906, 
63  S.  E.  942,  holding  a  railroad  contractor  who  in  the  construction  of  the  road 
closed  a  ditch  draining  the  plaintiff's  land  is  liable  for  damages  incurred  by  plain- 
tiff through  the  flooding  of  his  land. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Shaw,  66  L.  R.  A.  341,  which 
holds  railroad  company  liable  for  damming  back  surface  water  flowing  in  ra- 
vine, by  construction  of  roadbed. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  607)  on  rights  as  to  flow  of  surface  water;  (19 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  168)  on  right  to  hasten  flow  of  surface  water  along  natural  ways. 
Rentr  let  torn*  on  lesri^lAtlve  poorer* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Board  of  Education  v.  State,  25  L.  R.  A.  770,  which  holds 
unconstitutional,  act  authorizing  board  of  education  to  levy  tax  to  pay  claim  for 
which  no  obligation  exists. 
Orant  of  speoln.!  priTlIeare* 

Cited  in  A.  H.  Motley  Co.  v.  Southern  Finishing  &  Warehouse  Co.  124  N.  C. 
234,  32  S.  E.  555,  Denying  Rehearing  in  122  N.  C.  350,  30  S.  E.  3,  holding  pro- 
.vision  in  charter  of  warehouse  company  that  it  shall  not  be  liable  for  damages 
not   provided   for   in  contract,    void. 
tiiglkt  to  compensation  for  property  taken. 

Followed  in  Thomason  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  142  N.  C.  308,  55  S.  E.  198, 
holding  charter  of  railway  must  be  exercised  with  reference  to  maxim  sic  utere 
tuo  and  injury  to  adjoining  owners  is  actionable. 

Cited  in  White  v.  Northwestern  North  Carolina  R.  Co.  113  N.  C.  620,  22  L. 
R.  A.  631,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  639,  18  S.  E.  330,  denying  power  of  city,  even  under 
authority  of  legislature,  to  authorize  operation  of  steam  railroad  on  street  against 
abutters*  will,  without  compensation;  Phillips  v.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  130  N. 
C.  520,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  868,  41  S.  E.  1022,  sustaining  right  of  land  owner 
to  compensation  on  construction  of  telegraph  line  on  railroad  right  of  way; 
Dargan  v.  Carolina  C,  R.  Co.  131  N.  C.  629,  42  S.  E.  979  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  that  compensation  for  property  taken  for  railroad  purpose^ 
cannot  be  had  in  ejectment  proceedings;  Thomason  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co. 
142  N.  C.  331,  55  S.  E.  205,  holding  increase  of  burden  on  track  by  making  it 
part  of  through  line  w^as  not  actionable  by  adjacent  owner. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State,  Mangles,  Prosecutor,  v.  Hudtton  County,  17  L.  R. 
A.  785,  which  limits  to  highways  not  more  than  4  rods  wide,  right  to  take  land 
without   compensation. 
Effect  of  legrliilatlve  antl&oritF  on  liabllltT  for  nntoanoe. 

Cited  in  note  (1  L.R.A.  (N.S.)51,  66)  on  effect  of  legislative  authority  upon 
liability  for  private  nuisance. 

17  L.  R.  A.  845,  BREWER  v.  McCLELLAND,  144  Ind.  423,  32  N.  E.  299. 
Rlffbt  nm  to  votlnar. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Barret  v.  Taylor,  36  L.  R.  A.  129,  upholding  right  to 
have  name  registered  as  voter,  of  unnaturalized  minor  who  becomes  qualified  voter 
before  revision  of  registry. 

Cited  in  note   (25  L.  R.  A.  482)   on  how  far  right  to  vote  is  absolute. 
Sltatnte  reQulrinar  payment  of  wagres  In  money. 

Cited  in  Dixon  v.  Poe,  159  Ind.  497,  60  L.  R.  A.  310,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  309, 
65  N.  E.  518,  holding  act  requiring  redemption  in  money  of  checks  issued    in 
payment  of  wages,  and  applicable  only  to  merchants  and  coal  miners,  void. 
Po^vrer  of  leslalatnre  to  affect  rlgrkt  of  aaffraore. 

Cited  in  Solon  v.  State,  54  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  295,  114  S.  W.  349   (dissenting 
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opinion),   on  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  extend   or  restrict  the  right  of 
suffrage. 

Cited  in  note  (46  L.  ed.  U.  S.  215,  217)  on  validity  of  registration  laws. 

17  L.  R.  A.  847,  NIMS  v.  THOMPSON,  83  Wis.  261,  53  N.  W.  602. 
Validity  of  marrlagrc* 

Cited  in  Lanham  v.  Lanham,  136  Wis.  369,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  807,  128.  Am.  St. 
Rep.  1085,  117  N.  W.  787,  holding  where  parties  went  to  another  state  to  avoid 
the  law  prohibiting  the  remarriage  of  a  divorcee  within  a  year  and  returned 
immediately  after  the  marriage  and  no  other  contract  of  marriage  was  made, 
there  was  no  common-law  marriage. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hilton  v.  Roylance,  58  L.  R.  A.  723,  which  sustains  seal- 
ing for  time  and  eternity  under  Mormon  marriage  ceremony;  University  of 
Michigan  v.  McGuckin,  57  L.  R.  A.  017,  which  holds  lawful  marriage  shown 
between  persons  whose  cohabitation  originally  meretricious,  by  continued  cohabi- 
tation after  disability  removed  and  birth  of  children  baptized  as  legitimate; 
Spencer  v.  Pollock,  17  L.  R.  A.  848,  which  holds  oommon-law  marriage  not 
shown   by    evidence. 

Presumption  aa  to  marrlaare. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Fuller,  138  Iowa,  100,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)   109,  115  N.  W.  912, 
on  the  presumption  of  death  or  divorce  raised  to  sustain  a  marriage  as  not 
being  conclusive. 
Dcelajratlona  of  person  since  deceased  against  l^ls  uarrlaire. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  191)  on  admissibility  of  declarations  of  person 
since  deceased  against  his  or  her  own  marriage. 

17  L.  R.  A.  848,  SPENCER  v.  POLLOCK,  83  Wis.  215,  53  N.  W.  490. 
Csstmon-la^w  marrlasre. 

Cited  in  Compton  v.  Benham,  44  Ind.  App.  59.  86  N.  £.  365,  holding  that  evi- 
dence that  undivorced  man  married  woman  ignorant  of  his  incapacity,  that 
former  wife  subsequently  obtained  divorce,  and  that  last  wife  continued  to  live 
with  him  in  ignorance  of  former  marriage  or  divorce,  supports  inference  (hat 
no  common  law  contract  was  entered  into;  Clark  v.  Barney,  24  Okla.  458,  103 
Pac.  598,  to  the  point  that  where  parties  assumed  marriage  relation  in  good 
faith,  and  having  continued  it  in  good  faith  after  relation  could  have  been 
legally  assumed,  presumption  arises  that  marriage  was  intended;  Lanham  v. 
Lanham,  136  Wis.  369,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  807,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  1085,  117  N.  W. 
787,  holding  where  persons  went  to  another  state  to  avoid  a  law  prohibiting  the 
remarriage  of  divorcees  within  a  year  and  returned  immediately  after  the  mar- 
riage and  no  other  marriage  ceremony  was  performed,  their  continued  cohabi- 
tation did  not  constitute  a  common-law  marriage. 

Cited  in  note   (124  Am.  St.  Rep.  113,  114)   on  common  law  marrio^ges. 

17  L.  R.  A.  851,  NELSON,  MORRIS  &  CO.  v.  COLUMBIAN  IRON  WORKS  & 

D.  D.  CO.  76  Md.  354,  25  Atl.  417. 
Erldenee  of  hand'vrrltlnar. 

Cited  in  Heiskell  v.  Rollins,  82  Md.  16,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  455,  33  Atl.  263,  hold- 
ing proof  of  handwriting  of  person  making  entries  in  open  account  admissible 
u  prima  facie  evidence  of  their  truth,  on  proof  that  he  is  outside  of  state. 
Evidence  admissible  to  slto'vr  prices. 

Cited  in  American  Bonding  Co.  v.  Regents  of  University,  11  Idaho,  190,  81 
Pac  604,  holding  a  witness  may  testify  as  to  the  difference  in  cost  of  building 
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materials  and  the  kind  a  contract  calls  though  he  testifies  that  he  fixes  the 
difference  in  the  prices  from  an  examination  of  catalogues  sent  out  by  various 
wholesale  houses;  Mt.  Vernon  Brewing  Co.  t.  Teschner,  108  Md.  165,  16  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  761,  69  Atl.  702,  holding  a  newspaper,  accepted  by  the  trade  as  reliable 
in  stating  market  quotations  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
market  value  of  certain  articles. 
Evidence  to  refreah  mentorr* 

Cited  in  More-Jonas  Glass  Co.  v.  West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.  76  N.  J.  L.  710,  72 
Atl.  65,  holding  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  destruction  of  property  by 
fire  a  witness  may  refresh  his  memory  from  a  list  made  by  him  shortly  after  the 
fire  of  articles  he  knew  to  have  been  destroyed. 
AdmlMiibilitT  of  anwvorn  eMtrlen  or  vrrltlnara. 

Cited  in  Sims  v.  American  Ice  Co.  109  Md.  73,  71  Atl.  522,  holding  entries 
made  by  a  clerk  in  the  regular  course  of  his  duty  were  admissible  after  he  had 
left  the  services  of  the  company  and  his  whereabouts  were  unknown. 

17  L.  R.  A.  853,  RAMSEY  v.  PEOPLE,  142  111.  380,  32  N.  E.  364. 
Restrlctlona  on  rlarl&t  to  contract* 

Approved  in  Re  House  Bill  No.  203,  21  Colo.  28,  39  Pac.  431,  holding  void, 
act  depriving  parties  of  power  to  fix  mode  of  ascertaining  compensation  for 
mining  coal;  C<»n.  v.  Brown,  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  355,  43  W.  N.  C.  75,  Affirming 
20  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  255,  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  776,  28  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  8.  181; 
Harding  v.  People,  160  111.  466,  32  L.  R.  A.  447,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  344, 
43  N.  £.  624;  Re  Preston,  63  Ohio  St.  439^  52  L.  R.  A.  525,  foot- 
note p.  523,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  642,  59  N.  £.  101, — holding  void,  stat- 
ute against  screening  coal  before  weighing  and  crediting  to  miner;  Brac«?- 
ville  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  147  111.  70,  22  L.  R.  A.  341,  footnote  p.  340,  37  Am. 
St.  Rep.  206,  35  N.  £.  62,  holding  unconstitutional,  statute  requiring  weekly  pay- 
ment of  wages  by  specified  corporations;  Leep  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  5S 
Ark.  423,  23  L.  R.  A.  270,  41  Am.  St  Rep.  109,  25  S.  W.  75,  holding  unconsti- 
tutional, act  requiring  corporation,  on  discharging  employee,  to  pay  w^ages  in 
full  to  date,  regardless  of  damages  from  employee's  failure  to  i>erform  contract; 
Re  Morgan,  26  Colo.  444,  47  L.  R.  A.  64,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  269,  58  Pac.  1071,  hold- 
ing void,  act  prohibiting  working  more  than  eight  hours  a  day  in  mines  or  smelt- 
ers; Ritchie  v.  People,  155  111.  106,  29  L.  R.  A.  82,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  315,  40 
N.  E.  454,  holding  void,  act  limiting  number  of  hours  females  may  be  employed 
in  factories  or  workshops;  State  ex  rel.  Zillmer  v.  Kreutzberg,  114  VVis.  543» 
68  L.  R.  A.  764,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  934,  90  N.  W.  1098,  holding  void,  act  forbid- 
ding discharge  of  employee  because  he  belongs  to  labor  organization;  Adams  v. 
Brenan,  177  111.  200,  42  L.  R.  A.  720,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  222,  52  N.  E.  314,  holding 
void,  provision  in  contract  by  board  of  education  that  none  but  union  labor  shalL 
be  employed;  People  ea  rel,  Rodgers  v.  Coler,  166  N.  Y.  19,  52  L.  R.  A.  822,  82 
Am.  St.  Rep.  605,  69  N.  E.  716,  holding  void,  act  fixing  compensation  city  must 
pay  for  labor  or  other  services;  Eden  v.  People,  161  111.  304,  32  L.  R.  A.  662, 
52  Am.  St.  Rep.  365,  43  N.  E.  1108,  holding  void,  act  making  it  unlawful  for 
barbers  to  do  business  on  Sunday;  Chicago  v.  Netcher,  183  111.  Ill,  48  L.  R.  A. 
264,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  93,  55  N.  E.  707,  holding  void,  ordinance  against  selling 
any  article  of  food  where  dry  goods,  drugs,  etc.,  are  sold. 

Cited  in  Whitebreast  Fuel  Co.  v.  People,  175  111.  54,  51  N.  E.  853,  holding  stet- 
utory  provision  as  to  mode  of  paying  miners  inapplicable  where  contract  exists 
for  payment  in  different  mode;  Street  v.  Varney  Electrical  Supply  Co.  160 
Ind.  346,  61  L.  R.  A.  160,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  325,  66  N.  E.  895,  holding  act  re- 
quiring municipal   corporations   to   pay   more   for   common   labor  employed  on 
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public  improTements  than  it  is  worth  in  market,  void;  Tol liver  v.  Blizzard,  143 
Ky.  776/34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  894,  137  S.  W.  609,  holding  that  ordinance  that  pro- 
hibits  sale  of  harmless  drinks  is  unlawful  interference  with  liberty  of  property 
rights  of  citizen  and  void;  Lawrence  v.  Rutland  R.  Co.  80  Vt.  389,  15  L.R.A. 
fX.S.)  368,  67  Atl.  1091,  13  Ann.  Cas.  475,  holding  a  statute  requiring  corpora- 
tions engaged  in  certain  business  to  pay  their  employees  every  week  and  that 
payment  be  in  lawful  money  is  not  invalid  as  a  denial  of  the  equal  protection 
of  the  laws. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  op  reh  Curtis  v.  Brown  &  5.  Mfg.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  856, 
which  holds  valid,  act  requiring  weekly  payment  of  corporate  employees. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  789)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting 
contracts  and  business;  (19  L.  R.  A.  143)  on  statutory  limitation  of  hours 
of  labor;  (37  Am.  St.  Rep.  213)  on  statute  regulating  relations  of  master  and 
servant;  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  178)  on  protection  of  corporations  from  special 
and  hostile  legislation  respecting  employees;  (139  Am.  St.  Rep.  872)  on 
constitutionality  of  statutes  relating  to  wages. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Wilson,  7  Kan.  App.  444,  53  Pac.  371,  sustaining 
act  against  screening  coal  mined  before  weighing;  Meadowcroft  v.  People,  163 
111.  63,  36  L.  R.  A.  179,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  447,  45  N.  E.  303,  sustaining  act 
making  it  crime  for  insolvent  banks  to  receive  deposits;  Vogel  v.  Pekoe,  157  111. 
344,  30  L.  R.  A.  494,  42  N.  E.  386  (approved  in  dissenting  opinion),  sustaining 
act  restricting  to  designated  class  of  persons,  right  to  recover  attorneys'  fees. 

Disapproved  in  McLean  v.  Arkansas,  211  U.  S.  549,  53  L.  ed.  320,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  206,  holding  a  statute  under  which  miners  employed  at  quantity  rates 
are  prevented  from  contracting  for  wages  upon  the  basis  of  screened  coal  in- 
stead of  the  weight  of  the  coal  as  originally  produced  in  the  mine  is  a  valid 
exercise  of  the  police  power. 

17  L.  R.  A.  866,  STATE  ew  reU  CURTIS  v.  BROWN  &  S.  MFG.  CO.  18  R.  L  16, 

26  Atl.  246. 
ApplIcabllltT  of  provisions  of  Federal  Constitution. 

Approved  in  Re  State  House,  19  R.  I.  337,  33  Atl.  448,  holding  provision  as 
to  jury  trial  in  amendment  to  Federal  Constitution  inapplicable  to  legislation  of 
states. 

Cited  in  note   (60  L.  R.  A.  325)    on  constitutional  provisions  as  to  equality 
in  corporate  taxation. 
What  constitutes  a  ^^taklnar"  of  property. 

Approved  in  Wood  v.  Quimby,  20  R.  I.  488,  40  Atl.  161,  holding  taxing  for  fire 
protection  purposes,  of  land  too  far  away  to  be  benefited,  not  a  "taking"  of 
property. 
Corporation  as  a  ''person"  or  ''cltlsen.'' 

Cited  in  notes  (60  L.  R.  A.  330,  331)  on  status  of  corporations  as  to  equality 
in  taxation;    (70  L.R.A.  541)   on  right  of  nonresidents  to  sue  foreign  corpora- 
tions. 
Remrletlons  on  rlffltt  to  contract  or  labor. 

Approved  in  Leep  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  58  Ark.  431,  23  L.  R.  A. 
273,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  109,  25  S.  W.  75,  sustaining  right  to  enact  statutes  regu- 
lating contracts  between  corporations  and  employees,  under  reserved  power  to 
amend  corporate  charters;  Leep  v.  St.  Louis^  I.  M.  k  S.  R.  Co.  68  Ark.  430, 
23  L.  R.  A.  276,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  109,  25  S.  W.  75,  sustaining  statutory  restric- 
tions of  contracts  between  corporations  and  employees  as  against  objection 
of  iAterferenoe  with  employees*  right  to  contract;  State  v.  Haun,  7  Kan.  App. 
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520,  54  Pac.  130,  sustaining  act  securing  wages  of  employees  of  corporations  eiti- 
ploying  ten  or  more  persons,  under  power  to  amend  corporate  charter;  Opinion 
of  Justices,  163  Mass.  591,  28  L.  R.  A.  345,  40  N.  E.  713,  upholding  statute 
requiring  weekly  payment  of  wages  by  employers,  whether  corporations  or  in- 
dividuals; Harbison  v.  Knoxville  Iron  Co.  103  Tenn.  446,  56  L.  R.  A.  S22,  70 
Am.  St.  Rep.  682,  53  S.  W.  955,  upholding  act  requiring  employers  to  redeem,  on 
demand,  scrip,  etc.,  given  in  payment  of  wages. 

Cited  in  Opinion  of  Justices,  97  Me.  593,  55  Atl.  828,  expressing  opinion  that 
legislature  has  power  to  limit  incorporated  insurance  companies  to  issuance 
of  one  standard  fire  policy;  Re  Ten-Hour  Law,  24  R.  I.  604,  61  L.  R.  A.  «13. 
54  Atl.  602,  justices  expressing  opinion  that  legislature  has  power  to  enact  law 
limiting  hours  of  service  on  street  railways;  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  334,  21 
L.  R.  A.  810,  22  S.  W.  350  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  void,  act 
prohibiting  mining  and  manufacturing  corporations  paying  employees  in  other 
than  lawful  money;  Poll  v.  Numa  Block  Coal  Co.  149  Iowa,  110,  33  L.R-A. 
(N.S.)  654,  127  N.  W.  1105,  to  the  point  that  statutes  affecting  liability  of 
employer  are  not  violative  of  constitutional  right  to  enter  into  contracts;  Kiley 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  138  Wis.  231,  119  N.  W.  309,  on  the  existence  of 
the  right  of  tiie  legislature  to  restrict  the  power  of  corporations  to  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Braceville  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  22  L.  R.  A.  340,  which 
holds  unconstitutional,  statute  requiring  weekly  payment  of  wages  by  specified 
corporations;  Ramsey  v.  People,  17  L.  R.  A.  853,  which  holds  unconstitutiona], 
statute  against  screening  coal  before  weighing  and  crediting  to  miner;  Inter- 
national Text  Book  Co.  v.  Weisinger,  65  L.R.A.  599,  which  sustains  statute  pro- 
hibiting assignment  of  future  wages. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  789,  797)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restrict- 
ing contracts  and  business;  (28  L.  R.  A.  344)  on  validity  and  effect  of  stat- 
utes regulating  time  of  payment  of  wages;  (19  L.  R.  A.  143)  on  statutory 
limitation  of  hours  of  labor;  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  177)  on  protection  of  corpora- 
tions from  special  and  hostile  legislation;  (122  Am.  St.  Rep.  913)  on  constitution- 
ality of  statutes  regulating  time  and  method  of  payment  of  wages;  (139  Am. 
St.  Rep.  865)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  relating  to  wages. 

Disapproved  in  Republic  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v.  State,  160  Ind.  390,  62  L.  R.  A. 
144,  footnote  p.  136,  66  N.  E.   1005,  holding  act  requiring  weekly  payment  of 
wages  void. 
Due  process  of  laTr. 

Cited  in  Gunn  v.  Union  R.  Co.  23  R.  I.  301,  49  Atl.  999,  holding  act  au- 
thorizing appellate  division  to  grant  new  trials  "for  reasons  for  which  new  trials 
are  granted  at  common  law"  not  void  as  depriving  one  of  rights  without  due  proc- 
ess of  law;  Shortall  v.  Puget  Sound  Bridge  &  Dredging  Co.  46  Wash.  295,  122 
Am.  St.  Rep.  899,  88  Pac.  212,  holding  an  act  providing  for  the  payment  of 
the  wages  of  employees  of  corporations  in  lawful  money  and  that  wages  earned 
by  the  laborers  be  payable  whenever  the  laborer  ceases  work,  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional as  depriving  a  person  of  property  without  due  process  of  law. 

Cited  in  footnote  te  Republican  Iron  &  S.  Co.  v.  State,  62  L.R.A.  136,  which 
holds  statute  requiring  weekly  payment  of  wages  a  violation  of  constitutional 
provision  for  requirement  of  due  process  of  law. 
Bqnal  protection  of  la-wn. 

Cited  in  Arkansas  Stave  Co.  v.  State,  94  Ark.  34,  27  L.ft.A.(N.S.)  258,  140 
Am.  St.  Rep.  103,  125  S.  W.  1001,  holding  an  act  providing  that  corporations 
doing  business  in  the  state  pay  their  employees  semimonthly  is  not  invalid  as 
denying  to  the  corporation  the  equal  protection  of  tlie  laws;  Lawrence  v.  Rutland 
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R.  Co.  80  Vt.  387,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  357,  67  Atl.  1091,  13  Ann.  Caa.  475,  holding 
an  act  requiring  corporations  of  a  certain  nature  to  pay  their  employees  every 
week  and  that  payment  be  made  in  lawful  money,  is  not  unconstitutional  as 
denying  to  such  corporations  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws;  McGuire  v. 
Chicago,  B.  &  I.  R.  Co.  131  Iowa,  367,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  718,  108  N.  W.  902, 
holding  an  act  making  every  corporation  operating  a  railroad  liable  for  injuries 
to  a  servant  caused  by  the  negligence  of  a  fellow-servant  was  not  unconstitu- 
tional as  denying  to  the  corporation  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

Cited  in  note    (16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  679)   on  necessity  of  municipal  by-law  or 
ordinance  being  reasonable. 
Effect  of  acceptlnflT  part  of  act. 

Cited  in  MacDonald  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R,  Co.  23  R.  I.  562,  61  Atl. 
578,  holding  railroad  corporation  bound  by  amendments  as  to  liability  for  set- 
ting fires,  by  accepting  part  of  same  act  giving  certain  immunities. 
CcrtlfylnflT  eontttltutlonal  «ue«tlon«. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Collins,  27  R.  I.  426,  62  Atl.  1010,  holding  where  a  district 
court  had  only  power  to  adjudge  a  defendant  charged  with  the  maintenance  of 
a  liquor  nuisance  "probably  guilty"   and   transmit  the   cause  to   the  superior 
court,  it  had  no  power  to  transmit  a  constitutional  question. 
Corporate  poirera. 

Cited  in  McGuire  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  131  Iowa,  364,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — , 
108  N.  W.  902,  on  corporations  as  having  no  rights  except  those  with  which 
they  are  endowed  by  the  law  making  power. 
Coaatltutloiial  rlflrbts  in  criminal  trial. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Armeno,  29  R.  I.  435,  72  Atl.  216,  holding  an  act  declaring 
unsanitary  barbershops  to  be  a  nuisance  and  providing  for  the  prosecution  of 
the  proprietor  and  a  penalty  for  the  maintenance  thereof,  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional as  putting  the  defendant  twice  in  jeopardy  for  the  same  offense. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  33,  FULLERTON  v.  HILL,  48  Kan.  658,  29  Pac.  583. 
Rlirkta  and  liabilities  of  indoraem. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sheahan  v.  Davis,  28  L.  R.  A.  478,  which  upholds  right 
o!  indorser  for  third  person's  benefit  to  recover  from  maker;  Ewan  v.  Brooks- 
Waterfield  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  786,  which  holds  maker  of  note  payable  to  own  order, 
indorsing  same,  liable  as  maker  only. 

Cited  in  notes  (72  Am.  St.  Rep.  681)  on  effect  of  indorsement  by  stranger  be- 
fore delivery;    (4  Eng.  Rul.  Gas.  549)   on  presumptive  order  of  liability  among 
parties  to  bill  or  note. 
Parol  OTldence  an  to  liability  on  neirotiable  instrnmentM. 

Approved  in  Kline  v.  Bank  of  Tescott,  50  Kan.  97,  18  L.  R.  A.  535,  34  Am. 
St.  Rep.  107,  31  Pac.  688;  Benham  v.  Smith,  53  Kan.  498,  36  Pac.  997;  Atkinson 
V.  Bennet,  103  Ga.  511,  30  S.  E.  599;  Janes  v.  Citizens  Bank,  9  Okla.  562,  60  Pac. 
290, —  holding  parol  evidence  admissible  to  show  liability  of  indorser  on  promis- 
sory note. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gregg  v.  Groesbeck,  32  L.  R.  A.  266,  which  holds  parol 
evidence  inadmissible  that  indorser  had  given  instruction  to  destroy  indorsement 
before  note  transferred;  Peterson  v.  Russell,  29  L.  R.  A.  612,  which  holds  oral 
evidence  admissible  to  explain  writing  of  names  on  back  of  note  to  which  one  is 
not  a  party;  United  States  Nat.  Bank  v.  Geer,  41  L.  R.  A.  439,  which  holds  in- 
admissible, parol  evidence  to  vary  indorsement  on  certificate  of  deposit  for  pay- 
ment of  certain  person's  order  for  indorser's  account, 

18  L.  R.  A.  37,  ULRICH  v.  ULRICH,  136  N.  Y.  120,  32  N.  E.  606. 
Recovery  for  nervices  rendered  parent  or  near  relative. 

Approved  in  Re  Stevenson,  86  Hun,  327,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  493,  holding  no  legal 
presumption  to  exist  against  agreement  to  pay  for  services  rendered  by  child 
to  parent;  Gorrell  v.  Taylor,  107  Tenn.  570,  04  S.  W.  888,  holding  child  cannot 
maintain  action  to  recover  compensation  for  services  to  parent  in  absence  of  con- 
tract; Marion  v.  Faman,  68  Hun,  384,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  946,  holding  daughter 
may  recover  for  services  rendered  mother,  if  compensation  was  expected  and 
promised. 

Cited  in  More  v.  Shepard,  133  App.  Div.  473,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  1095,  holding 
that  support  and  care  of  mother  by  son  is  presumed  to  be  gratuitous  in  absence 
of  agreement  to  the  contrary. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Plate  v.  Durst,  32  L.  R.  A.  404,  which  sustains  right  of 
minor  living  with  near  relative  to  recover  actual  value  of  services  rendered  on 
promise  of -compensation. 
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Cited  in  note  (11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  891)  on  implication  of  agreement  to  pay  for 
services  of  relative  or  member  of  household. 

18  L.  R.  A.  39,  MANSFIELD  v.  PLACE,  »3  Mich.  450,  53*  N.  W.  017. 
Gonatmctlon  of  deed. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Davenport  v.,  Gwilliams,  22  L.  R.  A.  244,  holding  general 
language  of  deed  not  limited  by  recital  of  intent  to  pass  wife's  interest. 
Avciairement  of  rlgrht  to  harvest  lee. 

Approved  in  Williams,  v.  Barber,  104  Mich.  33,  62  N.  W.  155,  holding  right 
to  harvest  ice  acquired  by  prescription,  as  effective  as  if  acquired  by  deed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Becker  v.  Hall,  56  ,L.  R.  A.  573,  which  holds  marking, 
staking,  or  cleaning  ice  not  thick  enough  for  harvesting,  insufficient  appropria- 
tion ;  Marsh  v.  McNider,  20  L.  R.  A.  334,  which  authorizes  sale  by  tenant  of  right 
to  cut  ice  on  running  stream. 
Ba«ement«. 

Cited  in  Dummer  v.  United  States  Gypsum  Co.  153  Mich.  633,  117  N.  W.  317,* 
holding  that  title  to  an  easement  may  be  acquired  by  prescription  in  the  same 
time  as  title  to  land. 

Cited  in  note   (33  Am.  St.  Rep.  543)   on  easements  by  adverse  user. 

18  L.  R.  A.  44,  WARTMAN  v.  SWINDELL,  54  N.  J.  L.  589,  25  Atl.  356. 
Liability  for  Injury  from  act  committed  a«  a  Joke. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Monroe,  43  L.  R.  A.  861,  which  holds  druggist 
dropping  croton  oil  on  candy  for  customer  for  joke  on  third  person  liable  for 
assault. 

18  L.  R.  A.  45,  KILVINGTON  v.  SUPERIOR,  83  Wis.  222,  53  N.  W.  487. 
Poirer  of  municipality. 

Approved  in  Smiley  v.  MacDonald,  42  Neb.  14,  27  L.  R.  A.  545,  47  Am.  St 
Rep.  684,  60  N.  W.  355,  holding  contract  for  collection  and  disposition  of  foul 
refuse  of  municipality  valid  exercise  of  police  power;  State  ex  rel.  Wisconsin 
Toleph.  Co.  V.  Sheboygan,  111  Wis.  38,  86  N.  W.  657,  holding  municipality  may 
exercise  such  implied  powers  as  are  essentially  necessary  to  render  corporate 
existence  effective;  California  Reduction  Co.  v.  Sanitary  Reduction  Works,  61 
C.  C.  A.  98,  126  Fed.  36,  upholding  right  of  city  to  grant  exclusive  franchise  for 
removal  of  garbage  for  fifty  years. 

Cited  in  Bennett  v.  Nebagamon,  122  Wis.  300,  99  N.  W.  1039,  holding  that 
town  has  power  to  issue  bonds  to  pay  for  fire  apparatus  under  its  general  power 
to  provide  system  of  fire  protection. 
CompetitlTe  biddlna:  for  public  TTork. 

Approved  in  Holmes  v.  Detroit,  120  Mich.  232,  45  L.  R.  A.  124,  footnote  p. 
121,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  587,  79  N.  W^  200,  holding  competitive  bidding  not  pre- 
cluded by  municipality  specifying  patented  material  for  street  pavement;  State 
ew  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Shawnee  County,  57  Kan.  274,  45  Pac.  616,  holding  contract 
for  erection  of  patented  bridge  will  not  be  restrained  by  injunction,  where  there 
is  opportunity  for  competitive  bidding;  Hurley  Water  Co.  v.  Vaughn,  115  Wis. 
477,  91  N.  W.  971,  holding  statute  relating  to  letting  of  contracts  to  lowest 
bidder  inapplicable  to  contract  for  public  water  supply. 

Cited  in  Reed  v.  Rockliff-Gibson  Constr.  Co.  25  Okla.  639,  138  Am.  8t.  Rep. 
937,  107  Pac.  168,  holding  that  contract  for  pavement  let  to  lowest  bidder  is  not 
invalid  because  patented  article  was  specified, .  where  patentee  agreed  .to  allow 
use  of  patent;  Saunders  v.  Iowa  City,  134  Iowa,  143,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)    397,  111 
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X.  W.  529,  holding  that  city  may  let  contract  under  competitive  bids,  though  the 
use  of  a  patented  material  is  required  and  citing  annotation  also  on  this  point;. 
Baltimore  v.  Flack,  104  Md.  136,  64  Atl.  702,  holding  valid^  contract  for  paving, 
with  patented  material  where  patentee  had  agreed  to  permit  any  contractor  to- 
use  the  patented  article  at  a  fixed  price;  Dillingham  v.  Spartanburg,  75  S.  C^ 
558.  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  417,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  917,  56  S.  E.  381,  9  Ann.  Cas.  829,. 
holding  that  city  may  contract  for  pavement  of  patented  material  where  all 
competition  which  the  circumstances  will  permit,  is  allowed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Diamond  v.  Mankato,  61  L.  R.  A.  448,  which  holds  street 
improvement  contract  avoided  by  limiting  asphaltimi  to  two  particular  kinds- 
and  inserting  other  conditions  tending  to  restrict  bidding;  Fishbum  v.  Chicago,. 
39  L.  R.  A.  «482,  which  holds  void,  as  creating  monopoly,  ordinance  for  paving 
with  asphaltum  from  lake  owned  by  private  corporation. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.  R.  A.  711)  on  right  of  lowest  bidder  on  public  contract; 
(5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  680)  on  validity  of  contract  for  material  patented  or  held  in 
monopoly,  where  public  letting  to  lowest  bidder  required;  (38  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
654)  on  discretion  in  choosing  between  bidders  for  publie  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Monaghan  v.  Indianapolis,  37  Ind.  App.  289,  295,  76  N.  E. 
424,  holding  that  city  cannot  let  contract  requiring  use  of  patented  material 
under  statute  requiring  competitive  bids;  Allen  v.  Milwaukee,  128  Wis.  682, 
5  L.RA.(N.S.)  684,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  64,  106  N.  W.  1099,  8  Ann.  Cas.  392, 
holding  invalid  contract  by  city  for  paving  with  patented  article  where  charter 
provision  relating  to  use  of  patented  material  was  not  complied  with. 
Plan*  and  apeeilleatlona  for  public  work.  "^    ' 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  214)  on  sufficiency  of  specifications  for  guid- 
ance of  bidder  for  public  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Ricketson  v.  Milwaukee,  105  Wis.  602,  47  L.  R.  A.  690,  foot- 
note p.  685,  81  N.  W.  864,  which  holds  void,  contract  for  garbage  crematory,  let 
without  filing  plan  and  on  indefinite  specifications,  and  referring  particularly  to 
the  annotation  in  18  L.  R.  A.  45. 
C«ii tracts  for  public  work  6r  service. 

Distinguished  in  Erskine  v.  Steele  County,  4  N.  D.  344,  28  L.  R.  A.  647,  60 
N.  W.  1050,  holding  warrant  issued  by  county  in  payment  of  services  rendered 
under  ultra  vires  contract  void. 

18  L.  R.  A.  49,  LEIGH  v.  HARRISON,  69  Miss.  923,  11  So.  604. 
Svbjectlnff  trust  estate  to  claims  of  creditors. 

Cited  in  Stansel  v.  Hahn,  96  Miss.  622,  50  So«  696;  ThomAfl  V.  Thoma^  ^f 
ifiss.  714,  53  So.  630, — holding  that  interest  of  beneficiary  in  trust  fund  iitcome 
is  not  liable  for  his  debts  where  exclusive  management  was  vested  in  executor; 
Mason  v.  Rhode  Island  Hospital  Trust  Co.  78  Conn.  86,  61  Atl.  57,  3  Ann.  Cas. 
586;  Mattison  v.  Mattison,  53  Or.  258,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  829,  100  Pac.  4,  18 
Ann.  Cas.  218, — ^holding  that  trust  estate  for  life  of  beneficiary  may  be  created 
under  which  his  income  may  not  be  alienated  nor  be  liable  for  his  debts. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Qua  v.  Graham,  52  L.  R.  A.  641,  which  holds  annuity 
in  wife's  will  in  lieu  of  other  interest,  accepted  by  husband,  not  trust  beyond 
reach  of  creditors;  Hutchinson  v.  Maxwell,  57  L.  R.  A.  384,  which  denies  power 
to  create  equitable  life  estate  free  f^^om  debts  of  beneficiary;  Murphy  v.  Delano^ 
55  L.  R.  A.  727,  which  holds  income  of  spendthrift  trust  not  within  reach  of 
creditors  by  void  agreement  of  trustees,  to  pay  certain  portion  of  income  absolute- 
ly to  beneficiary. 

Distinguished  in  Stem  y.  Hampton,  73  Miss.  565,  19  So.  300,  holding,  wher» 
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whole  equitable  interest  is  vested  in  widow  and  children,  without  restriction, 
latter  may  convey  to  former,  and  mortgage  executed  by  her  upon  the  property 
is  valid  as  against  her  creditors. 

18  L.  R.  A.  53,  OLMSTEAD  v.  BACH  (Md.)  26  Atl.  343. 
Jndflrment  aa  bar. 

Reversed  on  rehearing  in  78  Md.  132,  22  L.  R.  A.  74,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  273, 
27  Atl.  501,  holding  satisfied  judgment  for  one  week's  wages  of  discharged  em- 
ployee bar  to  subsequent  action. 

Remedy  of  ivronarfully  dlacharar^d  servant. 

Cited  in  note  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  587)  on  remedy  of  wrongfully  discharged 
servant  with  respect  to  services  actually  rendered. 

18  L.  R.  A.  55,  NICHOLS  v.  SOUTHERN  P.  CO.  23  Or.  123,  37  Am.  St.  Rep. 

664,  31  Pac.  296. 
A««lfirnabllltr  of  railroad  coupon  tlelcet. 

Approved  in  The  Williamette  Valley,  71  Fed.  713,  holding  purchaser  from 
ticket  broker  of  return  part  of  round-trip  ticket  containing  no  provision  against 
transferability  entitled  to  use  same. 

^  Cited  in  footnote  to  Schubach  v.  Mcdonald,  65  L.R.A.  136,  which  holds  that 
assignee  of  nontransferable  railroad  ticket  sold  at  reduced  rate  cannot  acquire 
any  assignable  right  therein. 

Cited  in  note  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  103)  on  transferability  of  coupon  tickets. 
Ticket  as  prima  fade  evidence  of  rlgrbt  to  ride. 

Approved  in  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Ing,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  399,  68 
S.  W.  722,  holding  excursion  ticket  prima  facie  evidence  of  possessor's  right  to 
ride. 
Ticket  limited  to  Bpecllled  <<brancb." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Parry,  22  L.  R.  A.  251,  which  holds 
round-trip  ticket  by  specified  ^'branch"  good  on  main  line  only  on  trains  connect* 
ing  with  branch  trains. 
Ticket  brokeragre. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  152)  on  statutes  against  ticket  brokerage  or  "scalp- 
ing." 
Hlirl&t  of  stop-over  on  coupon  ticket. 

Cited  in  note  (28  L.  R.  A.  774)  on  right  of  passenger  to  stop  over. 
Coupon  ticket  as  contract. 

Cited  in  Brian  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  40  Mont.  120,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
4|04,  105  Pac.  489,  20  Ann.  Cas.  311,  on  coupon  ticket  as  being  a  separate  con- 
tract with  each  road  over  which  issued. 
^■topp^l  to  deny  ayenc^r. 

Cited  in  Brian  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  40  Mont.  114,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  461, 
105  Pac.  480,  holding  railroad  estopped  to  deny,  that  another  company  selling  a 
ticket  over  its  line  acted  as  its  agent,  where  such  tickets  were  customarily  ac- 
cepted by  it,  And  only  objection  raised  by  conductor  was  that  time  limit  had 
expired.   ■■•'.> 

18  L^  ]^  4j'6(;),,YO^K  y.JVlAJN:E  C.  R.  CO.  84  Me.  117,  24  Atl.  790. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Maine  C.  K  Co.  87  Me.  349,  32  Atl.  967,  and  Baker  v.  Kansas 
City,  Ft,^.4(  Mi.E.  eoi  :147  Mo.  li^,  48.  S.  W.  838,  holding  railroad  company 
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g^uilty  of  implied  negligence  in  making  "flying  switch"  at  crossing  without  using 
proper  precautions  to  protect  travelers  from  injury. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.  R.  A.  64)  on  negligence  of  railroad  company  as  to  flying 
Bvritches  or  detached  cars  moving  by  their  own  momentum. 
Contributory  neffllBenee  at  croastnar* 

Approved  in  Day  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  .Co.  96  Me.  217,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  335,  52 
Ail.  771,  setting  aside  verdict  against  railroad  company  where  evidence  did  not 
show  that  one  killed  at  crossing  looked  or  listened. 

Cited  in  Milboume  v.  Arnold  Electric  Power  Station  Co.  140  Mich.  326,  70 
L.R.A.  606,  103  N.  W.  821  (dissenting  opinion),  on  contributory  negligence  as 
defense;  Scott  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  79  Ark.  142,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  67,  95 
8.  W.  490,  0  Ann.  Cas.  212,  holding  that  where  deceased  was  injured  by  de- 
tached cars  it  was  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  he  was  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence  in  failing  to  look  for  detached  cars  before  crossing;  Toledo, 
St.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Hartley,  96  C.  C.  A.  575,  172  Fed.  87,  holding  employee  in 
railroad  yard  not  guilty  of  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law,  by  failing  to  look 
and  listen  before  crossing  track. 

Distinguished  in  Giberson  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  89  Me.  344,  36  Atl.  400,  hold- 
ing person  failing  to  look  out  for  approach  of  cars  at  village  railroad  crossing 
guikyof  contributory-  negligence. 
Hi^ty  of  trial  Jndfire. 

Cited  in  Hamlin  v.  Treat,  87  Me.  316,  32  Atl.  909,  and  Jameson  v.  Weld,  93 
Me.  358,  45  Atl.  299,  holding  presiding  justice  may  suggest  to  jury  the  real 
issues,  and  harmonize  contradictory  arguments  of  counsel;  State  v.  Lambert, 
104  Maine,  400,  71  Atl.  1092,  15  Ann.  Cas.  1055,  on  effect  of  comment,  not 
amounting  to  expression  of  an  opinion,  by  the  judge  in  charge  to  jury. 
SettlBflT  aside  verdict. 

Approved  in  Pollard  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  87  Me.  ^2,  32  Atl.  735,  and  Griswold 
V.  Lambert,  89  Me.  536,  36  Atl.  1046,  holding  court  will  not  set  aside  verdict 
unless  so  clearly  wrong  that  impartial  men  would  not  have  rendered  it,  except 
by  mistake. 

Cited  in  Lebrecque  v.  Hill  Mfg.  Co.  104  Me.  390,  71  Atl.  1023,  holding  that 
court  will  not  set  aside  verdict  which  is  not  unmistakably  wrong. 
Province  of  Jury. 

Followed  in  Goodwin  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  84  Me.  210,  24  Atl.  816,  holding 
determination  of  facts  and  circumstances  attending  injury,  and  whether  acts  or 
omissions  of  parties  were  prudent  or  negligent,  questions  for  jury. 

Cited  in  Benson  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  26  R.  I.  410,  59  Atl.  79  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  question  of  standard  of  duty  being  for  the  jury  where  evi- 
dence is  conflicting. 

Cited  in  note    (33  Am.  St.  Rep.  28)    on  contributory  negligence  as  question 
for  jury. 
WalTcr  of  objections  to  charire  to  Jury. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Richards,  85  Me.  257,  27  Atl.  122,  holding  failure  of  coun- 
sel to  make  proper  and  timely  objections  to  erroneous  charge  to  jury  by  court 
deemed  a  waiver. 

18  L.  K.  A.  63,  KENTUCKY  C.  R.  CO.  v.  SMITH,  93  Ky.  449,  20  S.  W.  392. 
Care  in  nae  of  tracks. 

Cited  in  Florida  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Foxworth,  41  Fla.  61,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  149, 
26  So.  338,  holding  it  not  erroneous  to  charge  jury  that  failure  of  railway  com- 
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pany  to  provide  flagman  at  highway  crossing  in  village  while  switching  cars  inras 
gross  negligence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  West  Virginia  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  61  L.  R.  A.  574, 
which  holds  company  liable  for  injury  to  bystander  by  car  broken  loose  from 
train  and  thrown  from  track  by  collision  with  other  car  at  foot  of  decline* 
Wlylng  BYTltcheM. 

Cited  in  Bradley  v.  Ohio  River  A  C.  R.  Co.  126  N.  C.  742,  36  S.  E.  181,  holding 
railway  company  guilty  of  negligence  per  9e  in  shunting  or  "kicking"  cars  across 
•liighway  in  populous  community,  without  proper  precaution  for  safety  of 
travelers;  Williams  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  63  Wash.  61,  114  Pac.  888,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912  D,  340,  holding  that  negligence  of  railroad  in  making  flying  switch,  in 
city  is  for  jury,  where  switched  cars  are  on  down  grade  on  spur  track  running 
nearly  parallel  with  sidewalk  until  it  crossed  walk  at  angle;  Vaden  v.  North 
Carolina  R.  Co.  160  N.  C.  701,  64  S.  C.  762,  holding  it  negligence  per  se  for 
railroad  to  m&ke  flying  switches  over  crossing  in  street  of  populous  town,  citing 
specially  full  annotation  on  this  point;  Farris  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  151  N.  C.  488, 
40  t.R.A.(N.S.)  1117,  66  S.  £.  457,  holding  it  negligence  for  railroad  to  make 
flying  switches,  and  send  detached  cars  without  warning  over  crossing  where 
employees  customarily  crossed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Roth  v.  Union  Depot  Co.  31  L.  R.  A.  855,  whidr  holds 
railroad  liable  for  kicking  car  around  curve  down  grade  at  place  where  track 
used  as  footpath;  Tobey  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  496,  wliich 
holds  it  negligent  to  kick  cars  at  speed  of  more  than  6  miles  an  hour,  in  violation 
of  ordinance;  Schaible  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  21  L.  R.  A.  660,  which  holds 
kicking  cars  without  attendant  in  railroad  yard  not  negligence  per  se;  York  v. 
Maine  C.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  60,  which  authorizes  finding  of  negligence  in  making 
;flying  switch  across  highway;  Pomponio  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  32  L. 
R.  A.  630,  which  requires  reasonable  care  in  making  flying  switch  at  crossing 
kept  planked  by  company  for  employees. 

Cited  in  note  (  26  L.  R.  A.  292)  on  duty  to  maintain  lookout  on  railroad  train. 
Contributory  negrllfpenee* 

Cited  in  Schleiger  v.  Northern  Terminal  Co.  43  Or.  15,  72  Pac.  324,  holding  it 
question  for  jury  whether  child  exercises  care  required  of  one  of  his  age  and 
development;  Monroe  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  129  Mich.  312,  88  N.  W.  888, 
holding  conflicting  testimony  as  to  care  taken  by  one  injured  by  train  making 
flying  switch  at  crossing  properly  submitted  to  jury;  Chesapeake  v.  O.  R.  Co. 
T.  Patrick,  135  Ky.  511,  122  S.  W.  820,  holding  that  one  having  the  right  to 
cross  a  railroad  track  is  not  bound  to  stop,  look,  and  listen  before  crossing. 
VIeiT  by  Jury. 

Cited  in  note  (42  L.  R.  A.  375)  on  view  by  jury. 
.-Supplemental  arround  for  motion  for  neir  trial. 

Cited  in  Wooldridge  v.  White,  105  Ky.  252,  48  S.  W.  1081,  holding  additional 
^grounds  for  new  trial  may  be  offered  after  expiration  of  three  days,  if  of  sucli 
:iiature  that  they  ouglit  to  be  considered  before  original  motion  is  dosposed  of. 
:Settlnjir  aside  excenslve  verdict. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Long,  94  Ky.  420,  22  S.  W.  747,     holding 
verdict  for  $26,000  in  personal  injury  case  excessive. 

18  L.  R.  A.  68,  VENABLE  v.  WABASH  WESTERN  R.  CO.  112  Mo.  103,  20  S. 

W.  493. 
JInchoate  Interest  In  lands. 

Cited  in  Lyford  v.  Laconia^  75  N.  H.  226,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1066,  139  Am.  St. 
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Rep.  680,  72  Atl.  1085,  holding  that  one  who  conveys  land  to  church  society  to 
be  used  for  church  purposes  and  to  revert  to  him  upon  failure  to  use  for  such 
purpose,  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  if  the  property  is  taken  for  a  public  use. 
Inchoate  riglikt  of  dower. 

Approved  in  Chouteau  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  122  Mo.  384,  22  S.  W.  458,  hold- 
ing voluntary  conveyance  of  land  by  husband  to  railroad  corporation  destroyed 
wife's  inchoate  right  of  dower;  Baker  v.  Atchison,  T.  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.  122  Mo. 
398,  30  S.  W.  301  (distinguished  in  dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  wife's 
inchoate  right  of  dower  completely  cut  off  as  to  land  conveyed  by  husband  to  rail- 
road company;  Bartlett  v.  Ball,  142  Mo.  36,  34  S.  W.  583,  holding  inchoate  right 
of  dower  subject  to  legislative  changes  until  vested  on  death  of  huiiband ;  Bartlett 
V.  Tinsley,  175  Mo.  332,  75  S.  W.  143,  holding  legislature  may  modify  or  abolish 
inchoate  right  of  dower. 

Cited  in  McAllister  v.  Dexter  &  P.  R.  Co.  106  Me.  377,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  732, 
76  Atl.  891,  21  Ann.  Cas.  486,  holding  that  railroad  does  not  take  land  for 
gravel  pit  free  from  right  of  grantor's  wife  to  dower,  although  it  so  far  devotes 
land  to  public  use  as  to  secure  therefrom  materials  for  its  roadbed;  Van  Pelt 
V.  Perry,  218  Mo.  700,  118  S.  W.  426,  on  dower  right  in  land  dedicated  to  public 
use;  Chrisman  v.  Linderman,  202  Mo.  615,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1200,  119  Am.  St. 
Rep.  822,  100  S.  W.  1090;  Benton  v.  St.  Louis,  217  Mo.  698,  129  Am.  St.  Rep. 
561,  118  S.  W.  418,-— on  wife  as  having  no  dower  right  in  lands  taken  for  a 
public  use ;  Ferguson  v.  Gentry,  206  Mo.  202,  104  S.  W.  104,  on  dower  as  an  ex- 
pectancy which  may  be  modified  or  abolished  by  the  legislature;  Summers  v. 
Sullivan,  39  Mont.  46,  101  Pac.  166,  holding  it  unnecessary  to  include  wife, 
having  only  an  inchoate  right  of  dower,  in  proceedings  to  condemn  land  for 
public  use;  Arnold  v.  Buffalo,  R.  &  P.  R.  Ca  32  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  458,  holding 
dower  right  defeated  by  grant  of  land  by  husband  for  railroad  right  of  way 
and  payment  of  damages  therefor  to  him. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Flynn  v.  Flynn,  42  L.  R.  A.  98,  which  denies  wife's  right 
to  any  part  of  proceeds  of  land  taken  in  eminent  domain,  because  of  inchoate 
right  of  dower. 

Cited  in  notes   (18  L.  R.  A.  79)   on  power  of  husband  or  his  creditors  to  de- 
feat wife's  right  of  dower;    (29  L.R.A.(N.S.)    727,  728,  729,  730)    as  to  dower 
in  land  purchased  by  railroad;    (84  Am.  St.  Rep.  448)   on  constitutionality  of 
statutes  affecting  rights  based  on  pre-existing  marriage. 
Pnblle  we* 

Cited  in  Southern  P.  Co.  ▼.  Hyatt,  182  Cal.  243,  54  L.  R.  A.  624,  64  Pac.  272, 
holding  land  conveyed  to  railroad  company  for  right  of  way  constitutes  dedica- 
tion to  public  use;  State  ew  rel.  National  Subway  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  146  Mo.  588, 
42  L.  R.  A.  126,  46  S.  W.  981  (concurring  opinion),  holding  statutory  authoriza- 
tion of  telegraph  and  telephone  companies  to  obtain  right  of  way  and  condemn 
lands  recognizes  such  Use  as  a  public  one;  State  ew  rel.  Allison  ▼.  Hannibal 
^  R.  County  Gravel  Road  Co.  138  Mo.  346,  36  L.  R.  A.  460,  39  S.  W.  910,  hold- 
ing expiration  of  turnpike  company's  charter  in  no  wise  affects  public  use  of  high- 
way in  which  said  company  had  only  easement;  Detroit  k  T.  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Campbell,  140  Mich.  387,  103  N.  W.  866,  on  land  taken  for  railroad  right  of  way 
as  being  taken  for  a  public  use. 
<^nseaui«s  of  opinion  and  praetiee  of  leval  profes«lon. 

Approved  in  Watson  y.  Alderson,  146  Mo.  361,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  615,  48  S.  W. 
478,  holding  general  consensus  of  opinion  of  the  bar  that  creditors  of  an  heir 
have  no  right  to  contest  validity  of  will  is  persuasive  evidence  of  right;  Matz 
V.  Chicago  &  A.'  R.  Co.  86  Fed.  189,  holding  uniform  contemporaneous  practice 
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and  opinion  of  the  bar  with  reference  to  particular  statute  should  have  weight 
in  determining  its  construction;  Verdin  v.  St.  Louis,  131  Mo.  125,  33  S.  W.  480,. 
holding  municipal  ordinance  sanctioned  by  contemporaneous  and  long-continued 
practice  will  not  be  declared  invalid  except  for  most  incontrovertible  rea.s./iis; 
Fears  v.  Kiley,  148  Mo.  64,  40  S.  W.  836,  holding  common  consent  of  legal  profes- 
sion of  much  persuasive  force  in  determining  meaning  of  statute  providing^  for 
change  of  venue  in  case  of  joint  defendants;  Steinhauser  v.  Spraul,  127  Mo.  561, 
27  L.  R.  A.  446,  28  S.  W.  620,  holding  failure  after  diligent  search  to  find  rule 
of  law  fixing  liability  of  wife  for  injuries  suffered  by  domestic  servant  is  cogent- 
evidence  of  nonexistence  of  rule;  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  Meservey,  103  Mo. 
App.  104,  77  S.  W.  137,  holding  opinion  of  legal  profession  aa  to  construction  of 
charter  provision  persuasive  evidence  of  its  true  meaning. 

Cited  in  Rhodes  v.  Bell,  230  Mo.  154,  130  S.  W.  465,  holding  that  common 
consent  of  legal  profession  aa  shown  by  their  practice  is  good  evidence  of  what 
the  law  is;  Westerman  v.  Supreme  Lodge  K.  R.  196  Mo.  709,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1126,  94  S.  W.  470;  Hale  v.  Stimson,  198  Mo.  104,  95  S.  W.  885;  Donnell  v. 
Wright,  190  Mo.  316,  97  S.  W.  928;  Donaldson  v.  Allen,  213  Mo.  300,  127  Am. 
St.  Rep.  601,  111  S.  W.  1128, — ^holding  tliat  long  and  uniform  acquiescence  by 
the  Bar  is  good  evidence  of  what  the  law  is. 
CouMtrnctlon  of  statvtes. 

Cited  in  Perry  v.  Strawbridge,  209  Mo.  643,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  252,  123  Am.  St. 
Rep.  510,  108  S.  W.  641,  14  Ann.  Cas.  92,  on  construction  of  statute  according- 
to  its  spirit  though  in  conflict  with  the  letter  thereof;  State  ex  rel.  Hines  v. 
Scott  County  Macadamized  Road  Co.  207  Mo.  83,  105  S.  W.  752,  13  Ann.  Cas. 
656;  State  ex  rel.  Hines  v.  Cape  Girardeau,  207  Mo.  104,  105  S.  W.  761, — 
holding  that  toll  road  company  has  only  an  easement  in  the  lands  though  taken 
under  statute  providing  that  condemnation  shall  vest  in  them  title  in  fee  simple.. 

18  L.  R.  A.  75,  FLOWERS  y.  FLOWERS,  89  Ga.  632,  15  S.  E.  834. 
Competency  of  wltneMi. 

Cited  on  subsequent  appeal  in  92  Ga.  690,  18  S.  E.  1006,  holding  one  who  de^ 
fends  application  for  dower  individually,  and  not  as  executor,  may  testify  as  to* 
transactions  with  deceased. 
Riarlit  tOf  and  defeat  of»  dower. 

Approved  in  Redmond  v.  Redmond,  112  Ky.  766,  66  S.  W.  745,  holding  widow 
entitled  to  dower  in  land  conveyed  to  son  at  husband's  request  to  defeat  dower; 
Newton  v.  Newton,  162  Mo.  185,  61  S.  W.  881,  holding  equity  will  enforce  right 
to  dower  as  against  conveyance  made  by  husband  with  intent  to  defraud  wife  of 
her  marital  rights. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Phelps  v.  Phelps,  25  L.  R.  A.  625,  which  denies  dower 
rights  in  land  conveyed  to  third  person  on  payment  by  husband;  Venable  v. 
Wabash  Western  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  68,  which  holds  inchoate  right  of  dower 
destroyed  by  husband's  voluntary  conveyance  for  railroad  riglit  of  way;  Stroup 
V.  Stroup,  27  L.  R.  A.  623,  which  holds  dower  right  attaches  to  land  paid  for  by 
husband,  but  conveyed  by  invalid  trust  to  another  for  hi&  benefit;  Butler  v. 
Fitzgerald,  27  L.  R.  A.  252,  which  holds  dower  interest  in  land  alienated  by 
husband  reached  by  taking  value  at  time  of  assigning  dower,* less  value  of  im- 
provements by  alienees;  Haggerty  v.  Wagner,  39  L.  R.  A.  384,  which  holds  wife's 
inchoate  interest  in  husband's  interest  as  cotenant  of  land  subject  to  defeat  by 
partition;  Dayton  v.  Corser,  18  L.  R.  A.  80,  which  holds  inchoate  dower  right 
not  devested  by  execution  sale;  Bassell  v.  Caywood,  66  L.R.A.  880,  which  holds' 
that  contingent  right  of  dower  in  surplus  arising  on  bona  fide  sale  of  husband's' 
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land  to  satisfy  paramount  lien  or  encumbrance  remains  a  charge  on  such  land 
unless  sale  free  from  such  contingency. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.  R.  A.  257)  on  power  of  legislatures  to  change  or  destroy 
estates  by  dower,  curtesy,  or  similar  estates;  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1023,  1025)  on 
dedication  of  land  in  which  third  persons  have  interest;  (12  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  765) 
on  conveyance  in  fraud  of  intended  husband  or  wife. 

Disapproved  in  Archibald  v.  Archibald,  40  N.  S.  411,  holding  wife  not  en- 
titled to  relief  from  transfers  of  property  by  husband  just  prior  to  marriage 
though  made  for  purpose  of  defeating  her  right  therein  and  transferee  had 
knowledge  of  such  intent. 

18  L.  R.  A.  80,  DAYTON  v.  CORSER,  61  Minn.  406,  53  N.  W.  717. 
Dourer  rlsrltt. 

Approved  in  Lynde  v.  Wakefield,  19  Mont.  29,  47  Pac  5,  and  Butler  v.  Fitz- 
-gerald,  43  Neb.  200,  27  L.  R.  A.  254,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  741,  61  N.  W.  640,  holding 
dower  right  of  surviving  husband  or  wife  not  defeated  by  execution  sale;  Aretz 
V.  Kloos,  89  Minn.  438,  95  N.  W.  216,  holding  that  wife's  interest  in  husband's 
land  would  not  pass  under  execution  sale;  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  54  Minn.  355,  56 
N.  W.  46,  holding  that  wife's  statutory  interest  in  husband's  lands  cannot  be  set 
off  in  divorce  suit;  Roberts  v.  Meighen,  74  Minn.  277,  77  N.  W.  139,  holding 
assignee  of  purchaser  at  mortgage  sale  has  right  to  satisfy  judgment  lien  subsist- 
ing against  estate  to. preserve  dower  interest  of  purchaser's  wife;  Williamson  v. 
•Selden,  53  Minn.  77,  54  N.  W.  1055,  holding  that  action  of  insolvency  against  hus- 
band in  no  wise  affects  dower  interest  of  wife. 

Cited  in  Luse  v.  Reed,  63  Minn.  7,  05  N.  W.  91,  refusing  to  determine  whether 
surviving  husband's  statutory  interest  subject  to  payment  of  wife's  debts;  Lloyd 
V.  Arnsy,  43  Ind.  App.  452,  87  N.  E.  989,  holding  that  under  statute  giving  widow 
all  husband's  estate,  where  it  is  less  than  $500,  widow  takes  real  estate  free  from 
judgments  and  mechanics  liens;  Griswold  v.  McGee,  102  Minn.  128,  112  N.  W. 
1020,  12  Ann.  Cas.  186;  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co,  v.  Lund,  91  Minn.  48,  97 
X.  W.  452, — on  the  nature  of  the  interest  of  a  wife  in  the  real  estate  of  the 
husband. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.  R.  A.  78)  on  powejp  of  husband  or  his  creditors  to  defeat 
wife's  right  of  dower. 

Distinguished  in  Merroll  v.  Security  Trust  Co.  71  Minn.  61,  70  Am.  St.  Rep. 
312,  73  N.  W.  640,  holding  adjudication  and  sale  of  husband's  estate  in  bank- 
ruptcy completely  defeats  inchoate  interest  of  wife  in  such  estate. 

Limited  in  Johnson  v.  Minnesota  Loan  &  T.  Co.  75  Minn.  6,  74  Am.  St.  Rep. 
438,  77  N.  W.  421,  holding  surviving  husband's  statutory  interest  subject  to  pay< 
ment  of  its  just  proportion  of  wife's  debts. 

18  L.  R.  A.  82,  DAVIS  v.  LANING,  85  Tex.  39,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  784,  19  8.  W. 

846. 
<^Ivll  riflrlita  of  convict. 

Approved  in  Schmidt  v.  Northern  Life  Asso.  112  Iowa,  44,  61  L.  R,  A.  143, 
84  Am.  St.  Rep.  323,  83  N.  W.  800,  holding  children  of  beneficiary,  who  forfeited 
her  rights  to  insurance  by  murdering  insured,  cannot  claim  the  insurance  as  her 
heirs. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  Becker,  53  L.  R«  A,  141,  which  holds  descent  of 
property  not  cast  on  heirs  of  person  by  life  sentence  of  latter;  Kenyon  v.  Saun- 
ters, 26  L.  R.  A.  232,  which  upholds  convict's  right  to  maintain  action  to  enforce 
jiroperty  rights;  Wilson  v.  King,  23  L.  R.  A.  802,  which  holds  maintenance  of 
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civil  action  by  person  in  one  state  not  prevented  by  his  sentenoe  to  death  in 
another. 

Cited  in  notes   (31  L.  R.  A.  515)  on  efifect  on  marriage  relation  of  conviction 
and   sentence  of  either  husband  or  wife;    (17   L.R.A. (N.S.)    502)    as  to  when 
suspension  of  civil  or  political  rights  of  convict  commences;    (8  Eng.  Rul.  Gas. 
171 )  on  rights  of  convict. 
Heinblp. 

Cited  in  Archer  v.  Jacobs,  125  Iowa,  475,  101  N.  W.  195^  on  present  capacity 
to   inherit. 

ft 

Vested  remainder*. 

Cited  in  note  (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  820)  as  to  when  remainder  is  vested. 

18  L.  R.  A.  85,  STEELE  v.  GERMAN  INS.  CO.  93  Mich.  81,  63  N.  W.  514. 
Failure  to  arlve  notice  or  make  proof  of  loss  or  Injary.^ 

Cited  in  Law  v.  New  England  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  94  Mich.  268,  53  N.  W.  1104; 
Allen  V.  Milwaukee  Mechanics'  Ins.  Co.  106  Mich.  209,  64  N.  W.  16;  Peck  v. 
German  F.  Ins.  Co:  102  Mich.  53,  60  N.  W.  453, —  holding  failure  of  insured  to 
furnish  proof  of  loss  within  time  stipulated  bars  right  of  action;  Southern  F. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Knight,  111  Ga.  626,  52  L.  R.  A.  71,  footnote  p.  70,  78  Am.  St.  Rep. 
216,  36  S.  £.  821,  holding  policy  not  avoided  by  failure  to  furnish  proofs  of  loss 
within  time  specified;  Mason  v.  St.  Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  82  Minn.  339,  83  Am. 
St.  Rep.  433,  85  N.  W.  13,  holding  that,  in  absence  of  provision  for  forfeiture, 
failure  of  insured  to  render  proof  of  loss  within  time  fixe<i  by  policy  does  not 
relieve  insurer  from  liability;  Rheims  v.  Standard  F.  Ins.  Co.  39  W.  Va.  684, 
20  S.  E.  670;  Continental  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Whitaker,  112  Tenn.  187,  04  L.  R.  A. 
456,  79  S.  W.  119;  Gerringer  v.  North  Carolina  Home  Ins.  Co.  133  N.  C.  413,  45 
S.  E.  773, — holding  policy  not  forfeited  by  failure  to  make  timely  proofs  of 
loss;  Connecticut  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Colorado  Leasing  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  50  Colo.  442, 
116  Pac.  154,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  597,  holding  that  failure  to  furnish  statement  of 
loss  within  stipulated  period  merely  postponed  day  of  payment,  but  did  not  bar 
action  on  policy;  Indian  River  State  Bank  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  46  Fla. 
335,  35  So.  228,  holding  that  failure  to  make  proof  of  loss  within  time  specified 
does  not  cause  forfeiture  but  simply  postpones  time  when  amount  becomes  due 
and  payable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ermentrout  v.  Girard  P.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  346, 
which  holds  policy  requiring  "immediate  notice"  of  loss  forfeited  by  sixty  days* 
delay  in  giving  notice;  Peabody  v.  Satterlee,  52  L.  R.  A.  958,  which  requires  re- 
ception, not  mere  mailing,  of  statement  as  to  time  and  origin  of  fire  within  time 
specified;  Woodmen  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Byers,  55  L.  R,  A.  291,  which  holds  failure  to 
give  notice  of  injury  excused  by  derangement  of  insured;  Foster  v.  Fidelity  &  C. 
Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  833,  which  holds  twenty-nine  days'  delay  in  giving  notice  of  acci- 
dent fatal  under  policy  requiring  immediate  notice;  Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Redding,  67  L.R.A.  518,  which  holds  policy  not  forfeited  by  failure  to  give  notice 
or  make  proofs  of  loss  within  stipulated  time  in  absence  of  stipulation  to  that 
effect. 

Distinguished  in  White  v.  Home  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  128  Cal.  134,  60  Pac.  666.  hold- 
ing failure  of  insured  to  comply  with  provision  in  policy  to  furnish  proof  of 
loss  within  time  stipulated,  bar  to  right  of  action;  California  Sav.  Bank  v. 
American  Surety  Co.  87  Fed.  121,  holding  stipulation  for  giving  notice  of  default 
on  surety  bond,  material,  performance  of  which  is  condition  precedent  to  right  ol 
recovery;  Teutonia  Ins.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  72  Ark.  490,  82  S.  W.  840,  holding  policy 
forfeited  by  failure  to  give  proofs  within  time  limited  in  policy. 
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Disapproved  in  Davis  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  F.  Asso.  48  Wash.  53,  92  Pac.  881, 
15  Ann.  Caa.  333,  holding  that  proofs  of  loss  must  be  furnished  within  the  time 
specified  in  the  policy. 
Time  for  brlnartAflr  action  on  policy. 

Cited  in  Barry  k  F.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.  136  Mich.  45,  98  N.  W. 
761  y  holding  action  on  policy  barred  if  not  brought  within  time  fixed  in  policy. 
Fallnvo  to  ««rve  notice  of  deatli. 

Cited  in  Dezell  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  176  Mo.  281,  75  S.  W.  1102,  holding  policy 
not  forfeited  in  absence  of  provision  therefor,  by  failure  to  give  timely  notice  of 
death. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Trippe  v.  Provident  F\md  Soc.  22  L.  R.  A.  432,  which  holds 
failure  to  serve  notice  of  death  within  time  stipulated  waived  by  its  retention  and 
request  for  further  information. 
Proof  of  lomi  n«  conferring  right  of  action. 

Cited  in  Northern  Assur.  Co.  v.  Hanna,  60  Neb.  31,  82  N.  W.  07,  and  Rynalski^ 
V.  Insurance  Co.  96  Mich.  390,  55  N.  W.  981,  holding  compliance  by  insured  witb 
conditions  of  policy  by  offering  proof  of  loss  confers  right  to  maintain  action  ont 
policy. 
Effect  of  avent'M  Icnovvledflre  of  falsity  of  application. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hancock,  52  L.  R.  A.  665,  which  holds 
statement  that  life  tenant  has  fee-simple  title  to  insured  property  not;  avoid  policy 
where  agent  knew  facts;  Sternaman  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  319, 
which  denies  insurer's  right  to  rely  on  warranty  by  applicant  that  answers  prop* 
eriy  recorded,  where  medical  examiner  knew  otherwise. 

Cited   in   notes    (4   L.R.A.(N.S.)    608,   16  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1238)    on  effect   of 
agenfs  insertion  in  application  of  false  anQwers  to  questions  correctly  answered 
by  insured. 
Biadinv  ofloet  of  act*  of  avent. 

Cited  in  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chew,  IJ  Ind.  App.  332,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  606; 
38  N.  E.  417,  holding  failure  on  part  of  insurance  agent  in  filling  out  application, 
to  record  correctly  answers  of  applicant,  imputed  negligence  of  company  and  not 
misrepresentations  of  applicant;  Coles  v.  Jefi'erson  Ins.  Co.  41  W.  Va.  267,  2S 
S.  E.  732,  and  Improved  Match  Co.  v.  Michigan  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  122  Mich.  263, 
80  N.  W.  1088,  holding  action  of  insurance  agent  in  naming  condition  of  poliey 
relative  to  use  of  factory  at  nighttime  binding  upon  company. 
—  Act*  of  amrentB,  derlcsy  or  anbafirents. 

Cited  in  Pollock  v.  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  127  Mich.  472,  86  N.  W.  1017,  holding 
act8  of  agents  or  clerks,  when  done  within  scope  of  their  general  authority,  bind- 
ing upon  insurer;  Springfield  Fire  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Price,  132  Ga.  693,  64  8. 
E.  1074,  holding  that  knowledge  of  clerk  of  general  agent  has  same  effect  as 
knowledge  by  the  agent  himself;  iEtna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fallow,  110  Tenn.  738,  77 
8.  W.  937,  holding  that  collection  of  past  due  premium  by  clerk  in  office  of 
general  agent  has  same  eflfect  as  though  collected  by  the  agent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Goode  v.  Georgia  Home  Ins.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  842,  which 
holds  insurance  company  represented  by  agent's  clerk;  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Bradford,  55  L.  R.  A.  408,  which  holds  company  liable  on  policy  delivered  with- 
out knowledge  of  duly  authorized  agent,  by  his  subagent;  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A» 
V.  Thornton,  55  L.  R.  A.  547,  which  holds  appointment  of  subagents  within  im- 
plied authority  of  insurance  agent  for  territory  with  radius  of  35  mfles;  Brad- 
ford V.  Hanover  F.  Ins.  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  530,  which  denies  insurance  agent's  lia- 
bility for  loss  on  forbidden  policy  on  which  clerk  forged  his  name. 

Cited  in  note  (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  129)  on  power  of  clerks  and  assistants  as  to 
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waiver  of  provisions  of  non-waiver  or  written  waiver  of  conditions  and  forfei- 
tures in  policies. 

Forfeit nrea  under  policy. 

Cited  in  Preferred  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fielding,  35  Colo.  26,  83  Pac,  1013,  9  Ann. 
Cas.  916;  Queens  Ins.  Co.  v.  Excelsior  Mill  Co.  69  Kan.  117,  76  Pac.  423,— hold- 
ing that  where  forfeitures  are  declared  in  certain  instances,  it  furnishes  good 
indication  that  no  forfeiture  was  intended  where  not  specifically  declared. 

18  L.  R,  A.  88,  NORTON  v.  TAYLOR,  35  Neb.  466,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  441,  63  N.  W 
481. 

Approved  on  rehearing  in  40  Neb.  394,  58  N.  W.  953. 
Caveat  emptor  oa  applicable  to  Judicial  vales. 

Approved  in  Peterborough  Sav.  Bank  v.  P^e^^e,  54  Neb.  719,  75  N.  W.  20,  and 
Butler  v.  Fitzgerald,  43  Neb.  202,  27  L.  R.  A.  256,  47  Am.  St  Rep.  741,  61  N.  W. 
640,  holding  purchaser  at  judicial  sale  takes  property  subject  to  rule  of  caveat 
emptor. 

Cited  in  Hammond  v.  Chamberlain  Bkg.  House,  58  Neb.  447,  76  Am.  St.  Rep. 
106,  78  N.  W.  718,  holding  rule  of  caveat  emptor  applicable  to  judicial  sale; 
David  Adler  &  Sons  Clothing  Co.  v.  Hellman,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  561,  95  N.  W.  467, 
holding  that  caveat  emptor  applies  to  judicial  sales  of  real  estate  and  purchaser 
takes  subject  to  all  existing  liens. 

Cited  in  note   (135  Am.  St.  Rep.  921)   as  to  whether,  when,  and  how  a  pur- 
chaser at  a  judicial  sale  may  object  to  title. 
SettlnflT  aside  Judicial  sales. 

Cited  in  Kampman  v.  Nicewaner,  60  Neb.  211,  82  N.  W.  623,  holding  court  of 
equity  warranted  in  setting  aside  judicial  sales,  even  after  confirmation,  where 
purchase  made  through  fraud  or  mistake. 
*->  Notice  of  condition  of  title. 

Approved  in  Hooper  v.  Castetter,  45  Neb.  76,  63  N.  W.  135,  holding  court  w^ill 
not  set  aside  mortgage  sale  if  it  is  apparent  that  purchaser  had  full  knowledge  of 
existence  of  encumbrances  upon  estate  purchased;  Motley  v.  Motley,  53  Neb.  382, 
68  Am.  St.  Rep.  608,  73  N.  W.  738,  holding  purchaser  of  lands  at  administrator's 
sale  chargeable  with  notice  of  dower  interest  apparent  from  record  of  proceedinf^ 
under  which  sale  is  made;  Nye  &  S,  Co.  v.  Fahrenholz,  49  Neb.  278,  59  Am.  St. 
Hep.  540,  68  N.  W.  498,  holding  purchaser  at  judicial  sale  charged  with  notice  of 
condition  of  title  of  property  purchased  and  of  appraisement. 
«^  Proper  party  In  interest. 

Cited  in  Penn  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Creighton  Theatre  Bldg.  Co.  51  Neb.  664,  71 
N.  W.  279,  holding,  upon  appeal  from  an  order  confirming  judicial  sale,  successful 
bidder  proper  party  in  interest  and  subject  to  jurisdiction  of  court. 

18  L.  R.  A.  95,  JONES  v.  JONES,  95  Ala.  443,  11  So.  11. 
Legrlslatlve  divorce. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Christensen,  41  L.  R.  A.  504,  which  denies  power  of 
legislature  to  grant  divorce  at  instance  of  party  at  fault,  without  other  party's 
consent. 
DlToroe  for  desertion. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hardie  v.  Hardie,  25  L.  R.  A.  697,  which  holds  divorce  for 
desertion  not  authorized  where  wife,  on  receiving  blow  from  husband,  leaves 
house  without  intent  to  remain  away  permanently;  Tirrell  v.  Tirrell,  47  L.  R.  A. 
750,  which  holds  mere  payment  of  allowance  to  abandoned  wife  under  order  of 
court  will  not  prevent  divorce  for  desertion. 
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Cited  in  notes  (29  L.R^.(N.S.)   616)  on  desertion  by  forcing  spouse  to  leave 
marital  home;    (119  Am.  St.  Rep.  627;  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  166)   on  what  consti- 
tutes desertion  as  ground  for  divorce. 
Allomnce  of  alimony. 

Cited  in  Downey  v.  Do\vney,  98  Ala.  377,  21  L.  R.  A.  679,  13  So.  412,  holding 
court  of  equity  will  not,  after  dissolution  of  marriage,  entertain  suit  for  alimony 
against  former  husband. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hooper  v.  Hooper,  44  L.  R.  A.  726,  which  sustains  allow- 
ance of  gross  sum  from  husband's  estate  in  addition  to  monthly  alimony. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  679)  on  suit  for  alimony  after  decree  of  divorce. 
Poorer  of  eonfftltutional  convention. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Reardon  v.  Scales,  21  Okla.  694,  97  Pac.  584,  on  whether 
constitutional  convention  has  inherent  power  to  adopt  an  ordinance. 

18  L.  R.  A.  100,  SCHAEFFER  v.  JACKSON  TWP.  150  Pa.  146,  30  Am.  St.  Rep. 

792,  24  Atl.  629. 
llefeetlve  ItlBb-vrar"  and  bridares. 

Cited  in  Cage  v.  Franklin  Twp.  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  538,  holding  township  liable 
for  natural  and  probable  consequences  of  failure  to  keep  public  ways  in  safe  con- 
dition; Habccker  v.  Lancaster  Twp.  9  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  656,  16  Lane.  L.  Rev.  180, 
44  W.  N.  C.  53,  holding  township  not  liable  for  injury  to  traveler  on  account  of 
defective  highway,  where  traveler's  horse  becomes  unmanageable  by  breaking  of 
harness;  Kieffer  v.  Hummelstown,  161  Pa.  312,  17  L.  R.  A.  220,  24  Atl.  1080, 
holding  township  not  liable  for  injuries  suffered  by  traveler  whose  horses  took 
fright  on  account  of  shooting,  and  ran  into  stone  pile  at  road  side,  which  in  no 
wise  obstructed  Avagon  track;  Kitchen  v.  Union  Twp.  171  Pa.  156,  83  Atl.  76, 
holding  township  liable  for  failure  to  provide  proper  guard  rail  along  dangerous 
part  of  highway,  where  plaintiff  was  precipitated  over  embankment  by  horse  be- 
coming frightened;  Harrodsburg  v.  Abram,  138  Ky.  161,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  201, 
127  S.  W.  758,  holding  that  city  is  not  liable  for  death  of  horse  through  col- 
lision while  running  away  from  cause  for  which  city  is  not  responsible,  with 
obstruction  near  curb,  if  ample  space  remained  for  safe  travel;  Goldstein  v.  East 
Fallowfield  Twp.  43  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  165,  to  the  point  that  defect  in.  highway  does 
not  give  cause  of  action  to  traveler,  whose  horse  becomes  frightened  at  inde- 
pendent cause  at  distance  from  defect;  Burnite  v.  Redstone  Twp.  37  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
457,  58  Pittsb.  L.  J.  62,  holding  that  town  is  not  liable  for  injury  to  person  who 
fell  over  unguarded  embankment  while  attempting  in  darkness  to  guide  auto- 
mobile along  road;  Morford  v.  Sharpsville,  28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  651,  holding  town 
not  liable  for  injury  from  defective  guard  rail  along  street  where  injury  was 
eaused  by  attempting  to  tie  horse  near  embankment,  and  horse  became  frightened ; 
Nichols  V.  Pittsfield  Twp.  209  Pa.  243,  58  Atl.  283,  holding  township  not  liable 
for  injury  from  defect  in  highway  where  the  proximate  cause  was  the  fact  that 
horse  became  frightened  from  some  other  cause  and  ran  away. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ehleiter  v.  Milwaukee,  66  L.R.A.  916,  which  denies  mu- 
nicipal liability  for  precipitation  of  one  riding  in  vehicle  drawn  by  horse  into 
Btream  crossing  highway  at  place  where  bridge  is  open  and  unguarded  after  horse 
has  traveled  nearly  100  feet  after  being  frightened  during  which  time  driver 
straggles  ix>  master  him. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  86)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  injury 
to  person  or  property  of  one  whose  horse  is  frightened  without  fault  of  either 
upon  defective  highway;  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1254)  on  liability  of  townships  for 
defects  in  highway;  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  746)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  de^ 
fects  or  obstructions  in  streets. 
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Distinguished  in  Yoders  v.  Amwell  Twp.  172  Pa.  469,  37  W.  N.  C.  515,  61  Am. 
St.  Rep.  750,  33  Atl.  1017,  holding  township  liable  for  failure  to  maintain  guard 
rails  on  highway  bridge  over  stream,  which  failure  resulted  in  plaintiff's  being 
Lacked  off  bridge  and  into  stream  by  frightened  horse;  Closser  v.  Washington 
Twp.  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  126,  holding  township  liable  to  injured  individual  who, 
-while  riding  along  narrow  highway,  was  thrown  down  unguarded  embankment  by 
horse  becoming  frightened. 
■*— lilabllltT  for  death  of  trareler. 

Cited  in  Dixon  v.  Butler  Twp.  4  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  340,  40  AV.  N.  C.  212,  holding 
township  not  liable  for  death  of  plaintiff's  wife,  which  resulted  from  collision  with 
passing  train  at  dangerous  railroad  grade  crossing;  Card  v.  Columbia  Twp.  191 
Pa.  270,  43  Atl.  217,  holding  township  not  liable  for  death  of  plaintiff's  wife,  who 
WfkH  riding  in  conveyance  of  private  carrier,  through  whose  negligence  tugs  of 
harness  became  detached  from  whiffletrees,  causing  conveyance  to  go  over  embank- 
ment which  was  without  guard  rail. 
Proximate  cause  of  In  Jury. 

Cited  in  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Columbia,  65  Kan.  398,  68  L.  R.  A.  403,  69  Pac. 
338,  holding  one  liable  only  for  natural  and  probable  results  of  his  conduct; 
McCauley  v.  Logan,  152  Pa.  206,  31  W.  N.  C.  438,  26  Atl.  499,  holding  lumber- 
man wlioae  boat  or  raft  is  swept  from  its  moorings  during  extraordinary  rise  of 
water,  and  damages  bridge  builder's  false  work,  not  liable;  Bockin  v.  BethlehenA, 
4  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  389,  holding  it  duty  of  plaintiff  to  show  by  preponderance  of  evi- 
dence, proximate  cause  of  injury  complained  of;  Wadesz  v.  Peoples  Bros.  30 
Pa»  Co.  Ct.  21,  13  Pa.  Dist.  R.  335,  on  remote  cause  being  disregarded  where  two 
causes  join  to  cause  an  injury. 

Cited  in  notes  (5  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  374)  on  proximate  cause  of  injuries  causing 
runaway;   (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  836,  838)  on  proximate  and  remote  cause. 

Distinguished  in  Russell  v.  Westmoreland  County,  26  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  430, 
holding  proper  refusal  of  judge  to  charge  that  absence  of  guard  rails  was  not 
the  proximate  cause  where  horse  became  frightened  and  backed  over  unguarded 
embankment. 

Modified  in  Cage  v.  Franklin  Twp.  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  94,  holding  question  of 
proximate  cause  of  injury  suffered  by  one  having  balky  horse  back  off  unprotected 
wing  wall  of  bridge,  properly  for  jury. 

t 

IS  L.  R.  A.  105,  LOUISVILLE,  E.  &  ST.  L.  CONSOL.  R,  CO.  v.  WILSON,  132  Ind. 

617,  32  N.  E.  31L 

TRece-very  of  overchari^e. 

•Cited  in  Chicngo,  St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Wolcott,  141  Ind.  279,  60  Am.  St.  Rep. 
320,  39  N.  E.  451,  holding  payment  of  advances  made  in  freight  rates  after  tender 
of  freight  for  shipment  not  voluntary,  and  recoverable  by  express  terms  of  Ind. 
.Hev.  Stat.  1894,  §  5333;  I^ke  Erie  &  W\  It  Co.  v.  Condon,  10  Ind.  App.  639,  38 
^.  E.  71,  holding  right  of  action  to  recover  excessive  freight  charges  is  in  con- 
tsignor  where  consignee  deducted  amount  from  price  of  goods;  Kansas  City  S. 
R.  Co.  V.  C.  H.  Albers  Commission  Co.  79  Kan.  73,  99  Pac.  819,  holding  that 
overcharges  paid  to  railroad  are  not  voluntary  payments  and  may  be  recovered; 
State  ex  rel.  Goodwine  v.  Cadwallader,  172  Ind.  644,  87  N.  E.  644,  on  right  to  re- 
cover t)vercharges  paid  to  telephone  or  telegraph  company  for  services;  News 
Pub.  Co.  V,  Associated  Press,  114  111.  App.  255,  holding  that  payment  by  news- 
paper to  Associated  Press  for  continuing  its  service  is  not  a  voluntary  pay- 
■  <nent. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  127)  on  recovery  of  excessive  payments  to 
public  service  corporation. 
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Dlaerimlnatlon  in  mtest 

Cited  in  Hilton  Lumber  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  136  N.  C.  485,  48  S.  E. 
813,  1  Ann.  Cas.  52,  holding  that  railroad  cannot  carry  logs  cheaper  for  shipper, 
agreeing  also  to  ship  the  manufactured  lumber  over  the  same  line,  than  for 
another  making  no  such  agreement;  Steinman  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating 
Co.  24  Lane.  L.  Rev.  336,  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  463,  holding  that  question  of  unjust 
discrimination  is  one  of  fact;  American  Tie  &  Timber  Co.  v.  Kansas  City 
Southern  R.  Co.  99  C.  C.  A.  44,  175  Fed.  33,  on  classifying  railway  ties  by  them- 
selves and  charging  higher  rate  for  their  transportation  as  being  unjust  discrimi- 
nation. 

Annotation  cited  in  Hilton  Lumber  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Cost  Line  R.  Co.  141  N. 
C.  187,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  233,  53  S.  E.  823,  holding  that  all  shippers  are  entitled 
to  the  same  rates  for  the  same  class  of  service. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  246,  which  denies 
carrier's  right  to  discriminate  in  favor  of  high  official,  larger  shipper,  or  power- 
ful politician;  Hoover  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  263,  which  authorizes 
giving  lower  rates  for  transportation  of  coal  to  manufacturing  company  than  coal 
dealer;  Barrington  v.  Commercial  Dock  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  116,  which  denies  power 
to  discriminate  between  similar  vessels  using  wharf  for  lan^^ing  place;  Atlantic 
Exp.  Co.  V.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  394,  which  holds  carrier  not  re- 
quired to  give  equal  facilities  to  express  companies;  Laurel  Cotton  Mills  v. 
Gulf  &  S.  I.  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  453,  which  holds  contract  between  carrier  and 
manufacturer  to  maintain  same  rates  on  goods  shipped  by  him  between  competi- 
tive points  as  are  maintained  from  other  points  where  same  factories  are 
located  not  a  forbidden  discrimination. 
— -  By  telegrraplt  company. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Call  Pub.  Co.  44  Neb.  346,  27  L.  R.  A.  628, 
footnote  p.  622,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  729,  62  N.  W  506  (dissenting  opinion),  ma- 
jority holding  difference  in  telegraph  rates  to  morning  and  evening  paper  not 
illegal  discrimination. 

—  By  -wwwLtev  company. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Griffin  v.  Goldsboro  Water  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  240,  which  holds 
discrimination, in  rates  charged  consumers  for  water,  unlawful. 

—  At  common  law. 

Cited  in  Murray  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  35  C.  C.  A.  66,  92  Fed.  872,  hold- 
ing that,  independent  of  statute,  tlie  common  law  affords  shipper  cause  of  action 
against  common  carrier  for  discriminating  in  rates  of  transportation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cowden  v.  Pacific  Coast  S.  S.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  221,  which 
holds  discrimination  between  shippers  in  freight  rates  not  remedial  at  common 
law. 
Stipulation  of  shipper  not  to  ship  by  rival  carrier. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lough  v.  Outerbridge,  25  L.  R,  A.  674,  which  denies  right 
of  one  refusing  to  stipulate  against  sliipping  by  rival  vessel  to  special  rates  offered 
to  persons  stipulating. 
Service  reqnlred  of  carrier. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Central  Stock  Yards  Co.  133  Ky.  170,  97 
8.  W.  778,  holding  that  common  carrier  may  be  compelled  to  deliver  carload  lots 
to  connecting  carrier  without  unloading  and  transfer. 

Cited  in  note  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  378)  on  carrier's  duty  as  to  accepting  and 
carrying  goods. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  110,  ST.  LOUIS,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  CO.  v.  FERGUSON,  57  Ark.  16,  38  Am. 

St.  Rep.  217,  20  S.  W.  546. 
Injury  to  animals. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Scott,  68  Ark.  416,  69  S-  W.  762,  hold- 
ing railroad  company  not  liable  to  owner  of  horse  which,  upon  taking  fright,  jeft 
highway  and  ran  over  railroad  bridge  and  wa«  injured;  St.  Louis,  M.  &  S.  E. 
R.  Co.  V.  Busick,  74  Ark.  691,  86  S.  W.  674,  on  nonliability  of  railroad  for 
absence  of,  or  defect  in  stock  guards  prior  to  statute  governing  their  con- 
struction; St.  Louis  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Conger,  84  Ark.  422,  105  S.  \V.  1177,  holding 
railroad  not  liable  for  injury  to  horse  which,  while  grazing  on  the  right  of  way 
became  f rightene<f  at  escape  of  steam  and  ran  into  wire  fence ;  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Newman,  94  Ark.  460,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  85,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  134, 
127  S.  W.  735,  holding  railway  company  liable  for  injury  to  cattle  from  drink- 
ing oil  which  had  leaked  from  cars  left  standing  on  track  and  formed  pools 
where  cattle  were  wont  to  graze;  Paragould  S.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Crunk;  81  Ark.  36, 
98  S.  W.  682,  holding  that  under  circumstances  of  this  case,  jury  might  find 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  railroad  to  stop  its  train  to  avoid  injuring  animals  on 
its  track. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Johnson  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R,  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  744,  which 
holds  railroad  company  liable  for  horses  killed  on  unfenced  track. 

Cited  in  note  (9  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  348)  on  duty  to  fence  right  of  way. 

18  L.   R.  A.  113,  GOODRICH  v.  ATCHISON  COUNTY,  47  Kan.  365,  27  Pac.  1006 
Condemnation  proceedings. 

Approved  in  Armstrong  v.  Moore,  1  Kan.  App.  458,  40  Pac.  834,  holding  in 
proceedings  to  condemn  mortgaged  land,  notice  to  mortgagor  is  legally  sufficient. 

Cited  in  Rand  v.  Ft.  Scott,  W.  &  W.  R.  Co.  50  Kan.  118,  31  Pac.  683,  holding 
mortgagor  in  possession  ''owner"  within  meaning  of  statutes  relating  to  con- 
demnation; Mathewson  v.  Skinner,  66  Kan.  312,  71  Pac.  580,  holding  wife  occupy- 
ing homestead  with  husband  not  entitled  to  notice  of  highway  proceedings;  Cle- 
ment V.  Wichita  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  53  Kan.  687,  37  Pac.  133,  holding  recitals  in  re- 
port of  condemnation  commissioners  prima  facie  proof  of  proper  notice. 
Condemnation   proceedlnflrs  a«  affectlnir  llenom  or  secret  eqnltlea. 

Cited  in  Phipps  v.  Kansas  &  C.  P.  R.  Co.  58  Kan.  145,  48  Pac.  673,  liolding 
money  paid  on  award  in  condemnation  proceedings  had  in  due  form  passes  title 
to  land  condemned,  free  from  secret  equities  of  those  failing  to  appeal  at  proper 
time;  Williams  v.  Hutchinson  &  S.  R.  Co.  62  Kan.  413,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  408,  63 
Pac.  430,  holding  action  of  ejectment  not  maintainable  by  judgment  creditor  to 
recover  land  condemned,  after  payment  of  award  to  owner  who  was  judgment 
debtor;  Chicago,  K.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Need,  2  Kan.  App.  496,  43  Pac.  997,  holding 
rights  of  mere  lien  holder  not  affected  by  condemnation  proceedings  instituted  by 
railroad  company  where  such  company  is  itself  owner  of  fee;  Wichita  &  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Thayer,  54  Kan.  260,  38  Pac.  266,  holding  mortgage  creditors  not  being  owners 
of  land  have  no  legal  or  equitable  right  in  condemnation  award  for  railroad  right 
of  way;  Chicago,  K.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Nashua  Sav.  Bank,  62  Kan.  469,  35  Pac.  18, 
and  ciiicago,  K.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Sheldon,  53  Kan.  172,  35  Pac.  1105,  holding  right 
of  way  of  railroad  company,  acquired  by  eminent  domain,  free  from  mortgage. 
Revie^T  of  prior  order  npon  appeal  from  a  snbaeaaent  order  or  Jndflrment. 

Cited  in  White  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  74  Kan.  783,  88  Pac.  64,  11  Ann. 
Cas.  650,  holding  that  in  a  proceeding  in  error  to  secure  tlie  reversal  of  a  final 
judgment,  the  Supreme  Court  may  pass  upon  the  prior  ruling,  provided  the 
order  thereon  is  an  appealable  order  which  has  been  entered  within  the  time 
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allowed  for  appeal;  Bleakley  v.  Barclay,  75  Kan.  478,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  241,  89 
Pac.  906,  holding  that  if  a  motion  to  quash  a  writ  of  habeaii  corpus  be  denied 
and  excepted  to,  the  error  therein  may  be  urged  on  appeal,  although  issoes  were 
joined  and  a  trial  had. 

18  L.  R.  A.  120,  GRIGGS  r.  DAY,  136  N.  Y.  152,  48  N.  Y.  S.  R,  853,  32  Am.  St, 
Rep.  704,  32  N.  E.  612. 

Rehearing  denied  in  137  N.  Y.  642,  32  N.  E.  1001. 
Accoant  books  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Babbitt  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co!  149  Mo.  App.  456,  130  S.  W.  364, 
holding  that  transfer  of  debt  on  books  of  creditor,  without  knowledge  or  consent 
of  debtor  and  third  person,  is  not  sufficient  evidence,  that  third  person  was 
substituted  in  place  of  debtor. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Fulton,  35  L.  R.  A.  133,  which  holds  book  containing 
charges  against  one  person  only  inadmissible. 

Cited  in  note   (53  L.  R.  A.  539)   on  use  of  person's  books  of  account  as  evi- 
dence on  issues  between  other  parties. 
Valae  of  collateral  secvrltleii. 

Cited  in  Whitehead  v.  Heidenheimer,  57  App.  Div.  598,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  704, 
holding  face  value  of  collateral  securities  is  prima  facie  their  real  value;  Barber 
V.  Hathaway,  47  App.  Div.  167,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  329,  holding,  in  absence  of  proof 
of  insolvency  of  obligor  in  bond  held  as  collateral,  amount  unpaid  is  prima  facie 
the  value  of  the  security ;  Grossman  v.  Lindemann,  67  Misc.  439,  123  N.  Y.  Supp. 
108,  holding  that  the  value  of  an  insurance  policy  deposited  as  collateral  se- 
curity is  presumptively  the  face  value  of  the  policy,  but  another  value  may  be 
shown;  Peoples  Nat.  Bank  v.  Brogden,  98  Tex.  364,  83  S.  W.  1098,  holding  that 
the  measure  of  damages  for  the  surrender  of  a  bill  of  lading  deposited  as  col- 
lateral for  the  collection  of  a  draft,  was  the  value  of  the  goods  represented 
thereby  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  and  not  the  face  value  of  the  draft. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.  ( N.S. )   983)   on  authority  of  pledgee  to  compromise 
obligations  held  as  collateral;   (95  Am.  St.  Rep.  662)  on  pledge  or  collateral  se- 
curity as  affected  by  bar  of  debt. 
Talae  of  book:  accoants  or  note. 

Approved  in  Kennett  v.  Hopkins,  68  App.  Div.  416,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  18,  holding 
liquidating  partner,  in  absence  of  proof  to  contrary,  chargeable  with  face  value 
of  book  accounts. 

Cited  in  Boyer  v.  Fenn,  19  Misc.  130,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  533,  holding  note  given  in 
payment  of  stock  presumably  worth  its  face  value. 
Daty  of  pledare^* 

Approved  in  Foote  v.  Utah  Commercial  Sav.  Bank,  17  Utah,  295,  54  Pac.  104, 
holding  that  exercise  of  power  of  sale  by  pledgee  must  be  in  good  faith  and  with 
due  regard  to  rights  of  pledgeor ;  Hawley  Bros.  Hardware  Co.  v.  Brownstone,  123 
Cal.  649,  56  Pac.  468,  holding  pledgee  of  negotiable  paper  liable  for  failing  to 
preserve  legal  validity  of  pledge;  Farm  Invest.  Co.  v.  Wyoming  College  &  Normal 
School,  10  Wyo.  268,  68  Pac.  561,  holding  creditor  receiving  pledge  of  collateral 
notes  from  debtor  bound  to  exercise  ordinary  diligence  in  their  collection.  ' 

Cited  in  State  Bank  v.  Parkhurst,  155  111.  App.  103,  to  the  point  that  holder 
of  collateral  is  bound  to  take  necessary  steps  to  perfect  liability  of  indorser, 
and  if  by  his  neglect  security  was  released,  he  must  bear  loss. 

Cited  in  notes   (38  Am.  St.  Rep.  778)   on  care  required  of  bankers  acting  as 
to  collateral;    (121  Am.  St.  Rep.  196,  201,  205),  on  rights^  remedies,  and  lia- 
bilities of  pledgees  of  corporate  stock. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 22. 
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Distinguished  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hall,  22  App.  Div.  358,  47  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1054,  holding  unauthorized  sale  of  collateral  by  holder  to  himself  void  unless 
pledgeor  consents. 
Face  valve  aa  prlnaa  facte  valae  of  ^rrltten  lastrament. 

Cited  in  Henry  v.  North  American  R.  Constr.  Co.  85  C.  C.  A.  409,  158  Fed.  81, 
holding  that  the  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  deliver  bonds 
was  prima  facie  their  face  value  at  the  time  of  the  breach,  but  other  values 
may  be  shown. 
Extent  of  pledgree's  lien  or  recovery. 

Approved  in  George  R.  Barse  Live  Stock  Co.  v.  Range  Valley  Cattle  Co.  16 
Utah,  60,  50  Pac.  630,  holding  pledge  of  corporate  stock  valid,  without  making 
transfer  thereof  on  books  of  corporation,  and  that  subsequent  sale  and  transfer 
in  no  wise  affects  pledgee's  lien;  Fullerton  v.  Chatham  Nat.  Bank,  17  Misc.  534, 
40  N.  Y.  Supp.  874,  holding  bonds  pledged  with  bank  as  security  for  individual 
loan  cannot  be  retained  to  secure  indebtedness  of  firm  of  which  pledgeor  is 
member. 
Damafrca  for  conversion. 

Subsequent  appeal  in  158  N.  Y.  1,  52  N.  E.  602,  Reversing  21  App.  Div.  442, 
47  N.  Y.  Supp.  609,  holding  owner  required  to  replace  within  reasonable  time 
corporate  stock  converted  by  pledgee  in  good  faith  and  entitled  to  recover  as  dam- 
ages highest  market  price  during  such  time. 

Approved  in  Barber  v.  Hathaway,  47  App.  Div.  168,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  329,  hold- 
ing pledgee  of  collateral  security  who  converts  security  liable  for  difference  be- 
tween its  actual  value  and  debt  secured;  Brown  v.  Union  Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  28 
Wash.  663,  69  Pac.  383,  holding  pledgee  of  stock  having  right  of  action  against 
corporation  for  conversion  cannot  recover  full  value  of  stock  if  his  debt  is  less; 
Pawson  V.  Miller,  66  App.  Div.  12,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  1011,  holding  measure  of  dam- 
ages for  conversion  of  negotiable  check  to  be  amount  unpaid  thereon  at  time  of 
conversion;  Fisher  v.  George  S.  Jones  Co.  108  Ga.  493,  34  S.  E.  172,  holding  meas- 
ure of  damages  in  case  of  conversion  of  collateral  security  is  actual  loss  at  time 
of  conversion;  Nelson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  16  C.  C.  A.  430,  32  U.  S.  App.  554,  69 
Fed.  798,  holding  damages  recoverable  by  surety  because  of  unauthorized  exchange 
of  stock  held  as  collateral,  to  be  difference  in  value  of  stock  at  time  of  exchange. 

Cited  in  Deri  v.  Union  Bank,  65  Misc.  636,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  813,  holding  that 
the  measure  of  damages  for  the  conversion  of  a  check  is  prima  facie  the  face 
value  thereof,  but  another  value  may  be  shown  by  the  pledgee;  Citizens  Bank 
V.  Shaw,  132  Ga.  776,  65  S.  E.  81,  holding  that  the  measure  of  damages  for  the 
conversion  of  a  promissory  note  placed  as  collateral  security  is  the  face  value  of 
^e  note  at  the  time  of  conversion  with  interest  to  and  after  such  time,  unless 
another  value  is  shown. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Langford  v.  Rivinus,  33  L.  R.  A.  250,  which  holds  value 
'^f  judgment  at  date  of  conversion  is  measure  of  damages;  Woods  v.  Nichols,  48 
L.  R.  A.  773,  which  holds  measure  of  recovery  in  trover  by  one  retaining  title  as 
security  for  purchase  price  limited  to  balance  due,  less  depreciation  by  use. 
Collateral  attack  on  compromise  Jndinnent. 

Distinguished  in  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  King,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  640,  73  S.  W. 
71,  holding  compromise  judgment,  although  open  to  direct  attack  as  compromise 
by  pledgee  without  consent  of  pledgeor,  not  open  to  collateral  attack. 
Termination  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Ceballos  v.  Munson  S.  S.  Line,  42  Misc.  26,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  630,  hold- 
ing no  novation  shown,  and  that  contract  uncertain  as  to  duration  is  terminable 
at  will. 
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18  Ll  R.  A.  124,  KAUFFMAN  v.  MAIER,  94  Cal.  269,  29  Pac.  481. 
•Re^ievr  of  order  yrantinff  ne-vF  trial. 

Cited  in  Rand  v.  Kipp,  27  Mont.  141,  69  Pac.  714,  holding  on  appeal  from  order 
refusing  new  trial  on  ground  of  insufficiency  of  evidence,  appellate  court  will  ac- 
•cept  such  conclusion  without  further  consideration;  Siemsen  v.  Oakland,  S.  L.  & 
H.  Electric  R,  Co.  134  Cal.  496,  66  Pac.  672,  holding  on  appeal  from  order  grant- 
ing new  trial  for  misconduct  of  juror,  appellate  court  will  not,  as  a  rule,  recon- 
sider sufficiency  of  evidenee;  Menard  v.  Montana  C.  R.  Co.  22  Mont.  346,  56  Pac. 
592,  holding  on  appeal  from  order  granting  new  trial,  appellate  court  may  prop- 
erly exclude  from  consideration,  grounds  excluded  by  lower  court  on  making  order 
appealed  from;  Churchill  v.  Flournoy,  127  Cal.  362,  59  Pac.  791,  and  People  v. 
Castro,  133  Cal.  12,  65  Pac.  13,  holding  order  granting  new  trial  to  defendant  con- 
victed of  rape  will  be  sustained  on  appeal  if  such  order  rests  on  any  proper  ground 
raised  by  defendant;  Newman  v.  Overland  P.  R.  Co.  132  Cal.  74,  64  Pac.  110, 
holding  order  granting  new  trial  on  ground  of  insufficiency,  matter  within  discre- 
tion of  trial  court,  and  ordinarily  not  reviewable  on  appeal;  Reno  Mill  &  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Westerfield,  26  Nev.  345,  67  Pac.  961,  sustaining  order  granting  new  trial 
on  other  reasons  than  that  given  by  trial  court;  Simon  Newman  Co.  v.  Lassing, 
141  Cal.  175,  74  Pac.  761,  holding  that  general  order  granting  new  trial  will  be' 
sustained  on  appeal  upon  any  tenable  ground;  Boyd  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  117 
Iowa,  339,  90  N.  W.  711,  holding  that  motion  for  new  trial  appealed  from  will  be 
treated  as  a  whole,  unless  expressly  ruled  upon  in  part;  Sweet  v.  Gray,  141  Cal. 
69,  74  Pac.  439,  upholding  power  of  trial  court  to  order  new  trial  unless  plaintiff 
remit  portion  of  judgment;  Higgins  v.  Los  Angeles  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  159  Cal. 
655.  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)    721,  115  Pac.  313,  to  the  point  that  where  court  denied 
motion  for  new  trial  as  to  all  grounds  save  one,  and  granted  it  "on  sole  ground 
that   court  erred  in   sending  into  jury  room,  the   flash  light,"  terms  of  order 
eliminates  question  of  sufficiency  of  evidence;   Hughes  Bros.  v.  Rawhide  Gold 
Min.  Co.  16  Cal.  App.  297,  116  Pac.  969,  holding  that  if  there  is  any  appreciable 
conflict  in  evidence,  exercise  of  discretion  of  trial  court  in  granting  new  trial 
is  not  open  to  review;   Morgan  v.  J.  W.  Robinson  Co.  157  Cal.  351,  107  Pac. 
695,  holding  that  where  order  granting  new  trial  is  general  in  its  terms,  it  will 
be  affirmed,   if  it  could  properly  have  been  granted  on  any  ground  assigned; 
Martin  v.  Markarian  &  Co.  1  Cal.  App.  689,  82  Pac.  1072,  holding  that  the  ap- 
pellate court  is  not  limited  to  the  ground  upon  which  the  trial  court  granted 
a  new  trial  but  may  sustain  the  order  upon  any  other  ground;  Boca  &  L.  R. 
<>>.  V.  Sierra  Valley  R.  Co.  2  Cal.  App.  551,  84  Pac.  298;  Weisser  v.  Southern 
P.  R.  Co.  148  Cal.  428,  83  Pac.  439,  7  Ann.  Cas.  636;   Bresee  v.  Los  Angeles 
Traction  Co.  149  Cal.  133,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1060,  85  Pac.  152;  Brett  v.  Frank  & 
Co.  153  Cal.  270,  94  Pac.  1051;   Thompson  v.  California  Constr.  Co.  148  Cal. 
38,  82   Pac.   367, — holding  that  the  action  of  the  trial  court  in  limiting  the 
grounds  upon  which  a  new  trial  is  granted  does  not  restrict  the  Supreme  Court 
in  its  review  of  the  order  except  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  conflicting  evidence; 
Shankin  v.  Hall,  100  Cal.  28,  34  Pac.  636,  holding  that  though  an  order  grant- 
ing a  new  trial  is  made  upon  an  erroneous  ground,  if  it  can  be  justified  because 
of  errors  occurring  upon  the  trial,  the  order  will  be  affirmed;  Baldwin  v.  Napa 
&  S.  Wine  Co.  1  Col.  App.  216,  81  Pac.  1037;  Bouchard  v.  Abrahamsen,  4  Cal. 
App.  432,  88  Pac.  383;  People  v.  Flood,  102  Cal.  331,  36  Pac.  663, — ^holding  that 
if  there   be   any  ground   upon   which   an  order  granting  a  new  trial   may   be 
sustained,  the  order  will  be  affirmed  on  appeal;  Galvin  v.  Palmer,  113  Cal.  50, 
45  Pac.  172,  holding  that  an  order  granting  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground  that 
the  court  erred  in  admitting  certain  evidence^  relieves  the  appellate  court  from 
reviewing  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  support  the  decision,  which  was  one 
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of  the  grounds  for  the  motion;  Re  Martin,  113  Cal.  481,  45  Pac.  813,  holding 
that  where  the  court  in  its  order  granting  a  new  trial  does  not  designate  the 
ground  upon  which  it  is  granted,  the  order  will  be  affirmed  if  there  is  anything  in 
the  record  warranting  a  new  trial. 

Distinguished  in  Mills  ▼.  Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  102  Cal.  368,  36  Fac.  772,  hold- 
ing that  the  Supreme  Court  could  not  review  an  order  granting  a  new  trial 
upon  the  grounds  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  establish  the  contract 
sued  upon. 
Revlei'T  of  Judiniteat  svatalnliMr  demurrer. 

Approved  in  Vincent  v.  Ellis,  116  Iowa,  618,  88  N.  W.  836,  holding  appellate 
court  in  sustaining  judgment  on  demurrer  not  limited  to  reasons  given  by  trial 
court. 
Defective  premlsen. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kinney  v.  Onsted,  38  L.  R.  A.  666,  which  holds  owner  of 
premises  not  liable  for  fall  of  person  while  leaning  against  defective  railing  on 
platform  of  grain  elevator. 
Liability  of  master  for  Injuries  vneonnected  ^rltk  the  employment. 

Cited  in  Waniorek  v.  United  R.  Co.  17  Cal.  App.  134,  118  Pac.  947,  holding 
that  question  whether  street  car  conductor  in  emergency  had  authority  to  order 
any  one  to  jump  from  car  while  in  motion  was  objectionable  as  calling  for  con- 
clusion of  witness;  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Conway,  86  C.  C.  A.  1,  156 
Fed.  239,  holding  that  a  servant  cannot  recover  from  the  master  for  injuries 
received  while  using  a  machine  furnished  him,  for  a  purpose  for  which  it  was 
not  intended  to  be  used;  Lindquist  v.  King's  Crown  Plaster  Co.  139  Iowa,  113, 
1 17  N.  W.  46,  holding  a  master  not  liable  for  injuries  to  a  servant  received  while 
absent  from  his  employment  contrary  to  the  orders  of  the  foreman,  though 
engaged  at  the  time  in  aiding  another  servant  in  the  master's  employment; 
Kennedy  v.  Chase,  119  Cal.  641,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  163,  52  Pac.  33,  holding  an 
employee  who  leaves  that  portion  of  the  master's  premises  where  his  duties  re- 
quire him  to  be  and  goes  about  for  his  own  convenience  becomes  a  mere  lioensee^ 
BO  that  his  master  is  not  liable  for  injuries  because  of  defective  premises. 

Cited  in  notes    (16  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    986)    on  liability  for  injury  to  servant  in 
using  appliance  for  purpose  other  than  for  which  primarily  intended;    (27  Am. 
St.  Rep.  819)  on  master's  duty  as  to  place  and  appliances. 
Evidence  of  ntaater's  knovrledse  of  defective  premlneik 

Cited  in  Bundy  v.  Sierra  Lumber  Co.  149  Cal.  778,  87  Pac.  622,  holding  that 
evidence  showing  that  an  expert  trestle  builder  had  called  the  attention  of  the 
defendant's  section  foreman  to  the  defective  condition  of  the  trestle  was  properly 
admitted  for  the  purpose  of  showing  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 
Admissibility  of  expert  testlntony. 

Cited  in  Limberg  v.  Glenwood  Lumber  Co.  127  Cal.  605,  49  L.  R.  A.  42,  60  Pac> 
176,  holding,  in  action  for  damages  for  personal  injuries  suffered  by  teamster  by 
reason  of  defective  wagon  and  harness,  testimony  of  expert  on  such  matters  inad- 
missible; Parkin  v.  Grayson-Owen  Co.  167  Cal.  46,  106  Pac.  210,  holding  that 
in  action  for  damages  caused  by  horses  running  away  because  not  properly 
fastened  while  standing  in  street,  it  is  not  permissible  for  witness  to  testify  as 
expert,  that  method  of  hitching  was  not  proper  or  safe  one;  Redfield  v.  Oak- 
land Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  112  Cal.  226,  43  Pac  1117,  holding  that  where  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  are  established  by  unconflicting  evidence,  opinion 
evidence  as  to  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  is  inadmissible;  People  v.  Hea- 
cock,  10  Cal.  App.  464,  102  Pac.  643,  holding  that  where  the  issue  was  whether 
the  deceased  met  his  death  at  the  hands  of  the  defendant  or  by  falling  dowik 
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staiiv,  the  question  whether  the  hemorrhage  and  hruise  which  caused  the  death 
were  the  result  of  the  fall  or  not,  was  for  the  jury  and  not  the  subjects  of 
expert  testimony. 

Distinguished  in  Snyder  v.  Holt  Mfg.  Co.  134  Cal.  327,  66  Pac.  311,  holding  tes- 
timony  of  expert  in  construction  of  harvester  machinery  clearly  admissible  in  ac- 
tion for  damages  suffered  by  individual,  caused  by  breaking  of  machine,  claimed  to 
be  due  to  faulty  construction. 
I  nil  tractions  to  Jury. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Vereneseneckockockhoff,  129  Cal.  503,  62  Pac.  Ill,  holding 
invasion  of  province  of  jury  by  trial  judge  in  his  charge  to  them,  by  reference  to 
matters  of  fact,  constitutes  reversible  error;  People  v.  Rodley,  131  Cal.  258,  63 
Pac.  351,  holding  defendant  found  guilty  of  perjury  will  not  be  heard  ta>  complain 
of  instruction  to  jury,  cautioning  it  to  weigh  carefully  verbal  admissions,  when 
given  at  his  own  request,  notwithstanding  instructions  were  contrary  to  Code  pro- 
vision; People  V.  Cuff,  122  Cal.  591,  55  Pac.  407,  holding,  in  trial  of  criminal 
cauJse,  instructions  by  trial  judge  as  to  weight  of  evidenoe,  invasion  of  province 
of  jury;  People  v.  Buckley,  143  Cal.  391,  77  Pac.  169,  holding  instruction  as  to 
weight  to  be  given  oral  admission  properly  refused;  People  v.  Wardrip,  141  Cal. 
^1,  74  Pac  744,  holding  refusal  to  instruct  as  to  weight  to  be  given  oral  admis- 
sions not  reversible  error;  People  v.  Davenport,  13  Cal.  App.  636,  110  Pac.  318, 
holding  that  in  prosecution  for  rape  instruction:  "I  instruct  you  that  testimony 
of  oral  declaration  of  witness  ^ould  be  viewed  with  caution''  is  harmless  as 
stating  mere  commonplace  within  general  knowledge  of  jurors;  Davis  v.  Hearst, 
160  Cal.  177,  116  Pac.  530,  to  the  point  that  province  of  jury  is  invaded  by 
court  whenever  it  instmcts  them  that  any  particular  evidence  which  has  been 
laid  before  them  is  or  is  not  entitled  to  consideration;  State  v.  Marren,  17  Idaho, 
788,  107  Pac.  993;  Quint  v.  Dimond,  147  Cal.  714,  82  Pac.  310, — holding  an  argu- 
mentative charge  upon  the  facts  is  erroneous;  People  v.  O'Brien,  96  Cal.  181,  31 
Pac.  45,  holding  that  it  was  error  to  charge  that  the  testimony  of  an  accomplice 
should  be  viewed  with  distrust;  People  v.  Bonney,  98  Cal.  279,  33  Pac.  98,  hold- 
itfg  contra  where  the  accomplice  was  a  witness  for  the  prosecution;  People  v. 
Paulsell,   115   Cal.   14,   46   Pac.   734,   on  the   propriety  of  a  charge  as  to  the 
credence  to  be  given  a  certain  witness ;  People  v.  Moran,  144  Cal.  64,  77  Pac.  777, 
holding  a  charge  erroneous  which  went  beyond  the  extent  of  the  statute  as 
regards  instructions  as  to  the  testimony  of  accomplices  and  oral  admissions  of 
the  party;  Gloss  v.  Steiger  Terra  Cotta  A  Pottery  Works,  148  Cal.  156,  82  Pac. 
681,  holding  that  a  request  to  charge  that  evidence  of  oral  admis8i6ns  of  the 
parties  should  be  viewed  with  caution,  was  properly  refused  as  being  a  charge 
with  respect  to  matters  of  fact;  Re  Sudan,  156  Cal.  234,  104  Pac.  442,  holding 
An  instruction  that  by  repetition  oral  statements  may  become  changed  so  that 
they  mean   altogether  different  from  what  was  first  said,  is  not  prejudicially 
erroneous;  Wastl  v.  Montana  Union  R.  Co.  17  Mont.  217,  42  Pac.  772;  Knowles 
T.  Nixon,  17  Mont.  474,  43  Pac.  626, — holding  an  instruction  that  oral  evidence 
of  admissions  of  a  party  should  be  received  with  caution,  was  erroneous  as  being 
a  charge  as  to  facts;  State  v.  Henderson,  186  Mo.  495,  85  S.  W.  576,  holding  that 
it  is  not  reversible  error  to  refuse  to  give  cautionary  instructions  as  to  oral  ad- 
missions of  the  defendant,  where  the  evidence  as  to  the  admissions  was  well 
corroborated;  Re  Blake,  136  Cal.  311,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  135,  68  Pac.  827;  People 
V.  Van  Horn,  119  Cal.  332,  61  Pac.  538, — on  the  propriety  of  a  charge  as  to  the 
caution   with   which   verbal   admissions   of   the   defendant   should   be   received; 
Wood  V.  Lob  Angeles  Traction  Co.  1  Cal.  App.  477,  82  Pac.  547,  holding  that  it 
was  not  reversible  error  to  refuse  an  instruction  calling  attention  to  the  facts 
ihat  the  party  failed  to  produce  the  best  evidence  obtainable  but  relied  upon 
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weaker  evidence  which  was  given;   People  v.  Corey,  8  Cal.  App.  728,  97  Pac 
907,  holding  it  was  not  reversible  error  to  refuse  an  instruction  that  if  the- 
testimony  of  a  witness  was  untrue  in  one  part  it  was  to  be  distrusted  in  all. 

Distinguished  in  Mattingly  v.  Pennie,  105  Cal.  523,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  87,  39 
Pac.  200,  holding  an  *  instruction  that  oral  admissions  of  a  party  should  be 
cautiously  received,  was  not  a  proper  instruction,  where  the  case  was  not  a 
proper  one  under  the  statute  where  the  court  could  charge  as  to  facts. 

18  L.  R.  A.  129,  REEVE  v.  LADIES'  BLDG.  ASSO.  PERPETUAL,  56  Ark.  335- 

19  S.  W.  917. 
UsurloiiB  contnictB  of  loan  asaoclatlon. 

Approved  in  Black  v.  Tompkins,  63  Ark.  504,  39  S.  W.  553,  holding  contract  be' 
tween  shareholders  and  a  building  and  loan  association,  whereby  payment  of  usuri- 
ous interest  is  exacted,  valid  and  enforceable  in  foreclosure  of  mortgage  given  to 
secure  loan;  Taylor  v.  Van  Buren  Bldg.  Asso.  56  Ark.  344,  19  S.  W.  918,  holding 
mortgage  contract  not  usurious  which  provides  for  payment  of  10  per  cent  Interest 
on  loan  of  stockholders ^of  building  and  loan  association;  Farmers'  Sav.  &  Bldg. 
&  L.  Asso.  V.  Ferguson,  69  Ark.  356,  63  S.  W.  797,  holding  contract  with  building 
and  loan  association  not  usurious  because,  in  addition  to  legal'  interest,  payment  of 
monthly  dues  is  required. 

Cited  in  McCauley  v.  Workingman's  Bldg.  &  Say.  Asso.  97  Tenn.  436,  35  L, 
R.  A.  248,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  813,  37  S.  W.  212,  holding  loan  by  building  association, 
usurious  on  its  face,  will  be  set  aside  on  repayment  of  loan  with  legal  interest; 
American  Homestead  Co.  v.Linigan,  46  La.  Ann.  1128,  15  So.  369,  holding  loan  to 
shareholder  by  building  association  providing  for  payment  of  8  per  cent  interest 
not  usurious,  where  time  of  payment  of  shares  given  in  security  is  contingent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Falls  v.  United  States  Sav.  Loan  &  Bldg.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A. 
174,  which  holds  annual  instalments  void  for  usurious  agreement  for  loan  payable 
in  instalments,  with  interest  on  amount  of  original  loan ;  Gray  v.  Baltimore  Bldg. 
&  L.  Asso.  54  L.  R.  A.  217,  which  holds  percentage,  payable  to  loan  association 
indefinitely,  usurious  though  called  "premium;"  People  ex  rel.  Fairchild  ▼.  Pres- 
ton, 24  L.  R.  A.  57,  which  holds  valid,  income  stock  of  loan  association  on  which 
60  per  cent  is  paid  in  advance,  with  cash  dividends  limited  to  8  per  cent;  Pacific 
States  Sav.  Loan  &  Bldg.  Co.  v.  Hill,  56  L.  R.  A.  163,  which  holds  requirement  that 
borrower  bid  for  stock  and  pay  dues  on  same,  device  to  cover  usury;  Borrowers' 
&  Investors'  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Eklund,  52  L.  R.  A.  637,  which  requires  strict  adherence^ 
to  mode  fixed  by  statute  exempting  loan  associations  from  usury  laws ;  Washing- 
ton Nat.  Bldg.  Loan  &  Invest.  Asso.  v.  Stanley,  58^  L.  R.  A.  816,  which  holds  exac- 
tion of  monthly  premium  which,  with  interest,  exceeds  legal  rate,  unauthorized;. 
Smoot  V.  People's  Perpetual  Loan  &  Bldg.  Asso.  41  L.  R.  A.  589,  which  sustains, 
retroactive  statute   relieving  from  usury   all  contracts   with   loan  association; 

m 

Cramer  v.  Southern  Ohio  L.  ft  T.  Co.  69  L.R.A.  415,  which  upholds  statute  em- 
powering loan  associations  to  collect  from  members  such  dues,  fines,  interest,, 
and  premium  or  other  assessments  although  in  excess  of  legal  interest  as  may* 
be  provided  for  in  the  constitution  and  by-laws. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1138)  on  constitutionality  of  exemption  of 
building  and  loan  associations  from  general  usury  laws;  (46  Am.  St.  Rep.  200) 
on  what  transactions  of  loan  associations  are  usurious. 

Annotation  in  18  L.  R.  A.  129,  referred  to  particularly  in  Post  v.  Mechanics^ 
Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  97  Tenn.  411,  34  L.  R.  A.  203,  37  S.  W.  216,  holding  loans  made 
by  building  and  loan  association  to  its  stockholders,  without  competitive  bidding 
and  in  excess  of  l^gal  rate  of  interest,  unlawful  and  usurious. 
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—  ConatmetloB  of  usurtoiui  contract. 

Cited  in  Tilley  v.  American  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  52  Fed.  622,  holding  that  whether 
contract  between  building  and  loan  association  and  one  of  its  shareholders  is 
usurious  is  determinable  by  amount  agreed  to  be  paid  as  interest,  or  as  "dues"  on 
stock. 

•—  La^ra  arovemtiiff  vsnrioiis  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  National  Mut.  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Brahan,  57  L.  R.  A. 
793,  which  holds  usury  in  loan  by  foreign  loan  association  to  resident,  secured  by 
mortgage  on  land  in  state,  determined  by  local  law;  Bennett  v.  Eastern  Bldg. 
k  L.  Asso.  34  L.  R.  A.  505,  which  holds  contract  to  pay  money  to  loan  association 
governed  by  laws  of  state  where  association  located;  Floyd  v.  National  Loan  & 
Invest.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  536,  which  holds  contract  with  foreign  loan  association 
not  within  exemption  of  domestic  associations  as  to  usury,  unless  in  conformity 
to  local  law. 
Application  of  paymentu  upon  ntoclc  on  mortgraflre. 

Cited  in  Iowa  Deposit  &  Loan  Co.  v.  Matthews,  126  Iowa,  749,  102  N.  W. 
817,  holding  that  when  a  borrower  pays  according  to  the  terms  of  his  contract 
he  may  have  a  part  of  such  payments  applied  on  his  principal  debt  as  of  the 
date  when  made. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.  R.  A.  124)  on  right  to  apply  payments  made  on  stock 
in  building  and  loan  association  on  mortgage  given  for  loan  by  same  member. 

18  L.  R.  A.  135,  HALL  v.  NIAGARA  F.  INS.  CO.  93  Mich.  184,  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 

497,  53  N.  W.  727. 
Sole  and  nncondltional  ovrncrsltlp. 

Cited  in  Hanover  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bohn,  48  Neb.  752,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  726,  67 
N.  W.  774,  holding  policy  containing  clause  of  sole  o^v^le^8hip  of  property  covered 
by  policy  not  rendered  void,  on  discovery  that  insured  had  only  equitable  inter- 
est,  in  absence  of  fraud;  Wooliver  v.  Boylston  Ins.  Co.  104  Mich.  135,  62  N.  W^ 
149,  holding  insurance  policy  not  vitiated  where  insured,  upon  oral  application 
to  agent,  stated  fact  of  conditional  ownership  of  property;  Manchester  "Fire 
Assur.  Co.  V.  Abrams,  32  C.  C.  A.  429,  61  U.  S.  App.  276,  89  Fed.  932,  holding 
insurer  estopped  to  deny  liability  on  policy  covering  personal  property  about 
which  no  inquiry  was  made  concerning  interest  of  insured  at  time  of  application  ; 
Haire  v.  Ohio  Farmers'  Ins.  Co.  93  Mich.  486,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  516,  53  N.  W.  623,. 
holding  policy  covering  interest  of  minor  heirs  as  owners  in  fee  simple  not  in- 
validated because  property  subject  to  widow's  dower  right,  which  she  separately 
insured;  Humble  v.  German  Alliance  Ins.  Co.  85  Kan.  146,  116  Pac.  472,  Ann* 
Cas.  1912  D,  630,  holding  that  existence  of  mortgage  on  property  at  time  prop- 
erty is  insured  will  not  avoid  policy,  where  insured  made  no  representations  and 
no  attempt  at  concealment;  Nelson  v.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  31  L.R.A.  (X.S.) 
602,  105  C.  C.  A.  215,  182  Fed.  787,  holding  that  easement  of  support  which 
owner  of  one-half  of  party  wall  has  in  other  half  is  covered  by  insurance  policy 
on  building  and  insurer  is  liable  although  policy  provides  it  shall  be  void  of 
insured's  interest  is  other  than  unconditional  and  sole  ownership. 

Cited  in  notes  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  777)  on  vendee  under  land  contract  as  owner 
within  meaning  of  insurance  policy;  (13  Eng.  Rul.  Caa.  334)  on  necessity  of 
specifying  in  policy  the  interest  of  the  assured. 

Distinguished  in  Peet  v.  Dakota  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  7  S.  D.  420,  64  N.  W.  206, 
holding  existence  of  mortgage  encumbrance  upon  property  insured  will  avoid 
policy  containing  stipulation  against  known  and  existing  encumbrances;  Rosen- 
stock  V.  Mississippi  Home  Ins.  Co.  82  Miss.  686,  35  So.  309,  holding  vendor  grant- 
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ing  possession  to  vendee  on  payment  of  large  part  of  purchase  price  not  "sole 
and  unconditional  owner;"  Hamilton  v.  D\^'^e]ling  House  Ins.  Co.  98  &fich.  541, 
22  L.  R.  A.  520,  57  N.  W.  735,  holding  vendor  in  contract  of  sale  not  "sole  and 
unconditional  owner;"  Wyandotte  Brewing  Co.  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  144 
Mich.  442,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  863,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  458,  108  N.  W.  393,  holding 
that  where  a  policy  of  fire  insurance  provided  tliat  it  should  he  void  if  the  in- 
sured did  not  own  the  ground  upon  which  the  insured  building  stood,  and  the 
application  was  oral  and  the  insurer  had  no  knowledge  that  the  insured  did  not 
own  such  ground,  the  policy  was  void. 
«-*  "Waiver  of  cl«ase» 

Cited  in  German  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Niewedde,  11  Ind.  App.  629,  39  N.  E.  534, 
holding  failure  of  insurer  to  inquire  of  owner  concerning  encumbrances,  upon 
oral  application  for  insurance,  deemed  waiver  of  clause  against  encumbrances; 
Jordan  v.  Hanover  F.  Ins.  Co.  151  N.  C.  345,  66  S.  £.  206,  to  the  point  that  pro- 
vision in  policy  as  to  ownership  is  waived  where  application  is  orsl  and  no  mis- 
representations in  regard  to  title  was  made  by  insured;  German  F.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Herbertson,  49  Colo.  218,  112  Pac.  690,  holding  that  condition  as  to  sole  and 
unconstitutional  ownership  is  waived  where  company  issued  policy  on  building 
on  leased  land  without  making  inquiry  and  where  insured  made  no  representa- 
tions; Glens  Falls  Ins.  Co.  v.  Michael,  167  Ind.  671,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  713,  74  N. 
E.  964,  holding  that  the  issuance  to  a  life-tenant  and  the  acceptance  of  a 
premium  from  him,  waives  a  clause  in  the  policy  providing  that  the  policy  shall 
be  void  if  the  insured  has  not  the  sole  and  unconditional  ownership. 

Distinguished  in  Parsons  v.  Lauc  (Re  Millers'  ft  Mfrs.  Ins.  Co.)  97  Minn. 
108,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  236,  106  N.  W.  485,  7  Ann.  Cas,  1144,  holding  thAt  an  insur- 
ance company  did  not  waive  the  clause  as  to  sole  ownership  by  issuing  a  policy, 
where  neither  it  nor  its  agent  had  any  knowledge  of  the  facts  existing  at  the 
time  the  policy  was  issued. 
Rlflrltts  of  mortflTAflree* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Oakland  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bank  of  Ccnnmerce,  36  L.  R.  A. 
673,  which  holds  mortgagee  to  whom  loss  payable  may  recover  on  policy,  notwith- 
standing conditions  as  to  assignment  which  might  defeat  reoovexy  by  owner. 

Cited  in  note   (19  L.  R.  A.  321)   on  effect  of  settlement  between  insurer  and 
mortgagor  upon  rights  of  mortgagee. 
Conntnictlon  of  pro'rtalon  for  forfeiture. 

Cited  in  Farmers  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Newman,  58  Neb.  510,  78  N.  W.  933,  holding 
provision  for  forfeiture  of  policy  will  be  strictly  construed. 

18  L.  R.  A.  142,  KRAAK  v.  FRIES,  21  D.  C.  100. 
Moral  obllflTAtlOB  as  eoasldermtlon. 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  525)  on  moral  obligation  as  consideration  for 
express  promise  void  under  statute  of  frauds. 

18  L.  R.  A.  144,  ALTON  v.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK,  157  Mass.  341,  34  Am.  St.  Rep. 

285,  32  N.  E.  228. 
Moner  paid  on  mistake  of  fact.  ■ 

Cited  in  Springs  v.  Hanover  Nat.  Bank,  145  App.  Div.  191,  130  N.  Y.  Supp. 
87,  to  the  point  that  persons  paying  money  on  draft  which  is  accepted  in  mis- 
taken belief  that  bill  of  lading  attached  but  not  referred  to,  was  genuine,  cannot 
recover  back  same  from  bona  fide  indorsers;  Armijo  v.  Henry,  14  N.  M.  190,  25 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  284,  89  Pac.  305,  on  nonrecovery  of  money  voluntarily  paid  with 
full  knowledge. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  Behring  v.  Someryille,  49  L.  R.  A.  578,  which  holds  money 
paid  on  mistake  of  fact,  of  which  both  were  ignorant,  not  recoverable  in  absence 
of  fraud;  Scott  y.  Ford,  68  L.R.A.  469,  which  denies  right  to  recover  back  money 
paid  by  executors  under  mistaken  belief  that  payee  was  entitled  thereto  as  repre- 
sentative of  a  deceased  legatee. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  843)  on  relief  from  mistake  of  law  as  to  effect 
of  instrument;  (55  Am.  St.  Rep.  517)  on  recovery  of  money  paid  under  mistake.. 
Mijirepresentatlon   of   fact. 

Approved  in  Motherway  v.  Wall,  168  Mass.  338,  47  N.  E.  135,  holding  grantor 
entitled  to  cancelation  of  deed  of  his  interest  in  his  wife's  estate,  executed  be- 
cause of  misrepresentations  as  to  his  rights  and  state  of  title. 
Coneluaion  of  lavr.  ^ 

Approved  in  Haskell  v.  Merrill,  179  Mass.  123,  60  N.  E.  485,  upholding  master's: 
report  against  objection  that  such  words  as  "loan,"  "security,"  or  "delivery"^ 
express  conclusion  of  law  from  the  facts. 

Cited  in  Remington  v.  Central  P.  R.  Co.  198  U.  S.  99,  49  L.  ed.  963,  25  Sup.. 
Ct.  Rep.  577,  holding  that  in  a  petition  to  remove  a  cause  to  the  Federal  court, 
allegations  which  involve  conclusions  of  law  are  many  times  permitted  to  avoid 
a  prolixity  on  matters  not  likely  to  be  controverted,  as  they  import  that  the- 
facts  which  justify  them,  are  true. 

18  L.  R.  A.  146,  MEYER  v.  GRAHAM,  33  Neb.  666,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  500,  50  N. 

W.  763. 
Adverse  poaaeMtlon. 

Approved  in  Lantry  v.  Wolflf,  49  Neb.  376,  69  N.  W.  494,  holding  title  to  land 
becomes  complete  in  occupant  who  has  held  it  adversely  under  claim  of  title  for 
ten  years. 
—  Of  public  Itlgrlt^vaT. 

Followed  in  Lewis  v.  Baker,  39  Neb.  639,  58  N.  W.  126,  holding  ten  years*" 
adverse  possession  of  portion  of  city  street,  under  claim  of  right,  vests  title  in 
occupant. 

Approved  in  Webster  v.  Lincoln,  56  Neb.  503,  76  N.  W.  1076,  holding  occupant, 
of  portion  of  city  street  under  claim  of  ownership  acquires  title  thereto  in  ten 
years;  Cameal  v.  Lynch,  91  Va.  121,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  819,  20  S.  E.  959,  holding,, 
under  express  provision  of  statute,  owner  of  building  which  for  over  twenty  years- 
has  encroached  upon  street  acquires  title  by  adverse  possession. 

Cited  in  Norrell  v.  Augusta  R.  &  Electric  Co.  116  Ga.  316,  59  L.  R.  A.  103, 
footnote  p.  101,  42  S.  E.  466,  holding  title  by  prescription  not  acquired  by  adverse- 
possession  of  land  dedicated  and  accepted  as  city  street;  Wahoo  v.  Nethaway,  73 
Neb.  55,  102  N.  vV.  86,  holding  that  title  to  a  street  acquired  by  adverse  pos-^ 
aession  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  providing  that  adverse  possession  would 
not  run  against  a  municipality,  is  not  affected  by  such  act;  Ryan  v.  Lincoln, 
85  Neb.  540,  123  N.  W.  1021;  Agnew  v.  Pawnee  City,  79  Neb.  005,  113  N.  W. 
236, — on  the  right  to  acquire  title  to  a  city  street  by  adverse  possession. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Teass  v.  St.  Albans,  19  L.  R.  A.  803,  which  holds  title  to 
street  by  adverse  possession  obtainable;  Renter  v.  La  we,  34  L.  R.  A.  733,  which 
sustains  estoppel  against  claim  of  public  to  park  by  dedication  on  plat  by  one 
continuing  in  possession;  St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Duluth,  43  L.  R.  A.  433,  which 
holds  mere  construction  and  occasional  use  of  railroad  track  across  unimproved 
platted  street  not  adverse  possession;  McClellan  v.  Weston,  65  L.  R.  A.  898» 
which  holds  land  within  boundary  of  jtreet  ais  shown  by  plat  not  subject  to  ad- 
verse possession  as  against  town. 
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Distinguished  in  Krueger  v.  Jenkins,  59  Neb.  642,  81  N.  W.  844,  holding  indi- 
vidual cannot  secure  title  to  un^ised  parts  of  public  highway  of  county  by  adverse 
possession  and  use  for  statutory  time. 
Prescriptive  rlarht* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Webb  v.  Demopolis,  21  L.  R.  A.  62,  which  holds  rights  of 
public  in  street  not  lost  by  prescription  or  laches. 

Cited  in  note    (53  L.  R.  A.  898)    on  prescriptive  right  to  maintain  public 

nuisance. 
Nonuiier. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.  R.  A.  542)  on  effect  of  nonuser  of  easement;  (26  L.  R.  A. 
452)  on  abandonment  of  highway  by  nonuser,  or  otherwise  than  by  act  of  public 
authorities;  (22  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  891)  on  abandonment  or  loss  of  private  way 
by  nonuser  or  improvements  inconsistent  with  use. 

18  L.  R.  A.  151,  SNIDER  v.  ST.  PAUL,  51  Minn.  486,  53  N.  W.  763. 
Nesllsence  of  public  corporation. 

Cited  in  Weltsch  v.  Stark,  65  Minn.  7,  67  N.  W.  648,  holding  that  in  absence 
of  statute,  township,  being  agency  of  government,  is  not  liable  to  private  indi- 
vidual for  injuries  sustained  by  reason  of  defective  highway;  Gullikson  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 62  Minn.  279,  64  N.  W.  812,  holding  villages  not  liable  for  failure  to 
maintain  suitable  and  comfortable  prison,  by  reason  of  which  plaintiff,  who 
suffered  arrest  and  detention  therein,  contracted  permanent  disability  from 
rheumatism;  Garre  v.  Clay  County,  90  Minn.  532,  97  N.  W.  422,  holding  county 
not  liable  for  neglect  of  commissioners  to  repair  ditch;  Schwalk  v.  Louisville  (Co- 
lumbia Finance  &  T.  Co.  v.  Louisville)  136  Ky.  576,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  96,  122  S.  W. 
560,  holding  city  not  liable  for  negligence  of  operator  of  elevator  in  city  hall; 
AVinona  v.  Botzet,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  215,  94  C.  C.  A.  563,  169  Fed.  333,  holding  city 
liable  for  injury  from  frightening  of  horse  by  waterworks  whistle;  Hoppe  v. 
Winona,  113  Minn.  261,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  454,  129  N.  W.  577,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A, 
■247,  holding  that  municipal  grant  of  authority  to  power  company  to  string  wires 
on  toll  bridge  was  exercise  of  municipal  and  not  governmental  power  and  city  is 
liable  for  negligence  where  it  reserved  right  to  direct  work;  Wilcox  v.  Rochester, 
190  N.  Y.  142, 17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  743,  82  N.  E.  1119,  13  Ann.  Cas.  759,  reversing  114 
App.  Div.  734,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  1020,  holding  the  city  is  not  liable  for  an  injury 
to  a  mechanic  repairing  a  public  building,  which  is  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
a  police  telegraph  operator. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fox  v.  Philadelphia,  65  L.R.A.  214,  which  holds  city 
liable  for  injuries  due  to  negligence  of  operator  of  elevator  in  public  building,  al- 
though he  was  employed  by  a  legislative  commission;  Kelly  v.  Boston,  66  L.R.A. 
429,  which  holds  portion  of  city  building  devoted  to  housing  of  executive  de- 
partments which  collect  money  for  city  within  rule  that  city  is  not  liable  for 
negligence  of  those  to  whom  are  entrusted  care  and  custody  of  buildings  used 
•exclusively  for  performance  of  municipal  duties. 

Cited  in  notes   (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)   91)   on  liability  of  municipality  for  tort  in 
connection  with  buildings  used  by  it;    (108  Am.  St.  Rep.  149,  156,  173)    as  to 
what  municipal  corporations  are  answerable  for  injuries  due  to  defects  in  streets 
and  other  public  places. 
«—  Of  private  corporation. 

Distinguished  in  Lane  v.  Minnesota  State  Agri.  Soc.  62  Minn.  177^  29  L.  R. 
A.  709,  64  N.  W.  382,  holding  defendant,  a  private  corporation,  liable  for  negli- 
gence which  resulted  in  injury  to  plaintiff  while  engaged  in  horse  race  under 
management  of  former. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  154,  SELLICK  v.  LAKE  SHORE  &  M.  S.  R.  CO.  93  Mich.  375,  53 

N.  W.  556. 
Obstruct  Ion  of  Itlarli^^Aya. 

Cited  in  Beopple  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  104  Tenn.  429,  68  S.  W.  231,  holding 
railroad  liable  for  injuries  to  traveler,  whose  horses  took  fright  on  aproach  of 
train,  while  he  was  awaiting  removal  of  cars  negligently  permitted  to  remain  on 
crossing  for  undue  length  of  time;  Mueller  v.  Milwaukee  Street  R.  Co.  80  Wis. 
344,  21  L.  R.  A.  723,  56  N.  W.  914,  holding  street  railroad  company  liable  for 
damages  caused  to  funeral  carriage  suddenly  stopped  by  car  at  crossing,  such 
being  proximate  cause  of  injury;  Wall  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  56  App. 
Div.  603,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  519,  holding  railroad  company  unreasonably  obstruct- 
ing highway  liable,  notwithstanding  his  contributory  negligence,  to  one  injured 
while  climbing  over  bumper  of  cars  on  one  track  to  avoid  engine  on  adjoining 
track. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brunswick  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Hardey,  52  L.  R,  A.  396,  which 
authorizes  recovery  by  merchant  specially  damaged  by  wilful  obstruction  of 
street;  Shields  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  680,  which  holds  obstruction 
of  highway  by  excursion  train  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  travelers  on 
highway  by  passenger's  misconduct. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.  R.  A.  619)  on  municipal  control  over  public  nuisance  on 
public  streets  and  highways  created  by  street  railroads  and  other  electrical 
companies. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago,  B.  &  Q,  R.  Co.  v.  Roberts,  3  Neb.  (Unof.)  431,  91  N. 
W.  707,  holding  that  the  mere  leaving  of  freight  cars  in  or  upon  a  highway  is 
not  negligence  in  the  absence  of  other  negligence  upon  the  part  of  the  company. 
Lookout  to  prevent  frlgloLtening  of  teams. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kentucky  &  I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Montgomery,  57  L.  R.  A.  78 1^ 
which   requires   railroad   company  operating  railroad  bridge  as  toll   bridge  to 
keep  lookout  to  prevent  frightening  teams  by  trains. 
ProxlBtate  cmuae  of  Injury. 

Cited  in  Laible  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  13  App.  Div.  674,  43  N,  Y. 
Supp.  1003,  holding  that  whether  obstruction  of  public  highway  by  cars  was  prox- 
imate cause  of  injury  received  by  one  thrown  out  of  her  carriage  when  her 
horse  became  frightened  on  approach  of  another  train,  proper  question  for  jury; 
Lincoln  Twp.  v.  Koenig,  10  Kan.  App.  509,  63  Pac.  90,  holding  proximate  cause 
question  for  jury  where  one  was  injured  by  runaway  team  on  defective  highway; 
Simons  v.  Casco  Twp.  105  Mich.  592,  63  N.  W.  500,  holding  proximate  cause 
of  injury  question  for  jury  where  horse  became  frightened  on  account  of  large 
hole  in  roadway,  causing  him  to  jump  and  thus  throw  plaintiff  down  high  em- 
bankment; Needham  v.  King,  95  Mich.  312,  54  N.  W.  891,  holding  adjacent  land 
owner  liable  for  failure  to  guard  against  spread  of  fire  to  his  neighbor's  land, 
although  the  wind  contributed  to  injury;  White  v.  Riley  Twp.  113  Mich.  299,  71 
N.  W.  502  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  fact  that  injury  was  due  to 
horse's  backing  away  from  bridge  because  of  its  fright  does  not  render  want  of 
barriers  too  remote  a  cause  to  permit  recovery;  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  v. 
Acrea,  42  Ind.  App.  1234,  82  N.  E.  1009,  holding  that  the  collision  between  two 
trains  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  resulting  from  the  panic  in  the 
depot  which  was  wrecked  by  the  collision. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Mutch,  21  L.R.A.  316,  which  holds 
excessive  speed  not  proximate  cause  of  death  of  boy  attempting  to  catch  on 
train;  Snyder  v.  Philadelphia  Co.  63  L.R.A.  896,  which  sustains  right  of  owner 
of  gas  well  near  highway  to  open  it  for  purpose  of  allowing  the  gas  to  blow  the 
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water  eut,  though  the  noise  is  liable  to  frighten  horses;  Hinchman  v.  Pere  Mar- 
quette R.  Co.  65  LJI.A.  553,  which  sustains  liability  of  railroad  company  for  in- 
jury due  to  emission  of  steam  from  engine  in  highway  at  a  railroad  crossing 
while  a  traveler  was  attempting  to  drive  across  the  track. 
Maiiter  and  servant. 

Cited  in  Noble  v.  Bessemer  S.  S.  Co.  127  Mich.  114,  54  L.  R.  A.  400,  89  Am. 
St.  Rep.  461,  86  N.  W.  620,  holding  master  liable  for  injuries  suffered  by  serv- 
ant, througli  use  of  defective  tool,  even  though  fellow  servant  of  one  injured 
knew  of  defect;  McDonald  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  108  Mich.  14;  65  N.  W.  597^ 
holding  master  liable  for  injury  to  servant  which  is  proximate  result  of  con- 
current negligence  of  master  and  fellow  servant. 
Cr»««inflr  track  an  nearltflrence  per  se. 

Cited  in  McVean  v.  Detroit  United  R.  Co.  138  Mich.  265,  101  N.  W.  527,  holding 
where  plaintiff  was  injured  in  trying  to  alight  from  her  carriage  to  hold  the 
horses  which  were  frightened  by  the  defendant's  car,  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  was  a  proper  question  for  the  jury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Prescott,  23  L.  R.  A.  654,  which 
holds  attempt  to  cross  track  on  flagman's  invitation  at  crossing  partly  blocked 
by  train  not  negligence  per  se, 
LilabllltT  for   unforeseen    conseqnences  of   vwrongtuil   act. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Carlin,  60  L.  R.  A.  462,  which  sus- 
tains liability  for  negligence  likely  to  produce  injury,  though  particular  injury 
not  anticipated;  Osborne  v.  Van  Dyke,  54  L.  R.  A.  367,  which  holds  one  un- 
lawfully beating  horse  liable  for  injury  by  unintentional  blow  on  bystander. 

18  L.  R.  A.  168,  GOSNELL  v.  FLACK,  76  Md.  423,  25  Atl.  411. 
Rlsht  of  set-off. 

Cited  in  Hoffman  v.  Armstrong,  90  Md.  131,  44  Atl.  1012,  holding  that  in 
administering  estate  it  is  duty  of  administrators  to  deduct  amount  of  insolvent 
distributee's  debts  to  estate  before  settlement  of  his  share;  Hoffman  ▼.  Hoff- 
man, 88  Md.  62,  40  Atl.  712,  and  Armiger  v.  Reitz,  01  Md.  342,  46  Atl.  900,  hold- 
ing that  in  administering  estate  it  is  duty  of  administrator  to  deduct  from  share 
of  distributee  or  legatee  amount  equal  to  claim  against  him  on  behalf  of  decedent 
estate;  Lambright  v.  Lambright,  74  Ohio  St.  207,  78  N.  E.  265,  6  Ana.  Cas. 
807,  holding  a  debt  due  from  an  heir  to  the  estate  of  his  ancestor  is  chargeable 
against  the  heir's  distributive  share  of  the  estate. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Oxsheer  v.  Nave,  37  L.  R.  A.  98,  which  sustains  right 
to  set  off  indebtedness  of  distributee  against  distributive  share,  although   pur 
chased   by  creditor;    Webb  v.   Fuller,  22   L.   R.   A.    177,   which   authorizes   set- 
off of  amount  due  by  legatee  against  distributive  share;  Ainsworth  v.  Bank  of 
California,   39  L.   R.   A.   686,   which   authorizes   setting   off  against  claim   due 
estate,  debt  due  from  deceased,  though  unmatured  at  time  of  death. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A.  313)  on  right  to  set  off  insolvent's  obligation  on 
claim  in  hands  of  his  receiver  or  assignee  or  trustee  for  creditors. 

Distinguished  in  Marvin  v.  Bowlby,  142  Mich.  252,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)    194,   113 
Am.  St.  Rep.  674,  105  N.  W.  751,  7  Ann.  Cas.  559,  holding  an  heir's  distributive- 
share  of  the  real  estate  of  the  ancestor,  in  the  hands  of  the  i£d minis trator  is  not. 
chargeable  with  an  indebtedness  of  the  heir  to  the  estate. 

18  L.  R.  A.  161,  BROWN  v.  SEATTLE,  5  Wash.  35,  31  Pac.  313,  32  Pac  214. 
Talclnar  of  private  property  for  public  nae. 

Cited  in  Wendel  v.  Spokane  County,  27  Wash.  125,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  826,  67 
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Pac.  576,  holding  county  liable  for  damages  caused  to  lands  of  individual,  by 
cutting  canal  through  natural  ridge,  causing  water  to  overflow  land  w^hich  was 
before  protected;  Pueblo  v.  Strait,  20  CJolo.  18,  24  L.  R.  A.  394,  46  Am.  St.  Rep. 
273,  36  Pac  789,  holding  erection  of  viaduct  in  public  street  such  extraordinary 
use  as  entitles  abutting  property  owners  to  damages  for  depreciation  of  prop- 
erty;  San  Antonio  v.  Mullaly,   11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  5^9,  33  S.  W.  256,  holding 
damages  recoverable  from  municipality  for  grading  street  to  detriment  of  abut- 
ting property;  Bigelow  v.  Ballerino,  111  Cal.  566,  44  Pac.  307,  holding  easement 
in  public  highway,  being  property  right,  may  not  be  destroyed  or  impaired  by 
municipality,   without   rendering  compensation;    Seattle   Transfer   Co.   v.    Seat- 
tle, 27  Wash.  626,  68  Pac.  90,  holding  municipality  liable  for  damages  caused  to 
private  property  abutting  on  street,  by  erection  of  overhead  roadway;  State  ex 
rel.  Smiitk  v.  Superior  Court,  26  Wash.  289,  66  Pac.  385,  holding  private  prop- 
erty not  subject  to  use  by  private  corporation  erecting  elevated  railroad  through 
street,  without  first  making  due  compensation  to  owner;   Ft.  Worth  v.  How- 
ard, 3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  539,  22  S.  W.  1059,  holding  owner  of  private  propevty  en- 
titled to  damages  for  depreciation  of  property  abutting  on  street,  grade  of  which 
was  materially  changed;  Denver  r.  Bonesteel,  30  Colo.  Ill,  69  Pac.  595,  holding 
city  liable  to  abutting  owner  for  damages  caused  by  change  of  grade  of  street; 
Less  V.  Butte,  28  Mont.  32,  61  L.  R.  A.  603,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  545,  72  Pac.  140, 
holding   abutting   owner   entitled   to   damages    resulting  from   fixing   grade   of 
street  for  first  time;  Burrows  v.  Grays  Harbor  Boom  Co.  44  Wash.  645,  87  Pac. 
937,  on  absence  of  right  to  take  private  property  for  a  public  use  without  making 
compensation;  Swope  v.  Seattle,  36  Wash.  121,  78  Pac.  607,  on  right  of  abutting 
owner  to  recover  damages  on  the  change  in  the  grade  of  a  street;  Macon  v.  Daley, 
2  Ga.  App.  357,  58  S.  £.  540,  on  the  right  of  an  abutting  lot  owner  to  recover 
.damages  attending  the  change  in  the  grade  of  a  street,  made  in  conformity  with 
a  city  ordinance;  Sievers  v.  Root,  10  Cal.  App.  341,  101  Pac.  925,  holding  where 
a  change  in  the  grade  of  a  street  is  authorized  without  any  provision  being 
made  for  the  compensation  of  an  adjoining  owner  whose  lot  by  reason  of  the 
improvement  will  be  left  below  the  level  of  the  street,  such  owner  may  maintain 
an  action  for  damage  to  be  sustained  by  reason  of  the  change;  Sweeney  v.  Seattle, 
57  Wash.  681, 107  Pac.  843,  holding  where  in  the  grading  of  a  street  access  to  an 
aUey  used  in  hauling  supplies  to  plaintiff's  place  of  business  was  obstructed,  an 
action  for  the  resulting  damage  might  be  maintained;  Farnandis  v.  Great  North- 
em  R.  Co.  41  Wash.  493,  5  L.R.A.(N.a)   1088,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  1027,  84  Pac. 
18,  holding  where  by  the  construction  of  a  railroad  tunnel  the  lateral  support  of 
a  building  was  so  weakened  as  to  cause  the  building  to  sink  a  recovery  might 
be  had  for  the  damage  to  the  building;  Tracewell  v.  County  Ct.  58  W.  Va.  291, 
52  S.  £.  185,  holding  an  action  might  be  maintained  against  a  county  where  it 
constructs  a  ditch  which  collects  the  surface  water  and  casts  it  on  the  land  of 
-complainant  to  his  damage;  Smith  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  89  Wash.  358, 
70  LRA-  1020,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  889,  81  Pac.  840,  holding  a  property  owner 
could  not   recover   for   damages   caused  by   the   excavating  in   a  street   much 
used  by  him  where  his  property  did  not  abut  on  such  street;  Compton  v.  Seattle, 
38  Wash.  522,  80  Pac.  757,  holding  under  a  statute  providing  that  no  private 
property  shall  be  taken  or  damaged  for  a  public  use  without  compensation,  where 
in  changing  the  grade  of  a  street  the  adjoining  property  was  sloped  back  from 
the  street  to  prevent  the  soil  from  sliding,  there  was  merely  a  damaging  and  not 
a  taking  of  the  property;  Johnson  v.  St.  Louis,  96  C.  C.  A.  617,  172  Fed.  34, 
18  Ann.  Cas.  949,  holding  no  liability  on  part  of  city  where  a  building  is  dam- 
aged by  the  construction  of  a  sewer  in  a  proper  manner. 
Cited  in  footnote  to  Rauenstein  v.  New  York,  L.  &  W.  R-  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  768, 
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which  denies  liability  to  abutter  for  embankment  to  change  grade,  necessitated 
by  railroad  embankment  in  intersecting  street. 

Distinguished  in  Levee  Dist.  No.  9  v.  Farmer,  101  Cal.  184,  ^3  L.  R.  A.  391». 

35  Pac.  569,  holding  vacation  of  public  highway  by  municipality  not  such  in- 
jury to  abutting  property  as  to  require  payment  of  damages;  Fletcher  v.  Seattle^ 
43  Wash.  628,  86  Pac.  1046,  holding  no  liability  on  the  part  of  a  city  for  damage 
caused  by  the  original  establishment  of  the  grade  of  a  street  where  done  in  a 
reasonable  and  proper  manner. 

Payment  a  condition   precedent* 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  Seattle,  5  Wash.  745,  32  Pac.  794,  holding  municipality  mustr 
upon  exercising  right  of  eminent  domain,  make  payment  before  using  property 
condemned;  Geurkink  v.  Petaluma,  112  Cal.  310,  44  Pac.  570,  holding  payment 
of  damages  condition  precedent  to  right  of  city  to  change  water  course  along 
highway,  causing  injury  to  abutting  property. 
Bnjolnlnff  taklnff  private  land  for  pnblio  use. 

Approved  in  Olson  v.  Seattle,  30  Wash.  690,  71  Pac.  201,  holding  injunction 
proper  remedy  where  public  authorities  seek  to  take  private  property  for  pub- 
lic use,  without  first  making  compensation. 

Cited  in  Ferry-Leary  Land  Co.  v.  Holt,  63  Wash.  686, 102  Pac.  446,  on  the  exist- 
ence of  the  right  to  enjoin  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain  where  no 
provision  made  for  the  compensation  of  the  injured  property;  Swope  v.  Seattle,. 

36  Wash.  76,  76  Pac.  617,  holding  a  city  may  be  enjoined  from  changing  the  grade 
of  a  street  where^no  provision  is  made  for  the  compensation  of  abutting  owners 
who  will  suffer  permanent  damage  by  reason  of  the  change;  Hart  v.  Seattle,  42 
Wash.  116,  84  Pac.  640,  holding  a  city  may  be  enjoined  from  making  a  change 
in  the  grade  of  a  street  where  no  provision  made  for  compensation  to  the  adjoining 
owners  damaged  by  such  proposed  change;  Lund  v.  Idaho  &  W.  N.  R.  Co.  60  Wash.. 
676,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  916,  97  Pac.  666,  holding  the  building  of  a  railroad  in  a 
public  street  may  be  enjoined  where  no  compensation  is  provided  for  the  damage 
sustained  by  an  abutting  owner  by  the  interference  with  his  ingress  and  e^ess 
to  the  street. 

.  Cited  in  footnote  to  Clemens  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  362, 
which  denies  right  to  injunction  to  stay  improvement  of  public  street  according  ta 
adopted  grade  until  payment  of  damages. 

Cited  in  note  (36  LJEIJL.(N.S.)  194)  on  injunction  to  protect  right  of  ingress  and* 
egress  from  street. 

Disapproved  in  Edwards  v.  Thrash,  26  Okla.  482,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  976,  109  Pac. 
832,  holding  that  injunction  does  not  lie  to  prevent  city  from  improving  street 
until  abutting  owner  has  been  compensated  for  consequential  damages   arising 
from  change  of  grade. 
Meaanre  of  dainaflres  for  takintr  private  property  for  public  m«e. 

Cited  in  Idaho-Western  R.  Co.  v.  Columbia  Conference,  20  Idaho,  684,  38  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  606,  119  Pac.  60,  holding  that  damages  for  taking  college  property  for 
railroad  is  not  measured  by  its  market  value ;  Blincoe  v.  Choctaw,  0.  &  W.  R.  Co. 
16  Okla.  294,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  894,  83  Pac.  903,  8  Ann.  Cas.  689,  on  how  damages 
to  private  property  taken  for  public  use  is  to  be  measured. 

Cited  in  note  (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  907,  911)  on  what  constitutes  "damage"  \x* 
property  within  provision  that  property  shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged  for  public 
use  without  compensation. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Fifth  Ave.  62  Wash.  228, 113  Pac.  762,  holding  that  injury 
inflicted  upon  property  in  neighborhood  of  street  by  regrade  and  diverting  travel 
is  damnum  absque  injuria,  where  property  does  not  abut  on  regraded  street. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  166,  MEMPHIS  &  C.  R.  CO.  v.  BIRMINiSHAM,  S.  &  T.  RIVER  R. 

CO.  «6  Ala.  671,   11   So.  642. 
Talcinar  private  property. 

Cited  in  Hamilton  County  v.  Rape,  101  Tenn.  227,  47  S.  W.  416,  holding  change 
in  grade  of  public  highway,  causing  material  injury  to  abutting  property,  such 
taking  within  constitutional  provision  as  to  necessitate  compensation  to  owner; 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Birmingham,  S.  &  N.  O.  R.  Co.  130  Ala.  670,  31  So.  509,  hold- 
ing that  before  land  owner  may  be  deprived  of  property  under  eminent  domain 
proceeding,  assessment  and  payment  of  damages  a  condition  precedent;  Louis- 
ville k  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Peoples  Street  R.  &  Improv.  Co.  101  Ala.  332,  13  So.  308, 
holding,  in  absence  of  statutory  authority,  lands  of  one  railroad  corporation  not 
subjecl  to  condemnation  by  another;  Knowles  v.  New  Sweden  Irrig.  Dist.  16 
Idaho,  231,  101  Pac.  81,  on  what  will  constitute  the  taking  of  private  property 
for  a  public  use;  Boca  &  L.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Sierra  Valleys  R.  R.  Co.  2  Cal,  App.  560, 
84  Pac.  298,  holding  the  condemnation  of  a  right  of  way  by  one  railroad  over  the 
road  of  another  is  the  taking  of  private  property  for  a  public  use;  State  ex  rel. 
North  Coast  R.  Co.  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  49  Wash.  86,  94  Pac.  907,  holding  on 
the  condemnation  of  a  right  of  way  across  another's  railroad,  the  petitioner  is 
chargeable  with  the  maintenance  of  an  interlocking  devise  as  to  the  tracks  in 
operation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  St.  Louis  v.  Hill,  21  L.  R.  A.  226,  which  holds  prohibi- 
tion against  building  on  certain  portion  of  land  a  "taking"  of  property;  White 
V.  Northwestern  North  Carolina  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.   627,  which  holds  use  of 
street  for  steam  railroad  a  taking  of  same. 
Proteetlon  of  private  rlgrl^ts  from  public  Interference. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Morton 'v.  New  York,  22  L.  R.  A.  241,  which  holds  city 
has  no  right  to  build  pumping  station  on  own  land,  rendering  adjoining  build- 
ings uninhabitable. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.  R.  A.  544)  on  protection  of  private  rights  from  interfer- 
ence by  public. 
Rlcbt  of  appeal  In  eminent  domain  proceed Ingr*. 

Cited  in  Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hopkins,  108  Ala.  159,  18  So.  845,  holding 
provision  of  Code  giving  effect  to  constitutional  provision  for  intersection  and 
crossing  of  railroad  unconstitutional,  because  of  elimination  of  right  of  appeal 
from  award  of  commissioners  in  assessing  damages. 

18  L.  R.  A.  170,  PAGE  v.  LEWIS,  89  Va.  1,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  848,  15  S.  E.  389. 
Gifts  cavMi  mortis. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Holland,  99  Va.  502,  55  L.  R.  A.  160,  86  Am.  St. 
Rep.  898,  39  S.  E.  126,  holding  valid  gift  causa  mortis  of  bank  stock  by  delivery 
of  keys  to  depository  containing  gift;  Leyson  v.  Davis,  17  Mont.  286,  31  L.  R. 
A.  451,  footnote  p.  429,  42  Pac.  775,  holding  valid  gift  causa  mortis  of  bank 
stock  certificates  by  actual  delivery  to  donee  without  indorsement;  Johnson 
V.  Colley,  101  Va.  418,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  884,  44  S.  E.  721,  holding  gift  causa 
mortis,  otherwise  valid,  not  defeated  by  condition,  "If  I  die,  or  anything  happens 
to  me;*'  Dickinson  v.  Hoes,  33  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  104,  holding  a  gift  causa 
mortis  of  a  savings  bank  fund  made  by  a  delivery  of  a  receipt  of  for  the  savings 
bank  book  was  not  invalidated  by  a  provision  that  the  concurrence  of  a  surety 
company  was  necessary  to  the  possession  of  the  fund;  Phinney  v.  State,  36  Wash. 
246,  68  L.R.A.  124,  78  Pac.  927,  holding  the  delivery  of  a  check  by  a  decedent 
during  his  last  illness  for  nearly  all  his  funds  which  were  in  a  bank  in  another 
town  with  an  understanding  that  it  was    revoked  in  case  of  his  recovery  con- 
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etituted  a  gift  causa  mortis,  although  the  check  did  not  reach  the  bank  until 
after  death  of  donor;  Claytor  v.  Pierson,  55  W.  Va.  175,  46  S.  E.  935,  holding  a 
good  gift  causa  mortis  may  be  made  by  the  delivery  to  the  donee  of  a  receipt 
for  a  sum  of  money  in  hands  of  another  brother  with  direction  to  get  such 
money  as  he  meant  donee  to  have  it. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Royston  v.  McCulIey,  52  L.  R.  A.  899,  which  upholds  gift 
causa  mortis  of  bank  certificates  made  by  donor  asking  to  have  trunks  unlocked 
and  certificates  indorsed;  Lord  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  597,  which 
sustains  gift  of  policy  found  among  papers  of  insured  at  his  death,  on  proof  of 
his  declarations  that  it  was  donee's;  Hatcher  v.  Buford,  27  L.  R.  A.  507,  which 
holds  bank  stock,  given  a  few  nights  before  donor's  death  from  consumption,  a 
gift  causa  mortis. 

Cited  in  notes  (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  894,  902,  908,  918)  on  gifts  causa  mortis;   (9 
Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  864,  865)  on  requisites  of  donatio  causa  mortis. 
^—  Snfllciency  of  delivery. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Weakley,  99  Ala.  445,  19  L.  R.  A.  701,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  84, 
12  So.  420,  holding  delivery  of  bank  book  insufficient  delivery  to  sustain  gift 
causa  mortis,  of  funds  in  bank;  Waite  v.  Grubbe,  43  Or.  411,  73  Pac.  206,  hold- 
ing act  of  donor  in  last  illness  in  pointing  out  to  donee  places  where  money  was 
concealed,  with  appropriate  declarations  of  gift,  valid  delivery;  Foley  v.  Har- 
rison, 233  Mo.  558,  136  S.  W.  354,  holding  that  delivery  of  certificates  of  stock 
when  intended  as  gift  was  sufficient  to  pass  ownership,  especially  as  there  was  no 
blank  assignments  on  back  and  no  attorney  present  to  draw  one;  Bowen  v. 
Kutzner,  93  C.  C.  A.  33,  167  Fed.  297,  on  the  nature  of  a  delivery  necessary 
to  support  a  gift;  McCoy  v.  McCoy,  126  Ky.  787,  104  S.  W.  1031,  holding  there 
may  be  a  gift  of  money  on  deposit  in  a  bank  by  a  delivery  of  the  pass  book; 
McCoy  V.  McCoy,  126  Ky.  788,  104  S.  W.  1031,  as  distinguishing  between  savings 
banks  and  other  banks  as  to  what  necessary  to  constitute  a  delivery  of  funds 
deposited  there;  Harrell  v.  Nicholson,  119  Ga.  459,  46  S.  E.  623,  holding  where 
the  payee  of  a  note  a  short  time  before  his  death  directed  the  maker  where  the 
note  might  be  found  and  to  keep  it,  but  it  was  not  found  until  after  the  death  of 
the  payee  by  a  third  person  who  turned  it  over  to  the  administrator  the  trans- 
action did  not  constitute  a  gift  there  being  no  delivery. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Collins,  68  L.R.A.  119,  which  sustains  as  gift  causa 
mortis  drawing  of  check  for  part  of  deposit  under  fear  of  impending  death  and 
delivered  to  drawee  with  directions  to  forward  it  to  the  bank  with  statement 

« 

that  it  is  to  become  the  drawee's  property  in  case  of  drawer's  death;  Hawn  v. 
Stoler,  65  L.R.A.  813,  which  holds  parol  instructions  by  one  giving  money  to 
another  for  safe  keeping  which  the  latter's  husband  has  deposited  in  bank  in  his 
own  name  as  to  the  persons  to  whom  such  money  is  to  be  paid  after  donor's 
death,  insufficient  to  affect  valid  gift  causa  mortis. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.ILA.  700)  on  delivery  of  bank  book  to  sustain  gift  of 
money  in  bank;  (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  904)  on  transfer  of  key  to  receptacle  as  sus- 
taining gift  of  contents. 

Distinguished  in  Newman  v.  Bost,  122  N.  C.  529,  29  S.  E.  848,  holding  deliv- 
ery of  keys  to  bureau  not  sufficient  delivery  of  insurance  policy  contained  there- 
in to  constitute  valid  gift  causa  mortis;  Keepers  v.  Fidelity  Title  A  D.  Co.  56 
N.  J.  L.  306,  23  L.  R.  A.  186,  footnote  p.  184,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  397,  28  Atl.  585, 
holding  delivery  of  key  to  box  containing  securities  given,  insufficient  delivery. 
Admissibility  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Fidelity  Mut.  Life  Asso.  v.  Miller,  34  C.  C.  A.  217,  63  U.  S.  App.  717, 
92  Fed.  69,  holding  letter  written  by  insured  to  his  wife  day  before  his  death. 
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admissible  to  rebut  evidence  that  he  had  deliberately  committed  suicide  after  ob- 
taining policy. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  291)  on  admissibility  of  declarations  as  part 
of  the  res  gestae. 

18  L.  R.  A.  187,  CROMPTON  v.  BEACH,  62  Conn.  25,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  323,  25 

Atl.   446. 
Vendor's  election  of  remedies. 

Cited  in  Tufts  v.  Brace,  103  Wis.  345,  79  N.  W.  414,  .holding  election  to  rescind 
<»nditional  contract  of  sale,  and  retake  possession  of  thing  sold,  bars  vendor's 
right  of  recovery  of  balance  due  on  purchase  price;  Smith  v.  Barber,  163  Ind. 
328,  53  N.,£.  1014,  holding  vendor  of  machinery  to  be  erected  in  manufac- 
turing plant,  retaining  title  until  paid  for,  may  upon  default  of  payment  elect 
to  treat  contract  as  absolute  and  recover  contract  price,  or  rescind  and  recover 
property  sold;  Howell  v.  Campbell,  53  Kan.  749,  37  Pac.  120,  holding,  as  be- 
tween creditors  of  vendee,  and  vendor,  election  to  treat  contract  of  sale  of 
goods  as  absolute  will  be  conclusive  upon  vendor's  right  to  recover  impaid 
portion  of  selling  price;  Turk  v.  Carnahan,  25  Ind.  App.  128,  81  Am.  St.  Rep. 
85,  57  N.  £.  729,  holding  seller  of  property  may  not,  upon  default  of  payment 
by  purchaser,  repudiate  contract,  retake  property,  and  also  sue  to  recover  bal- 
ance of  purchase  price;  Stalker  v.  Hayes,  81  Conn.  715,  71  Atl.  1099,  holding 
in  an  action  to  recover  for  a  balance  of  rent  due  where  plaintiff  had  taken  pos- 
session of  chattels  mentioned  in  a  written  instrument  given  as  security,  for  receipt 
of  such  articles  did  not  estop  the  making  of  a  further  claim  on  account  of  the 
debt. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  LJI.A.  463,  471)  on  rights  and  liabilities  of  vendor  and 
purchaser  by  conditional  sale,  on  default  of  payment;  (23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  144)  on 
action  for  price  as  waiver  of  right  of  conditional  vendor  to  recover  property. 

Distinguished  in  Robinson's  Appeal,  63  Conn.  296,  28  Atl.  40,  holding  vendor 
of  goods  retaining  legal  title  until  fully  paid  for  does  not,  by  receiving  balance 
of  goods  upon  insolvency  of  vendees,  elect  to  take  such  balance  in  satisfaction 
of  the  debt. 

Qualified  in  Johnson-Brinknian  Commission  Co.  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  128  Mo. 
350.  26  L.  R.  A.  842,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  675,  28  S.  W.  870,  holding  that  notwith- 
standing election  by  vendor  of  one  of  two  inconsistent  remedies  in  case  of  de- 
fault of  payment  for  goods  sold,  if  remedy  elected  be  dismissed  before  judgment, 
or  intervening  rights  of  others  become  vested,  another  and  different  rem- 
edy may  be  resorted  to. 
Vendor's  lien. 

Cited  in  Herrmann  v.  Central  Car  Trust  Co.  41  C.  C.  A.  180,  101  Fed.  45, 
holding  pledgee  of  bonds  deposited  as  collateral  to  secure  purchase  price  of  rolling 
stock  loses  lien  on  security  on  default  of  payment  by  reclaiming  property  sold. 
What  constitutes  conditional  sale. 

Cited  in  note  (46  Am.  St.  Rep.  296)  on  what  constitutes  a  conditional  sale. 

18  L.  R.  A.  190,  Al^IERICAN  LIVE  STOCK  COMMISSION  CO.  v.  CHICAGO 
LIVE  STOCK  EXCHANGE,  143  III.  210,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  385,  32  N.  E.  274. 
Sale  of  stoek  exclianire  seat. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lowenberg  v.  Greenebaum,  21  L.  R.  A.  399,  which  holds 
levy  on,  and  sale  of,  stock  exchange  seat  ineffectual  to  pass  title* 
Bqaitable  control  of  corporate  action* 

Cited  in  State  e«  reh  Star  Pub.  Co.  v.  Associated  Press,  159  Mo.  461,  51  L. 
LJI.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 23. 
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R.  A.  168,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  368,  60  S.  W.  01,  holding  equity  will  not  by  manda- 
mus compel  voluntary  association  engaged  in  purely  private  enterprise,  to  render 
service  and  furnish  news  to  one  not  member  thereof;  Greer  v.  Staller,  77  Fed. 
8,  holding  equity  will  not  reinstate  suspended  member  in  voluntary  association, 
when  he  bases  his  action  on  contract  of  membership,  portion  of  which  he  al- 
leges to  be  illegal  and  in  restraint  of  trade;  Kemp  v.  Division  No.  241,  A.  A.  S.  & 
E.  R.  E.  153  111.  App.  369,  holding  that  chancery  has  jurisdiction  to  restrain  im- 
lawful  conspiracy  because  of  discharge  of  number  of  employees,  if  remedy  at  law 
is  inadequate;  Gladish  v.  Kansas  City  Live  Stock  Exch.  113  Mo.  App.  734,  89 
S.  W.  77,  holding  a  person  who  had  been  expelled  from  a  voluntary  livestock 
association  for  misconduct  could  not  enjoin  the  members  of  the  association  from 
doing  business  with  him  as  provided  by  the  by-laws  of  the  association;  Heim 
V.  Xew  York  Stock  Exch.  64  Misc.  533,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  591,  holding  a  non- 
member  of  a  stock  exchange  in  nature  a  voluntary  organization  cannot  enjoin 
the  enforcement  of  a  resolution  which  prevents  members  of  such  association 
from  doing  business  with  him. 

Cited  in  note  (68  Am.  St.  Rep.  857,  862)  on  jurisdiction  of  equity  over  volun- 
tary unincorporated  associations. 
DlsmlsMil  of  bin  on  dlMolntlon  of  inJuBction* 

Cited  in  Field  v.  Western  Springs,  181  111.  190,  54  N.  E.  929,  holding  court  of 
equity  may  properly  dismiss  bill  of  complaint  on  sustaining  motion  to  dissolve 
injunction  without  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proofs;  Leonard  v.  Garland,  252  111. 
302,  96  N.  E.  819,  to  the  point  that  dissolution  of  injunction  may  be  treated  as 
final  disposition  of  cause  from  which  appeal  will  lie;  Marks  v.  Chicago  Yacht 
Club,  121  111.  App.  310,  holding  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction  upon  grounds 
appearing  from  the  face  of  the  bill  is  in  effect  a  demurrer;  Cordatos  v.  Chicago, 
129  111.  App.  475,  holding  the  denial  of  an  application  for  a  preliminary  injunction 
predicated  on  the  face  of  a  bill  for  a  permanent  injunction,  made  it  proper  to 
dismiss  the  bill. 
Contracts  In  restraint  of  trade. 

Cited  in  Purington  v.  Hinchliff,  219  111.  167,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  827,  109  Am.  St. 
Rep.  322,  76  N.  E.  47  Affirming  120  111.  App.  532,  holding  parties  agreeing  not 
to  use,  buy  or  lay  brick  made  by  the  plain tiflf  because  of  his  failure  to  subscribe 
to  the  rules  of  a  builder's  association,  may  be  held  liable  in  damages  for  their 
acts  done  in  pursuance  to  such  agreement;  Piatt  v.  National  Asso.  1  111.  C.  C.  13, 
denying  the  right  of  petitioner  to  have  the  defendants  enjoined  from  refusing  to 
sell  him  certain  designated  articles,  in  pursuance  to  an  agreement  not  to  sell 
to  such  retail  dealers  who  sell  at  a  less  price  than  that  fixed  by  defendants. 
Corporations  affected  wltb  a  pnblic  Interest. 

Cited  in  Union  Stock  Yards  Transit  Co.  v.  Franey,  138  111.  App.  220,  on  the 
nature  and  purposes  of  premises  provided  by  a  stock  yards  transfer  company; 
Dickinson  v.  Board  of  Trade,  114  111.  App.  305,  on  a  board  of  trade  as  being  a 
private  corporation  and  not  of  a  public  nature. 
^^  iiearlslatlve  control. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Board  of  Trade,  107  Minn.  522,  23  LJEiA,{'N.8.)  1269,  121 
N.  W.  395,  on  corporations  affected  with  a  public  interest  as  being  subject  to 
legislative  control;  RatclifT  v.  Wichita  Union  Stock- Yards  Co.  74  Kan.  11, 
6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  841,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  298,  86  Pac.  150,  10  Ann.  Cas.  1016,  holding 
the  carrying  on  of  a  stockyards  is  a  business  affected  with  a  public  interest  so 
as  to  be  subject  to  legislative  control  and  regulation  in  the  matter  of  rates. 
Rules  of  stock  exclianire  as  affectlntr  a  stranger. 

Cited  in  McCarthy  Bros.  Co.  v.  Chamber  of  Commerce,  106  Minn.  601,  21  L.RJL 
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(X.S.)  690,  117  N.  W.  923,  holding  a  corporation  which  had  succeeded  to  the  busi- 
ness of  a  firm  which  had  complied  with  the  rules  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
and  continued  to  transact  business  with  the  Chamber  without  complying  with 
the  rules  is  not  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  membership  of  a  member  of  the  Chamber 
as  provided  by  the  rules  of  the  Chamber. 
Validity  of  by-la^rs. 

Cited  in  notes  (43  Am.  St.  Rep.  152,  163)  on  limitations  on  power  of  private 
corporation  to  enact  by-laws;  (7  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  287)  on  invalidity  of  unreasonable* 
by-law. 

18  L.  R.  A.  201,  BANK  OF  EDGEFIELD  v.  FARMERS'  CO-OP.  MFG.  CO.  2: 

C.  C.  A.  637,  2  U.  S.  App.  282,  62  Fed.  98. 
Coalllct  of  laiTS. 

Cited  in  The  Carib  Prince,  63  Fed.  268,  holding  vessel  not  liable  for  injury  to 
cargo  by  water,  under  contract  of  shipment  limiting  liability  for  latent  defects 
in  construction;  such  contract  being  governed  by  law  of  place  of  execution; 
Clanship  v.  New  South  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  110  Fed.  859,  holding  question  whether 
raiitraet  between  citizens  of  different  states  is  to  be  construed  by  law  of  place 
of  performance,  or  not,  governed  by  general  commercial  law;  Limerick  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Howard,  71  N.  H.  19,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  489,  51  Atl.  641,  holding  question 
whether  fraud  of  payee  of  Vermont  note  in  obtaining  it  is  defense  against  in- 
dorsee determinable  by  law  of  Vermont. 

Cited  in  note   (61  L.  R.  A.  194)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  negotiable  paper. 
Bona  llde  liolder  of  nearotlable  paper. 

Cited  in  Kaiser  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  24  C.  C.  A.  91,  41  U.  S.  App.  637,  78  Fed. 
2S4,  holding  one  purchasing  negotiable  paper  before  maturity,  for  valid  con- 
sideration and  without  notice  of  existing  equities,  obtains  good  title;  Spencer 
V.  Alki  Point  Transp.  Co.  53  Wash.  88,  132  Am.  St,  Rep.  1058,  101  Pac.  509,. 
holding  fact  that  one  of  four  promissory  notes  was  overdue  when  defendant 
took  them  as  security  for  a  loan  did  not  affect  his  being  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value,  the  overdue  note  showing  indorsements  of  payments  thereon  after  due; 
Vnion  Nat.  Bank  v.  Neill,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  428,  79  C.  C.  A.  417,  149  Fed.  714; 
Farmers'  Loan  k  Trust  Co.  v.  Madison  Mfg.  Co.  153  Fed.  319, — on  what  neoes- 
ssry  to  render  the  holder  of  negotiable  paper  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value. 

Cited  in  note  (46  L.  R.  A.  799)  on  rights  of  holder  of  negotiable  paper  trana- 
ferred  after  maturity. 

18  L.  R.  A.  204,  EDWARDS  v.  CULBERTSON,  111  N.  C.  342,  16  S.  E.  233. 
FolloinrlBflr  trmit  property. 

Cited  in  Ross  v.  Davis,  122  N.  C.  267,  29  S.  E.  338,  holding  equity  will  follow 
funds  invested  in  lands  purchased  from  ancestors,  heirs  of  whom  subsequently 
repudiate  sale  and  oust  purchaser;  Summers  v.  Moore,  113  N.  C.  405,  18  S.  E. 
712,  holding  that  where  property  is  conveyed  to  one,  and  consideration  fur- 
nished by  another,  equity  will  hold  legal  owner  as  trustee  of  the  real  owner; 
Pender  v.  Mallett,  123  N.  C.  62,  31  S.  E.  351,  holding  property  assigned  by  in- 
solvent husband  to  wife  recoverable  in  equity  by  husband's  creditors;  Williams 
V.  Walker,  111  N.  C.  612,  16  S.  E.  706,  holding  money  loaned  to  married  woman, 
and  by  her  invested  in  real  property,  through  fraudulent  representation  as  to 
capacity,  may  be  impressed  with  equitable  lien;  Barnard  v.  Hawks,  111  N.  C^ 
339,  16  S.  E.  329,  holding  equity  will  follow  funds  invested  in  stock,  through  a» 
many  hands  as  it  may  be  traced,  and  impress  it  with  original  trust  in  favor  of 
real  owner;  Fidelity  &,  D.  Co.  v.  Jordan,  134  N.  C.  242,  46  S.  E.  496,  holding; 
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beneficiary  under  resulting  trust  entitled  to  follow  property  substituted  for  part 
of  that  affected  with  trust;  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Summers,  143  N.  C.  105,  55  S. 
E.  522,  on  the  right  of  the  owner  of  property  obtained  from  him  by  fraud  to 
follow  it  into  the  hands  of  an  innocent  third  party  obtaining  it  from  the  wrong- 
doer. 
Constrnctl've  trusts. 

Cited  in  footnote  in  Stahl  v.  Stahl,  68  L.R.A.  617,  which  holds  constructive 
trust  created  where  mother  ill  in  bed  at  solicitation  of  children  conveys  prop- 
erty to  one  of  them  on  his  agreeing  to  hold  it  for  benefit  of  all  to  avoid  ex- 
pense and  his  conveyance  thereof  to  another  child  with  notice. 

Cited  in  note  (38  L.  ed.  U.  S.  56)  on  when  trust  ex  maleficio  arises. 

18  L.  R.  A.  206,  GUNN  v.  WHITE  SEWING  MACH.  CO.  67  Ark.  24,  4  latefa. 

Com.  Rep.  309,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  223,  20  S.  W.  591. 
State  Interference  ^rftb  interstate  comn&eree. 

Cited  in  Hargraves  Mills  v.  Harden,  25  Misc.  666,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  937,  holding 
state  cannot  deny  right  of  foreign  corporation  to  sue  for  breach  of  contract  of 
sale  within  state  of  goods  to  be  manufactured  without  state,  because  such  corpo- 
ration neglects  to  comply  with  state  statute  relative  to  foreign  corporations  do- 
ing business  within  state;  Miller  v.  Goodman,  91  Tex.  43,  40  S.  W.  718,  and  Allen 
V.  Tyson- Jones  Buggy  Co.  91  Tex.  25,  40  S.  W.  393,  holding  foreign  corporation 
not  precluded  from  maintaining  action  because  of  failure  to  obtain  permit  to  do 
business;  Murphy  Varnish  Co.  v.  Connell,  10  Misc.  560,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  492,  hold- 
ing foreign  corporation  will  not  be  denied  aid  of  local  state  courts  to  enforce  con- 
tract rights,  even  though  it  fail  to  comply  with  state  statute  requiring  it  to  file 
copy  of  articles  of  incorporation  with  proper  state  officer;  Davis  &,  R.  Bldg.  & 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Dix,  64  Fed.  412,  holding  state  legislature  cannot  deny  right  of 
foreign  corporation  to  sell  its  goods  in  state  through  local  salesmen;  Havens  &  G. 
Co.  V.  Diamond,  93  111.  App.  567,  holding  foreign  corporation  taking  orders  or 
making  sales  by  sample  not  "doing  business"  in  state  within  meaning  of  stat- 
ute regulating  transaction  of  business  by  foreign  corporations;  Crenshaw  v. 
State,  95  Ark.  475,  130  S.  W.  569  (dissenting  opinion),  on  ordinance  imposing 
license  tax  on  agent  sent  by  manufacturer  in  another  state  to  solicit  orders, 
as  violation  of  interstate  commerce  laws;  Butler  Bros.  Shoe  Co.  v.  United  States 
Rubber  Co.  84  C.  C.  A.  167,  156  Fed.  17,  holding  an  agreement  between  corpora- 
tions doing  business  whereby  one  agreed  to  sell  the  manufactured  goods  of  the 
other  as  its  agent  and  the  performance  of  such  contract  constituted  interstate 
commerce;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  State,  82  Ark.  315,  101  S.  W.  748,  12  Ann. 
Cas.  82,  holding  a  statute  requiring  a  foreign  corporation  to  file  with  the 
secretary  of  state  a  certified  copy  of  its  articles  of  incorporation  is  not  unrea- 
Aonable  or  discriminative  where  the  same  is  required  of  domestic  corporations. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Sanders,  18  L.  R.  A.  549,  which  holds  void  as  to  orig- 
inal packages,  act  requiring  marking  on  package  of  year  in  which  seed  grown; 
iSmith  V.  Jackson,  47  L.  R.  A.  416,  which  holds  agent  collecting  garments  and 
;sending  them  to  laundry  outside  of  state,  and  redelivering  to  owners,  not  en- 
!gaged  in  commerce;  Racine  Iron  Co.  v.  McCommons,  51  L.  R.  A.  134,  which 
holds  traveling  agent  taking  orders  and  distributing  contents  of  original  package 
jamong  customers  not  engaged  in  interstate  commerce;  Croy  v.  Epperson,  61  L.  R. 
A.  254,  which  holds  one  taking  orders  in  own  name  for  articles  manufactured  in 
other  state,  and  delivering  separate  articles  to  customers;  not  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce;  French  v.  State,  52  L.  R,  A.  160,  which  holds  agent  of  nonresi- 
dent company  selling  organ  taken  with  him,  or  taking  orders  for  others  to  be 
delivered  by  him,  engaged  in  interstate  commerce;   State  v.  Willingham,  52  L. 
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R.  A.  198,  which  holds  delivery  of  portraits  and  frames  by  agent  previously  tak- 
ing order  for  nonresident  manufacturer,  interstate  commerce. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  142)  on  establishing  agency  to  handle  product 
within  state  as  doing  business  therein;  (46  L.  ed.  U.  S.  787)  on  peddlers  and 
drummers  as  related  to  interstate  commerce. 

18  K  R.  A.  211,  McAFEE  v.  REYNOLDS,  130  Ind.  33,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  194, 

28  N.   £.   423. 
Kxtiiar«l«]taie]it    of   Jwd^ment    lien. 

Cited  in  Savings  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Bear  Valley  Irrig.  Co.  89  Fed.  38,  holding  lien 
of  judgment  creditor,  being  creature  of  statute,  must  be  executed  within  statutory 
period,  notwithstanding  fact  of  debtor's  asset  being  in  hands  of  receiver,  against 
whom  suit  is  forbidden  without  permission  of  court ;' Bradfield  v.  Newby,   130 
Ind.  60,  28  N.  £.  619,  holding  land  purchased  from  judgment  debtor  after  expi- 
ration  of  lien  of  judgment  not  subject  to  sale  under  judgment;  Miller  v.  Melone,. 
1 1  Okla.  253,  56  L.  R.  A.  625,  footnote  p.  620,  67  Pac,  479,  holding  creditor's  bill 
fails  on  judgment  forming  basis  of  suit  becoming  dormant  during  its  pendency; 
Ruth  V,  Wells,  13  S.  D.  488,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  902,  83  N.  W.  568,  holding  lien  of 
judgment   debtor   extinguished,   notwithstanding  action   thereon   was  instituted, 
sixty  days  before  the  period  at  which  the  judgment  lien  expired;   Johnson  v» 
Central  Trust  Co.  159  Ind.  609,  65  N.  £.  1028,  holding  judgment  of  allowance 
against  funds  in  hands  of  receiver  not  lien  on  property  after  discharge  of  re- 
ceiver without  reservation  as  to  existing  claims;    Taylor  v.   McGrew,  29   Ind. 
App.  327,  64  N.  £.  651,  holding  that  judgment  lien  on  legatee's  real  estate  or  pro- 
ceeds perished  eleven  years  from  date  of  rendition;  Gardiner  v.  Ross,  19  S.  D. 
604,   104  N.  W.  220,   holding  an  order  in   supplemental  proceedings   requiring 
the  payment  of  a  judgment  will  be  set  aside  on  motion  where  it  was  rendered, 
void  by  the  discharge  of  the  judgment  debtor  in  bankruptcy. 
Poorer  of  appellate  eonrt. 

Cited  in  Matchett  v.  Cincinnati,  W.  A  M.  R.  Co.  132  Ind.  345,  31  N.  E.  792,. 
holding  appellate  court  may  remand  cause  with  instructions  to  award  venire  de 
novo  or  grant  new  trial. 
Injiiactloia. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  Bowers,  30  Ind.  App.  118,  65  N.  £.  559,  holding  taxpayer 
entitled  to  injunction  to  restrain  contractor  from  using  improper  material  in 
road  in  violation  of  contract;  Hart  v.  Hildebrandt,  30  Ind.  App.  418,  66  N.  E.. 
173,  denying  injunction  to  prevent  adverse  use  of  private  alley,  which  in  time* 
would  ripen  into  an  easement;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Savin,  47  Ind.  App.  272,  94 
N.  E.  347,  holding  that  injunction  will  lie  where  legal  remedy  is  not  as  plain 
and  adequate,  or  as  practical  and  efficient  to  ends  of  justice,  as  remedy  in 
equity;  Stauffer  v.  Cincinnati,  R.  &  M.  R.  Co.  33  Ind.  App.  358,  70  N.  E.  543, 
on  when  equity  will  interfere  to  grant  relief  by  injunction. 

18  L.  R.  A.  215,  PULLMAN^S  PALACE  CAR  CO.  v.  LAACK,  143  111.  242,  32 

N.  E.  285. 
Direction  of  verdict. 

Approved  in  Finley  v.  West  Chicago  Street  R,  Co.  90  111.  App.  370;  Oartside 
Coal  Co.  V.  Turk,  147  111.  123,  35  N.  E.  467 ;  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Stanley, 
158  HI.  398,  41  N.  E.  1012;  Cicero  &  P.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Meixner,  160  111.  322,  31 
L.  R.  A.  332,  43  N.  E.  823;  Foster  v.  Wadsworth-Howland  Co.  168  111.  517,  48 
N.  E.  163;  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Wiswell,  168  111.  614,  48  N.  E.  407; 
Kean  v.  West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  75  III.  App.  41;  Missouri  Malleable  Iron 
Co.  v.  Hoover,  77  111.  App.  439;  Ackerstadt  v.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  94  HI.  App. 
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130,  —  holding  it  duty  of  trial  court  to  direct  jury  to  return  verdict  for  de- 
fendant in  absence  of  evidence  tending  to  establish  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery; 
Bayer  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  N.  R.  Co.  68  111.  App.  225,  holding,  in  absence  of 
evidence  tending  to  establish  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  it  is  not  reversible  er- 
ror for  trial  court  to  direct  verdict  for  defendant  >  Landgraf  v.  Kuh,  188  III.  493, 
59  N.  E.  501>  holding  instruction  to  find  for  defendant  erroneous  if  there  is  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  plaintiff's  right  to  recover ;  Qooney  v.  United  States  Wring- 
er Co.  101  111.  App.  473,  holding  instruction  to  find  for  defendant  erroneous, 
unless  evidence  wholly  insufficient  to  sustain  verdict  for  plaintiff;  Siddall  v. 
Jansen,  168  111.  45,  39  L.  R.  A.  114,  48  N.  E.  191,  holding  supreme  court  may  re- 
view facts  to  ascertain  if  there  was  evidence  tending  to  support  the  declara- 
tion, where  error  is  assigned  on  direction  of  verdict  for  defendant. 

Cited  in  Gathman  v.  Chicago,  127  111.  App.  152,  on  it  being  the  duty  to  di- 
rect a  verdict  for  defendant  where  the  trial  court  would  feel  compelled  to  set 
aside  a  verdict  for  plaintiff. 

Distinguished  in  Libby  v.  Cook,  222  111.  212,  78  N.  E.  599,  holding  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant  should  not  be  directed  either  at  the  close  of  plaintiff's  case 
or  at  the  close  of  all  the  evidence,  where  there  is  evidence  tending  to  prove  tlie 
material  averments  of  the  declaration. 
Hef  anal  of  trial  court  to  direct  verdict. 

Cited  in  Ashley  Wire  Co.  v.  Mercier,  163  111.  491,  45  N.  E.  222,  holding  refusal 
to  direct  verdict  for  defendant  in  action  for  personal  injury  not  erroneous  where 
there  is  evidence  tending  to  show  negligence  on  part  of  defendant;  Lake  Shore 
&  M.  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Richards,  152  III.  72,  30  L.  R.  A.  42,  38  N.  E.  773,  holding  mo- 
tion to  instruct  jury  to  return  verdict  for  defendant  properly  overruled,  if  there 
is  sufficient  evidence  to  support  cause  of  action;  Ide  v.  Fratcher,  194  III.  555, 
62  N.  E.  814,  holding,  in  action  against  employer  to  recover  for  injury  due  to 
bursting  emery  wheel,  case  should  be  submitted  to  jury  if  there  is  any  evidence 
showing   right  of  recovery.  * 

^Proper  anestlona  fer  Jury. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  H.  R,  Co.  v.  Holman,  53  111.  App.  621,  holding 
question  whether  two  foremen  are  fellow  servants  one  of  fact  for  jury  to  de- 
termine; Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Massey,  152  111.  151,  38  N.  E.  787,  holding  it 
•question  of  fact  for  jury  whether  shoveler  and  conductor  of  work  train  were 
fellow^  servants;  West  Chicago  Street  R,  Co.  v.  Dwyer,  162  111.  493,  44  N.  E. 
4J15,  holding  question  whether  "gripman"  and  "starter"  on  cable  road,  employed 
^y  common  master,  are  fellow  servants,  one  of  fact;  Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Langs- 
'dorf,  69  III.  App.  189,  holding  question  of  weight  and  credibility  given  to  testi- 
mony, one  for  jury  to  determine;  Field  v.  French,  80  111.  App.  90,  holding 
(question  of  owner's  liability  for  defective  elevator,  resulting  in  injury  to  pas- 
senger therein,  one  of  fact  for  juiy;  Hartley  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  197  111. 
446,  64  N.  E.  382,  holding  that  whether  relation  of  fellow  servant  exists  is 
•mixed  question  of  law  and  fact,  determinable  fact  being  whether  particular  em- 
ployee was  fellow  servant;  Western  Stone  Co.  v.  Muscial,  196  111.  386,  89  Am. 
St.  Rep.  325,  63  N.  E.  664,  holding  question  whether  servant  assumes  risk  of 
•employment  in  particular  case,  for  jury,  upon  submission  of  evidence  tending  to 
show  right  of  action;  Mobile  &  R.  Co.  v.  Godfrey,  155  111.  82,  39  N.  E.  590, 
holding  it  question  for  jury  to  determine,  within  rules  laid  down  by  court, 
who  are  fellow  servants;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Delaney,  68  111.  App.  311, 
.holding  it  question  for  jury  whether  servant  was  injured  by  negligence  of  fel- 
ilow  servant;  Mehan  v.  Lowell  Electric  Light  Corp.  192  Mass.  60,  78  N.  E.  385, 
•holding  in  an  action  for  the  death  of  a  person  by  receiving  an  electric  shock 
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it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  there  was  such  an  emergency  as  re- 
quired the  presence  of  the  decedent  at  the  place  where  he  received  the  shock. 
^Bl»aftIaslon  of  evldemee  to  Jury* 

Cited  in  Brezinski  v.  Swift,  91  111.  App.  539,  and  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v. 
Gunderson,  174  111.  497,  51  N.  E.  708,  holding  it  not  reversible  error  for  trial 
court  to  submit  whatever  evidence  there  is  tending  to  establish  issues  in  plain- 
tiflf's  behalf;  West  Chicago  Street  R,  Co.  v,  Marzalkiewiecz,  75  111.  App.  242, 
holding  evidence  tending  to  substantiate  plaintiff's  allegations  must  be  sub- 
mitted to  jury,  whose  verdict  in  reference  thereto  must  control;  West  Chicago 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Lyons,  157  111.  594,  42  N.  E.  55,  and  Cummings  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  R.  Co.  189  111.  614,  60  N.  E.  51,  holding  sufficiency  of  evidence  in  favor  of 
cause  of  action  a  question  of  law,  decision  of  which  determines  question  whether 
eause  should  be  submitted  to  jury. 
Imatmctlons  to  Snry* 

Cited  in  Swift  &  Co.  v.  Fue,  66  111.  App.  658,  holding  it  not  reversible  error 
for  trial  court  to  refuse  to  give  instructions  on  oral  request,  directing  verdict 
in  favor  of  defendant;  Wenona  Coal  Co.  v.  Holmquist,  152  111.  588,  38  N.  E. 
946,  holding  refusal  to  instruct  jury  to  find  for  defendant  not  reviewable  unless 
instruction  submitted  in  writing  and  marked  "refused;*'  Western  Tube  Co.  v. 
Pederson,  128  111.  App.  642,  holding  an  instruction  to  the  effect  that  plaintiff 
is  only  entitled  to  recover  when  he  has  shown  that  his  injury  was  caused  "wholly'* 
by  defendant's  neglect  was  properly  modified  by  striking  out  the  word  "wholly." 
Chicago  Union  Traction  Co.  v.  Mee,  218  111.  17,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  7^9,  75  N.  E. 
800,  4  Ann.  Cas.  7,  holding  in  an  action  for  injuries  to  a  passenger  received  in 
a  collision  between  a  street  car  and  a  wagon  where  the  evidence  is  conflicting 
as  to  how  the  accident  occurred,  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  instruct  that 
the  burden  of  proof  was  oh  the  plaintiff  to  show  by  a  preponderence  of  evi- 
dence that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  negligence. 
Failure  to  wan  aerTRnt. 

Cited  in  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Holcomb,  9  Ind.  App.  207,  36  N.  E. 
39,  holding  master  liable  for  injuries  to  car  repairer  who,  being  engaged  in 
service,  was  inju/ed  through  neglect  of  another  to  give  proper  notice  of  dan- 
ger; McFarland  v.  Edmunds  Mfg.  Co.  97  111.  App.  631,  holding  it  duty  of  mas- 
ter to  notify  servant  of  increased  danger  arising  by  reason  of  destruction  of 
building  upon  which  latter  is  engaged  at  time  of  injury;  Cheeney  v.  Ocean  S.  S. 
Co.  92  Ga.  732,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  113,  19  S.  E.  33,  holding  negligence  of  fireman 
in  failing  to  provide  "hatch  tender"  to  notify  servant  in  hold  of  ship  of  danger 
imputable  to  master;  Chicago  k  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Bell,  111  III.  App.  292,  holding 
master  liable  for  Injury  to  servant  by  driving  engine  over  ash  pit  without 
warning;  Schminkey  v.  *T.  M.  Sinclair  &  Co.  137  Iowa,  134,  114  N.  W.  612,  on 
it  being  the  duty  of  the  master  to  warn  servants  of  the  dangers  of  the  employ- 
ment; Bates  Mach.  Co.  v.  Crowley,  115  III.  App.  542,  holding  a  servant  has  the 
right  to  assume  that  the  master  has  performed  his  duty  of  furnishing  him  safe 
and  sound  appliances  with  which  to  work. 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  634)  on  delegability  of  master's  duty  to  in- 
struct or  warn  servants. 

Distinguished  in  Lang  v.  H.  W.  Williams  Transp.  Line,  119  Mich.  83,  77. N. 
^'.  633,  holding  defendant  not  liable  for  death  of  servant  who  had  knowledge 
-of  all  conditions  of  his   employment. 

Master's  duty  to  meryrttntm. 

Cited  in  National  Syrup  Co.  v.  Carlson,  155  111.  216,  40  N.  E.  492,  holding 
master  liable  for  injuries  to  servant,  resulting  from  failure  to  properly  guard 
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elevator  opening  in  factory,  down  which  injured  one  fell  during  nighttime;  Wells- 
ton  Coal  Co.  V.  Smith,  65  Ohio  St  76,  66  L.  R.  A.  102,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  547, 
61     N.    E.    143,    holding  mine   owner   cannot   so   delegate   duty   of   funuBhing 
safe    place    for    miner    to    work    as    to    absolve    itself    from    liability    for 
injury     due     to     negligence     of     agent     or     servant     charged     with     such 
duty;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Eaton,  194  111.  445,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  161,  62  N.  £. 
784,  holding  master  may  not  delegate  to  another,  duty  of  notifying  servant  of 
defective  track,  which  caused  deceased's  injury  resulting  in  his  death;  Edward 
Hines  Lumber  Co.  v.  Ligas,  172  111.  317,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  38,  50  N.  E.  225,  Affirm- 
ing 68  111.  App.  528,  holding  master  cannot  absolve  himself  from  liability  for 
injury  to  ser\'ant  by  delegating  duty  of  furnishing  safe  place  for  servant  to- 
work;  Western  Stone  Co.  v.  Whalen,  151  111.  487,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  244,  38  N.  E. 
241,  holding  servant  may  assume  employer  has  discharged  his  legal  duty  in  select- 
ing his  coemployees,  in  absence  of  notice  to  contrary;  McBeath  v.  Rawle,  93  111. 
App.  215,  holding  legal  obligation  of  master  to  furnish  reasonably  safe  places 
for  servant  to  work  cannot  be  shifted  to  other  so  as  to  relieve  master  of  lia- 
bility;  Eingartner  v.  Illinois  Steel  Co.  94  Wis.  80,  34  L.  R.  A.  507,  59  Am. 
St.  Rep.  859,  68  N.  W.  664,  holding  master  cannot  delegate  duty  to  provide  safe 
place,  and   is  liable  for   injuries  to  servant,   received   while  working  in   place 
furnished  by  other  servants  not  fellow  servants  of  one  injured;   Spring  Valley 
Coal  Co.  V.  Robizas,  111  111.  App.  52,  holding  coal  company  cannot  delegate  duty 
to  furnish  and  place  cars,  and  is  liable  for  injury  due  to  cars  negligently  placed 
by   fellow   servant;    Illinois  Terminal   R.   Co.   v.   Thompson,   112   111.   App.  469, 
holding  switchman  does  not  assume  risk  of  injury  due  to  maintenance  of  tele- 
graph pole  too  close  to  track. 

Cited  in  note  (44  L.  R.  A.  39,  50,  87)  on  master's  duty  to  instruct  and  warn 
his  servants  as  to  perils  of  employment. 
^^  Safe  appliances. 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  A.  R,  Co.  v.  Maroney,  170  111.  524,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  396,  4* 
N.  £.  953,  holding  master  liable  for  failure  to  furnish  safe  scaffolding  for  servant 
to  work  upon;  Rice  &  B.  Malting  Co.  v.  Paulsen,  51  111.  App.  125,  holding  master 
cannot  delegate  duty  of  furnishing  safe  scaffolding  and  ladders  for  servants  to 
work  upon;  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Heerey,  105  111.  App.  649,  holding  master 
liable  for  death  of  servant,  due  to  negligent  coupling  of  engine  and  tender,  whereby 
they  separated,  causing  deceased  to  fall  and  be  run  over  by  tender;  Groldie  v^ 
W^erner,  50  111.  App.  300,  holding  duty  of  master  to  furnish  suitable  applianoes^ 
and  material  for  servant  to  work  upon  and  with  may  not  be  shifted  so  as  to  ab- 
solve him  from  liability;  Slack  v.  Harris,  200  111.  108,  65  N.  E.  669,  holding  mas- 
ter liable  for  injuries  suffered  by  elevator  operator,  who,  acting  under  orders  of 
master's  engineer,  attempted  to  run  defective  elevator;  Ralph  v.  American  Bridge- 
Co.  30  Wash.  507,  70  Pac.  1098,  holding  master  liable  for  injury  to  servant,  due- 
to  defective  ladder. 

Cited  in  notes   (4  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   222)   on  duty  of  master  to  furnish  safe  ap- 
pliances  as  affected  by  fact  that  defective  appliances   are  prepared  by    fellow 
servants;    (98  Am.  St.  Rep.  296)  on  liability  to  servant  for  injuries  due  to  de- 
fective machinery  and  appliances. 
Vice  prinelpalslilp. 

Cited  in  Illinois  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Marshall,  210  111.  571,  66  L.R.A.  302,  71  N.  E. 
597,  holding  the  defendant  company  was  liable  for  the  death  of  an  employee 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  foreman  directing  the  gang  in  ordering  the  de- 
ceased to  perform  certain  work  without  taking  certain  precautions  that  it  wa» 
his  duty  as  foreman  to  take;  Baier  v.  Selke,  211  111.  517,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.. 
208,  71  N.  E.  1074,  on  master  as  liable  for  a  neglect  of  duties  which  he  attempts 
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to  perform  through  the  agency  of  a  vice  principal;  Donk  Bros.  Coal  &,  Coke 
Co.  Y.  Thil,  228  111.  236,  81  N.  £.  867,  on  the  master  as  being  liable  for  the  neg- 
ligence of  his  vice  principal  in  the  performance  of  his  duties;  Illinois  Steel  Co. 
V.  Olste,  116  111.  App.  307,  holding  an  employee  to  whom  the  master  has  dele- 
gated the  duty  of  keeping  a  place  in  a  reasonably  safe  condition  to  work  cannot 
be  regarded  as  a  fellow  servant  with  an  injured  employee. 

Cited  in  notes  (51  L.  R.  A.  590)  on  vice  principalship  considered  with  reference 
to  superior  rank  of  servant;  (54  L.  R..A.  38,  52,  81,  97,  98,  171)  on  vice  principal- 
ship  as  determined  with  reference  to  character  of  act  which  caused  injury;  (75 
Am.  St.  Rep.  585,  588,  593,  595,  596,  598«  599,  600,  601,  602)  on  who  is  a  vice 
principal. 
CoBcnnfeiit  neiirlliirence  of  master  and  felldv^  servant* 

Cited  in  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  95  111.  App.  59,  holding  master  liable  for 
injuries  to  servant  received  through  combined  negligence  of  master  and  fellow 
servant;  St.  Louis  Nat.  Stock  Yards  v.  Godfrey,  101  111.  App.  50,  holding  company 
liable  for  injuries  to  employee,  even  though  proximate  cause  thereof  was  com- 
bined negligence  of  company  and  coemployee  of  one  injured;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Gillison,  173  111.  270,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  117,  50  N.  E.  657,  holding  master 
liable  for  injury  to  servant  through  combined  negligence  of  fellow  servant  and 
defective  appliances  furnished  by  master;  New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Per- 
riguey,  138  Ind.  432,  37  N,  E.  976,  holding  master  liable  for  injury  to  servant  re- 
flulting  from  concurrent  negligence  of  fellow  servant  and  master  in  failing  to  keep 
proper  headlight  on  railroad  engine;  Swift  v.  Rutkowski,  82  111.  App.  115,  holding 
master  liable  for  injury  to  servant  resulting  from  insufficiency  of  help,  concurring 
with  negligence  of  fellow  servant;  Norris  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  88  111.  App.  620, 
holding  that  if  negligence  of  master  co-operates  with  negligence  of  fellow  servant, 
and  so   produces   injury,   servant   may   recover;    Schulk   v,   Joliet   &   S.    Trac- 
tion Co.  154  111.  App.  117,  holding  that  where  negligence  of  master  is  combined 
with  negligence  of  fellow  servant,  and  neither  is  efficient  cause  alone,  master 
is  liable;  Johnson  v.  The  Zelandia,  3  Alaska,  667,  holding  a  master  was  not  re- 
lieved from  liability  for  injury  to  a  servant  by  reason  of  a  failure  to  furnish  a 
proper  appliance,  because  of  the  fact  that  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  workman 
eontributed  to  the  accident;  Rogers  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  211  111. 
131,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  185,  71  N.  E.  850,  holding  the  defendant  company  could 
not  relieve  itself  of  liability  for  injuries  to  a  servant  where  it  failed  to  warn 
liim  of  an  obstruction  which  caused  the  injury  by  pleading  that  a  fellow  servant 
had  been  instructed  to  give  warning  of  the  danger;  Siegel,  C.  &,  Co.  v.  Treka, 
218  111.  567,  2  LJR.A.(N.S.)   652,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  302,  75  N.  E.  1053,  holding 
a  master  liable  where  the  plaintiif  while  riding  in  an  elevator  with  another 
servant  of  the  defendant  was  thrown  down  by  such  servant  and  by  reason  of 
the  negligent  construction  of  the  elevator  had  his  leg  crushed;  Chicago  &  E.  I. 
R.  Co.  V.  Kimmel,  221  111.  550,  77  N.  E.  936,  holding  defendant  company  liable 
for  damages  where  the  foreman  of  the  gang  failed  to  give  the  decedent  warning 
that  a  car  was  about  to  strike  the  car  he  was  working  on  although  his  fellow 
workmen  were  negligent  in  allowing  the  cars  to  strike;  Pittman  v.  Chicago  & 
E.  I.  R.  Co.  231  111.  585,  83  N.  E.  431,  affirming  135  111.  App.  485,  holding  the 
negligence  of  the  engineer  in  backing  a  train  at  too  great  a  rate  of  speed  would 
not  relieve  the  defendant  company  from  liability  where  the  accident  would  not 
have  happened  but  for  the  defective  condition  of  the  track;   Klofski  v.  Rail- 
roads Supply  Co.   235   111.   159,   85  N.   E.  274,  holding  an   instruction   to   the 
effect  tjjat  if  a  servant  was  injured  by  reason  of  the  master's  negligence  his 
right  to  recover  was  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  a  fellow-servant's  negligence 
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contributed  to  the  accident,  was  proper;   Yeates  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  241  IIU 
211,  89  N,  E.  338,  holding  an  action  for  injuries  received  in  a  collision  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  a  switch  tender  in  letting  a  switch  engine  onto  a  certain 
track,  was  maintainable  although  the  crew  of  either  the  switch  engine  or  road 
engine  were  negligent;   Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ross,  136  111.  App.  523, 
liolding  in  an  action  to  recover  for  injuries  received  through  defendant's  negli- 
gence, an  instruction  that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  if  the  negligence  of  fellow 
Hervants  contributed  to  the  injury  was  properly  refused;  Torni  v.  American  Car 
&  Foundry  Co.  147  111.  App.  233,  holding  defendant  was  not  excused  from  lia- 
bility for  plaintiff's  injury  because  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  fellow  serv- 
ants, where  the  accident  would  not  have  happened  but  for  the  carelessness  oi 
defendant's  foreman;  Gordon  v,  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  129  Iowa,  753,  lOG. 
N.  W.  177,  holding  a  brakeman  injured  when  a  train  broke  in  two  because  of 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant  company  in  the  construction  of  the  road  might 
recover  for  the   injuries  received  although  fellow  brakemen  were  negligent  in 
failing  to  keep  a  proper  lookout;   Trickey  v.  Clark,  50  Or.  521,  93  Pac.  457, 
holding  the  plaintiff  might  recover  for  injuries  received  by  his  minor  son  when 
the  fastener  of  a  log  carriage  in  a  saw  mill  was  knocked  loose  by  a  feHow  work- 
man, but  which  could  not  have  been  knocked  loose  if  a  sufficient  fastener  had 
been  provided;  Hansel  1-El cock  Foundry  Co.  v.  Clark,  214  111.  414,  73  N.  E.  787». 
on  a  master  as  being  liable  for  an  injury  to  a  servant  where  it  would  not  have 
happened  but  for  the  negligence  of  the  master,  although  the  acts  of  fellow  serv- 
ants contributed  to  the  injury;  New  Ohio  Washed  Coal  Co.  v.  Fischer,  119  111. 
App.  292;   Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Neves,  130  III.  App.  343;   Crisfield  v    New 
Staunton  Coal  Co.  151  111.  App.  339;  Kennedy  v.  Swift  &  Co.  234  111.  611,  123- 
Am.  St. 'Rep.  113,  85  N.  E.  287,  affirming  140  111.  App.  344, — on  a  master  as  not 
relieved  from  liability  for  injury  to  a  servant  through  the  fault  of  the  master 
because  of  the  fact  that  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant  contributed  to  the- 
injury. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Noble  v.  Bessemer  S.  S.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  456,  which  holds 
master  liable  for  injury  by  defective  tool,  though  defect  known  to  fellow  servant, 
procuring  tool;  Loveless  v.  Standard  Gold  Min.  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  596,  which  holds, 
master  liable  for  injury  from  combined  negligence  of  himself  and  fellow  serv- 
ant; Farrell  v.  Eastern  Machinery  Co.  68  L.R.A.  239,  which  sustains  master's 
liability  for  death  of  employee  through  providing  unfit  material  for  staging* 
though  staging  was  constructed  by  another  employee  with  power  to  reject  unfit 
materials;  Towne  v.  United  Electric  G.  &  P.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  214,  which  holds 
corporation  maintaining  poles  to  support  electric  wires  which  furnishes  ordi- 
nary pike  poles  in  good  condition  for  handling  such  poles  not  liable  for  injury 
to  employee  caused  by  fellow  servant's  use  of  dull  pike  pole  in  taking  down 
pole. 

Neffllirence  of  master  combined  wltli  Independent  canse. 

Cited  in  Morris  v.  Stanfield,  81  111.  App.  272,  holding  employer  liable  for  in- 
jury to  child  servant  whose  employment  was  contrary  to  statute,  such  violation 
being  proximate  cause  of  injury;  Malott  v.  Hood,  99  III.  App.  363,  holding  it  not 
necessary  that  master's  negligence  should  be  sole  proximate  cause  of  servant's- 
injury  to  warrant  recovery,  where  injury  is  result  of  master's  negligence  combined 
with  ulterior  cause;  Springside  Coal  Min.  Co.  v.  Grogan,  67  III.  App.  492,  hold- 
ing master  liable  for  injury  to  servant,  resulting  from  combined  accident  and  neg- 
ligence of  former  in  properly  guarding  mine  shaft;  Miller  v.  Kelly  Coal  Co.. 
239  111.  629,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.^245,  88  N.  E.  196,  holding  plaintiff  might  recover 
for  injuries  received  by  being  kicked  by  a  vicious  mule  which  he  was  driving: 
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and  which  defendant  knew  was  vicious,  although  he  might  have  escaped  in- 
jury if  it  had  not  been  that  there  was  an  accumulation  of  rock  along  the  track 
which  prevented  his  escape. 

Cited  in  note  (20^L.R.A.  (N.S.)   793)  on  effect  on  master's  liability  of  delega- 
tion of  personal  duty  to  independent  contractor. 

Distinguished  in  American  Exp.  Co.  v.  Risley,  179  111.  299,  53  N.  E.  558,  Affirm- 
ing 77  111.  App.  484,  holding  master  liable  to  servant  the  proximate  cause  of  whose 
injury  is  master's  negligence,  although  other  causes  co-operated;  Chicago  Eco- 
nomic Fuel  Gas  Co.  v.  Myers,  168  111.  144,  48  N.  E.  66,  holding  master  liable  for 
servant's  injuries  resulting  from  combined  negligence  of  independent  contractor 
and  master,  under  whose  direction  work  was  being  done.;  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v» 
Bailey,  105  Ga.  103,  31  S.  E.  547,  holding  master  liable  for  injuries  to  servant,, 
standing  safe  distance  from  track,  by  being  struck  by  body  of  trespasser  on  track,, 
who  was  thrown  violently  against  plaintiff  by  train  running  at  reckless  rate  of 
speed. 
Injvrlett  resnltlnisr  from  concurrent  negrllg-ent  cnnses. 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Hines,  183  111.  485,  50  N.  E.  177,  holding  per- 
sons receiving  injuries  while  riding  on  street  car,  through  combined  negligence  of 
servants  of  street  car  company  and  railroad  company,  may  recover  of  latter;  Chi- 
cago Terminal  Transfer  R.  Co.  v.  Schmelling,  197  111.  631,  64  N.  E.  714,  holding: 
one  may  recover  for  personal  injuries  suffered  by  reason  of  negligence  of  carrier 
in  operating  trains  and  failure  to  provide  safe  station  facilities;  Kornazsewska 
V.  West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  76  111.  App.  372,  and  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Har- 
rington, 192  111.  29,  61  N.  E.  622,  holding  recovery  may  be  had  from  either  or  botli. 
of  two  parties,  whose  combined  negligence  resulted  in  injury  to  servant  while 
switching  cars  for  either  one;  Landon  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  Co.  92  111.  App.  223,. 
holding  passenger  who,  while  riding  in  bus,  is  struck  by  passenger  train  at  cross- 
ing, owing  to  combined  negligence  of  driver  and  railroad  company,  may  recover  of 
either  or  both;  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Dudgeon,  69  111.  App,  69,  holding: 
street  railway  company  not  liable  to  conductor  whose  injury  resulted  from  negli- 
gent acts  of  fellow  servant  and  independent  contractor;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co^ 
V.  Averill,  224  III.  521,  79  N.  E.  654,  holding  a  railroad  company  was  liable 
for  injuries  received  by  plaintiff  in  a  collision  between  a  train  and  a  street- 
car in  which  the  plaintiff  was  riding  where  the  defendant  failed  to  lower  the 
gates  at  the  crossing  and  the  motorman  and  conductor  were  negligent  in  cross- 
ing; Ford  V.  Hine  Bros.  Co.  237  III.  469,  86  N.  E.  1051,  holding  a  conductor  on: 
a  street  car  injured  in  a  collision  between  the  car  and  a  truck  might  recover 
damages  from  the  owner  of  the  truck  where  the  injury  due  to  the  negligence; 
of  the  driver  although  the  motorman  was  also  guilty  of  negligence;  Flanagani 
V.  Wells  Bros.  Co.  237  111.  87,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  315,  86  N.  E.  609,  affirming  ISD* 
Dl.  App.  241,  holding  an  instruction  that  assumed  that  though  the  defendant 
was  guilty  of  negligence  without  which  the  accident  would  not  have  happened,, 
the  fact  that  the  negligence  of  another  contributed  to  the  injury,  relieved  the 
defendant  from  liability,  was  properly  refused;  Christy  v,  Elliott,  216  111.*  48,  2 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  232,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  196,  74  X.  E.  1035,  3  Ann.  Cas.  487,  on 
the  concurrent  negligence  of  a  third  person  as  not  affecting  the  liability  of  a 
defendant  where  his  negligence  was  the  efficient  cause  of  the  injury;  Elgin,  A.  k. 
8.  Traction  Co.  v,  Wilson,  120  III.  App.  373,  on  it  being  no  defense  where  injury 
due  to  negligence  of  defendant,  that  the  negligence  of  a  third  person  con- 
tributed to  the  injury;  Milostan  v.  Chicago,  148  III.  App.  543;  Chicago  &  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Bell,  130  111.  App.  47, — on  it  being  necessary  to  sustain  a  recovery  that 
defendant's  negligence  was  the  efficient  cause  of  the  injury. 
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Contributory  neffllffence  «■  defense. 

Cited  in  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Canevin,  72  111.  App.  85,  holding  want  of  due 
care  on  part  of  party  injured  will  preclude  recovery  for  negligence  of  another, 
€ven  though  such  neglect  contributed  to  injury  complained  of;  Chicago  &  A.  R. 
Co.  V.  Kelly,  75  111.  App.  496,  holding  that  to  recover  for  negligence  of  another  it 
must  be  shown  one  injured  in  no  wise  contributed  to  cause  of  injury;  Metropoli- 
tan Acci.  Asso.  V.  Taylor,  71  111.  App.  139,  denying  recovery  on  accident  policy  pro- 
Tiding  against  negligent  exposure  to  danger  where  insured  voluntarily  sat  down 
on  railroad  track  and  was  run  over  after  losing  volition;  Browne  v.  Siegel,  C.  & 
Co.  191  111.  235,  60  N.  E.  815,  holding  master  not  liable  for  accidental  death  of 
servant,  caused  by  falling  down  elevator  shaft  as  result  of  his  own  contributory 
negligence;  Peoria  v.  Walker,  47  111.  App.  194,  holding  city  not  liable  for  injury 
to  one  driving  along  street  in  negligent  manner  and  in  dangerous  place,  where 
there  is  safer  roadway  elsewhere;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Hes.sions,  150  111. 
556,  37  N.  E.  905,  holding  that  to  recover  for  death  of  one  killed  at  railroad  cross- 
ing, it  must  appear  deceased  exercised  ordinary  care  and  railroad  company  was 
negligent. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Milbourne  v.  Arnold  Electric  P.  Station  Co.  70  L.R.A. 
<600,  which  holds  railroad  employee  not  negligent  per  se  in  taking  exposed  posi- 
tion on  flat  car  unless  risk  of  injury  is  so  great  that  no  person  of  ordinary 
prudence  would  assume  it. 

Cited  in  note   (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)   955,  956)   on  negligence  in  attempting  to  save 
employer's  property. 
JProxlmate  cnnse. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  CMalley,  95  111.  App.  362,  holding  city  liable  for  negligence 
of  servant  whose  acts,  combined  with  those  of  another,  were  proximate  cause  of 
injury  to  third  person,  who,  while  upon  swing  bridge,  was  driven  therefrom 
while  it  was  in  motion;  Joliet  v.  Shufeldt,  144  111.  411,  18  L.  R.  A.  752,  36  Am.  St. 
Rep.  453,  32  N.  E.  969,  holding  city  liable  for  injury  to  person,  due  to  defective 
construction  of  highway,  which  defect,  in  conjunction  with  runaway  horse,  was 
-proximate  cause  of  injury;  Dixon  v.  Scott,  181  111.  119,  54  N.  E.  897,  holding  city 
liable  for  negligence  resulting  in  injury  to  individual,  notwithstanding  particu- 
lar result  could  not  have  been  foreseen,  so  as  to  make  act  complained  of,  proxi- 
mate cause;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Almon,  100  111.  App.  534,  holding  proximate 
cause  of  fire  injuring  apple  orchard  of  one  whose  land  was  separated  from  railway 
;by  intervening  land,  over  which  fire  spread  to  orchard,  to  be  negligence  of  company; 
Peoria  v.  Adams,  72  111.  App.  673,  holding  failure  of  city  to  provide  drainage  fa- 
cilities not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  one  whose  arm  was  so  scalded,  when 
foundation  of  building  gave  way,  that  amputation  was  necessary;  True  &  T.  Co. 
-V.  Woda,  104  111.  App.  17,  holding  negligence  of  company  in  violating  city  ordin- 
:ance  forbidding  piling  of  material  on  sidewalk,  proximate  cause  of  child'^  death; 
l^orth  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Dudgeon,  184  111.  489,  56  N.  E.  796,  holding  mas- 
ter liable  for  injuries  to  servant,  proximately  caused  by  negligence  of  independent 
•contractor  in  employ  of  master;  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Hoffman,  82*111.  App 
462,  holding  carrier  not  liable  for  death  of  boy,  resulting  from  his  voluntary  act 
5n  jumping  from  fast  moving  train;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Charman,  161  Ind, 
lu3,  67  N.  E.  923,  holding  failure  of  yardmaster  to  give  warning,  proximate  cause 
of  death  of  car  coupler,  due  to  backing  of  engine  against  cars,  on  signal  from 
l)rakeman;  Chicago,  P.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Willard,  111  111.  App.  230,  holding  escape 
of  fire  from  locomotive,  proximate  cause  of  resulting  injury  to  cattle  by  spreading 
of  flames;  Chattanooga  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Hodges,  109  Tenn.  336,  60  L.  R.  A. 
460,  footnote  p.  459,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  844,  70  S.  W.  616,  holding  employee's  re-en- 
stering  burning  building  to  telephone  fire  alarm,  proximate  cause  of  his  death; 
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Terminal  R.  Asso.  v.  Larkina,  112  111.  App.  370,  holding  defectively  running  car 
not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  switchman,  run  over  by  stepping  in  front  of  mov- 
ing train;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Creighton,  63  111.  App.  169,  holding  master  failing 
to  furnish  safe  engineer  liable  to  injured  servant,  where  such  failure  was  proxi- 
mate cause  of  his  injury;  Nail  v.  Taylor,  247  111.  584,  93  N.  E.  359,  holding 
that  person  is  only  liable  for  those  consequences  which  might  have  been  foreseen 
and  expected  as  result  of  his  conduct;  Stout  v.  Strait  Coal  Co.  157  111.  App.  82, 
to  the  point  that  if  defendant's  wrong  put  in  motion  destructive  agency  and 
rci»ult  is  directly  attributable  thereto,  and  there  was  no  intervention  of  new 
force  sufficient  to  stand  as  cause  of  mischief  negligence  of  defendant  must  be 
considered  proximate  cause;  Moore  v.  Lanier,  52  Fla.  362,  42  So.  462,  holding 
defendant  who  undertook  to  put  in  a  service  pipe  from  the  gas  mains  is  liable 
for  damages  where  he  puts  the  pipe  in  in  such  a  negligent  manner  that  it 
leaks,  causing  an  explosion  which  damages  plaintiff's  stock  of  goods,  although 
not  responsible  for  the  explosion;  Commonwealth  Electric  Co.  v.  Rose,  214  IIU 
554,  73  N.  E.  780,  holding  a  recovery  might  be  had  for  the  death  of  a  lineman 
for  a  telephone  company,  where  by  re^ison  of  the  defective  insulation  of  a  live 
wire  of  defendant  company  such  lineman  received  a  shock  which  caused  him 
to  lose  his  footing  on  the  pole  and  fall  to  the  ground;  Reddick  v.  General 
Chemical  Co.  124  111.  App.  35,  holding  a  shipper  of  sulphuric  acid  is  not  liable 
for  an  injury  to  a  servant  of  the  consignee  w^here  there  was  no  danger  if  un- 
loaded in  the  manner  provided,  but  the  injured  man  was  ignorant  of  such  way 
and  was  not  informed  by  the  foreman  sending  him  to  do  the  work  of  any  danger; 
Yunkes  v.  Latrobe  Steel  &  Coupler  Co.  131  111.  App.  297;  Strojny  v.  Griffin 
Wheel  Co.  116  111.  App.  553, — on  the  test  of  what  is  the  proximate  cause  of  an 
injury. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wiestern  R.  Co.  v.  Mutch,  21  L.  R.  A.  316,  which  holds  ex- 
cessive speed  not  proximate  cause  of  death  of  boy  attempting  to  catch  on  train; 
<Joodlander  Mill  Co.  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  583,  which  holds  burning  of 
mill  by  oil  escaping  from  tank  car  not  proximate  result  of  shipper's  negligence  in 
not  having  valve  in  tank  outlet. 

Cited  in  notes    (15  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   821)   on  setting  out  fire  as  proximate  cause 
of  injury  to  one  burned  while  seeking  to  protect  his  property;    (36  Am.   St^ 
Kep.  810,  811,  846)    on  proximate  and  remote  cause;    (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  236) 
on  proximate  cause  as  question  of  fact. 
'— ^aesiion  for  Jury* 

Cited  in  Canfield  v.  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  98  111.  App.  6,  holding  question 
of  proximate  cause  of  person's  injury,  received  by  being  struck  by  car  on  other 
track  while  alighting  from  street  car,  proper  for  jury  to  determine;  O'Fallon  Cpal 
CJo.  v.  Laquet,  89  111.  App.  19,  holding  question  of  proximate  cause  of  intestate's 
death  one  for  jury  to  determine  under  proper  instruction  from  court;  Brownback 
V.  Frailey,  78  111.  App.  265,  holding  question  of  proximate  cause  of  pregnant 
woman's  miscarriage  by  alleged  violence  of  trespasser,  proper  for  jury  to  deter- 
mine; West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Feldstein,  169  111.  141,  48  N.  E.  193,  hold- 
ing question  of  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  individual,  resulting  from  collision  of 
cars,  one  of  fact  for  jury  to  determine;  Moore  v.  Grachowski^  111  111.  App.  220, 
holding  question  whether  presence  of  coal  dust  was  proximate  cause  of  injury  to 
niiner  by  explosion,  properly  submitted  to  jury;  Swift  db  Co.  v.  Rutkowski,  182  III. 
24,  54  N.  E.  1038,  holding  question  of  proximate  cause  to  be  one  of  fact;  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Gillison,  72  111.  App.  221,  holding  question  of  proximate  cause 
to  be  for  jury;  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Dudgeon,  184  111.  489,  56  N.  E.  796, 
holding  question  of  proximate  cause  of  injury  one  of  fact;  Chicago  A  E.  I.  IL. 
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Co.  V.  Mochell,  193  111.  210,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  318,  61  N.  E.  1028,  Affirming  96  111. 
App.  182,  holding  question  whether  excessive  speed  of  train  was  proximate  cause 
of  injury,  properly  submitted  to  jury;  Heiting  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
162  111.  App.  411,  holding  that  where  different  conclusions  may  be  drawn  from 
evidence  question  as  to  proximate  cause  is  one  of  fact  for  jury;  Johnson  v. 
Coey,  142  111.  App.  152,  holding  the  question  as  to  what  was  the  proximate 
cause  of  an  injury  was  for  the  jury ;  Waschaw  v.  Kelly  Coal  Co.  245  111.  520.  92 
N.  E.  303;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Siler,  229  III.  393,  15  L.R.A.(X.S.)  822,  82  X.  E. 
362,  11  Ann.  Cas.  368,— on  the  proximate  cause  of  an  injury  as  being  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury  from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case;  McRae  v.  Hill,  126 
111.  App.  351,  on  the  question  of  proximate  cause  as  being  one  of  fact  for  the 
jury. 
Ammmed  risk. 

Cited  in  Swisher  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  182  111.  541,  66  N.  E.  555  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), majority  holding  that  finding  of  appellate  court  that  injury  to  servant  was 
result  of  risk  ol  employment  is  fatal  to  recoverj';  Phinney  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  122 
Iowa,  491,  98  N.  W.  358,  holding  under  statute,  that  servant  does  not  assume  risk 
of  negligence  of  coservant;  Sambos  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  134  Mo. 
App.  468,  114  S.  W.  567,  holding  a  workman  did  not  assume  the  risk  of  injury 
in  being  struck  by  a  tie  which  slipped  from  the  top  of  a  completed  pile  when 
thrown  there  by  the  orders  of  the  foreman  in  charge  of  the  gang  although 
plaintiff  knew  that  the  ties  were  in  an  icy  condition;  Britt  v.  Carolina  &  X. 
R.  Co.  144  N.  C.  253,  56  S.  E.  910,  holding  an  employee  did  not  assume  the  risk 
of  injury  from  a  defective  chain  used  in  loading  logs  where  the  master  had 
promised  that  the  defect  would  be  remedied  and  the  servant  relying  on  such 
promise  remained  at  work;  Illinois  Terminal  R.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  210  111.  237, 
71  N.  E.  328,  on  a  servant  as  assuming  only  such  risks  as  are  the  natural  aad 
ordinary  risks  of  the  business;  Schwarzschild  &  S.  Co.  v.  Weeks,  72  Kan.  195, 
4  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  519,  83  Pac.  406,  on  there  being  no  assumption  of  the  risk  tl'at 
the  master  will  neglect  to  exercise  a  reasonable  care  to  prevent  accidents. 

18  L.  R.  A.  221,  COWDEX  v.  PACIFIC  COAST  L,.  S.  CO.  94  Cal.  470,  28  Am. 
St.  Rep.  142,  29  Pac.  873. 

Bisortmlnatlon  In  rates. 

Cited  in  Railroad  Commission  v.  Weld,  96  Teit.  405,  93  S.  W.  529,  upholding 
right  of  railroad  commission  to  establish  reasonable  discriminating  rates;  Fair 
ford  Lumber  Co.  v.  Tombigbee  Valley  R.  Co.  165  Ala.  285,  51  So.  770,  tj  t'.e 
point  that  fact  that  carrier  charges  some  persons  less  price  than  that  charged 
public  is  not  conclusive  that  greater  price  is  unreasonable  or  excessive;  Steinraan 
V.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  24  Lane.  L.  Rev.  333,  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  461, 
holding  a  written  agreement  by  an  electric  light  company  for  a  term  of  years  at 
a  rate  less  than  the  usual  one  did  not  constitute  a  discrimination  against  one 
not  applying  for  such  special  rate;  State  ex  inf.  Hadley  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  218 
Mo.  440,  116  S.  W.  902,  on  no  common  law  rule  as  existing  which  prohibited 
carriers  from  discriminating  between  shippers  in  the  matter  of  rates. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hoover  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  263,  which 
authorizes  giving  of  lower  rates  for  transportation  of  coal  to  manufacturing  com- 
pany than  coal  dealer;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Call  Pub.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  622, 
which  authorizes  difference  in  telegraph  rates  to  morning  and  evening  paper; 
Oriffin  V.  Goldsboro  W'ater  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  240,  which  holds  discrimination  in  rate:? 
charged  consumers  for  water  unlawful;  State  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  246, 
Tfrhich  denies  carrier's  right  to  discriminate  in  favor  of  high  official,  larger  ship- 
per,  or   powerful  politician;   Laurel   Cotton   Mills  v.   Gulf  &   S.   I.   R.   Co.  66 
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I^R^.  453,  which  holds  contract  between  carrier  and  manufacturer  to  maintain 
same  rates  on  goods  shipped  by  him  between  competitive  points  as  are  main- 
tained from  other  points  where  same  factories  are  located  not  a  forbidden  dis- 
crimination. 

Cited  in  notes   (18  L.R.A.  105)    on  right  of  carrier  at  common  law  to  dis- 
criminate between  passengers  or  shippers;    (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  380)   on  discrimi- 
nation in  rates. 
Adntlimlty  Jurladlctlon  of  contmets. 

Cited  in  note  (66  L.R.A.  226)  on  admiralty  jurisdiction  of  contracts. 

18  L.  R.  A.  224,  STATE  v.  HARRISON,  36  W.  Va.  729,  16  S.  E.  982. 
Seipaimtlon  and  miacondnct  of  Jury. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Cobbs,  40  W.  Va.  724,  22  S.  E.  310,  holding  separation  of  jury 
over  night  will  not  vitiate  verdict;  State  v.  Church,  7  S.  D.  292,  64  N.  W.  152, 
holding  new  trial  will  be  granted  where  jury  have  separated  and  been  subjected 
to  improper  influence  to  prejudice  of  parties  litigant;  State  v.  Kent,  5  N.  D.  563, 
35  L.  R.  A.  535,  67  N.  W.  1052,  holding  separation  of  jury  without  proof  of  preju- 
dicial misconduct  will  not  entitle  convicted  person  to  new  trial;  State  v.  Clark, 
.51  W.  Va.  472,  41  S.  E.  204,  holding  verdict  of  jury  will- not  be  set  aside  because 
of  separation  and  misconduct  of  jury,  in  absence  of  proof  showing  that  prisoner 
was  prejudiced  thereby;  Kock  v.  State,  126  Wis.  480,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1090,  106 
X.  W.  531,  5  Ann.  Cas.  389,  on  the  separation  of  the  jury  before  the  return  of  a 
verdict  as  affecting  the  validity  thereof. 

Cited   in  notes    (24  L.R.A.(N.S.)    781)    on  permitting  separation  of  jury  in 
capital  case;   (103  Am.  St.  Rep.  164,  165)  on  effect  of  separation  of  jury. 
Proof  of  miscondact  of  Jory. 

Cited  in  Pickens  v.  Coal  River  Boom  &  Timber  Co.  58  W.  Va.  20,  50  S.  E. 
872,  6  Ann.  Cas.  285,  holding  on  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  verdict  because  of 
tampering  with  jury,  affidavits  of  jurors  are  not  admissible  to  prove  that  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action  treated  them  to  liquor  during  the  trial. 
Prenomptloit  raised  by  mlscondvci  of  Jury. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Cotts,  49  W.  Va.  623,  55  L.  R.  A.  180,  39  S.  E.  605,  holding 
misconduct  of  trial  jury  in  criminal  cause  raises  rebuttable  presumption  that  ac- 
cused was  prejudiced  thereby. 
New  trial. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Hobbs,  37  W.  Va.  826,  17  S.  E.  380,  holding  new^trial  will 
not  be  granted  in  criminal  case  unless  it  appear  prisoner  suffered  injustice  from 
bias  or  juror;  State  v.  Morrison,  67  Kan.  166,  72  Pac.  554,  holding  mere  prior 
expression  of  opinion  by  jurors  insufficient  ground  for  annulling  verdict;  State 
V.  Harris,  69  W.  Va.  245,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  --,  71  S.  E.  609,  Ann.  Cas.  1913  A, 
889,  to  the  point  that  misconduct  on  part  of  jury  presumptively  vitiates  verdict. 
Cited  in  note  (134  Am.  St.  Rep.  1041)  on  misconduct  of  jurors  other  than 
their  separation  for  which  a  verdict  may  be  set  aside. 
Continiiaiice. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Roberts,  50  W.  Va.  424,  40  S.  E.  484,  holding  it  not  error  for 
trial  court  to  deny  motion  for  continuance,  where  it  is  apparent  subterfuge  has 
been  resorted  to  to  obtain  such  continuance;  Maxwell  v.  Cunningham,  50  W.  Va. 
319,  40  S.  E.  409,  holding  motion  for  continuance  in  action  of  ejectment  being  ad- 
dressed to  discretion  of  trial  court,  judgment  will  not  be  reversed  unless  plainly 
erroneous;  State  v.  Emblem,  46  W.  Va.  327,  33  S.  E.  223,  and  State  r.  Lane,  44 
W.  Va.  732,  29  S.  E.  1020,  holding  refusal  of  continuance  in  criminal  cause  not 
ground  for  reversal,  unless  such  action  is  plainly  erroneous;  State  v.  Madison,  49 
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W.  Va.  97,  38  S.  E.  492,  holding  it  not  reversible  error  of  trial  court  to  refuse  ta 
grant  motion  for  continuance  of  trial  of  one  charged  with  murder,  where  such 
motion  is  without  foundation  in  fact;  State  v.  Jones,  53  W.  Va.  615,  45  S.  £. 
916,  holding  a  trial  court  did  not  err  in  refusing  to  grant  a  continuance  where 
the  accused  failed  to  show  to  the  court  what  she  expected  to  prove  by  an  alleged 
absent  witness;  State  v.  Brown,  62  W.  Va.  548,  59  S.  E.  508,  on  the  right  to 
a  continuance  as  resting  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  trial  court. 
Insanity  mm  affectlna:  reiiponslbility  for  crime. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Maier,  36  W.  Va.  770,  15  S.  E.  991,  holding  person  guilty  of 
murder,  who,  though  alleged  to  be  insane,  had  sufficient  power  to  appreciate  dif- 
ference between  right  and  wrong  of  particular  act ;  Copeland  v.  State,  41  Fla.  325, 
26  So.  319,  holding  one  taking  human  life  under  "irresistible  impulse"  criminally 
responsible  in  absence  of  proof  of  legal  insanity;  State  v.  Knight,  95  Me.  478,  55 
L.  R.  A.  376,  footnote  p.  373,  50  Atl.  276,  holding  criminal  responsibility  not  af- 
fected by  uncontrollable  impulse  to  commit  crime;  State  v.  Kelley,  74  Vt.  286,  62 
Atl.  434,  raising,  but  not  deciding,  question  whether  one  with  due  capacity  and 
understanding,  conclusively  presumed  to  act  with  free  will,  and  referring  particu- 
larly to  annotation  in  18  L.R.A.  224;  State  v.  Cook,  69  W.  Va.  723,  72  S.  E. 
1025,  to  the  point  that  person  partially  insane  is  responsible  for  criminal  act 
if  at  time  of  act  he  knows  right  from  wrong,  and  knows  consequences  of  act; 
State  V.  Fleming,  17  Idaho,  490,  106  Pac.  305,  holding  an  instruction  in  a 
criminal  case  to  the  effect  that  a  person  in  the  possession  of  a  sound  mind  who 
commits  a  criminal  act  under  the  impulse  of  passion  or  revenge,  which  may 
temporarily  dethrone  reason,  or  for  time  being  control  his  will  cannot  be  shielded 
from  the  consequences  of  his  act  was  not  erroneous;  Smith  v.  State,  95  Miss. 
793,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  468,  49  So.  945,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  23,  holding  an  instruc- 
tion  in  a  homicide  case  where  the  defense  was  insanity,  making  the  test  of 
criminal  responsibility  the  ability  of  the  accused  to  distinguish  moral  right 
from  wrong  was  not  erroneous;  Davis  v.  State,  44  Fla.  50,  32  So.  822,  on  rule 
for  determining  mental  capacity  to  commit  crime. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Harnish  v.  People,  18  L.  R.  A.  237,  which  holds  insanity, 
to  take  away  accountability,  must  be  such  as  to  obliterate  sense  of  right  and 
wrong;  Evers  v.  State,  18  L.  R.  A.  421,  which  authorizes  taking  into  consideration 
temporary  insanity,  when  design  to  kill  was  formed  and  executed. 

Cited  in  notes  (38  L.R.A.  577,  580)  on  insanity  after  commission  of  criminal 
act;   (27  L.R.A.(^l.S.)  461)  on  irresistible  impulse  as  excuse  for  crime. 

18  L.  R.  A.  237,  HORNISH  v.  PEOPLE,  142  111.  620,  32  N.  E.  677. 
Insanity  as  affectlnir  reaponslblllty  for   crime. 

Cited  in  O'Shea  v.  People,  218  111.  358,  75  N.  E.  981,  holding  on  the  trial  of 
a  homicide  case  where  the  defense  was  insanity,  the  trial  court  erred  in  stating 
in  the  course  of  the  cross-examination  of  a  witness  that  such  a  defense  did  not 
involve  a  knowledge  on  the  part  of  defendant  of  the  difference  between  right 
and  wrong. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Evers  v.  State,  18  L.  R.  A.  421,  which  authorizes  taking  into 
consideration  temporary  insanity,  when  design  to  kill  was  formed  and  executed. 

Cited  in  notes   (39  L.R.A.  745)   on  measure  of  proof  x>f  insanity  in  criiuiual 
cases;   (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  88)  on  insanity  as  excuse  or  defense  for  crime. 
Necesalty  of  conslderlnir  the  entire  evidence  In  the  case. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Bolik,  241  111.  397,  89  N.  E.  700,  holding  an  instruction 
calling  attention  only  to  the  evidence  on  alibi  is  erroneouB  as  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  jury  to  consider  all  the  evidence. 
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t1»le  doubt* 

Cited  in  note  (48  Am.  St.  Hep.  568)  on  reasonable  doubt. 

18  I*  R.  A.  240,  CAPITAL  CITY  BANK  v.  PARENT,  134  N.  Y.  627,  47  N.  Y.  & 

R.  643,  31  N.  E.  976. 
Jnrtsdlctlon. 

Cited  in  Dittmar  v.  Gould,  60  App.  Div.  100,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  708,  holding  court 
without  jurisdiction  of  creditor's  suit  to  reach  surplus  of  trust  fund,  where  judg- 
ment has  not  been  recovered  against  debtor  or  execution  been  returned ;  O'Donog- 
hue  T.  Boies,  169  N.  Y.  99,  63  N.  £.  537,  holding  judgment  of  partition  and  Bale 
of  real  estate  held  in  trust  for  infant,  being  contrary  to  will  and  forbidden  by  stat- 
ute, open  to  collateral  attack  in  subsequent  action,  on  account  of  want  of  juris- 
diction of  court  in  particular  case;  Patchen  v.  Rofkar,  12  App.  Div.  477,  42  N. 
Y.  Supp.  35,  holding  that  court  of  equity  will  taice  jurisdiction  of  creditor's  suit 
to  set  aside  assignment  of  nonresident  debtor  and  subject  property  within  state 
to  equitable  lien  for  his  claim;  Scharmann  v.  Schoell,  23  App.  Div.  402,  48  N.  Y. 
Supp.  306,  holding  court  having  jurisdiction  of  subject  of  action  may  render 
effective  judgment  against  absconding  executrix  on  her  bond,  holding  sureties  lia- 
ble for  her  default. 

Attaekment. 

Distinguished  in  Dimn  v.  Arkenburgh,  48  App.  Div.  520,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  861, 
holding  action  maintainable  in  aid  of  attachment  upon  interest  of  legatee  which 
has  been  ascertained  by  probate  court. 

Maintenance  of  creditor's  bill. 

Cited  in  Newton  v.  Hunt,  134  App.  Div.  346,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  3  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  when  a  creditor's  action  to  reach  a  trust  fund  is  maintainable; 
fiateman  v.  Hunt,  46  Misc.  349,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  861,  on  what  essential  to  the 
maintenance  of  a  creditor's  bill. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  121)  on  conditions  precedent  to  equitable 
remedies  of  creditors. 

Efltoppel  hy  conduct. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  101)   on  estoppel  by  conduct. 

18  L.  R.  A.  242,  BOLTON  v.  SCHRIEVER,  135  N.  Y.  65,  47  N.  Y.  S.  R.  870,  31 
N.  E.  1001. 

Collateral  attack  on  Jadgrmenti*. 

Cited  in  Kelly  v.  Jay,  79  Him,  540,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  933,  holding  judgment  of  sur- 
rogate court  appointing  administrators  not  open  to  collateral  attack  in  suit  be- 
tween heir  and  mortgagee  of  deceased;  O'Connor  v.  Felix,  87  Hun,  184,  33  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1074,  holding  judgment  of  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  rendered  in  due 
form  and  after  lawful  hearing,  not  open  to  collateral  attack  in  absence  of  fraud 
and  collusion;  O'Donoghue  v.  Bois,  159  N.  Y.  100,  53  N.  E.  537,  holding  judg- 
ment of  partition  and  sale  of  infant's  estate  open  to  collateral  attack  in  action 
by  him  on  coming  of  age,  against  purchaser;  Soules  v.  Robinson,  158  Ind.  99,  92 
Am.  St.  Rep.  301,  62  N.  E.  999,  holding  jurisdiction  of  circuit  court  as  to  person 
will  be  presumed,  in  collateral  attack  on  judgment;  Re  Law,  56  App.  Div.  458,  67 
N.  Y.  Supp.  857,  holding  decree  of  foreign  probate  court  admitting  will  to  probate 
subject  to  collateral  attack;  Fecht  v.  Freeman,  251  111.  100,  95  N.  E,  104^, 
holding  that  county  court's  appointment  of  conservator  for  insane  person  can- 
not be  collaterally  attacked;  Dominick  Balsewicz  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co,  240 
III.  247,  88  N.  E.  734,  holding  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  a  decedent 
could  not  be  collaterally  attacked  by  the  father  of  the  decedent  who  had  been 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 24. 
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appointed  administrator  in  another  county  on  the  ground  that  such  decedent 
was  not  a  resident  of  the  former  county;  Reich  v.  Cochran,  105  App.  Div. 
555,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  404,  holding  where  the  petition  in  a  proceedings  was  suf- 
ficient to  confer  jurisdiction  and  the  proceedings  were  regular  on  tlieir  face 
the  judgment  cannot  be  attacked  on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction  where 
''the  party  had  an  opportunity  to  appear  in  the  case  and  set  up  such  defense  and 
did  not;  Smith  v.  Blood,  106  App.  Div.  322,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  667,  holding  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Surrogate's  court  to  make  a  decree 'was  not  subject  to  attack 
collaterally;  Palmer  v.  Bradley,  142  Fed.  196,  holding  an  order  of  a  probate 
court  admitting  a  will  to  probate  is  conclusive  as  to  the  place  of  domicile  of 
the  testator  where  questioned  callaterally;  Chicago  &,  £.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Wolfrum, 
136  III.  App.  168,  on  the  determination  by  a  county  court  as  to  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  over  a  particular  estate  as  being  conclusive  in  a  collateral  action. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Springer  v.  Shavender,  33  L.  R.  A.  772,  which  holds  void 
and  subject  to  collateral  attack  judgment  for  sale  of  living  person's  land  as  that 
of  decedent. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.R.A.  682)  on  conclusiveness  of  probate  as  res  judicata; 
(81  Am.  St.  Rep.  546,  550)  on  collateral  attack  on  right  of  acting  administra- 
tors;   (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  16)  on  estoppel  by  record. 

The  annotation  in  18  L.  R.  A.  242,  was  referred  to  with  approval  in  Ames  v. 
Williams,  72  Miss.  771,  17  So.  762,  holding  appointment  of  clerk  of  chancery  court 
as  guardian  of  a  minor  on  ground  that  minor  was  not  a  resident  of  the  county, 
not  open  to  collateral  attack. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Patterson,  146  N.  Y.  331,  40  N.  E.  990,  holding  unrevoked 
letters  of  administration  to  one  claimiiig  to  be  surviving  husband  not  estop  next 
of  kin  from  asking  that  estate  be  turned  over  to  them ;  Plant  v.  Harrison,  36  Misc. 
690,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  411,  holding  decree  of  Connecticut  probate  court  open  to  col- 
lateral attack  by  legatee  claiming  deceased's  domicil  was  in  another  jurisdiction. 
Proceedln§rs  In  probate  court. 

Cited  in  Carr  v.  Brown,  20  R.  I.  222,  38  L.  R.  A.  296,  footnote  p.  294,  78  Am.  St. 
Rep.  855,  38  Atl.  9,  holding  statute  authorizing  administration  on  estate  of  person 
not  heard  from  in  seven  years  not  constitutional ;  Doe  Brass  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Savlik,  35 
C.  C.  A.  392,  93  Fed.  521,  holding  it  error  of  court  of  foreign  jurisdiction  to  grant 
letters  of  administration  upon  estate  of  nonresident  having  no  property  within  its 
jurisdiction  at  time  of  death;  Re  Killan,  172  N.  Y.  564,  63  L.  R.  A.  112,  65  N. 
E.  561  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  upholding  right  of  unknown  brother  of  in- 
testate, not  cited  or  appearing  at  judicial  settlement,  to  independent  accounting; 
Knox  V.  Nobel,  77  Hun,  232,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  355,  holding  jurisdiction  of  surrogate 
to  appoint  administrator  does  not  depend  upon  any  inquiry  as  to  age  of  proposed 
administrator. 
Validity  of  acts  of  executor  or  administrator. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Smith  v.  Wildman,  36  L.  R,  A.  834,  which  holds  sale  by 
administrator  to  pay  debt  barred  by  limitation,  void. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  LJl.A.  157)  on  validity  of  acts  done  by  executor  or  admin* 
trator  under  letters  testamentary,  or  of  administration  afterwards  revoked  or 
held  invalid;  (1  L.R.A. (N.S.)  341)  on  right  of  nonresidents  to  act  as  executors 
or  administrators.  ' 

Jurisdiction  of  probate  court* 

Cited  in  Re  Walker,  54  Misc.  180,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  890,  holding  the  Surrogate's 
court  had  jurisdiction  of  proceedings  to  probate  the  will  of  a  married  woman 
whose  husband  was  a  resident  of  another  countv,  w^here  she  had  left  him  with 
the  declared  intention  never  to  return  to  such  county  to  live. 
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Comclual'reneMi  of  tke  action  of  a  pro1»ate  court. 

Cited  in  Torrey  v.  Bruner,  60  Fla.  371,  63  So.  337,  holding  that  where  juris- 
dictional fact  of  decedent's  residence  is  made  issue  in  probate  of  will,  deter- 
mination of  fact  is  conclusive,  unless  reversed  on  direct  appeal ;  Zeigler  v.  Storey, 
220  Pa.  477,  17  LJR.A.(N.S.)  881,  69  Atl.  894,  on  the  conclusiveness  of  the 
action  of  the  probate  court;  United  States  v.  Bradford,  148  Fed.  428,  on  a  pro- 
hate  court  as  having  no  jurisdiction  of  a  nonresident  having  no  property 
within  the  state. 

18  L.  R.  A.  249,  FARR  v.  GRAND  LODGE,  A.  O.  U.  W.  83  Wis.  446,  35  Am.  St. 

Rep.  73,  53  N.  W.  738. 
Jolat  temancx* 

Cited  in  Noble  y.  Teeple,  58  Kan.  400,  49  Pac.  598,  holding  that  upon  death  of 
one  joint  tenant,  estate  passes  ipso  facto  to  surviving  tenants;  Fiedler  v.  Howard, 
99  Wis.  393,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  865,  75  N.  W.  163,  holding  that  there  may  be  joint 
tenancy  of  personalty;  Citizens  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Witte,  116  Wis.  63,  92  S.  W.  443, 
holding  agreement  of  husband  and  wife  in  deed  running  to  them  jointly,  to  assume 
and  pay  mortgage,  binding  upon  each. 

Cited  in  note  (52  Am.  St.  Rep.  569)  on  joint  tenancy  in  mutual  or  member- 
ship life  or  accident  insurance. 

Distinguished  in  Brown  v.  Iowa  L.  of  H.  107  Iowa,  443,  78  N.  W.  73,  holding  in- 
surance policies  bequeathed  to  "legal  heirs"  does  not  create  estate  of  joint  ten- 
ancy; Wallace  v.  St.  John,  119  Wis.  596,  97  N.  W.  197,  holding  that  under  statute, 
deed  to  husband  and  wife  conve\s  estate  in  joint  tenancy. 
€k»Bstractlon  of  life  tnsarance  policy. 

Cited  in  Fish  v.  Massachusetts  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  186  Mass.  369,  71  N.  E.  786, 
holding  under  a  policy  of  life  insurance  payable  to  the  wife  and  child  of  the 
insured  or  in  case  they  are  not  living  to  the  executor  or  administrator  of  the 
insured,  «where  the  wife  died  before  the  insured  no  part  is  payable  to  the  per- 
sonal representative  ot  the  insured. 

18  L.  R.  A.  252,  BITCKEYE  MARBLE  &  FREESTONE  CO.  v.  HARVEY,  92  Tenn. 

115,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  71,  20  S.  W.  427. 
Ultra  vlrea. 

Cited  in  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Ohio  Valley  Improv.  &  Contract  Co. 
69  Fed.  435,  holding,  in  absence  of  statutory  authority,  corporation  guaranteeing 
bonds  of  another  acts  ultra  vires;  BjTne  v.  Schuyler  Electric  Mfg.  Co,  65  Conn. 
350,  28  L.  R.  A.  308,  31  Atl.  937,  holding  contract  of  purchase  by  one  corporation 
of  stock  of  another  ultra  vires  and  void;  M'Cutcheon  v.  Merz  Capsule  Co.  31  L. 
R.  A.  419,  19  C.  C.  A.  113,  37  U.  S.  App.  586,  71  Fed.  792,  holding  sale  of 
entire  properties  of  manufacturing  corporation  to  another,  in  consideration 
of  shares  of  stock  to  be  held  as  investment,  ultra  vires;  Marbury  v.  Ken- 
tucky Union  Land  Co.  10  C.  C.  A.  401,  22  U.  S.  App.  267,  62  Fed.  342,  holding 
it  not  ultra  vires  for  corporation  to  guarantee  bonds  and  dividends  on  preferred 
stock  of  subsidiary  corporation,  where  relation  is  such  as  to  render  actual  exist- 
ence of  one  dependent  upon  guaranty;  Humboldt  Min.  Co.  v.  American  Mfg.  Min. 
ft  Mill.  Co.  10  C.  C.  A.  420,  22  U.  S.  App.  3.34,  62  Fed.  .361,  holding  guaranty  of 
con'lract  or  debt  of  one  corporation  by  another  ultra  vires  and  void;  Tennessee 
Ice  Co.  V.  Raine,  107  Tenn.  151,  64  S.  W.  29,  holding  corporation  having  received 
benefit  of  contract  made  beyond  scope  of  its  powers  will  not  be  allowed  to  escape 
liability  thereon  by  plea  of  ultra  vires;  Tod  v.  Kentucky  Union  Land  Co.  57 
Fed.  51,  holding  whether  particular  contract  of  corporation  is  beyond  scope  of 
corporate  powers  determinable  by  its  charter;  Jefferson  Bank  v.  Chapman- White 
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Lyons  Co.  122  Tenn.  422,  123  S.  W.  641,  holding  that  note  for  stock  in  another 
corporation  is  ultra  vires  and  nol  collectable  by  payee;  Clark  y.  Memphis  Street 
R.  Co.  123  Tenn.  245,  130  S.  W.  751,  holding  that  one  corporation  has  no  power 
to  buy  or  subscribe  for  shares  of  stock  in  another  corporation,  in  absence  of 
statute;  Dunbar  v.  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  224  III.  24,  115  Am.  St.  Rep. 
132,  79  N.  E.  423,  8  Ann.  Cas.  57,  holding  a  purchase  by  a  corporation  of  the 
capital  stock  of  another  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  the  latter 
to  prevent  competition  is  ultra  vires  and  void;  McCampbell  v.  Fountain  Head 
R.  Co.  Ill  Tenn.  77,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  731,  77  S.  W.  1070,  holding  the  act  of  a 
railroad  in  subscribing  to  the  stock  of  a  land  company  through  trustees  was 
ultra  vires  and  void;  Holt  v.  California  Development  Co.  88  C.  C.  A.  167,  161 
Fed.  13,  on  the  surrender  by  a  corporation  of  the  control  of  its  corporate 
affairs  and  the  exercise  of  its  powers  to  another  corporation  in  the  absence  of 
express  authority  to  do  so  as  being  ultra  vires  and  void;  Anglo-American  Land, 
Mortg.  &  Agency  Co.  v.  Lombard,  68  C.  C.  A.  89,  132  Fed.  736,  holding  a  trans- 
action between  two  corporations  by  which  the  former  transferred  to  the  latter 
all  its  stock  in  so  as  to  give  such  corporation  complete  control  of  the  former 
is  ultra  vires  no  authority  existing  on  the  part  of  the  corporations  to  exercise 
such  powers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Trust  Co.  v.  State,  48  L.  R.  A.  520,  which  sustains  consoli- 
dation of  street  railway  companies,  resulting  in  giving  increased  facilities  at  less 
cost  to  public;  San  Diego  Water  Co.  v.  San  Diego  Flume  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  839, 
which  holds  valid,  appointment  of  other  corporation  to  act  as  sole  agent  for  sale 
of  water  within  city  by  plants  of  both  corporations ;  Farmers*  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v. 
New  York  &  N.  R.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  76,  which  denies  right  to  corporation  owning 
majority  of  other  company's  stock  to  cause  default  on  mortgage  given  by  lat- 
ter; Joseph  Bancroft  &  Sons  Co.  v.  Bloede,  52  L.  R.  A.  734,  which  sustains  power 
of  cotton  manufacturing  company  to  purchase  stock  in  company  manufacturing 
dyes  used  by  former;  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Hart,  20  L.  R.  A.  780,  which  denies 
right  of  banking  corporation  to  own  stock  in  insurance  company;  Wisconsin 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Greene  &  W.  Teleph.  Co.  69  L.R.A.  968,  which  sustains  power  of 
corporation  to  make  valid  contracts  for  repurchase  of  its  own  stock  in  absence 
of  charter  restrictions. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  138)  on  right  to  acquire  stock  in  another 
corporation;  (70  Am.  St.  Rep.  165,  173)  on  ultra  vires  contracts  of  private 
corporation;  (41  L.  ed.  U.  S.  1010)  on  validity  of  contracts  in  restraint  of 
trade;  (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  66)  on  power  of  corporation  to  purchase  stock  of  other 
corporations  for  purpose  of  controlling  their  management;  (50  L.  ed.  U.  S. 
537)  on  power  of  national  bank  to  take  corporate  stock  in  satisfaction  of  debt 
or  as  collateral  security. 

Distinguished  in  Coal  Creek  Min.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Tennessee  Coal,  Iron  &  R.  Co. 
106  Tenn.  669,  62  S.  W.  162,  holding  lease  of  corporate  property  not  ultra  vires; 
Mac  Ginniss  v.  Boston  &,  M.  Consol.  Copper  &  S.  Min.  Co.  29  Mont.  469,  75 
Pac.  89,  holding  by  reason  of  statute  a  mining  corporation  might  hold  and 
vote  stock  in  another  corporation  of  the  same  nature. 
— -  As  valid  defense. 

Cited  in  De  La  Vergne  Refrigerating  Mach.  Co.  y.  German  Sav.  Inst.  175  U.  S. 
59,  44  L.  ed.  72,  20  Sup.  St.  Rep.  20,  holding  plea  ol  uUra  vires  good  defense 
against  enforcement  of  contract  made  by  corporation  contrary  to  statute  of  pub- 
lic policy;  Miller  v.  American  Mut.  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  92  Tenn.  176,  20  L.  R.  A.  769, 
21  S.  W.  39,  holding  no  recovery  can  be  had  on  accident  policy  issued  by  company 
in  excess  of  its  eorporate  powers;  Williams  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  71  Miss.  868, 
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42  Am.  St.  Rep.  503,  16  So.  238,  holding  defense  of  ultra  vires  no  bar  to  recovery 
in  equity,  where  corporation  has  had  full  benefit  of  contract;  Lewis  v.  Small,  117 
Tenn.  164,  6  L.RA.(N.S.)  891,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  994,  96  S.  W.  1051,  holding  the 
transfer  to  a  national  bank  of  bills  of  lading  attached  to  drafts  amounting 
to  sale  of  the  personalty  to  the  bank  and  such  transactions  being  forbidden  the 
bank,  no  action  could  be  maintained  by  the  final  purchaser  of  the  property  for 
a  deficiency  in  the  quality  of  such  personalty,  the  transaction  being  ultra 
vires. 

Distinguished  in  Goodland  v.  Bank  of  Darlington,  74  Mo.  App.  378,  holding  de- 
fence of  ultra  vires  not  available  in  favor  of  corporation  in  case  contract  is  ex- 
ecuted in  part,  and  not  contrary  to  public  policy. 

18  L.  R.  A.  256,  NEW  HAVEN  v.  NEW  HAVEN  A  D.  R.  CO.  62  Conn.  262, 

25  AU.  316. 
Reqviremeitt  tMka,t  railway  pave  mtreet. 

Cited  in  Central  R.  A  Electric  Co's  Appeal,  67  Conn.  222,  35  Atl.  32,  holding 
municipality,  being  trustee  and  custodian  of  public  highways,  may  exact  equitable 
compensation  from  railway  to  cover  extra  cost  of  repairing  street;  Snouffer  v. 
Cedar  Rapids  ft  M.  C.  R.  Co.  118  Iowa,  307,  92  N.  W.  79,  holding  requirement  that 
street  railway  remove  tracks  to  middle  of  street^  place  at  grade,  and  pave  spaoe 
occupied,  reasonable. 

ManlelpalttT  ••  traate«. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Clayton  v.  Hallett,  69  L.  R.  A.  407,  which  suBtains  city's 
power  to  take  property  in  trust  for  education  of  poor  white  male  orphans. 
OlMtraetlon  off  street. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Smith  v.  McDowell,  22  L.  R.  A.  393,  which  holds  stone  wall 
inclosing  area  way  obstructing  street,  a  nuisance. 
Taklnff  eaaement  for  private  use. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Van  Witsen  v.  Gutman,  24  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  denies  right 
to  take  away  for  private  use  abutter's  easement  in  public  alley. 
Compensation  for  use  of  private  property* 

Cited  in  Canastota  Knife  Co.  v.  Newington  Tramway  Co.  69  Conn.  176,  36 
Atl.  1107,  holding  grant  of  franchise  to  railway  to  use  public  highway,  valuable 
property  right  for  which  compensation  is  due  adjoining  property  owners. 
Interest  of  third  person  In  contract. 

Cited  in  Carpenter  v.  Reliance  Realty  Co.  103  Mo.  App.  502,  77  S.  W.  1004, 
holding  that  contractor's  bond  to  protect  adjoining  property  did  not  inure  to  ben- 
efit of  adjoining  owner. 

Cited  in  note  (71  Am.  St.  Rep.  192,  193)  on  right  to  third  person  to  sue  on 
tontract  made  for  his  benefit. 

Distinguished  in  St.  Louis  use  of  Glencoe  Lime  &  Cement  Co.  v.  Von  Phul, 
133  Mo.  573,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  695,  34  S.  W.  843,  holding  contract  between  two 
parties,  with  conditions  for  benefit  of  third  person,  may  be  enforced  by  such 
third  person,  even  though  not  named  in  the  contract. 
Public  policy  rcirardlnv  mnnldpal  contracti^< 

Cited  in  Edwards  v.  Goldsboro,  141  N.  C.  70,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  695,  53  S.  E. 
652,  8  Ann.  Cas.  479,  holding  a  contract  between  a  city  and  the  owners  of  prop- 
erty therein  whereby  the  city  agreed  to  locate  certain  public  buildings  near 
the  property  of  such  persons  in  consideration  of  certain  payments  to  be  made 
by  such  property  owners  to  the  city  was  void;  McMillan  v.  Fond  Du  Lac, 
130  Wis.  379,  120  N.  W.  240,  holding  the  letting  of  a  contract  for  street  paving 
■Bight  be  enjoined  where  the  award  was  obtained  by  giving  a  construction  com- 
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pany  that  wished  to  bid  for  part  of  the  paving  a  lower  price  on  brick  to  be 
used  upon  the  threat  of  a  member  of  such  company  who  was  a  member  of  the 
council  that  if  they  did  not  do  so  they  would  not  obtain  the  contract  for  certain 
of  the  paving. 

18  L.  R.  A.  260,  LOUISVILLE  &  N.  R.  CO.  v.  BOLAND,  96  Ala.  626,  II  So.  667. 
Interchanflre  of  railroad  cars. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Curtis,  61  Neb.  450,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  456, 
71  N.  W.  42,  holding  it  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  railroads  haul  cars 
of  other  companies  over  their  lines;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Merrill,  61  Kan. 
676,  60  Pac.  819,  holding  demands  of  commerce  necessitate  interchange  and 
hauling  of  cars  of  various  railroad  lines. 
Rlalu  of  employment. 

Followed  in  Boland  v.  Louisville  &  X.  R.  Co.  106  Ala.  645,  18  So.  99,  holding 
railroad  company  need  not  warn  employee  of  increased  risk  of  using  coupling  ap- 
paratus. 

Cited  in  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Turvaville,  97  Ala.  125,  12  So.  63, 
holding  master  not  liable  for  failure  to  instruct  servant  of  increased  danger  in- 
cident to  coupling  cars  having  double  bumpers;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Banks,. 
104  Ala.  516,  16  So.  647,  holding  master  not  liable  for  injuries  to  servant,  re- 
sulting from  dangers  so  obvious  as  to  be  seen  and  known  by  servant  exercising 
reasonable  care;  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Stutts,  105  Ala.  376,  53  Am.  St.  Rep. 
127»  17  So.  29,  holding  master  not  liable  for  death  of  servant  due  to  his  own 
negligence  while  engaged  in  service  particularly  hazardous,  the  nature  of 
which  he  had  knowledge  of;  Davis  v.  Western  R.  Co.  107  Ala.  630,  18  So.  173» 
holding  servant  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  going  between  cars  equipped 
with  double  deadwoods  or  buffers,  he  having  seen  and  known  of  extra  risk  in- 
cident to  their  use;  Whitcomb  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  153  Ind.  518,  55  N.  E.  440, 
holding  handling  and  coupling  of  cars  equipped  with  double  bumpers  risk  incident 
to  brakeman's  employment;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Arnold,  114  Ala.  189,  21  So. 
954,  holding  switchman  having  knowledge  of  extraordinary  dangers  incident  to 
coupling  cars  equipped  with  double  bumpers  cannot  recover  for  personal  injury 
due  to  his  carelessness;  Creswell  v.  Wilmington  &  N.  R.  Co.  2  Penn.  (Del.)  218, 
43  Atl.  629,  holding  that  servant  does  not  assume  risks  when  defects  in  ap- 
paratus are  latent,  unknown  to  him  and  not  discoverable  by  exercise  of  due 
care. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Mason  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  845,  which 
holds  railroad  company  liable  for  injury  while  coupling  freight  cars  without 
bumpers. 

Cited  in  note  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  274)  on  assumption  of  obvious  risks  of  hazard- 
ous employment. 
Maitter'ii   dut^  to  -warn  servant   of  danirer. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Binion,  lOT  Ala.  655,  18  So.  75,  holding  it 
duty  of  employer  to  inform  servant  of  latent  defects;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Binion,  107  Ala.  655,  18  So.  75,  holding  it  duty  of  employer  to  ascertain 
and  inform  servant  of  dangers  incident  to  appliances  used  and  services  engaged 
in;  Robinson  Min.  Co.  v.  Tolbert,  132  Ala.  466,  31  So.  519,  holding  it  duty 
of  master  to  inform  servant  of  obvious  and  known  dangers  incident  to  em- 
ployment, of  which  servant  had  no  knowledge;  Alabama  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  v. 
Wrenn,  136  Ala.  493,  34  So.  970,  holding  question  whether  inexperienced  serv- 
ant had  been  properly  warned  of  dangers  of  employment  correctly  submitted 
to  jury  in  conflicting  testimony;  Brammer  v.  Pettyjohn,  164  Ala.  618,  46  So. 
646,  holding  a  master   was  not  liable  for  injuries  received  by  boy  when   his 
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liand  came  in  contact  with  the  saws  of  a  running  gin,  because  of  the  fact  that 
he  did  not  warn  the  boy  of  the  danger  where  from  the  evidence  of  the  boy  him- 
self that  he  know  how  the  gin  worked  and  that  it  was  dangerous  to  unchoke 
without  stopping  it. 

Cited  in  note  (44  L.  R.  A.  53»  66,  82)  on  master's  duty  to  instruct  and  warn 
servants  as  to  perils  of  employment. 
Failure  to  Imapect. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Budge  v.  Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  333, 
which  holds  master  failing  to  inspect  foreign  cars  liable  for  consequences  of 
defects  discoverable  by  ordinary  inspection. 
Master'*  duty  aa  to  appllancen. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Voelker,  70  L.R.A.  264, 
which  holds  it  actionable  negligence  for  railroad  company  to  permit  use  of  car 
whose  coupler  is  so  defective  that  it  cannot  be  prepared  for  use  without  going 
between  drawbars  of  cars  using  both  hands  and  consuming  extra  amount  of 
time. 

Cited  in  notes  (98  Am.  St.  Rep.  308,  321)  on  liability  to  servant  for  injuries 
due  to  defective  machinery  and  appliances;  (37  L.  ed.  U.  S.  150;  38  L.  ed.  U. 
S.  373,  374)  on  liability  for  injuries  received  by  employee  in  coupling  cars. 

18  L.  R.  A.  264,  ANGEVINE  v.  KNOX-GOODRICH   (Cal.)   31  Pac.  529. 
Recovery   by   Injured  servant   asralnat   other   than   master. 

Cited  in  note   (46  L.  R.  A.  92)   on  right  of  servant  to  recover  damages  from 
persons  other  than  his  master  for  injuries  received  in  performance  of  duties. 
Implied  warranty. 

Cited  in  note   (33  L.  R.  A.  452)   on  implied  covenant  in  lease  as  to  fitness 
of  property   for   purpose   intended. 
Daty  of  landlord  to  repair. 

Cited  in  Charlie's  Transfer  Co.  v.  Malone,  169  Ala.  336,  48  go.  706,  holding 
a  complaint  in  an  action  by  a  tenant  to  recover  for  damages  caused  to  property 
by  the  bursting  of  defective  water  pipes,  where  no  covenant  on  the  part  of  the 
landlord  to  repair,  is  defective  where  no  averment  of  knowledge  or  notice  on 
the  part  of  the  landlord  of  such  defective  condition. 

Cited  in  notes  (34  L.R.A.  612)  on  liability  of  landlord  for  injuries  to  tenant's 
gueflts  and  servants  from  defects  in  premises;  (92  Am.  St.  Rep.  647)  on  liabil- 
ity to  third  persons  of  lessors  of  real  or  personal  property. 

18  L.  R.  A.  266,  LEIGHTON  v.  YOUNG,  3  C.  C.  A.  176,  10  U.  S.  App.  298,  52 

Fed.   439. 
Federal  practice. 

Cited  in  Indianapolis  v.  Navin,  151  Ind.  159,  41  L.  R.  A.  344,  51  N.  E.  80, 
holding  construction  put  upon  state  statute  by  highest  state  court,  if  constitu- 
tional, will  be  followed  by  Federal  courts;  Frey  v.  Willoughby,  11  C.  C.  A. 
464,  27  U.  S.  App.  417,  63  Fed.  866,  holding  Federal  court  will  not  entertain 
equitable  action  to  regain  possession  of  real  property,  where  there  is  plain  and 
adequate  remedy  at  law. 

Cited  in  note   (40  L.R.A.  ( N.S. )   419)   on  questions  of  state  law  as  to  which 
Btate  court  decisions  must  be  followed  in  actions  originating  in,  or  removed  to> 
Federal  courts. 
Statutory  lien  for  land  Improvements. 

Cited  in  Mclntire  v.  Pryor,  10  App.  D.  C.  438,  upholding  statute  giving  one  in 
possession  of  lands  imder  claim  of  title,  making  valuable  improvements  there* 
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on,  in  good  faith,  a  lien  thereon  until  compensation  by  real  owner,  in  case  of 
ejectment;  Lindt  v.  Uihlein,  116  Iowa,  58,  89  N.  W.  214,  holding  lien  for  im- 
provements under  claimant's  act  lost  by  surrendering  possession  before  filing 
petition;  Bruner  v.  Hunt,  71  Kan.  537,  81  Pac.  194,  holding  under  a  similar  act 
that  the  owner  may  require  the  occupant  to  buy  or  may  have  a  lien  for  the  land 
value  enforced  against  the  improved  premises. 

Cited  in  note  (81  Am.  St.  Rep.  174)  on  what  are  betterments,  and  allowance 
therefor. 

Distinguished  in  Hardeman  v.  Turner,  50  C.  C.  A.  112,  112  Fed.  43,  holding, 
after  judgment  determining  title  in  ejectment  against  occupant  and  fixing  lien, 
that  he  is  chargeable  with  rental  value  of  land  and  improvements. 

Disapproved  in  Flanagan  v.  Mathisen,  78  Neb.  414,  110  N.  W.  1012,  holding 
the  Occupying  Claimant's  act  under  which  protection  is  afforded  to  persons  not 
in  the  possession  of  disputed  lands  who  have  paid  taxes  and  made  lasting  im- 
provements thereon  is  applicable  to  lands  of  which  adverse  claimants  had 
adverse  title  at  the  time  of  its  enactment. 
Porcbaiier'a  notice  of  defects  in  title. 

Cited  in  Henderson  v.  Wanamaker,  25  C.  C.  A.  183,  49  U.  S.  App.  174,  79  Fed. 
739,  holding  purchaser  of  land  from  one  not  in  possession  bound  to  take  notice 
of  defects  in  title,  even  to  defenses  such  occupant  might  make  as  against  ven- 
dor's title. 
Partition. 

Cited  in  Truth  Lodge  No.  213  A.  F.  &  A.  M.  v.  Barton,  119  Iowa,  239,  97  Am. 
St.  Rep.  303,  93  N.  W.  106,  holding  that  partition  may.  be  ordered  where  par- 
ties own  land  jointly,  and  buildings  thereon  in  severalty. 
Injnnctlon  niyainst  proceedinar*  at  In.'vr* 

Cited  in  footnote  in  Kaufmann  v.  Laggett,  67  L.R.A.  353,  which  sustains  right 
to  injunction  against  proceedings  at  law  to  obtain  possession  of  leased  property 
where  lessee  has  an  equitable  right  to  a  continuance  of  possession. 

18  L.  R.  A.  275,  MARK  v.  HYATT,  135  N.  Y.  306,  48  N.  Y.  S.  R.  70,  31  N.  E. 

1099. 
Damaffea  canaed  by  injunction  or  nnnntlKOriaed  Judgment. 

Cited  in  Harless  v.  Consumers'  Gas  Trust  Co.  14  Ind.  App.  548,  43  N.  E.  456, 
holding  one  maliciously  enjoined  may  recover  damages;  Burt  v.  Smith,  84  App. 
Div.  50,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  186,  holding  mere  issue  of  injunction  pendente  lite  not 
evidence  of  probate  cause  sufficient  to  defeat  action  for  malicious  prosecution; 
Doyle  V.  Sandpoint,  18  Idaho,  657,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  36,  112  Pac.  204,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912  A.  210,  holding  that  damages  cannot  be  recovered  for  issuance  of  injunc- 
tion in  absence  of  bond,  unless  injunction  was  obtained  maliciously  and  without 
probable  cause;  Krzyszke  v.  Kamin,  163  Mich.  296,  128  N.  W.  190,  to  the  point 
damages  for  issuance  of  injunction  is  not  recoverable  in  absence  of  bond, 
unless  upon  proof  of  malice  and  absence  probable;  Hess  v.  Deppen,  125  Ky.  430, 
101  S.  W.  362,  15  Ann.  Cas.  670,  holding  on  the  reversal  of  a  judgment  for  the 
enforcement  of  bonds  and  mortgages,  after  a  sale  of  the  property  to  a  third  per- 
son, damages  are  not  recoverable  by  the  appellant  in  the  action. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Columbus,  H.  Valley  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Burke,  32  L.  R.  A. 
329,  which  denies  liability  on  injunction  bond  on  dissolution  of  injunction  by 
consent. 

Cited  in  notes  (45  L.R.A.  800,  801)  on  liability  for  tort  in  doing  acta  au- 
thorized by  subsisting  judgment  which  is  afterwards  reversed;  (32  LJI.A. 
<N.S.)  34,  35)  on  municipal  liability  for  legal  proceedings. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  278,  RAMSEY  COUNTY  v.  MACALASTER  COLLEGE,  51  Minn.  437, 

53  N.  W.  704. 
Property  exempt  from  taxation. 

Cited  in  Yale  University  v.  New  Haven,  71  Conn.  328,  43  L.  R.  A.  494,  42  AtL 
87,  holding  buildings  used  as  dormitories  and  dining-halls,  being  part  of  col- 
lege equipment,  free  from  taxation;  Academy  of  Sacred  Heart  v.  Irey,  51  Neb. 
757,  71  N.  W.  762,  holding  property  used  directly  for  educational  purposes  ex- 
empt from  taxation,  although  portion  of  grounds  were  used  for  raising  vegetables 
for  school  tables;  Chicago  v.  University  of  Chicago,  131  111.  App.  382,  holding 
the  exemption  of  educational  institutions  from  the  payment  of  water  rent 
extended  to  the  dormitories  and  commons  of  the  university;  State  v.  Lake- 
wood  Cemetery  Asso.  93  Minn.  193,  101  N.  W.  161,  holding  lands  owned  by  a 
cemetery  association  for  future  use  as  such  is  included  in  an  exemption  of  the 
cemetery  from  taxation. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.R.A.  292)  on  effect  of  using  property  of  religious, 
charitable,  or  educational  institution  in  secular  business  or  for  revenue,  on  its 
right  to  exemption  from  taxation;  (47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  642)  on  exemption  of  prop- 
erty of  educational  institutions  from  taxation^  as  affected  by  use  for  other  than 
educational  purposes. 

18  L.  R.  A.  281,  FARWELL  v.  COHEN,  138  111.  216,  32  N.  E.  893,  28  N.  E.  35. 
Jariadictlon  of  eonaty  court  ov^er  aMlgrament  proceedia^** 

ated  in  Howe  v.  Warren,  154  111.  244,  40  N.  E.  472,  Affirming  44  111.  App. 
173,  holding  that  by  terms  of  general  assignment  act  (May  22,  1877)  of  Illinois,, 
county  court  is  vested  with  primary  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  make  equitable  ad- 
justment of  creditor's  claims;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  North  Wisconsin  Lumber  Co» 
41  III.  App.  391,  holding  proceedings  in  voluntary  assignment  before  county 
court  which  has  not  jurisdiction  are  without  legal  effect;  Pease  v.  Francis,  63> 
III.  App.  339,  holding  voluntary  assignment  having  been  made,  court  possessed 
jurisdiction  to  protect  property  from  levy  under  execution  against  assignor; 
John  V.  Farwell  v.  Patterson,  76  111.  App.  607,  holding  administration  of  estate 
in  voluntary  assignment  proceedings  being  vested  in  county  court  is  neverthe- 
less governed  by  rules  of  equity;  Harbaugh  v.  Costello,  184  111.  116,  75  Am.  St. 
Rep.  147,  56  N.  £.  363,  holding  state  statute  relative  to  assignments  being 
construed  to  be  insolvency  law,  its  operation  being  suspended  by  enactment  of 
national  bankruptcy  act,  jurisdiction  of  county  court  under  state  statute  is  alsa 
suspended;  Baer  v.  John  V.  Farwell  Co.  66  111.  App.  404,  holding  county  court 
without  jurisdiction  to  declare  transfer  of  property  by  debtor  to  certain  cred- 
itors voluntary  assignment  for  benefit  of  all  creditors. 

Distinguished  in  Talmage  v.  Minton-Woodward  Co.  83  Neb.  35,  118  N.  W. 
1099,  holding  the  county  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  assignment  proceedings 
where  the  assignment  was  void  in  that  it  failed  to  comply  with  the  statute  with 
respect  to  being  witnessed  and  acknowledged. 

— -  Prereqnlsttea  to  Jarisdictlon. 

Cited  in  Cantrell  v.  Seaverns,  64  111.  App.  276,  holding  that,  before  county 
court  has  jurisdiction  to  compel  assignee  to  settle  claims  of  creditors,  there  must 
have  been  made  a  valid  assignment;  Osborne  v.  Williams,  34  111.  App.  423, 
holding  recording  of  deed  of  assignment  in  county  recorder's  office  sufficient  to 
perfect  assignment  and  give  county  court  exclusive  jurisdiction. 
Voluntary  aralflmmenta. 

Cited  in  Walker  v.  Ross,  150  111.  57,  36  N.  E.  986,  Affirming  52  111.  App.  143, 
holding  mortgage  executed  to  secure  certain  creditors,  containing  power  of  im- 
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mediate  sale,  an  assignment  for  benefit  of  all  debtor's  creditors ;  Leeper  v.  Greens- 
felder,  48  111.  App.  548,  holding  instrument  in  form  of  power  of  attorney,  as- 
signment for  benefit  of  creditors  generally  when  it  assigns  choses  in  action  to 
be  converted  into  money  to  pay  specified  debts;  Price  v.  Laing,  152  111.  384, 
38  N.  E.  921,  holding  constructive  assignment  of  personal  property  for  benefit 
of  particular  creditors  not  sanctioned  by  statute  relative  to  voluntary  as- 
signments; Smith  V.  Goodman,  149  111.  80,  36  N.  E.  621,  holding  leasehold  in- 
terest of  insolvent  debtor  passes  by  assignment,  though  not  included  in  schedule 
of  property  attached  to  assignment;  Wright  v.  Hutchinson,  54  111.  App.  540, 
holding  partner  not  standing  in  attitude  of  a  creditor  not  entitled  to  have  as- 
signment made  by  his  copartner  for  benefit  of  his  individual  creditors  declared 
assignment  for  benefit  of  all   his  creditors. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago  Title  &  T.  Co.  v.  Smith,  158  III.  427,  41  N.  E. 
1076,  holding  preferential  voluntary  assignment  of  portion  of  corporation's  es- 
tate to  meet  particular  indebtedness  not  aflfected  by  statute  prohibiting  volun- 
tary' assignments;  Moore  v.  Meyer,  47  Fed.  105,  holding  voluntary  transfer  of 
property  specifically  described  to  particular  creditors  not  converted  into  gen- 
eral assignment  by  force  of  statute  pertaining  to  assignments;  Morriss  v.  Black- 
man,  179  111.  106,  53  N.  E.  547,  holding  instrument  lacking  defeasance  clause  is 
mortgage,  and  not  assignment. 
Excessive  ccMts. 

Cited  in   Fox  v.  Oriel  Cabinet  Co.  70  111.  App.  325,  holding  it  proper  for 
trial  court  to  disallow  excessive  fees  for  services  rendered  in  procuring  disso- 
lution of  injunction. 
Preferential  aMnlariimeiitii. 

Cited  in  Cutter  v.  Pollock,  4  N.  D.  213,  26  L.  R.  A.  381,  50  Am.  St  Rep. 
644,  59  N.  W.  1062,  holding  that  giving  of  mortgages  to  particular  creditors  to 
secure  claims,  with  power  of  immediate  foreclosure,  not  illegal  preferential  as- 
signment; Einstein  v.  Lewis,  54  111.  App.  522,  holding  partial  assignment  for 
particular  creditors  attaches  only  to  property  mentioned;  Sweet  v.  Scherber, 
42  111.  App.  249,  holding  judgment  creditors  not  entitled  to  priority  in  distribu- 
tion of  assets  of  insolvent  estate  under  law  of  assignments  of  1877,  which  re- 
quires pro  rata  distribution  among  creditors;  Farwell  v.  Nilsson,  35  111.  App.  169, 
holding  assignment  act  of  1887  merely  prohibits  preferential  assignments;  ^lar- 
shall  V.  Livingston  Nat.  Bank,  11  Mont.  363,  28  Pac.  312,  holding  instrument 
puriK)rting  to  be  chattel  mortgage,  but  in  fact  assignment,  void,  so  far  at  least  &i 
it  affects  preference  given  to  employees  for  wages;  Wright  v.  Hutchinson,  156 
111.  583,  41  N.  £.  172,  holding  deed  of  trust  executed  for  benefit  of  certain 
creditors,  together  with  pledge  of  personal  property,  not  general  assignment  for 
benefit  of  all  debtor's  creditors;  Juillard  v.  Walker,  54  111.  App.  520,  holding 
preference  to  creditors  made  by  insolvent  corporation  winding  up  through  a 
receiver  in  concert  with  creditors  not  void. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sandwich  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Max,  24  L.  R.  A.  524,  which  holds 
conversance  in  absolute  payment  of  debt  not  unlawful  preference. 

Cited  in  notes    (37  L.R.A,  342,  343)    on  whether  preference  by  mortgage  or 
sale   is   assignment  for   creditors;     (34   Am.   St.   Rep.   856)    on   preferenoes   in 
assignments    for   creditors. 
Aokno-vrledffliiir  and  reeordlnir  aMilffmnent. 

Cited  in  Mann  v.  Reed,  49  III.  App.  411,  holding  failure  to  acknowledge  and 
record  assignment  otherwise  valid  will  not  render  it  inoperative;  Feltenstein  v. 
Stein,  157  111.  30,  45  N.  E.  502,  holding  failure  to  record  deed  of  assignment  will 
not  invalidate  trust,  where  assignee  has  taken  possession  of  property  assigned. 
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Jurisdiction  of  eqiiltT* 

Cited  in  People  v.  Bordeaux,  242  111.  334,  89  N.  E.  971,  holding  an  action 
for  an  accounting  was  maintainable  in  equity  against  a  supervisor  invested  with 
the  power  of  selling  certain  town  lands  and  holding  the  money  received   for 
certain  purposes  and  investing  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  the  town. 
Directory  stAtiitcs. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Quisenberry  v.  Ellis,  253  111.  377,  97  N.  E.  697,  to 
the  point  that  statute  which  gives  directions  as  to  orderly  conduct  of  busi> 
ness  merely  are  directory  in  their  nature. 

18  L.  R.  A.  298,  DEELEY  v.  DWIGHT,  132  N.  Y.  69,  43  N.  Y.  S.  R.  409,  30 

N.  E.  258. 
Mortguge  or  lease  mm  Afleetlmar  After-acquired  property. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Mathews  v^  Woodruff,  75  App.  Div.  93,  77  N.  Y.  Supp. 
722,  holding  failure  to  demand  execution  of  mortgage  as  agreed  upon,  no  extin- 
guishment of  right  to  enforce  lien;  Stewart  v.  Fidelity  Loan  Aseo.  19  Misc.  51, 
40  N.  Y.  Supp.  705,  holding  chattel  mortgage  of  property  not  in  ease,  and 
not  belonging  at  execution  of  mortgage  to  mortgagor,  ineffective  to  support  ac- 
tion at  law  thereon;  Stewart  v.  Fidelity  Loan  Asso.  19  Misc.  51,  40  N.  Y.  Supp. 
705,  holding  chattel  mortgage  on  stock  of  goods,  constantly  changing,  only  af- 
fects property  in  existence  at^time  mortgage  executed;  Graves  Elevator  Cd.  v. 
Callanan,  11  App.  Div.  304,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  930,  holding  mortgagee  of  vendee  un- 
der conditional  sale  of  elevator  in  process  of  erection  by  vendor  on  premises  of 
mortgagor  takes  property  mortgaged  subject  to  conditions  of  sale;  Anchor  Brew- 
ing Co.  V.  Bums,  32  App.  Div.  273,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  1005,  holding  liquor-tax 
license  certificate  not  yet  in  existence  not  recoverable  by  action  of  replevin  on 
lien  created  by  chattel  mortgage;  Fleetham  v.  Reddick,  82  Hun,  391,  31  N.  Y. 
Supp.  342,  holding  grain  not  potentially  in  existence  not  subject  to  chattel  mort- 
gage; Perkins  v.  Batterson,  66  Hun,  586,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  815,  holding  ap- 
pointment of  receiver  of  defunct  corporation  did  not  devest  mortgagees  of  right  to 
after-acquired  property  of  mortgagor  nor  proceeds  arising  from  sale  thereof; 
Re  Sentenne  &  G.  Co.  120  Fed.  438,  holding  provision  in  chattel  mortgage 
on  machinery  to  include  after-acquired  property  valid  as  between  parties; 
National  Bank  of  Deposit  v.  Rogers,  166  N.  Y.  390,  59  N.  E.  922,  holding  equity 
will  enforce  mortgage  lien  upon  after-acquired  property;  Wright  v.  Voorhees, 
131  Iowa,  411,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  429,  108  N.  W.  758,  9  Ann.  Cas.  1149, 
holding  a  chattel  mortgage  providing  that  it  should  cover  future  acquisitions 
to  the  property  described  in  the  mortgage  did  not  cover  all  future  acquisi- 
tiona  of  property;  Zartman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  189  N.  Y.  273,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1086,  82  N.  E.  127,  holding  a  chattel  mortgage  by  a  manufacturing  corpora- 
tion which  includes  property  not  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the  mortgage  is 
not  good  as  against  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy  as  to  shifting  stock  and  material ; 
Zartman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  109  App.  Div.  409,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  633,  on  when 
the  lien  of  a  mortgage  does  not  attach  to  personalty  acquired  after  the 
«ecution  of  the  mortgage;  Fidelity  &  D.  Co.  v.  B.  F.  Sturtevant  Co.  86  Miss. 
521,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  716,  38  So.  783;  Medina  Gas  &  E.  L.  Co.  v.  Buffalo 
Loan  T.  &  S.  D.  Co.  119  App.  Div.  249,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  625, — on  right  of  a 
mortgagee  to  have  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  after-acquired  property. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  New  Lincoln  Hotel  Co.  v.  Shears,  43  L.  R.  A.  588,  which 
holds  ineffectual  as  against  mortgage,  provision  in  lease  for  lien  for  rent  on 
personal  property  subsequently  brought  on  premises;  Brown  v.  Neilson,  54  L. 
K.  A.  328,  which  holds  stipulation  for  lien  for  rent  on  all  property  then  or  there- 
■fter  on  leased  premises  does  not  create  lien  for  rent  in  arrears  on  crops  and  oth- 
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er  property  not  in  being  at  time  of  lease;  Homer-Gaylord  Co.  ▼.  tawcett,  57 
L.  R.  A.  869,  which  holds  deed  of  trust  to  secure  bona  fide  debt  on  stock  of  good» 
covering  after-acquired  property  not  fraudulent  per  se;  Townsend  Brick  &  Con- 
tracting Co.  V.  Allen,  52  L.  R.  A.  323,  which  holds  unmanufactured  clay  not  cov* 
ered  by  mortgage  on  clay  and  brick  materials ;  New  England  Nat.  Bank  v.  North- 
western Nat.  Bank,  60  L.  R.  A.  256,  which  holds  mortgage  of  chattels  to  be 
acquired  'invalid  against  one  taking  possession  imder  other  mortgage  executed 
by  mortgagor  after  acquiring  them. 

Cited  in  notes   (23  L.R.A.  477)  on  sale  or  mortgage  of  future  crops;    (5  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  138,  130)  on  effect  of  mortgage  of  after-acquired  property. 
Action  for  convemion. 

Cited  in  Hoff  v.  Coumeight,  14  Misc.  316,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  1052,  holding  that 
complainant  must  show  l^al  right  of  possession  to  deposit  in  bank  in  order  to* 
maintain  action  for  its  conversion. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dean  v.  Cushman,  55  L.  R.  A.  959,  which  denies  liability 
for  conversion  without  demand,  of  purchaser  in  good  faith  of  mortgaged  chat- 
tels from  mortgagor  in  possession. 
ReplcTln. 

Approved  in  National  Bank  of  Deposit  v.  Rogers,  1  App.  Div.  627,  37  N.  T^ 
Supp.  365,  holding  mere  equitable  right  of  possession  to  satisfy  lien  created  by 
chattel  mortgage  not  sufficient  to  support  action  of  replevin;  Haas  ▼.  Altieri^ 
2  Misc.  253,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  950,  holding  drawer  of  check  may  maintain  replevio. 
against  one  wrongfully  retaining  it. 
VAlldity  of  oral  aorrecment. 

Approved  in  Mathews  v.  Hardt,  79  App.  Div.  676,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  462,  Affirm- 
ing  37  Misc.  655,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  134,  holding  oral  agreement  by  president  of 
corporation  with  one  loaning  money  to  enable  it  to  continue  business  valid  tA 
against  trustee  in  bankruptcy  of  corporation,  unless  made  within  four  months 
before  petition  filed. 

18  L.  R.  A.  305,  TOD  v.  KENTUCKY  UNION  R.  CO.  8  C.  C.  A.  60,  6  U.  S.  App. 

186,  52  Fed.  241. 
IVbo  are  laborers  or  employee*. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Renninger,  89  Md.  71,  44  L.  R.  A.  415,  footnote  p.  413,  4? 
Atl.  928,  holding  person  cutting  timber,  part  of  whose  earnings  are  retained  till 
completion  of  work,  not  employee  within  laborers'  lien  law;  Gulf  &  B.  Valley  R. 
Co.  V.  Berry,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  410,  72  S.  VV.  1049,  holding  civil  engineer  not  en- 
titled to  lien  as  laborer  for  wages  earned  in  construction  of  railroad;  Farmer  y. 
St.  Croix  Power  Co.  117  Wis.  89,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  914,  93  N.  W.  830,  holding  sec- 
ond subcontractor  not  employee  of  first  subcontractor  within  lien  law;  Indian- 
apolis Northern  Traction  Co.  v.  Brennan,  174  Ind.  19,  30  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  97,  87 
N.  £.  215,  holding  that  statute  giving  lien  to  one  who  performs  work  and  labor 
for  railroad  does  not  apply  to  one  who  contracts  to  do  construction  work  by 
means  of  employees. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1039)  as  to  who  is  a  "farm"  or  "agrifculturar** 
laborer  within  statute  giving  lien;  (30  L.R.A. (N.S.)  89)  as  to  whether  con- 
tractors or  subcontractors  are  within  protection  of  statutes  giving  liens  to* 
"laborers,"  "mechanics,"  "workmen,"  etc.;  (58  Am.  St.  Rep.  308)  on  who  are 
laborers. 

Distinguished  in  Van  Frank  v.  St.  Louis,  C.  G.  &  Ft.  S.  R.  Co.  93  Mo.  App.  423, 
67  S.  W.  688,  holding  civil  engineer  entitled  to  lien  for  services  for  surveying 
and  staking  out  line  of  roadbed. 
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PreferemtlAl  Hen  for  •errlces. 

Cited  in  Lewis  t.  Fisher,  80  Md.  143,  26  L.  R.  A.  280,  footnote  p.  278,  45  Am. 
St.  Rep.  327,  30  Atl.  608,  holding  compensation  for  services  of  attorney  for  in- 
solvent corporation  not  entitled  to  statutory  preference. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Palmer  v.  Van  Santvoord,  38  L.  R.  A.  402,  which  holds 
employee  at  monthly  salary  to  sell  and  set  up  machines  and  unpack  and  repack 
them  when  necessary  entitled  to  preference  as  employee;  Cawood  v.  Wolfley,  31  L. 
R.  A.  538,  which  holds  wages  due  clerk  before  and  during  employer's  last  ill- 
ness within  statute  classifying  claims  against  estate;  Falconio  v.  Larsen,  37  L. 
R.  A.  254,  which  holds  preference  of  claims  for  wages  assignable;  Latta  v.  Lons- 
dale, 52  L.  R.  A.  479,  which  denies  right  of  attorney  employed  by  railroad  com- 
pany on  yearly  salary,  to  preference  as  laborer. 

Cited  in  note   (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1041,  on  priority  of  claims  against  property 
in  bands  of  receiver  over  recorded  liens. 
Stmtntory  requirement  thMt  vrnflre*  be  paid  in  Invrfnl  monex* 

Cited  in  note   (28  L.  R.  A.  276)   on  validity  and  effect  of  statutes  requiring 
wages  to  be  paid  in  lawful  money. 
Wnse*  of  laborers. 

Annotation  cited  in  O'Neill  &  Co.  v.  Beasley,  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  155,  holding  a 
salesman's  commissions  were  not  liable  to  attachment. 
Sabjeet*  for  revlevr. 

Cited  in  Guardian  Trust  Co.  v.  Kansas  City  S.  R.  Co.  76  C.  C.  A.  615,  146 
Fed.  342,  holding  that  questions  not  adjudicated  below  present  nothing  for 
review. 

18  L.  R.  A.  313,  STATE  eat  reh  SUMMERFIELD  v.  CLARKE,  21  Nev.  333,  37 

Am.  St.  Rep.  517,  31  Pac.  545. 
EliffibilitT  of  Federal  oAeer  to  bold  state  olBee. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  McMillan  v.  Sadler,  25  Nev.  173,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  573, 
58  Pac  284,  holding  under  Constitution  of  Nevada,  person  appointed  or  elected 
to  lucrative  office  under  United  States  government  precluded,  ipso  facto,  from  ac- 
cepting or  retaining  state  office. 
Gnbematorial  povrer  of  appointment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fox  v.  McDonald,  21  L.  R.  A.  529,  which  holds  power 
to  appoint  to  fill  vacancy  not  inherent  in  governor. 
Statatory  conatractlon. 

Cited  in  State  ear  rel.  Thompson  v.  Washoe  County,  23  Nev.  258,  45  Pac.  529, 
(dissenting  opinion  by  Bonnifield,  J.),  who  holds  plain  and  unambiguous  Ian- 
g;iiflge  of  statute  must  control  in  its  construction. 
Notary  pnblte  a«  pnblie  ofllce. 

Cited  in  Opinion  of  Justices,  73  N.  H.  624,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  417,  62  Atl.  969, 
6  Ann.  Cas.  283,  holding  the  office  of  notary  public  being  a  public  office  a  woman 
was  disqualified  from  holding  such  office. 

18  L.  R.  A.  315,  BLAGEN  v.  THOMPSON,  23  Or.  239,  31  Pac.  647. 
Meanare  of  damaarea  for  breacb  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Ironton  Land  Co.  v.  Butchart,  73  Minn.  49,  75  N.  W.  749,  holding 
measure  of  damages  upon  breach  of  land  contract  is  difference  in  value  of  land 
as  it  was,  and  as  it  would  have  been  upon  fulfilment  of  contract;  Eraser  v. 
Echo  Min.  &  Smelting  Co.  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  213,  28  S.  W.  714,  holding  measure 
of  damages  upon  breach  of  contract  to  furnish  machinery,  proximate  and  nat- 
ural loss  flowing  from  breach;  McLane  v.  Maurer,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  77,  66  S.  W. 
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603,  holding  commissions  that  agents  would  have  earned  from  sale  of  land  but 
for  breach  of  contract  recoverable  as  damages;  Occidental  Gonsol.  Min.  Co.  r, 
Comstock  Tunnel  Co.  125  Fed.  246,  holding  general  damages  necessarily  re- 
sulting from  breach  of  contract,  recoverable;  Lanahan  v.  Heaver,  79  Md.  422,  29 
Atl.  1036,  holding,  in  action  for  breach  of  contract  t^  hnild  houses,  anticipated 
profits  from  their  possible  sale  not  recoverable;  Martin  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line 
R.  Co.  70  S.  C.  13,  48  S.  £.  616,  holding  in  an  action  for  breach  of  a  contract  to 
build  a  spur  track  to  the  location  where  plaintiff  was  to  move  his  mill  in  reli- 
ance on  such  promise,  the  measure  of  damages  included  not  only  the  cost  of 
moving  and  removing  the  mill  but  also  the  rental  value  of  the  mill  for  the  time 
it  was  compelled  to  remain  idle  and  the  cost  of  transporting  the  product  of  the 
mill  to  the  railroad;  South  Memphis  Land  Co.  v.  McLean  Hardwood  Lumber  Co. 
102  C.  C.  A.  563,  179  Fed.  423,  holding  on  the  breach  of  contract  by  the  vendor 
of  a  site  for  the  location  of  a  mill  in  failing  to  furnish  certain  tracks  connect- 
ing the  site  with  a  line  of  railroad,  the  difference  between  the  plant  as  con- 
structed and  the  value  if  such  connecting  lines  had  been  built  might  be  taken 
as  the  measure  of  damages. 

Cited  in  notes  (63  L.R.A.  40,  42,  96)  on  loss  of  profits  as  element  of  damages 
for  breach  of  contract;  (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  625)  on  damages  recoverable  for 
breach  of  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Coos  Bay  R.  Co.  v.  Nosier,  30  Or.  556,  48  Pac.  361,  holding 
speculative  profits  anticipated  from  completion  of  railroad,  being  too  remote,  are 
not  recoverable  or  available  as  set-ofT  in  action  on  contract  of  subscription. 
Recovery  of  mnttclpAted  profit*  a«  daniAffea. 

Cited  in  Hoskins  v.  Scott,  52  Or.  277,  96  Pac.  1112,  holding  in  an  action  to 
recover  for  the  defendant's  breach  of  a  contract  to  furnish  the  plaintiff  with 
an  engine  and  an  engineer  to  operate  plaintiffs  threshing  machine  during  the 
ensuing  season,  the  fact  that  he  could  handle  the  grain  of  that  vicinity  and 
that  several  of  the  farmers  of  the  neighborhood  had  promised  that  they  would 
let  him  thresh  their  grain  was  not  sufficient  to  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover  as. 
special  damages  the  anticipated  profits. 
Conntmctlon  of  contracts  a»  one. 

Cited  in  Longfellow  v.  Huffman,  57  Or.  342,  112  Pac.  8,  to  the  point  thai 
when  two  written  contracts  are  made  concerning  same  subject-matter  whether 
made  simultaneously  or  on  different  days,  they  may,  under  some  circumstancea 
be  regarded  as  one  contract. 
Opinion  evidence  a«  to  value  of  land. 

Cited  in  Elliott  v.  Wallawa  County,  57  Or.  244,  109  Pac.  130,  to  the  point 
that  in  actions  for  consequential  damage  to  land  witness,  otherwise  competent 
may  testify  directly  to  amount  of  damages. 

18  L.  R.  A.  323,  MILLER  v.  GEORGIA  R.  &  BKG.  00.  88  Ga.  563,  30  Am.  St.  Rep 

170,  15  S.  E.  316. 
Charare  for  atoraffe. 

Cited  in  Bixon  v.  Central  R.  Co.  110  Ga.  184,  36  S.  E.  369,  holding  common  car^ 
rier  may  lawfully  charge  reasonable  sum  for  storing  property  of  shipper,  whether 
it  be  in  cars  or  wjBirehouse;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Lockwood  Mfg.  Co.  142  Ala. 
330,  68  L.R.A.  230,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  32,  37  So.  667,  4  Ann.  Cas.  12,  on  it  being 
proper  for  a  railroad  company  to  charge  storage  for  the  use  of  its  cars  by  a 
consignee  after  a  reasonable  time  has  been  given  for  the  removal  of  the  goods  ^ 
Seaboard  Air-Line  R.  Co.  v.  Shackelford,  5  Ga.  App.  396,  63  S.  E.  252,  on  the 
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liability  of  a  carrier  as  a  warehouseman  as  carrying  with  it  the  reciprocal  right 
of  being  paid  storage  charges. 
Demvrraare  cbmrare. 

Cited  in  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  90  Va.  395,  22  L.  R.  A.  534,  44  Am. 
St.  Rep.  916,  18  S.  E.  673,  and  Kentucky  Wagon  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  98 
Ky.  162,  36  L.  R.  A.  856,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  326,  32  S.  W.  596,  holding  charge  of 
$1  per  day  car  service  not  an  unreasonable  charge  upon  shipper  for  delay  in  load- 
ing or  unloading  cars;  Swan  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  106  Tenn.  234,  61  S.  W. 
57,  holding  valid,  regulation  of  common  carrier  to  charge  reasonable  compensa* 
tion  for  unreasonable  delay  of  consignee  in  unloading  cars ;  Schumacher  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  R.  Co.  207  111.  20.8,  69  N.  E.  825,  Affirming  108  111.  App.  523,  upholding 
right  of  railroad  to  demurrage  for  unreasonable  detention  of  cars;  Darlington 
y.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  99  Mo.  App.  14,  72  S.  W.  122,  holding  that  right  to  demur- 
rage exists,  independent  of  contract;  Carrizzo  v.  New  York,  S.  &,  W.  R.  Co.  66 
Misc.  250,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  173,  holding  that  bill  of  lading  providing  that  carrier 
may  charge  for  detention  of  cars  after  they  have  been  held  48  hours  for  unload- 
ing, does  not  authorize  charge  where  they  have  been  placed  on  storage  track 
awaiting  switching  to  place  where  they  could  be  unloaded;  New  Orleans  &  N. 
£.  R.  Co.  V.  George,  82  Miss.  727,  35  So.  193,  holding  a  consignee  who  has  been 
notified  of  the  arrival  of  the  goods  and  fails  to  remove  them  w^ithin  the  time 
limited  for  such  removal,  will  be  liable  for  demurrage  charges;  Erie  R.  Co.  v. 
Waite,  62  Misc.  373,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  1115,  holding  independent  of  statute  or 
contract,  a  carrier  may  charge  a  consignee  demurrage  for  the  detention  of  cars 
beyond  a  reasonable  time. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.R.A.  531)  on  right  of  railroad  company  to  make  charge 
for  detention  of  its  cars  by  consignees,  "demurrage;"  (44  Am.  St.  Rep.  922, 
923,  927)  on  same  point. 

*-  Reasoiuiblene««. 

Cited  in  Michie  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  A  H.  R.  Co.  151  Fed.  695,  holding  a  de- 
murrage charge  of  a  dollar  a  day  per  car  for  the  time  the  unloading  thereof  is 
delayed  after  a  reasonable  time  has  been  given  for  such  unloading  is  not  un> 
reasonable. 

Notice  to  slilpper  of  rcgrnlattona. 

Cited  in  note  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  347)  on  notice  to  shipper  of  regulations  by 
carrier. 

18  L.  R.  A.  329,  Re  ALBRECHT,  136  N.  Y.  91,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  700,  49  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  65,  32  N.  E.  632. 

Tenancy  by  entirety  mnd  cotenancy. 

Cited  in  Carey  v.  Griffin,  36  Misc.  470,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  766,  holding  conveyance 
to  husband  and  wife  as  tenants  by  entirety  entitles  survivor  to  entire  estate ;  Wil- 
cox V.  Murtha,  41  App.  Div.  409,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  783,  holding  wife's  executors  en- 
titled to  whole  of  estate  left  to  her  as  surviving  tenant  by  entirety  of  her  hus- 
band: Re  Meehan,  59  App.  Div.  158,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  9,  holding  deposits  in  bank 
in  name  of  husband  and  wife  inure  absolutely  on  death  of  one  to  survivor;  Hiles 
V.  Fisher,  67  Hun,  236,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  795  (concurring  opinion),  majority  holding 
deed  to  husband  and  wife  creates  estate  by  entirety,  entitling  survivor  to  make 
valid  mortgage  of  whole  estate;  Luttermoser  v.  Zeuncr,  110  Mich.  188,  68  N.  W. 
117,  holding  wife's  interest  in  mortgage  held  in  joint  tenancy  with  husband  passes 
upon  her  death  to  her  executor;  Baumann  v.  Guion,  21  Misc.  123,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
715,  holding  husband  and  wife  owners  in  common  of  personal  estate;  Wetherow 
▼.  Lord,  41  App.  Div.  417,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  778,  holding  husband  unable  to  make 
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gift  of  bank  deposit  made  to  credit  of  himself  and  wife  jointly,  In  excess  of  one 
half  interest  therein;  Johnston  v.  Johnston,  173  Mo.  105,  61  L.  R.  A.  171,  96  Am. 
St.  Rep.  486,  73  S.  W.  202,  holding  that  estates  by  entirety  may  be  created  in  per- 
sonal property;  Re  Kaupper,  141  App.  Div.  57,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  878,  to  the 
point  that  law  does  not  recognise  tenancy  by  entirety  in  personal  property;  Re 
Baum,  121  App.  Div.  497,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.-  113,  to  the  point  that  tenancy  by 
entirety  of  husband  and  wife  in  land  ends  upon  sale  of  land,  and  mortgage 
taken  in  part  payment  is  not  held  by  entirety;  Ryan  v.  Ford,  151  Mo.  App. 
695,  132  S.  W.  610,  holding  that  husband  and  wife  are  prima  facie  equal 
owners  of  note  made  payable  to  them;  Evans  v.  Evans,  69  Misc.  88,  125  N.  Y. 
Supp.  960,  to  the  point  that  where  instrument  runs,  to  three  parties  husband, 
wife  and  third  person  "as  tenants  in  common''  wife  would  not  be  limited  to 
tenancy  by  entirety  of  undivided  half  of  land  but  would  take  undivided  one 
third  of  whole  as  tenant  in  common;  State  Bank  v.  Johnson,  151  Mich.  544, 
115  N.  W.  464,  holding  the  fact  that  the  right  of  .survivorship  does  not  apply 
in  the  case  of  joint  ownership  of  personalty  does  not  affect  the  right  of  the 
donor  of  a  certificate  of  deposit  to  make  a  gift  to  his  surviving  wife;  Aubr; 
V.  Schneider,  69  N.  J.  £q.  635,  60  Atl.  929,  holding  a  husband  and  wife  hold  a 
bond  and  mortgage  executed  to  them  jointly  during  coverture  as  tenants  in 
common  and  not  as  joint  tenants;  Semper  v.  Coates,  93  Minn.  78,  100  N.  W. 
662,  on  the  joint  ownership  of  realty  or  personalty  by  a  husband  and  wife  as 
not  giving  the  right  of  survivorship  on  the  death  of  either. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Thornburg  v.  Wiggins,  22  L.  R.  A.  42,  which  holds  tenancv 
by  entirety  not  created  by  conveyance  to  husband  and  wife  "in  joint  tenancy." 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.  R.  A.  595)  on  tenancy  by  entireties  in  personal  property; 
(30  L.R.A.  318)  on  tenancy  by  entireties;   (38  Am.  St.  Rep.  435)  on  same  point. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Rapelje,  66  Misc.  415,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  287,  holding  a 
wife  on  the  death  of  her  husband  takes  absolutely  a  purchase-money  mortgage 
given  to  the  husband  and  the  wife,  she  having  joined  in  the  deed  of  the  property 
mortgaged  to  convey  her  dower;  West  v.  McCullough,  123  App.  Div.  849,  108 
N.  Y.  Supp.  493,  holding  a  wife  acquires  a  right  of  survivorship  in  a  fund 
derived  from  a  savings  bank  account  opened  by  the  husband  in  the  name  of 
himself  and,  wife. 

18  L.  R.  A.  331,  KENT  v.  CHURCH  OF  ST.  MICHAEL,  136  N.  Y.  10,  49  N.  Y. 

S.  R.  19,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  693,  32  N.  E.  704. 
Jnrladictton  of  eqvttx  to  compel  execution  of  InatrninentB. 

Cited  in  Engelbach  v\  Simpson,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  194,  33  S.  W.  596,  holding 
that  equity  will  compel  holder  of  record  title  to  realty  to  execute  new  deed  upon 
loss  or  destruction  of  old;  Miles  v.  Graham,  181  Mass.  48,  62  N.  E.  986,  holding 
re-execution  of  instrument  wrongfully  mutilated  may  be  decreed;  Hadley  v. 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  68  Misc.  361,  125  X.  Y.  Supp.  88,  holding  that  life  insur- 
ance policy  erroneously  written  to  plaintiff's  wife,  and  on  event  of  her  prior 
death  to  his  heirs,  instead  of  to  his  children  as  directed,  will  be  reformed  where 
all  persons  presently  answering  description  of  plaintiff's  heirs,  are  joined  as  de- 
fendants; White  V.  Smith,  72  N.  J.  Eq.  701,  65  Atl.  1017,  holding  that  equity 
has  jurisdiction  to  establish  a  lost  deed. 

Distinguished  in  Dull  v.  Rohr,  13  Misc.  531,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  523,  holding  that 
infant  heirs  will  not  be  compelled  in  equity  to  execute  conveyance  of  land,  title 
to  which  they  do  not  adversely  claim. 

Contlnircnt  entates. 

Cited  in  Perkins  v.  Burlington  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  112  Wis.  522,  88  X.  W.  648, 
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holding  unborn  children  of  cestui  que  trust  bound  by  judgment  in  suit  against 
trustee;  Ruggles  v.  Tyson,  104  Wis.  607,  48  L.  R.  A.  812,  79  N.  W.  766,  holding 
that  for  all  purposes  of  rendering  effective  judgment,  court  has  jurisdiction  if  con- 
tingent interests  in  estate  are  represented  by  those  in  being  having  vested  interest 
therein;  Adami  v.  Backer,  29  Misc.  95,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  683,  holding  afterbom 
grandchildren  bound  by  judgment  of  sale  directed  as  against  their  contingent  inter- 
ests, which  were  properly  represented  in  litigation  by  persons  in  being;  Ridley  v. 
Halliday,  106  Tenn.  616,  53  L.  R.  A.  481,  footnote  p.  477,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  902,  61 
S.  W.  1025,  and  Springs  v.  Scott,  132  N.  C.  556,  44  S.  E.  116,  holding  judgment  of 
sale  of  estate  effective  as  against  unborn  children  whose  contingent  interests  were 
represented  by  living  owners  of  inheritance;  Boskowitz  v.  Held,  15  App.  Div.  312, 
44  N.  Y.  Supp.  136,  holding  that  living  persons,  trustees  of  express  trust,  or 
parent,  cannot,  either  by  collusion  or  neglect,  so  deal  with  property  in  trust  as  to 
cut  off  contingent  interests  of  unborn  children  for  whom  trust  was  in  fact  created ; 
Oray  v.  Smith,  76  Fed.  532,  holding  contingent  interests  of  afterbom  children  ef- 
fectually cut  off  by  judgment  against  those  living,  in  whom  is  vested  present  es- 
tate of  inheritance;  Kirk  v.  Kirk,  137  N.  Y.  516,  33  N.  E.  552,  holding  contingent 
interests  of  unborn  children  concluded  by  judgment  of  partition  and  sale  of  estate 
in  which  those  living  represented  full  vested  interest,  and  were  made  parties  to 
action;  Myers  v.  McCullagh,  63  App.  Div.  327,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  520,  holding  in- 
terests of  afterbom  children  sufficiently  cared  for  under  judgment  of  partition  and 
sale,  if  proceeds  are  properly  secured  in  behalf  of  such  contingent  interests; 
Barnes  v.  Luther,  77  Hun,  236,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  400,  holding  that  judgment 
of  partition  and  sale  may  effectually  cut  off  contingent  interests  of  per- 
sons not  in  being,  provided  those  interests  are  provided  for  and  protected  in 
some  equitable  manner;  Smith  v.  Secor,  157  N.  Y.  405,  52  N.  E.  179,  holding  judg- 
ment of  partition  ineffectual  to  cut  off  contingent  interests  of  afterbom  children ; 
Fox  V.  Fee,  24  App.  Div.  323,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  292,  holding  judgment  of  partition 
and  sale  not  defective  because  of  failure  to  provide  for  unborn  children  who  in  fact 
could  have  no  interest  in  estate  partitioned  and  sold;  Rhodes  v.  Caswell,  41  App. 
Div.  232,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  470,  holding  contingent  remainder  interests  of  unborn 
children  concluded  by  judgment  against  living  representatives;  Re  Asch,  75  App. 
Div..  495,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  561,  holding  judgment  of  sale  affecting  contingent  in- 
terest of  unborn  children  valid,  rights  of  such  being  fully  represented  by  their 
parents;  Janpole  v.  Lasky,  94  App.  Div.  356,  88  N.  Y.'Supp.  50,  holding  partition 
sale  decree  involving  trust  estate,  substituting  trust  fund  for  land,  conclusive 
upon  all  interests. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Harrison  v.  Tumbull,  41  L.  R.  A.  703,  which  holds  unborn 
heirs  bound  by  decree  in  action  to  establish  claims  against  estate  to  w^hich  living 
heirs  of  same  class  are  parties;  Gavin  v.  Curtin,  40  L.  R.  A.  776,  which  holds 
afterbom  children  bound  by  decree  directing  sale  of  land  to  preserve  remainder- 
man's interest;  Hale  v.  Hale,  20  L.  R.  A.  247,  which  authorizes  court  to  order 
conversion  into  personalty  of  land  in  which  persons  not  in  being  may  have  In- 
terest; Loring  v.  Hildreth,  40  L.  R.  A.  127,  which  holds  representation  of  unborn 
children  by  guardian  ad  litem  sufficient  in  suit  to  remove  cloud. 

Cited  in  note  (73  Am.  St.  Rep.  420)  on  gifts  to  a  class  such  as  "children"  and 
who  are  entitled  to  take. 
NcceMMtry  parttei. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Brown  v.  Brown,  33  L.  R.  A.  816,  which  denies  right  to 
cancel  deed  on  ground  of  nondelivery  without  making  party,  persons  in  ease  hav- 
ing  remainder  interest. 

L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 26. 
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Contract*  alfeetlnar  Interest*  of  mfterborn  eliild. 

Cited  in  note  (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  52,  69,  63,  68)  on  devestiture  of  estates  of 
persons  not  in  being. 

Distinguished  in  McGillis  v.  McGillis,  164  N.  Y.  548,  49  N.  E.  145,  Modifying 
11  App.  Div.  369,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  921,  holding  afterbom  child  not  bound  by  con- 
tract made  by  legatee  having  no  vested  interest  in  estate. 
Jndirment*  affecting  afterborn  cbtldren. 

Cited  in  Phinizy  v.  Wallace,  136  Ga.  530,  71  S.  E.  896,  on  question  as  to  when 
unborn  persons  may  be  bound  by  decree  for  sale  of  property;  Los  Angeles 
County  V.  Winans,  13  Cal.  App.  245,  109  Pac.  640,  to  the  point  that  where 
estate  is  vested  in  persons  living,  subject  only  to  contingency  that  person  may 
be  born  who  will  have  interest  therein,  living  owners,  represent  whole  estate 
and  stand  for  unborn  persons  in  any  litigation  affecting  it;  Campbell  v.  Hughes, 
69  Misc.  435,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  147,  holding  that  judgment  adjuding  invalidity 
of  will  creating  trust  of  personalty,  and  directing  distribution  rendered  under 
Code  Civ.  Pro.  §  2653a,  is  binding  on  unborn  persons  who  might  take  under 
will ;  Tonnele  v.  Wetmore,  195  N.  Y.  446,  88  N.  E.  1068,  reversing  124  App.  Div. 
685,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  349,  holding  where  parties  owning  property  under  a  will 
subject  to  contingency  of  birth  of  other  children  that  a  construction  of  will  ob- 
tained by  them  is  binding  on  unborn  children  in  a  like  position;  Doscher  v. 
Wychoff,  63  Misc.  428,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  655,  on  effect  of  a  judgment  on  Tinborn 
children. 

Cited  in  notes  (97  Am.  St.  Rep.  765,  766)  on  judgments  against  persons  not 
in  being;  (101  Am.  St.  Rep.  868)  on  effect  of  compulsory  partition  on  persons 
not  in  esse. 

Distinguished  in  Downey  v.  Seib,  185  N.  Y.  432,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)   65,  113  Am. 
St.  Rep.  926,  78  N.  E.  66,  holding  a  judgment  reforming  a  deed  so  as  to  cou- 
vev  an  absolute  title  instead  of  a  life  estate  with  a  remainder  over  to  unborn 
children  of  plaintiff  and  her  brother  not  to  bar  title  of  unborn  children. 
Vesting'  of  contingent  estate. 

Cited  in  Re  Brown,  154  N.  Y.  328,  48  N.  E.  537,  holding  that  estates  in  re- 
mainder, to  be  held  in  trust  until  termination  of  life  estates,  will  become  vested 
in  issue  of  children  of  testator,  in  being  at  time  of  his  death,  subject  to  life  estates 
created  by  will. 

Cited  in  note   (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  820)  as  to  when  remainder  is  vested. 
Povrer  of  legtslatare  over  contingent  Interests  In   property. 

Cited  in  Ebling  v.  Dreyer,  149  N.  Y.  467,  44  N.  E.  165,  Reversing  79  Hun,  324, 
29  N.  Y.  Supp.  459,  holding  it  competent  for  state  legislature  to  authorize  sale 
of  contingent  interests  of  persons  not  in  ease. 

Cited  in  note   (19  L.  R.  A.  248)   on  legislative  power  to  defeat  contingent  in- 
terests in  property. 
Rlgl&t  of  possessor  of  land  under  verbal  agreement. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Crabb,  156  N.  Y.  450,  51  N.  E.  306,  holding  one  in  possession 
of  real  property  under  verbal  agreement  to  purchase  entitled  to  maintain  aetion  to 
determine  title  to  property. 

18  L.  R.  A.  335,  MAHONEY  v.  DETROIT  STREET  R.  00.  93  Mich.  612,  32 

Am.  St.  Rep.  528,  63  N.  W.  793. 
Right  to  ride  on  cars. 

Cited  in  Van  Dusan  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  97  Mich.  442,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  354, 
56  N.  W.  848,  holding  passenger  upon  boarding  train  without  evidence  of  right  to 
ride  may  be  ejected  on  refusal  to  pay  fare;  Evansville  ^  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Gates,  14 
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Ind.  App.  173,  41  N.  £.  712,  holding  face  of  passenger's  ticket  conclusive  evidence 
of  his  right  to  ride;  Light  v.  Detroit  &  M.  R.  Co.  165  Mich.  436,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
285,  130  N.  W.  1124,  holding  that  passenger  whose  ticket  was  taken  up  by  con- 
ductor has  right  to  ride,  and  is  not  bound  to  borrow  money  to  avoid  ejection 
for  failure  to  pay  second  time;  People  v.  Detroit  United  R.  Co.  154  Mich.  519, 
118  N.  W.  9,  holding  conductor  on  a  second  car  imder  no  obligation  to  accept 
statement  of  passenger  that  his  fare  on  car  was  paid  on  another  car;   Brown 
V.  Rapid  R.  Co.  134  Mich.  593,  96  N..W.  925;  Brown  v.  Rapid  R,  Co.  130  Mich. 
487,  90  N.   W.  290, — holding  where  a  conductor  by  mistake  destroyed  return 
ticket  that  extra  fare  could  be  recovered  but  no  damage  for  ejection  because 
thereof;  Virginia  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Hill,  105  Va.  739,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)    903,  64 
S.  E.  872,   sustaining  right  of   conductor   to   eject  passenger   refusing  to   pay 
fare  though  a  mistake  has  been  made  in  giving  passenger  wrong  ticket;  Hornes- 
by  V.  Georgia  R.  &  Electric  Co.  120  Ga.  914,  48  S.  E.  339,  1  Ann.  Cas.  391, 
sustaining  right  to  a  street  car  company  to  make  a  time  limit  on  transfers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Nashville  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Griffin,  49  L.  R.  A.  451,  which 
denies  authority  to  eject  passenger  who,  after  paying  fare  inside  station,  enters 
car  which  has  stopped  just  outside  station;  O'Rouke  v.  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co. 
46  L.  R.  A.  614,  which  holds  void,  conditions  on  transfer  check  requiring  passen* 
gers  to  ascertain  correctness  of  date,  time,  and  direction;  Curtis  v.  Louisville  City 
R.  Co.  21  L.  R.  A.  640,  which  denies  right  to  eject  for  nonpayment  of  fare,  pas* 
senger  receiving  45  cents  as  change  for  50-cent  piece. 

Cited  in  notes  (43  L.R.A.  711)  on  passenger's  duty  to  pay  fare  wrongfully 
demanded,  in  order  to  avoid  expulsion  and  lessen  damages;  (19  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
705)  on  rights  of  passenger  boarding  car  or  train  destined  for  point  short  of 
his  destination;  (23  L.R.A. (N.S.)  571)  on  right  of  passenger  on  street  car  which 
turns  back  before  reaching  destination;  (1  Brit.  Rul.  Cas.  443)  on  duty  to  run 
street  car  to  end  of  route  indicated. 

Distinguished  in  Vining  v.  Detroit,  Y.  &  A.  A.  R.  Co.  122  Mich.  250,  80  N.  W. 
1080,  holding  carrier  liable  to  passenger  for  his  wrongful  eviction  from  car  be- 
fore reaching  point  to  which  his  ticket  entitled  him  to  be  carried. 

Disapproved  in  Morrill  v.  Minneapolis  Street  R.  Co.  103  Minn.  368,  123  Am. 
St.  Rep.  341,  115  N.  W.  395,  holding  that  a  passenger  is  under  no  duty  to  ex- 
amine the  transfer  slip  given  him  by  conductor. 
Dsmatre*  for  ejection. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Rapid  R.  Co.  130  Mich.  487,  90  N.  W.  290,  holding  only  extra 
fare  paid  by  reason  of  ejection  recoverable,  where  by  reason  of  error  of  conductor 
on  outward  trip,  wrong  coupons  were  presented  on  return. 
PajMeayer  ylvinir  avray  traniifev. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ex  parte  Lorenzen,  50  L.  R.  A.  55,  which  sustains  penal 
ordinance  against  passenger  selling  or  giving  away  street  railway  transfer. 

18  L.  R.  A.  337,  PEOPLE  ew  rel,  CHADDOCK  v.  BARRY,  93  Mich.  642,  53  N. 

W.  785. 
ComputAtlon  of  time. 

Cited  in  Aultman  &  T.  Co.  v.  Syme,  163  N.  Y.  63,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  565,  57  N. 
E,  168,  and  Crozier  v.  Allen,  117  Mich.  172,  75  N.  W.  300  holding  that  on  computa- 
tion of  time  of  service  of  process,  day  of  service  and  Sundays  excluded,  and  day  of 
appearance  included;  Lemon  v.  Hampton,  128  Mich.  183,  87  N.  W.  53.  holding 
lenrioe  on  7th,  returnable  on  lOth  of  month,  Sunday  intervening,  valid  under  stat- 
ute requiring  service  at  least  two  days  before  appearance;  Port  Huron  v.  Wright^ 
150  Mich.  286,  114  N.  W.  76,  holding  a  notice  of  hearing  given  by  a  tax  com- 
mittion  on  May  13th  of  a  hearing  on  May  18th  sufficient  five  days  notice. 
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Cited  in  notes  (40  L.RJL.  201,  219)  on  rule  as  to  first  and  last  days  in  compu- 
tation of  time;   (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  373,  374)   on  computation  of  time. 

18  !L.  R.  A.  339,  HENRY  GAUS  &  SONS  MFG.  CO.  v.  ST.  LOUIS,  K.  &  N.  W. 

R.  CO.  113  Mo.  308,  20  S.  W.  068. 
Const  ruction  of  rallron-d  on  pnblle  atreet* 

Cited  in  D.  M.  Osborne  A  Co.  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  147  U.  S.  255,  37  L.  ed.  159, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  299,  holding  construction  and  operation  of  steam  railroad  on  pub- 
lic street  not  additional  servitude  entitling  abutting  property  owners  to  compen- 
sation ;  Stephenson  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  68  Mo.  App.  648,  holding  abutting  lot 
owner's  right  to  use  of  street  a  property  right,  subservient,  however,  to  public  use, 
even  to  maintenance  of  steam  railroad;  Montgomery  v.  Santa  Ana  Westminster  j 
R.  Co.  104  Cal.  193,  25  L.  R.  A.  657,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  89,  37  Pac.  786;  Lockwood  v.  1 
Wabash  R.  Co.  122  Mo.  97,  24  L.  R.  A.  519,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  547,  26  S.  W.  698; 
Ruckert  v.  Grand  Ave.  R.  Co.  163  Mo.  278,  63  S.  W.  814,  —  holding  laying  of  rail- 
road on  public  street  not  additional  servitude  entitling  adjoining  lot  owner  to 
damages  therefor;  De  Geofroy  v.  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  179  Mo.  705, 
64  L.  R.  A.  963,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  524,  79  S.  W.  386,  holding  abutting  owner  en- 
titled to  damages  for  construction  and  operation  of  elevated  railroad  in  street; 
Hulett  V.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Go.  80  Mo.  App.  90,  holding  railroad  liable  to  abut- 
ting owner  for  damges  resulting  from  cutting  in  street  to  reach  grade  established 
by  city;  Kipp  v.  Davis-Daly  Copper  Co.  41  Mont.  524,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  C72, 
110  Pac.  237,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1372,  holding  that  narrow  gauge  railroad  operateil 
within  city  by  power  other  than  steam,  to  carry  ore  from  mine  and  supplies  to 
it,  which  conforms  to  grade  of  street  is  not  additional  burden  for  which  abutters 
are  entitled  to  damages;  Jackson  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  154  Mo.  App.  478,  135  S.  W. 
977,  to  the  point  that  laying  of  railroad  track  in  street  at  grade,  under  munici- 
pal authority,  is  not  new  public  use;  Seibel-Suessdorf  Copper  &  I.  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Manufacturers'  R.  Co.  230  Mo.  83,  130  S.  W.  288,  holding  that  construction  and 
operation  of  surface  railroad  in  street  is  not  new  servitude;  Morie  v.  St.  Louis 
Transit  Co.  116  Mo.  App.  23,  91  S.  W.  962,  sustaining  authority  of  city  to  au- 
thorize the  laying  and  maintenance  of  a  street  railway  in  a  street;  Wagner  v. 
Bristol  Belt  Line  R.  Co.  108  Va.  601,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1282,  62  S.  E.  391,  hold- 
ing a  street  railway  no  additional  servitude;  Rourke  v.  Holmes  Street  R.  Co. 
221  Mo.  60,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  468,  119  S.  W.  1094,  holding  an  elevated  railway 
an  additional  servitude  where  access  to  property  was  obstructed. 

Cited  in  notes  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  57)  on  cutting  off  access  to  highway  as  a 
taking;  (36  L.R.A.(X.S.)  707)  on  abutter's  right  to  compensation  for  rail- 
roads in  streets;  (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  235,  238)  on  what  aro  additional  servi- 
tudes in  highways. 

Distinguished  in  Knapp,  S.  &  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  Transfer  R.  Co.  126  Mo.  38,  28 
S.  W.  627,  holding  that  injunction  will  issue  to  compel  removal  of  railway  con- 
structed on  sidewalk  space  of  public  street;  Corby  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
150  Mo.  464,  52  S.  W.  282,  holding  void  ordinance  granting  right  to  construct 
and  operate  steam  railway  on  public  street,  thereby  monopolizing  its  use. 

Qualified  in  Sherlock  v.  Kansas  City  Belt  R.  Co.  142  Mo.  182,  64  Am.  St.  Rep. 
661,  43  S.  W.  629,  holding  la}4ng  of  steam  railway  at  established  grade  of  street 
not  additional  servitude  different  from  contemplated  use  in  original  dedication. 
Pnblle  vrorks  la  atreet. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  St.  Louis,  96  C.  C.  A.  617,  172  Fed.  37,  18  Ann.  Cas. 
949,  holding  damage  to  a  brick  building  by  laying  sewer  in  alley  adjoining  to 
be  damnum  absque  injuria. 
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DaauiVCM  fovy  ov  tnjvnctlon  Aoralnat,  nnlATrfnl  use  of  street. 

Cited  in  StefTen  v.  Fox,  56  Mo.  App.  21  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  right  ot 
abutting  property  owner  to  damages  due  to  unlawful  construction  of  sidewalk  in 
front  of  his  premises;  Thomas  v.  Hunt,  134  Mo.  308,  32  L.  R.  A.  850,  35  S.  W.  581, 
holding  that  abutting  lot  owner  upon  highway  has  peculiar  incorporeal  interest 
in  highway  in  nature  of  easement,  for  violation  of  which  appropriate  action  will 
lie;  Foundry  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  130  Mo.  App.  113,  109  S.  W.  80,  on 
right  of  owner,  to  free  access  to  his  property  from  street. 

Cited  in  note  (116  Am.  St.  Rep.  585)  on  maintainability  of  ejectment  for  in- 
trusion on  street  by  railroad. 

Blevmted  railroad  m«  rallvrmr* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Freiday  v.  Sioux  City  Rapid  Transit  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  246, 
which  holds  elevated  railroad  a  "railway." 
Grant  of  street   for  private   purposes. 

Cited  in  note  (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  345)  on  grant  by  city  of  right  to  use  streets 
and  sidewalks  for  private  purpose. 
ESasement  of  abutter  on  street. 

Cited  in  note  (122  Am.  St.  Rep.  220)  on  abutter's  easement  of  light  and  air. 

18  L,  R.  A.  343,  McDONOUGH  v.  MARTIN,  88  Ga.  675,  16  S.  E.  59. 
Constnaetlon  of  deed  or  arrant. 

Cited  in  White  v.  Stewart  &  Co.  131  6a.  464,  62  S.  E.  590,  15  Ann.  Cas.  1198, 
holding  where  deed  purports  to  convey  interest  of  grantor  only  that  covenants 
are  limited  to  interest  of  grantor;  McLendon  Bros.  v.  Finch,  2  Ga.  App.  424,  58 
S.  E.  690,  holding  no  warranty  of  title  in  sale  of  standing  timber  where  instru- 
ment contains  no  covenant;  Muscogee  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Eagle  &  Phenix  Mills,  126  Ga. 
217,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1144,  54  S.  E.  1028,  holding  grants  by  implication  not 
favored. 

18  L.  R.  A.  347,  ERICKSON  v.  BROOKINGS  COUNTY.  3  S.  D.  434,  53  N.  W.  857. 

18  L.  R.  A.  350,  BLANK  v.  NOHL,  112  Mo.  159,  20  S.  W.  477. 
Contracts  as  to  separation  or  divorce. 

Cited  in  Gentry  v.  Gentry,  67  Mo.  App.  553,  holding  agreement  between  man  and 
wife  to  secure  legal  separation  void  as  against  public  policy;  Rosenfeld  v.  Rosen- 
feld,  67  Mo.  App.  30,  holding  repudiation  of  collusive  agreement  anterior  to  date 
of  trial  not  bar  to  rendition  of  valid  decree  of  divorce;  Palmer  v.  Palmer,  20 
Utah,  48,  61  L.  R.  A.  647,  footnote  p.  641,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  820,  72  Pac.  3,  holding 
void,  contract  between  husband  and  wife  to  secure  divorce;  Brown  v.  Brown,  64 
Neb.  788,  90  N.  W.  860,  holding  deed  from  husband  and  wife,  providing  for  termi- 
nation of  cohabitation  at  option  of  wife  upon  pa^'ment  of  annuity,  void;  Tram- 
mell  V.  Vaughan,  158  Mo.  222,  51  L.  R.  A.  856,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  302,  59  S.  W.  79, 
holding  that  state  has  direct  interest  in  all  contracts  of  marriage,  consummation 
or  dissolution  of  which  must  be  according  to  law;  Montgomery  v.  Montgomery, 
142  Mo.  App.  487,  127  S.  W.  118,  on  invalidity  of  contracts  looking  toward 
dissolution  of  marriage;  Grover  v.  Zook,  44  Wash.  500,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  591, 
87  Pac.  638^  12  Ann.  Cas.  192,  holding  the  state  a  party  having  a  direct  in- 
terest in  marriages. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Baum  v.  Baum,  63  L.  R.  A.  650,  which  holds  void,  separa* 
tion  agreement  on  consideration  that  husband  support  wife  and  children,  and  as- 
sign policies  on  his  life;  Henderson  v.  Henderson,  48  L.  R.  A.  766,  which  holds 
unmodifiable  without  wife's  consent,  decree  in  conformity  with  separation  agree- 
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ment  for  payment  of  stipulated  monthly  sum  for  wife's  maintenanoe;  Foote  v. 
Nickerson,  54  L.  R.  A.  554,  which  denies  power  to  make  valid  contract  of  separa- 
tion; Bailey  v.  Dillon,  66  L.R.A.  427,  which  sustains  right  of  husband  and 
wife  in  contemplation  of  separation  to  enter  into  fair  and  reasonable  agree- 
ment through  intervention  of  trustee  as  to  wife's  support  which  during  con- 
tinuance of  separation  husband  may  have  specifically  enforced. 

Cited  in  note  (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1169)  on  validity  of  agreement  made  as  sub- 
stitute for  award  of  alimony. 

18  L.  R.  A.  353,  MILWAUKEE  S.  S.  CO.  v.  MILWAUKEE,  83  Wis.  590,  53  N.  W. 

839. 
Situs  of  covpormte  property  for  purpose  of  tazAtlon. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Milwaukee  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Anderson,  90  Wis.  565,  63  N. 
W.  746,  holding  proper  place  to  tax  property  of  quasi-public  corporation  is  district 
in  which  its  "principal  office  and  place  of  business"  is  situated. 

Cited  in  note    (69   L.R.A.   435,   437,  438)    on  situs,   for  taxing  purposes,  of 
tangible  personalty  of  domestic  corporations. 
Prlnclpa.1  pUu;e  of  business. 

Cited  in  Georgia  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cedartown,  134  Ga.  89,  67  S.  E.  410,  holding 
that  taxation  cannot  be  evaded  by  misstatement  in  articles  or  otherwise  of 
location  of  principal  place  of  business  of  a  corporation;  Woodsum  S.  B.  Co.  v. 
Sunapee,  74  N.  H.  498,  69  Atl.  577,  holding  that  a  corporation  cannot  conclude 
other  parties  by  location  of  a  fictitious  place  of  business. 

Cited  in  note  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  452)  on  domicil  as  situs  of  personal  property 
for  purposes  of  taxation. 

18  L.  R.  A.  356,  GIFFORD  v.  WIGGINS,  50  Minn.  401,  62  N.  W.  904. 
ITmlse  arrest  and  Imprisonment. 

Cited  in  Hofschulte  v.  Doe,  78  Fed.  441,  holding  ministerial  officer  not  person- 
ally liable  for  arrest  of  individual  on  warrant  regular  on  its  face;  Strozzi  v. 
Wines,  24  Nev.  398,  57  Pac.  832,  holding  person  causing  arrest  of  mortgagee  in 
-possession  liable  for  false  imprisonment;  Tillman  v.  Beard,  121  Mich.  480,  46 
L.  R.  A.  217,  80  N.  W.  248,  and  Whaley  v.  Lawton,  62  S.  C.  101,  56  L.  R.  A.  651, 
40  S.  E.  128,  holding  one  not  liable  for  false  imprisonment  who  in  good  faith 
'States  facts  charging  violation  of  ordinance  afterwards  declared  void;  Niven  v. 
Boland,  177  Mass.  14,  62  L.  R.  A.  788,  58  N.  E.  282,  holding  physician  not  liable 
for  signing  certificate  causing  person's  commitment  to  hospital  for  insane  without 
t».ause;  Smith  v.  Clark,  37  Utah,  123,  26  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  956,  108  Pac.  653,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912  B,  1366,  holding  that  one  merely  verifying  complaint  on  which  arrest 
IS  made  cannot  be  required  to  justify  arrest  in  action  for  false  imprison- 
ment; Jastram  v.  McAuslan,  31  R.  I.  286,  76  Atl.  648;  Mcintosh  v.  Bullard,  95 
Ark.  230,  129  S.  W.  85, — ^holding  that  person  giving  information  in  good  faith 
to  officer  relative  to  matter  over  which  he  has  jurisdiction,  is  not  liable  for  false 
imprisonment  for  acts  done  dnder  warrant;  Feld  v.  Loftis,  240  111.  107,  88  N.  E. 
■281,  holding  that  one  who  in  good  faith  files  affidavit  before  justice  of  peace 
for  writ  of  replevin  is  not  liable  for  false  imprisonment  under  body  execution 
Issued  in  replevin  suit;  Rush  v.  Buckley,  100  Me.  326,  70  L.R.A.  466,  61  Atl. 
774,  4  Ann.  Cas.  318,  holding  where  person  does  no  more  than  to  prefer  a  com- 
plaint to  a  magistrate,  in  matter  over  which  latter  has  general  jurisdiction,  he 
is  not  liable  in  trespass  for  false  imprisonment  for  acts  done  under  warrant 
which  magistrate  issues,  even  though  magistrate  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
particular  complaint;  Brueckner  v.  Frederick,  109  Mo.  App.  618,  83  S.  W.  775, 
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holding  where  person  in  good  faith  lays  his  complaint  before  justice  of  peckce  and 
justice  issues  warrant,  complainant  cannot  be  made  answerable  to  accused 
however  mistakenly  or  erroneously  justice  may  have  acted. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wachsmuth  v.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  21  L.  R.  A.  278,  which 
holds  arrest  and  imprisonment  in  civil  cause  on  void  process  unjustifiable. 

Cited  in  note  (67  Am.  St.  Rep.  411,  424)  on  false  imprisonment. 

18  L.  R.  A.  359,  MOORE  v.  NORMAK,  52  Minn.  83,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  626,  53  N. 
W.  809. 

4»ood  fkitlL  a«  aSeetlnir  tender. 

Cited  in  Malone  v.  Wright,  90  Tex.  57,  36  S.  W.  420,  holding  tender  of  payment 
not   made    in    good    faith    ineffectual    to    discharge    lien    created    by    pledge; 

Rej'nolds  v.  Price,  88  S.  C.  631,  71  S.  E.  51,  to  the  point  that  tender,  though 
-sufficient  in  fact,  if  refused  in  good  faith,  under  honest  but  mistaken  belief 
that  it  is  insufficient,  will  not  discharge  lien  of  mortgage. 

CondlttoaAl  tender. 

Cited  in  Fields  v.  Danenhower,  65  Ark.  400,  43  L.  R.  A.  623,  46  S.  W.  938,  hold- 
ing that  tender,  to  be  good  discharge  of  mortgage  lien,  must  be  without  condi- 
tions objectionable  to  creditor;  Davies  v.  Dow,  80  Minn.  220,  83  N.  W.  50,  hold- 
ing that  tender  sufficient  to  discharge  lien  of  mortgage  must  be  unconditional; 
Pittsburg  Plate  Glass  Co.  v.  Leary,  25  S.  D.  266,  31  L.R. A.  ( N.S. )  760,  126  X. 
W.  271,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  928,  holding  that  tender  of  amount  less  than  that 
claimed  on  mechanic's  lien  cannot  be  made  conditional  upon  holder  transferring 
title  to  creditor. 

18  L.  R.  A.  361,  KING  v.  BRIGHAM,  23  Or.  262,  81  Pae.  601. 
Eqalty  Jnrlsdlctlon  ns  to  bonndmry  lines. 

Cited  in  Norton  v.  Elwert,  29  Or.  595,  41  Pac.  926,  holding  that  equity  has 
jurisdiction  to  grant  mandatory  relief  in  boundary  line  dispute  in  case  legal  rem- 
edy at  law  be  inadequate  and  inefficient;  Humboldt  County  v.  Lander  County,  22 
Xer.  258,  26  L.  R.  A.  750,  footnote  p.  749,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  750,  38  Pac.  578,  hold- 
ing suit  to  determine  disputed  boundary  line  between  counties  not  within  jurisdic- 
tion of  equity;  School  District  No.  70  v.  Price,  23  Or.  296,  31  Pac.  657,  holding 
equitable  jurisdiction  of  confused  boundary  lines  not  inclusive  of  power  to  try  ti- 
tle to  land  in  dispute;  Miner  v.  Caples,  23  Or.  304,  31  Pac.  655,  holding  that  ju- 
risdiction of  equity  to  determine  boundary  line  cannot  be  extended  to  determina- 
tion of  title;  Williams  v.  Tschantz,  88  Iowa,  132,  55  N.  W.  202  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), majority  holding  court  not  limited  to  inquiry  as  to  government  lines  in  stat- 
utory proceeding  to  establish  boundaries;  Watkins  v.  Childs,  80  Vt.  104,  66  Atl. 
805,  11  Ann.  Cas.  1123,  holding  that  to  warrant  equitable  jurisdiction  over  a 
^undary  line  dispute  there  must  be  some  equitable  circumstance. 

Cited  in  note    (119   Am.  St.  Rep.  69,  77)   on  suit  to  ascertain  and  declare 
boundaries. 
-Conelnsivenesa  of  boundary  line  ndjndicntlon. 

Cited  in  Talbot  v.  Smith,  66  Or.  123,  107  Pac.  480,  holding  that  erection  of 
fence  on  what  was  by  mistake  supposed  to  be  boundary  line  does  not  preclude 
owner  from  claiming  land  outside  fence,  in  absence  of  adverse  possession  for  10 
years  under  claim  of  title;  Krause  v.  Nolte,  217  111.  305,  75  N.  E.  362,  3  Ann. 
Cas.  1061,  holding  proceedings  under  boundary  line  act  not  res  judicata  ab  to 
title. 

Disapproved  in  Struntz  v.  Hood,  57  Wash.  580,  107  Pac.  352,  holding  a  judg- 
ment establishing  a  boundary  line  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  of  ejectment. 
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AdTerae  po«ses*lon. 

Cited  in  Gist  v.  Doke,  42  Or.  229,  70  Pac.  704,  holding  unconditional  claim  of 
ownership  for  over  ten  years  to  boundary  line  located  by  mistake  constitutes  ad- 
verse possession;  Dunnigan  v.  Wood,  58  Or.  123,  112  Pac.  531,  holding  that 
open,  notorious,  distinct  and  continuous  possession  of  land  under  claim  of 
right  and  not  inconsistent  with  other  acts  of  party,  raises  presumption  that  such 
possession  was  hostile  to  other  claimants. 

Cited  in  note  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  925)  on  adverse  possession  due  to  ignorance 
or  mistake  as  to  boundary. 

Distinguished  in  Sommer  v.  Compton,  52  Or.  179,  96  Pac.  124,  holding  where 
plaintiff  took  possession  under  mistake  as  to  true  boundary  line  and  held  under 
claim  of  right  that  adverse  possession  would  run. 

18  L.  R,  A.  367,  FT.  WAYNE  v.  LAKE  SHORE  &  M.  S.  R.  CO.  132  Ind.  558,  32 

Am.  St.  Rep.  277,  32  N.  E.  215. 
Vote  of  public  ofllcer  as  mlfected  by  Interest. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Weston  v.  Syracuse,  43  L.  R.  A.  678,  which  sustains  city's 
right  to  set  up  as  defense  corruption  in  passage  of  resolution  by  city  council: 
Sylvester  v.  Webb,  52  L.  R.  A.  518,  which  sustains  contract  to  erect  school  build- 
ing, with  member  of  building  committee  and  selectmen  of  town,  although  his 
vote  necessary  to  authorize  contract;  State  ex  rel.  Rylands  v.  Pinkerman,  22  L. 
R.  A.  653,  which  holds  alderman  not  deprived  by  interest  of  right  to  vote  against 
confirmation  of  his  successor  as  police  commissioner. 
CompenMitlon  of  ofllcer  for  extra  service*. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Tacoma  v.  Lilis,  18  L.  R.  A.  372,  which  holds  councilman 
not  entitled  to  compensation  for  extra  services  in  official  capacity. 
Removml  of  ofllcer. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ea  rel.  Childs  v.  Kiidili,  19  L.  R.  A.  779,  whieh  holds 
president  of  city  council  removable  at  pleasure. 
Disposal  or  use  of  property  devoted  to  public  purpose. 

Cited  in  Lake  County  Water  &  Light  Co.  v.  Walsh,  160  Ind.  39,  98  Am.  St.  Rep. 
264,  65  N.  E.  530,  denying  right  of  city  to  sell  water-works  plant  to  private  corpo- 
ration; De  Motte  v.  Valparaiso,  161  Ind.  321,  66  L.  R.  A.  119,  67  N.  E.  985,  hold- 
ing that  city  may  sell  reserved  right  to  purchase  water  works;  Baltimore  &  O.  S. 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  159  Ind.  519,  65  N.  E.  508,  affirming  award  of  mandamus  to 
compel  railroad  to  construct  highway  crossing;  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  30  Ind.  App.  658,  66  N.  E.  919,  upholding  right  of  telegraph  com- 
pany to  acquire  right  of  way  along  and  over  railroad  right  of  way ;  Gold  v.  Pitts- 
burgh, C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  153  Ind.  243,  53  N.  E.  285,  sustaining  right  to  locate 
highway  across  railroad  track  and  right  of  way;  Cincinnati,  W.  &  M.  R.  Co.  v. 
Anderson,  139  Ind.  492,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  285,  88  N.  E.  167,  holding  that  city 
street  cannot  be  extended  across  railway  tracks,  thereby  destroying  use  of  its 
engine  house,  turntable,  and  water  tank;  Chicago,  M.  A,  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Stark- 
weather, 97  Iowa,  162,  31  L.  R.  A.  185,  footnote  p.  183>  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  464,  66 
N.  W.  87,  sustaining  right  to  open  street  across  depot  grounds;  Terre  Haute  v. 
Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  149  Ind.  178,  37  L.  R.  A.  192,  46  N.  E.  77,  holding  that 
municipalities  possessed  of  power  to  open  streets  across  highways  may  appropriate 
land  to  a  second  public  use,  notwithstanding  such  second  use  may  be  inconsistent 
with  existing  uses;  Chattanooga  Terminal  R.  Co.  v.  Felton,  69  Fed.  280,  denying 
right  of  one  corporation  to  condemn  property  already  appropriated  to  public  use 
by  another  corporation  for  a  similar  purpose;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Ca  v. 
Williams,  148  Fed.  449,  on  authority  of  state  to  take  property  already  appro- 
priated to  public  use. 
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Cited  m  footnotes  to  Douglass  v.  Montgomery ,  43  L.ILA.  376,  which  denien 
city's  power  to  grant  right  to  lay  railroad  across  public  park,  and  then  abandon 
it  and  confirm  reversioner's  title;  De  Motte  v.  Valparaiso,  66  L.R.A.  117,  which 
holds  contract  right  of  municipality  to  purchase  waterworks  from  one  under- 
taking to  construct  and  operate  same,  transferrable;  Riverside  v.  Maclean,  66 
L.R.A.  288,  which  denies  right  to  devote  to  establishment  of  public  highway 
portion  of  tract  of  land  dedicated  for  public  park  where  result  will  be  to  cut 
the  tract  into  small  parcels  and  destroy  their  utility  for  the  original  purpose 
intended. 

Cited  in  notes  (66  L.R.A.  688)  on  right  of  railroad  to  keep  trespassers  from 
track  or  right  of  way;   (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  227)  on  taking  railroad  lands  for  drain- 
age district;    (24  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1214,  1215,  1219)   on  power  to  lay  out  streets 
across  railway  property. 
€onatr«ctlon  of  deed. 

Cited  in  Waldorf  v.  Elkhart  A  W.  R.  Co.  13  Ind.  App.  136,  41  N.  E.  396,  holding 
that  reservations  and  exceptions  in  deed  will  be  construed  against  grantor. 
Dedication  by  user. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sturmer  v.  County  Court,  36  L,  R.  A.  300,  which  holds  pub- 
lic square  dedicated  when  used  for  more  than  eighty  years  as  such. 

18  L.  R.  A.  372,  TACOMA  v.  LILIS,  4  Wash.  797,  31  Pac.  321. 
Reeovery  of  money  ▼olnntmrlly  pmld. 

Cited  in  Ward  v.  Bamura,  10  Colo.  App.  498,  52  Pac.  412,  holding  money  paid 
by  town  board  to  attorney  for  services  it  had  no  power  to  authorize,  recoverable; 
Frederick  v.  Douglas  County;  96  Wis.  425,  71  N.  W.  798,  holding  money  volunta- 
rily paid  by  public  officer  recoverable  in  equity;  Wiles  v.  Mcintosh  County,  10  N. 
D.  599,  88  N.  W.  710,  upholding  right  of  county  to  recover  overpayment  of  com- 
pensation to  superintendent  of  schools,  induced  by  false  statements  of  latter. 

Distinguished  in  McCarthy  v.  Bloomington,  127  111.  App.  217,  holding  under 
statute  that  a  municipal  corporation  may  recover  money  paid  under  an  exe- 
cuted illegal  contract. 
lfand*mii«  to  compel  pAyment  of  MtlAry. 

Cited  in  Bardsley  v.  Sternberg,  17  Wash.  255,  49  Pac.  499,  holding  that  man- 
damus will  not  issue  to   compel   payment  of  salary  warrants   issued  without 
authority. 
CompenMitlon    for   extrm    services    of   public    officers. 

Cited  in  James  v.  Seattle,  22  Wash.  658,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  957,  62  Pac.  84,  hold- 
ing members  of  city  council  not  entitled  to  extra  compensation  for  going  on  tour 
of  inspection  to  other  cities. 
Interest  as  affectlnor  vote  of  officer. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.  R.  A.  368)   on  validity  of  vote  of  commcn  council  or  sim- 
ilar body  as  affected  by  personal  interests  of  members. 
Estoppel. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Cedar,  117  Iowa,  326,  90  N.  W.  713,  holding  school  district 
accepting  benefits  of  contract  estopped  from  asserting  illegality. 

18  L.  R.  A.  375,  FRANKE  v.  FRANKE  (Cal.)  31  Pac.  571. 

Anteavptlal  misrepresentmtlons  ^frarrantinir  annulment  of  marrtagre. 

Cited  in  Thorne  v.  Farrar,  57  Wash.  442,  27  L.R.A.(X.S.)  386,  135  Am.  St. 
Rep.  996,  107  Pac.  347,  to  the  point  that  force  or  fraud  necessary  to  annul 
marriage  under  statute  is  that  kind  of  force  or  fraud  defined  by  unwritten  law 
applicable  to  marriage  contracts;  Gondouin  v.  Gondouin,  14  Cal.  App.  288,  111 
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Pac.  756,  holding  that  man  who  had  intercourse  with  woman  before  marriage 
cannot  have  marriage  annuled  on  ground  that  woman  falsely  stated  that  she 
was  pregnant;  Lyon  v.  Lyon,  230  III.  372,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1000,  82  N.  E.  860, 
12  Ann.  Cas.  26,  holding  misrepresentation  by  an  epileptic  that  she  had  not  had 
an  attack  for  eight  years  not  ground  for  annulment  of  marriage. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Di  Lorenzo  v.  Di  Lorenzo,  63  L.R.A.  92,  which  upholds 
right  to  annul  marriage  contract  procured  by  fraudulent  representations  that 
a  child  has  been  born  to  woman  of  which  the  man  is  the. father. 

Cited  in  notes  (13  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  997)  on  misrepresentations  or  conoealment 
as  to  physical  or  mental  condition  as  ground  for  annulling  marriage;  (30 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  302)  on  misrepresentation  as  to  disposition  or  character  as 
ground  for  annulling  marriage. 

18  L.  R.  A.  381,  GREEN  v.  GRANT,  143  111.  61,  32  N.  E.  369. 
Neceasary  partlea. 

Cited  in  Perkins  v.  Burlington  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  112  Wis.  522,  88  N.  W.  648,. 
holding  unborn  children  of  cestui  que  trust  bound  by  judgment  in  suit  by  third 
party  on  trust  deed  against  trustee;  Colins  v.  Crawford,  214  Mo.  183,  127  Am. 
St.  Rep.  661,  112  S.  W.  538,  holding  a  contingent  remainderman  not  a  necessary 
party  to  a  partition  suit;  Pinkney  v.  Weaver,  115  111.  App.  588,  holding  parties 
not  in  esse  not  necessary  parties  to  a  chancery  suit. 
Trustee  aa  fee  ovrner. 

Cited  in  King  v.  King,  168  111.  285,  48  N.  E.  582,  holding  trustee  given  complete 
power  of  disposal  takes  title  in  fee;  Security  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kuhn,  207  111.  171,  69= 
N.  E.  822,  holding  widow  with  equitable  life  estate  and  legal  title  as  executrii 
and  trustee,  fee  owner  within  terms  of  insurance  policy;  Harvey  v.  Ballard,  252 
111.  63,  96  N.  E.  568,  holding  that  if  duties  of  trustee  are  of  indefinite  duration, 
he  will  take  estate  in  fee. 

Cited  in  note  (8  LJl.A.(N.S.)  61)  on  trustee  as  representative  of  unboriL 
children. 

18  L.  R.  A.  386,  SWAIN  v.  SCHIEFFELIN,  134  N.  Y.  471,  47  N.  Y.  S.  R.  910,. 

31   N.  E.   1025. 
Damaarea  recoveimble. 

Cited  in  Malone  v.  Weill,  67  App.  Div.  172,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  700,  holding  mere 
uncertainty  in  amount  of  damage  suffered  by  one  having  rights  violated  does  not 
preclude  recovery;  Florence  Oil  &  Ret  Co.  v.  Farrar,  55  C.  C.  A.  657,  119  Fed. 
151,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  furnish  machinery 
is  its  difference  in  value  in  proper  and  defective  condition;  Trapp  v.  Me- 
Clellan,  68  App.  Div.  368,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  130,  holding  damages  not  recoverable- 
when  injury  is  result  of  efficient  intermediate  cause  operating  until  injury  is  pro- 
duced. 

Breacli  of  -warranty. 

Cited  in  Springfield  Mill.  Co.  v,  Barnard  &  L.  Mfg.  Co.  26  C.  C.  A.  395,  49  tJ.  S. 
App.  438,  81  Fed.  267,  and  Accumulator  Co.  v.  Dubuque  Street  R.  Co.  12  C.  C.  A.  46, 
27  U.  S.  App.  364,  64  Fed.  79,  holding  vendee  of  machinery  may  recover  of  manufac- 
turers damages  resulting  from  breach  of  warranty,  also  immediate  and  prob- 
able loss  resulting  from  breach;  Detroit  Wliite  Lead  Works  v.  Knaszak,  13  Misc. 
622,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  924,  holding,  upon  breach  of  warranty  in  sale  of  goods  to  be 
used  for  particular  purpose,  damages  recoverable  are  those  naturally  flowing  from 
breach;  Bruce  v.  Fiss,  D.  &  C.  Horse  Co.  26  Misc.  473,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  234,  hold- 
ing measure  of  damages  recoverable  for  breach  of  warranty  on  sale  of  horse  is- 
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lo§8  BOftained  to  person  and  property  of  vendee  due  to  horse  running  away; 
Slwood  Planing  Mills  Co.  v.  Harting,  21  Ind.  App.  412,  g2  N.  E.  621,  holding 
yendor  of  coal  dust  who  warrants  it  free  from  soft  coal  dust  liable  for  damage 
resulting  to  yendee  from  breach  of  the  warranty;  United  States  Trust  Co. 
y.  O'Brien,  143  N.  Y.  288,  38  N.  E.  266,  holding  liability  for  breach  of  war- 
ranty coextensive  with  liability  for  tort,  exclusive  of  punitive  damages;  Smith  v. 
Foote,  81  Hun,  131,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  679,  holding  on  breach  of  warranty  to  furnish 
goods  *1ike"  sample,  measure  of  damages  is  actual  loss  sustained  up  to  discovery 
of  breach ;  Tower  v.  Pauly,  67  Mo.  App.  638,  holding  damages  arising  from  dis- 
comfort and  cost  of  extra  fuel  recoverable  in  action  for  breach  of  warranty  as 
to  heating  capacity  of  furnace;  Swift  &  Co.  v.  Redhead,  147  Iowa,  103,  122 
N.  W.  140,  holding  that  in  action  for  damages  for  sale  of  stock  food  sold  on 
warranty,  damages  naturally  growing  out  of  breach  of  warranty  are  recover- 
able; liavitt  V.  Fiberloid  Co.  196  Mass.  450,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  866,  82  N.  E. 
682,  allowing  damages  caused  by  fire  where  manufacturer  warranted  composi- 
tion would  not  ignite  under  named  circumstances. 

Distinguished  in  American  Forcite  Powder  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Brady,  4  App.  Div.  97, 
38  X.  Y.  Supp.  545,  holding  dealer  not  bound  by  implied  warranty  against  latent 
defects  in  goods  sold;  Birdsinger  v.  McCormick  Harvesting  Mach.  Co.  183  N. 
Y.  492,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1052,  76  N.  E.  611,  5  Ann.  Cas.  586,  denying  recovery  for 
injuries  caused  by  breaking  of  a  warranted  machine. 
"What  constltntea  vrarranty. 

Cited  in  Bull  v.  Bath  Iron  Works,  75  App.  Div.  385,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  181,  hold- 
ing stipulation  in  contract  to  build  steamship  of  certain  speed,  warranty. 
lAMM  of  profits. 

Cited  in  Brauer  v.  Oceanic  Steam  Nav.  Co.  66  App.  Div.  607,  73  N.  Y.  Supp. 
291,  holding  damages  recoverable  for  breach  of  shipping  contracts  do  not  in- 
clude commissions  arising  from  collateral  contract;  Rio  Grande  Western  R.  Co. 
V.  Rubenstein,  5  'Colo.  App.  125,  38  Pac.  76,  holding  passenger  injured  while 
traveling  entitled  to  recover,  as  element  of  damage,  profits  arising  from  his  em- 
ployment; Evins  V.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  47  App.  Div.  514,  62  N.  Y.  Supp. 
495,  holding  attorney  arrested  and  maliciously  prosecuted  may  show  loss  of  prac- 
tice under  general  allegation  of  damages;  Laufer  v.  Boynton  Furnace  Co.  84 
Hun,  313,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  362,  holding  that  to  ascertain  damages  accruing 
from  defective  heating  apparatus,  causing  injury  to  plants  in  greenhouse,  it  is 
competent  to  show  number  of  cut  flowers  of  previous  years. 

Cited  in  notes  (52  L.  R.  A.  50)  on  damages  for  tort  as  affected  by  loss  of 
profits;   (62  L.  K  A.  217)  on  loss  of  profits  of  sale  or  purchase  as  damages. 

18  L.  R.  A.  390,  JOSEPH  SCHLITZ  BREWING  CO.  v.  COMPTON,  142  111.  511, 

34  Am.  St.  Rep.  92,  32  N.  E.  693. 
Damages  recoverable  for  nuisance. 

Cited  in  Centralia  v.  Wright,  156  HI.  666,  41  N.  E.  217,  holding  that  injury 
resulting  from  temporary  nuisance,  damages  accruing  up  to  time  of  suit  only 
are  recoverable;  Indiana,  I.  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Patchette,  59  111.  App.  254,  holding 
suit  maintainable  for  recovery  of  continuing  damages;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St. 
li.  R.  Co.  V.  Pattison,  67  111.  App.  354,  holding  if  infliction  of  past  damages 
does  not  abate  temporary  nuisance  successive  actions  are  maintainable;  Chicago 
N.  S.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Payne,  192  111.  247,  61  N.  E.  467,  holding  erection  of  power 
house  temporary  nuisance,  entitling  one  injured  thereby  to  damages  only  to 
commencement  of  suit;  Sanitary  District  v.  Ray,  199  111.  67,  93  Am.  St.  Rep. 
102,  64  N.  E.  1048,  holding  land  owner  entitled  to  maintain  successive  actions 
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for  damages  to  land  occasioned  by  continuing  nuisances;  Steinke  v.  Bentley,  6 
Ind.  App.  669,  34  N.  £.  97,  holding  obstruction  of  drainage  ditch  continuing 
nuisance  entitling  land  owner  to  accrued  damages  only;  Bailey  v.  Heintz,  71 
111.  App.  190,  holding  obstruction  placed  in  channel  of  stream  not  permanent  nui- 
sance or  authorizing  recovery  of  damages  accruing  subsequent  to  commencement 
of  suit;  Illinois  C  R.  Co.  v.  Ferrell,  108  111.  App.  667,  denying  tenant's  right  to 
recover  for  overflow  of  land  by  water,  partly  due  to  permanent  dam  lawfully 
built  by  railroad;  Gaiser  v.  Burlington  &  Q.  R.  Co.  161  111.  App.  93,  holding  that 
party  injured  may  treat  dam  constructed  by  railroad  for  purpose  of  holding 
water  in  stream,  as  permanent  and  sue  for  all  damages  from  flooding,  past, 
present  and  future. 

Distinguished  in  Peck  v.  Michigan  City,  149  Ind.  683,  49  N.  E.  800,  holding 
action  for  damages  not  maintainable  until  some  damages  accrue  from  wrong 
complained  of. 

-—  Bfeaanre  of  damavea. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R,  Co.  v.  King,  23  Ind.  App.  577,  55  N.  E. 
875,  holding  measure  of  damages  in  case  of  temporary  nuisance  not  deprecia- 
tion of  property;  Kewanee  v.  Otley,  204  111.  411,  68  N.  E.  388,  holding  judgment 
for  damages  not  bar  to  proceeding  by  riparian  owner  to  enjoin  pollution  of 
stream;  Canteen  Hunting  &  Fishing  Asso.  v;  Schwartz,  128  111.  App.  226; 
K.  K.  Fairbank  Co.  v.  Bahre,  213  111.  640,  73  N.  E.  322,— holding  where  nuisance 
is  temporary  right  of  recovery  is  limited  to  damage  up  to  commencement  of 
suit;  Sloss-Sheflield  Steel  &  I.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  161  Ala.  286,  49  So.  851,  holding 
damage  for  permanent  injury  not  recoverable  where  nuisance  is  abatable; 
Strange  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  151  111.  App.  485,  holding  where  in- 
jury is  occasioned  by  the  erection  of  permanent  structures  all  damage  past, 
present  and  future  may  be  recovered;  Melendy  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  132 
111.  App.  435,  holding  damage  may  be  granted  for  each  successive  injury  caused  to 
crop  by  negligent  construction  of  an  authorized  embankment;  Hill  v.  Empire 
State-Idaho  Min.  &  Developing  Co.  158  Fed.  883,  holding  that  separate  successive 
actions  may  be  brought  for  each  overflow  of  land. 

Distinguished  in  Harvey  v.  Mason  City  &  Ft.  D.  R.  Co.  129  Iowa,  473,  3 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  977,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  483,  105  N.  W.  958,  holding  measure  of  dam- 
ages caused  by  periodic  floods  is  difference  in  market  value  of  land  together 
with  damage  to  crops. 

Damaflrea  recoverable  for  trespamn. 

Cited  in  Cosgriflf  Bros  v.  Miller,  10  Wyo.  236,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  977,  68  Pac. 
206,  holding  damages  after  commencement  of  action,  directly  due  to  trespass 
by  pasturing  of  sheep,  recoverable. 

18  L.  R.  A.  393,  ATLANTIC  EXP.  CO.  Y.  WILMINGTON  &  W.  R.  CO.  Ill  N. 

C.  463,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  294,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  805,  16  S.  E.  39^. 
Acta  concernlnflT  revnlatloms,  rate*,  or  price*. 

Affirmed  in  Leavell  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  116  N.  C.  220,  27  L.  R.  A.  843,  47 
A.m.  St.  Rep.  798,  21  S.  E.  391,  holding  railroad  and  telegraph  commission  act  au- 
thorizing establishment  of  rates,  constitutional. 

Cited  in  Mayo  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  1 12  N.  C.  345,  16  S.  E.  1006,  holding 
act  creating  railroad  commission,  and  investing  it  with  power  to  make  rales 
and  regulations  and  hear  complaints,  constitutional;  Hendon  v.  North  Carolina  R. 
•Co.  125  N.  C.  128,  34  S.  E.  227,  upholding  general  regulation  that  one  seeking 
reissue  of  lost  certificate  of  stock  furnished  indemnity  bond  and  leave  reissued 
certificate  with  company  for  five  years;   State  em  rel.  Godard  v.  Johnson,  61 
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Ran.  843,  49  L.  R.  A.  675,  60  Pac.  1068  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  whether  dele- 
gation of  power  to  railroad  commission  to  make  and  regulate  rules  is  unconsti- 
tutional; Corporation  Commission  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  System  R.  Co.  127  N. 
C.  288,  37  S.  E.  266,  holding  valid,  rates  fixed  for  transportation  of  freight. 
Cited  in  note  (33  L.  R.  A.  183)  on  legislative  power  to  fix  tolls,  rates,  or 
prices. 
AutliOritT  of  railroad  commlaalon. 

Cited  in  State  ea?  rel  Caldwell  v.  Wilson,  121  N.  C.  472,  28  S.  E.  654,  and  State 
ex  rel  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  113  N.  C.  220,  22  L.  R.  A.  570, 
18  S.  E.  389,  holding  railroad  commission,  court  of  record  with  general  juris- 
diction oyer  all  matters  within  constituted  authority;  Henderson  t.  Durham 
Traction  Co.  132  N.  C.  787,  44  S.  E.  598,  raising,  but  not  deciding,  ques- 
tion whether  act  permitting  commission  to  make  exemptions  from  operation 
of  penal  statute  is  constitutional;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  66  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  363,  120  S.  W.  1028,  holding  that  railroad  commission  of  state  cannot 
require  railroad  to  furnish  cars  for  transportation  of  freight  beyond  its  line, 
when  to  do  so  would  impair  its  equipment  for  use  on  its  own  line;  North  Caro- 
lina Corp.  Commission  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  137  N.  C.  15,  115  Am. 
St.  Rep.  636,  49  S.  E.  191,  sustaining  power  of  railroad  commission  to  require 
a  railroad  company  to  have  a  train  arrive  at  a  station  at  a  certain  time  so  aa 
to  make  a  connection  with  another  train;  State  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co. 
56  Fla.  624,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  651,  47  So.  969,  sustaining  power  of  legislature  to 
grant  railroad  commission  power  to  require  common  carriers  to  furnish  all 
necessary  facilities  of  for  prompt  transportation;  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Michi- 
gan R.  Commission,  160  Mich.  366,  125  N.  W.  549;  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Railroad  Commission,  38  Ind.  App.  463,  78  N.  E.  338, — sustaining  the  delegation 
to  a  railroad  commission  of  power  to  fix  a  rate  which  is  reasonable;  North  Caro- 
lina Corp.  Commission  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  140  N.  C.  240,  52  S.  E.  941, 
sustaining  statute  giving  commission  power  to  regulate  construction  and  main- ' 
tenance  of  sidetracks  by  railroads;  State  ex  rel.  Taylor  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co. 
76  Kan.  480,  92  Pac.  606,  holding  that  legislature  may  delegate  to  a  commis- 
sion power  to  regulate  common  carriers  on  matters  which  are  administrative  in 
their  character  which  cannot  well  be  performed  by  legislature  itself;  Southern 
R.  Co.  V.  Greensboro  Ice  A  Coal  Co.  134  Fed.  92,  on  validity  of  a  statute  grant- 
ing power  to  a  commission  to  enforce  certain  regulations  of  quasi  public  cor- 
porations. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel,  Tompkins  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co. 
47  L.  R.  A.  569,  whieh  sustains  railroad  commissioner's  authority  to  require 
building  of  depot. 
—  To  pnnfalh  for  eoateimpt* 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Pate  v.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co.  122  N.  C.  880,  29  8. 
£.  334,  holding  railroad  commission  a  court  of  record  capable  of  administering 
punishment   for   contempt. 
DlacrlmlnatloB  In  facilities. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Harrington  v.  Commercial  Dock  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  116,  which 
denies  power  to  discriminate  between  similar  vessels  using  wharf  for  landing 
place. 

Cited  in  notes  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  784)  on  right  of  railroad  to  give  exclusive 
or  preferential  facilities  to  express  company;  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  361;  62  Am.  St. 
Rep.  519)  on  equal  express  facilities;  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  380)  on  carrier's  dut^^ 
as  to  accepting  and  carrying  gooda. 
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Delearatlon  of  pofrer. 

Oited  in  Blue  v.  Beach,  155  Ind.  133,  50  L.  R.  A.  70,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  195, 
56  N.  £.  89,  upholding  power  of  board  of  health  to  exclude  unvaocinated  child 
from  public  schools  during  epidemic;  State  Racing  Commission  v.  Latonia  Agrl 
Asso.  136  Ky.  189,  25  L.RJ^.(N.S.)  912,  123  S.  W.  681,  upholding  statute  em- 
powering commission  to  regulate  the  breeding  and  racing  of  horses;  Saratoga 
Springs  v.  Saratoga  Gas,  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  122  App.  Div.  214,  107 
N.  Y.  Supp.  341,  sustaining  a  statute  creating  a  commission  with  power  to  fix 
reasonable  rates  on  gas  and  electricity;  State  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  141  N.  C. 
852,  54  S.  E.  294,  sustaining  a  statute  giving  a  board  power  to  establish  cer- 
tain administrative  regulations  in  regard  to  quarantine  of  stock;  Saratoga 
Springs  v.  Saratoga  Gas,  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  191  N.  Y.  146,  18  LuR.A 
{N.S.)  724,  83  N.  E.  693,  14  Ann.  Cas.  606,  sustaining  power  of  legislature  to 
delegate  to  a  commission  the  right  to  fix  rates  to  be  charged  by  gas  companies. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  714)  on  power  of  legislature  to  delegate  to 
commission  right  to  fix  rates  of  public  service  corporation;  (3^  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
642)  on  delegation  of  power  to  regulate  carriers. 

18  L.  R.  A.  398,  INSTITUTION  FOR  EDUCATION  OF  MUTE  k  BLIND  v. 

HENDERSON,   18  Colo.  98,  31   Pac.  714. 
Appropriation  and  payment  of  pabllc  money*. 

Cited  in  Goodykoontz  v.  Acker,  19  Colo.  363.  35  Pac.  911,  holding  appropria- 
tion necessary  prerequisite  to  payment  of  public  moneys;  Re  Bounties,  18  Colo. 
273,  32  Pac.  423,  upholding  power  of  legislature  to  make  appropriation  to  re- 
imburse county  treasurers  for  moneys  paid  out  under  unconstitutional  bounty 
act,  when  act  was  void  simply  as  to  manner  of  payment  of  premiums;  Carlile 
v.  Hurd,  3  Colo.  App.  15,  31  Pac.  952,  holding  it  duty  of  state  treasurer  to 
investigate  and  determine  legality  of  all  claims  against  state  funds;  State  em 
rel.  Orr  v.  New  Orleans,  50  La.  Ann.  892,  24  So.  666,  holding  city  ordinance 
appropriating  public  moneys  for  diaritable  purposes  unconstitutional;  Ingram 
V.  Colgan,  106  Cal.  119,  28  L.  R.  A.  191,  footnote  p.  187,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  221,  39 
Pac.  437,  holding  statute  providing  bounty  of  $5  for  each  coyote  destroyed,  pay- 
able out  of  general  fund  in  treasury,  not  appropriation;  State  ex  rel.  Davis  v. 
Eggers,  29  Nev.  484,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  641,  91  Pac.  819,  holding  that  a  bill  grant- 
ing expenses  must  state  amount  of  appropriation  or  maximum  sum  that  will  be 
paid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Patty  v.  Colgan,  18  L.  R.  A.  744,  which  holds  appropria- 
tion for  Buflferers  from  flood  illegal;  Conlin  v.  San  Francisco,  21  L.  R.  A.  474, 
which  holds  void,  act  for  relief  of  street  contractor;  Re  Clark,  19  L.  R.  A.  138, 
which  holds  suit  maintainable  to  compel  investment  of  taxes  from  railroads  in 
sinking  fund  to  pay  railroad-aid  bonds ;  Michigan  Sugar  Co.  v.  Dix,  56  L.  R.  A. 
329,  which  holds  beet  sugar  bounty  unconstitutional;  Board  of  Education  v.  State 
25  L.  R.  A.  770,  which  holds  unconstitutional,  act  authorizing  board  of  edu- 
cation to  levy  tax  to  pay  claim  for  which  no  obligation  exists. 

Cited  in  note   (42  L.  R.  A.  37,  63)   on  what  claims  constitute  valid  demands 
against  state. 
.—  Preferred  claims. 

Cited  in  Collier  &.  C.  Lithographing  Co.  v.  Henderson,  18  Colo.  263.  32  Pac. 
417,  holding  claim  for  public  printing  not  preferred  claim  upon  public  funds, 
in  absence  of  specific  appropriation  therefor;  Parks  v.  Soldiers'  &  Sailors' 
Home,  22  Colo.  91,  43  Pac.  542,  holding,  in  case  appropriations  exceed  revenues, 
salaries  of  public  oflficers  are  preferred  claims;  Stuart  v.  Nance,  28  Colo.  200,  63 
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Pac.   323,  Affirming  12  Colo.  App.   130,  54   Pac.  867,  holding  state  treasurer 

bound  to  pay  warrants  for  salaries  of  public  officers  according  to  priority  of 

issue. 

-—  fizceasiire  appropri«tloaa* 

Cited  in  Re  Loan  of  School  Fund,  18  Colo.  200,  32  Pac.  273,  holding  attempted 
appropriation  of  public  money  in  excess  of  constitutional  limit  of  revenue  uncon- 
stitutional. 

18  L.  R.  A.  401,  STATE  ov  rel,  FOWLER  ▼.  FINLEY,  30  Fla.  325,  11  So.  674. 
DtolMimfteat  of  attorneTM. 

Cited  in  Re  Boone,  83  Fed.  947,  and  State  ea>  rel.  Johnson  ▼.  Gebhardt,  87  Mo. 
App.  648,  holding  allegations  against  attorney  to  disbar  him  should  be  clear  and 
specific,  enabling  him  to  know  exactly  charges  made,  and  giving  him  opportunity 
to  defend;  Re  Duncan,  64  S.  C.  482,  42  S.  E.  433,  holding  mere  depositing  of 
client's  money  by  attorney  in  his  own  name  and  checking  against  it  not  sufficient 
misconduct  to  authorize  disbarment;  Zachary  v.  State,  53  Fla.  97,  43  So.  926, 
holding  that  a  bad  and  fraudulent  motive  of  attorney  in  doing  act  charged  must 
be  proved  in  disbarment  proceedings;  State  v.  Fisher,  82  Neb.  365,  117  N.  W. 
882,  on  degree  of  punishment  in  proceedings  for  disbarment  of  an  attorney. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Evans,  53  L.  R.  A.  952,  authorizing  disbarment  of 
attorney  for  champerty  and  agreement  against  public  policy;  Re  Kirby,  39  L.  R. 
A.  856,  which  authorizes  disbarment  for  receiving  stolen  government  property, 
with  intent  to  convert  to  own  use;  People  ew  rel.  Atty.  Gren.  v.  MacCabe,  19  L. 
R.  A.  231,  which  holds  anonymous  advertisement  as  to  obtaining  divorce,  ground 
for  disbarment;  Re  Thompson,  40  L.  R.  A.  194,  which  holds  disbarment  not  pre- 
cluded by  attorney's  resignation  pending  disbarment  proceedings;  Re  Lentz,  50 
L.  R.  A.  416,  which  denies  right  to  disbar  attorney  for  single  wrongful  appropria- 
tion without  actual  intent  to  defraud,  for  which  full  restitution  has  been  made; 
People  ex  rel.  Deneen  v.  Gilmore,  69  L.R.A.  701,  which  holds  that  license  to 
practice  law  secured  by  fraudulent  concealment  of  a  conviction  of  embezzling 
funds  from  client  in  another  state  will  be  revoked. 

Cited   in  note    (45  Am.  St.  Rep.  76,  83)    on  grounds  for  disbarment  of  at- 
torneys. 
Hisriits  of  accvfied  In  dtflba.rment  proceedlnff*. 

Cited  in  Re  Duncan,  64  S.  C.  479,  42  S.  E.  433,  holding  accused  attorney 
in  disbarment  proceedings  entitled  to  have  witnesses  against  him  examined  in 
open  court;  Re  Smith,  73  Kan.  752,  85  Pac.  584,  holding  court  in  disbarment 
proceedings,  cannot  delegate  its  function  as  trier  of  both  law  and  fact,  to  a 
committee. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Mosher,  ]28  Iowa,  90,  103  N.  W.  105,  5  Ann.  Cas. 
984;  State  ex  rel.  Kehoe  v.  McRae,  49  Fla.  393,  38  So.  605,  6  Ann.  Cas.  580,— 
holding  depositions  admissible  against  an  attorney  in  a  disbarment  proceeding. 

18  U  R.  A.  409,  BLANOHARD  v.  STATE,  30  Fla.  223,  11  So.  785. 
LleeaiM  tez  oa  lairyers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ex  parte  Williams,  21  L.  R.  A.  783,  which  holds  lawyers 
subject  to  occupation  tax;  Petersburg  v.  Cocke,  36  L.  R.  A.  432,  which  holds 
attorney  having  office  within,  though  residing  outside  of,  city  subject  to  license 
tax. 

Cited  in  note  (129  Am.  St.  Rep.  293)  on  constitutional  limitations  on  power 
to  ilDpoae  license  or  occupation  taxes. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  410,  STATE  em  rel  ATTY.  GEN.  v.  JOHNSON,  30  Fla.  433,  11  So. 

845. 
Snspenaion  or  removal   from  olllce. 

Cited  in  Cameron  v.  Parker,  2  Okla.  329,  38  Pac.  14,  holding  power  of  suspend- 
ing public  officer  rests  primarily  with  governor;  Re  Advisory  Opinion,  31  Fla. 
4,  18  L.  R.  A.  595,  12  So.  114,  holding  ultimate  end  of  suspension  from  public 
office  can  be  no  more  than  removal  for  remainder  of  term;  State  ex  rel.  Bridges 
V.  Henry,  60  Fla.  246,  63  So.  742,  holding  that  court  may  inquire  into  existence 
of  jurisdictional  facts,  that  is  whether  facts  upon  which  removing  power  acted 
in  removing  person  from  office  were  legal  cause  for  removal;  Gray  v.  McLendon, 
134  Ga.  259,  67  S.  E.  839;  Re  Carter,  141  Cal.  322,  74  Pac.  997,-— holding  power 
to  remove  an  officer  not  judicial  in  character;  Taylor  v.  State,  49  Fla.  95,  38 
So.  380   (dissenting  opinion),  on  power  to  remove  or  suspend  an  officer. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  em  rel,  Engley  v.  Martin,  24  L.  R.  A.  201,  which 
holds  governor's  power  to  remove  member  of  fire  and  police  board  dependent  on 
terms  of  charter;  Speed  v.  Detroit,  22  L.  R,  A.  842,  which  holds  misconduct 
before   appointment  no  ground   for  removal. 

Cited  in  notes   (29  L.R.A.  415)   on  poll  taxes,  as  to  governor's  power  of  sus- 
pension of  collector  for  neglect  of  duty;   (39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  790,  794)  on  power  to 
review  action  of  governor  in  removing  officer. 
Mamdamna  to  secure  poMieaslon  of  public  olllce. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Moore  v.  Archibald,  5  N.  D.  383,  66  N.  W.  234,  and 
Cruse  V.  State,  52  Neb.  832,  73  N.  W.  212,  holding  mandamus  proper  remedy 
to  compel  suspended  public  officer  to  deliver  property,  books,  etc.,  to  successor; 
State  ex  rel,  Ayers  v.  Kipp,  10  S.  D.  498,  74  N.  W.  440,  holding  that  mandamus 
will  not  issue  to  try  title  to  public  office,  but  is  proper  to  secure  possession  of 
property  of  office;  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Johnson,  35  Fla.  12,  31  L.  R.  A. 
370,  16  So.  786,  holding  title  to  public  office  not  determinable  by  mandamus; 
Stevens  v.  Carter,  27  Or.  556,  31  L.  R.  A.  352,  40  Pac.  1074,  holding  duty  of  in- 
cumbent of  public  office  on  expiration  of  term,  to  surrender  insignia  of  office  to 
successor,  enforceable  by  mandamus;  State  ex  rel.  Coney  v.  Hyland,  75  Neb. 
769,  107  N.  W.  113,  allowing  mandamus  to  compel  retiring  county  superin- 
tendent of  public  instruction  to  deliver  to  his  successor  paraphernalia  and  other 
property  of  office  and  vacate  office  room;  Couch  v.  State,  169  Ind.  272,  124  Am.. 
St.  Rep.  221,  82  N.  £.  457,  holding  that  is  duty  of  incumbent  to  yield  office  to 
his  successor  and  if  he  wished  to  contest  he  can  do  this  only  in  the  method 
provided  for  such  cases. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.  R.  A.  343,  345,  362)  on  mandamus  to  compel  surrender  ot 
office. 
Conatltutloaal  uud  mtmtutory  coustructlon. 

Cited  in  Godwin  v.  King,  31  Fla.  533,  13  So.  108,  holding,  to  ascertain  intent 
embodied  in  Constitution,  it  is  proper  to  refer  to  construction  of  former  instru- 
ment of  which  latter  is  revision;  State  ex  rel.  Moodie  v.  Bryan,  50  Fla.  381,  39 
So.  929,  holding  that  in  construing  an  amendment  to  a  statute  it  is  proper  to 
consider  circumstances  leading  to  its  adoption. 

18  L.  R.  A.  419,  ANDERSON  v.  CRISP,  5  Wash.  178,  31  Pac  638. 
Paaslnar  of  title  on  sule. 

Cited  in  Lauber  v.  Johnston,  54  Wash.  63,  102  Pac.  873,  holding  a  sale  of  alP 
merchantable  hay  which  is  to  be  separated  and  baled  does  not  pasa  title  until: 
baled. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  H.  M.  T^ler  Lumber  Co.  v.  Charlton,  55  L.  R.  A.  301,  whichi 
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holds  title  does  not  pass  by  acceptance  of  offer  to  sell  lumber  piled  at  mill,  to  be 
inspected  by  common  employee. 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  42,  55,  69)  on  sufficiency  of  selection  or  designa- 
tion of  goods  sold  out  of  larger  lot. 

18  L.  R.  A.  421,  EVERS  v.  STATE,  31  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  318,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  811, 
20  S.  W.  744. 

Later  appeal  in  32  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  283,  22  S.  W.  1019. 
Intoxication  or  reanltlnflr  Inaaaity  aa  defense  for  crime. 

Cited  in  Hernandez  v.  State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  272,  22  S.  W.  972,  holding 
refusal  to  charge  on  trial  for  assault  with  intent  to  murder,  that  mental  state 
of  defendant,  caused  by  intoxication,  could  be  taken  into  consideration  in  de* 
termining  question  of  intent,  not  error;  Wright  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
632,  40  S.  W.  491,  holding  intoxication  no  defense  against  charge  of  theft;  Tip- 
pett  V.  State,  37  Tex,  Crim.  Rep.  192,  39  S.  W.  120,  holding  it  error  of  court  to 
charge  jury  that  temporary  insanity,  superinduced  by  di-unkenness,  complete 
defense  to  charge  of  murder;  Delgado  v.  State,  34  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  159,  29  S. 
W.  1070,  holding  instruction  that  mental  condition  of  defendant,  due  to  intoxi- 
cation produced  by  voluntary  recent  use  of  spirits,  might  be  considered  as  to 
d^ee  of  murder,  more  favorable  to  defendant  than  he  was  entitled  to;  DeAl- 
berts  V.  State,  34  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  510,  31  S.  W.  391,  upholding  charge  that  neith- 
er intoxication  nor  temporary  insanity  induced  by  recent  use  of  intoxicating 
liquors  constitutes  any  excuse  for  crime;  Stoudenmire  v.  State,  58  Tex.  Crim. 
Bep.  261,  125  S.  W.  399,  holding  that  refusal  to  charge  that  if  person  accused  of 
theft  was  so  drunk  as  not  to  be  able  of  forming  criminal  intent,  to  acquit  him, 
was  proper;  Wood  v.  State,  60  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  681,  99  S.  W.  1009,  on  temporary 
insanity  eaused  by  intoxicating  liquors  as  a  defense;  Grant  v.  State,  48  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  419,  89  S.  W.  274,  on  use  of  intoxicating  liquors  as  a  defense  to  a 
criminal  act;  Little  v.  State,  42  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  654,  61  S.  W.  483,  on  validity  of 
statute  making  voluntary  drunkenness  a  defense  to  a  crime ;  Campos  v.  State,  60 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  293,  97  S.  W.  100,  sustaining  a  charge  that  jury  might  consider 
recent  use  of  intoxicating  liquors  for  purpose  determining  degree  of  murder,  only. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.  R.  A.  466)  on  what  intoxication  will  excuse  crime;    (70 
Am.  St.  Rep.  89,  91 )  on  insanity  as  excuse  or  defense  for  crime. 
Deflnltion  of  erintea  by  trial  court. 

Cited  in  Brittain  v.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  412,  37  S.  W.  758,  holding  it 
not  error  for  court  on  trial  of  one  charged  with  murder  in  second  degree,  to 
fail  to  define  manslaughter  or  justifiable  homicide. 
Record  in  criminal  ewmrne. 

Cited  in  Arrano  v.  People,  24  Colo.  236,  49  Pac.  271,  holding  record  in  criminal 
cause  must  show  essential  steps  taken  precedent  to  rendition  of  judgment  of 
conviction. 
lasaltinar  "vrorda  aa  pro^ofuition  to  bomicide. 

Cited  in  note  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)162)  on  insulting  words  or  conduct  as  provocation 
to  homicide. 
Bvidence  of  reputation   of  deceased. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)   353,  356)   on  character  and  reputation  of  de- 
ceased as  affecting  homicide;    (124  Am.  St.  Rep.  1028)   on  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence of  character  or  reputation  of  deceased  in  homicide  cases. 
Res  ffeatJD. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  145)  on  nonparticipation  in  accident  or  affray 
as  rendering  one's  statements  or  exclamations  inadmissible  as  res  gestae. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 26. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  425,  SANDERS  v.  McMILLIAN,  98  Ala.  144,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  19. 

11  So.  750. 
Dower  rtarl&t  la  aarplna. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Holden  ▼.  Dium,  19  L.  R.  A.  481,  which  holds  widow  en- 
titled to  dower  in  excess  paid  at  foreclosure  sale  after  husband's  death. 

18  L.  R.  A.  428,  DORSEY  v.  WOLFF,  142  111.  589,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  99,  32  N.  E. 

495. 
PromlMiory  notes. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Myers,  207  111.  132,  69  N.  E.  858,  Affirming  107  111.  App. 
412,  holding  written  promise  to  pay  fixed  sum,  interest  and  taxes,  not  promis- 
sory note;  Beatty  v.  Western  College,  177  111.  289,  42  L.  R.  A.  801,  69  Am.  St 
Rep.  242,  52  N.  E.  432,  Affirming  71  111.  App.  597,  holding  written  instrument 
containing  promise  to  pay  on  or  before  certain  date,  valid  promissory  note. 
Nearotlabllltr  of  note. 

Cited  in  Leader  v.  Plante,  96  Me.  342,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  415,  50  Atl.  54,  holding 
writing  "within  one  year  after  date  I  promise,"  ele.,  a  valid  negotiable  prom- 
issory note;  Sylvester  Bleckley  Co.  v.  Alewine,  48  S.  C.  311,  37  L.  R.  A.  88,  26 
S.  E.  609;  Shenandoah  Nat.  Bank  v.  Marsh,  89  Iowa,  276,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  381, 
56  N.  W.  458;  Lockwood  v.  Lindsey,  6  App.  D.  C.  400, — ^holding  stipulation  for 
attorney's  fees  not  destructive  of  negotiability  of  promissory  note;  Stapletoo  v. 
Louisville,  Bkg.  Co.  95  Ga.  804,  23  S.  E.  81,  holding  stipulation  to  pay  ''ail 
costs  and  10  per  cent  on  amount  for  counsel  fees,"  etc.,  not  destructive  of  ne- 
gotiability of  promissory  note;  Seiberling  v.  Lewis,  93  111.  App.  551,  holding 
contract  to  pay  weekly  sum  on  contract  price,  evidenced  by  promissory  notes, 
not  inconsistent  with  their  negotiability;  Cowing  v.  Cloud,  16  Colo.  App.  330, 
65  Pac  417,  holding  negotiability  of  note  not  destroyed  by  agreement  to  pay 
attorney's  fee;  Gehlbach  v.  Carlinville  Nat.  Bank,  83  111.  App.  137,  and  Hunter 
V.  Clarke,  184  111.  162,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  160,  56  N.  E.  297,  Affirming  83  III.  App. 
106,  holding  condition  in  note  permitting  maker  to  pay  before  date  of  maturity 
does  not  affect  negotiability;  Bowie  v.  Hume,  13  App.  D.  C.  311,  holding  com- 
mercial character  of  promissory  note  not  affected  by  option  permitting  maker 
to  pay  before  date  of  maturity;  Stitzel  v.  Miller,  157  III.  App.  393,  holding  that 
note  payable  at  specified  date  but  reciting  that  if  it  is  not  paid  at  maturity  holder 
may  at  his  option  extend  time  for  payment,  is  negotiable;  Stitzel  v.  Miller,  250 
111.  75,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1007,  95  N.  E.  53,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  412,  holding  that 
provision  in  note  payable  at  certain  time,  giving  holder  option  to  extend  payment 
as  he  deems  proper,  in  case  note  is  not  paid  at  maturity,  does  not  destroy  n^oti- 
ability  of  note;  McClenathan  v.  Davis,  243  III  90,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1020,  90  N. 
E.  265,  holding  a  note  payable  when  party  receives  title  to  land  which  he  is  bound 
to  receive  to  be  negotiable;  Beckstrom  v.  Krone,  125  III.  App.  379,  holding  a 
written  acknowledgment  of  an  indebtedness  with  an  agreement  to  return  money 
to  be  negotiable. 

Cited  in  notes   (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)    390)   on  provision  accelerating  maturity  as 
affecting  negotiability;    (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  200,  203,  209)    on  agreements  and 
conditions  destroying  negotiability;    (4  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  193)   on  negotiability  of 
note  or  bill  of  exchange. 
Nearotlable  Instrmnents. 

Cited  in  Kavanagh  v.  Bank  of  America,  145  III.  App.  208,  holding  a  bank 
certificate  of  deposit  to  be  negotiable. 
lilablllty  for  attomey'a  fee. 

Cited  in  Merchants*  Bank  v.  Thomas,  57  C.  C.  A.  380,  121  Fed.  312,  holding 
attorney's  fee  stipulated  for  in  note  provable  against  bankrupt  maker's  estate. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  Pattillo  v.  Alexander,  29  L.  R.  A.  616,  which  sustains  pay- 
ee's guaranty  of  attorney's  fees  if  note  has  to  be  collected  by  law. 
StlpvUitioii  In  note  to  ^ay  attorney's  fees. 

Cited  in  Cudahy  Packing  Co.  v.  State  Nat.  Bank,  67  C.  C.  A.  662,  134  Fed.  541, 
holding  that  the  incorporation  of  a  provision  for  the  payment  of  attorney's  fees 
in  negotiable  paper  does  not  destroy  its  commercial  character;  Keenan  v.  Blue, 
240  111.  187,  88  N.  E.  553,  holding  a  stipulation  for  attorney's  fee  in  the  warrant 
•of  attorney  contained  in  a  judgment  note  to  pass  by  assignment  of  note;  Green 
T.  Spires,  71  S.  C.  112,  50  S.  E.  554,  4  Ann.  Cas.  261  (dissenting  opinion),  on 
an  agreement  to  pay  costs  as  affecting  negotiability  of  a  note. 

Cited  in  notes  in  (46  Am.  St.  Rep.  193)  on  effect  as  to  usury  of  stipulations 
for  attorneys'  fees;  (55  Am.  St.  Rep.  438,  442,  443)  on  validity  of  stipulations 
for  attorneys'  fees. 

18  L.  R.  A.  431,  VAN  WALTERS  v.  CHILDRENS'  GUARDIANS,  132  Ind.  567, 

32  N.  £.  568. 
Custody  nnd  vnnrdlanslilp  ot  cblldren. 

Cited  in  Wilkison  v.  Children's  Guardians,  158  Ind.  9,  62  N.  E.  481,  reaffirming 
constitutionality  of  act  of  1889,  creating  board  of  children's  guardians;  Peese 
▼.  Gellerman,  51  Tex.  Civ.  App.  43,  110  S.  W.  196  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right 
of  custody  and  control  of  children  as  vested  in  parents,  except  where  children's 
fare  makes  it  necessary  for  state  to  interfere;  Egoff  v.  Madison  County,  170  Ind. 
245,  84  N.  E.  161;  Gilmore  v.  Kitson,  165  Ind.  407,  74  N.  E.  1083,— holding  that 
where  interest  of  child  demands,  state  may  take  its  custody  and  control  from 
parents. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Bailey,  59  L.  R.  A.  435,  which  holds  parents'  rights 
not  infringed  by  compulsory  education  law;  Re  Reiss,  25  L.  R.  A.  798,  which  de- 
nies power  of  court  to  compel  father  to  send  children  to  visit  their  grandmother; 
People  V.  Ewer,  25  L.  R.  A.  794,  which  holds  valid,  act  prohibiting  employmer^t 
of  girls  under  fourteen  as  dancers  or  in  theatrical  exhibitions ;  Stapleton  v.  Poyn- 
ler,  53  L.  R.  A.  784,  which  holds  custody  of  child  will  be  taken  against  its  will 
from  wealthy  grandparent  and  given  to  parent  of  moral  habits ;  Hibbette  v.  Bains, 
51  L.  R.  A.  839,  which  sustains  father's  right  to  custody  of  child,  notwithstanding 
asBent  to  wife's  deathbed  contract  to  give  custody  to  her  relatives;  State  ex  rel. 
Lasserre  v.  Michel,  54  L.  R.  A.  927,  which  denies  father's  absolute  right  to  custody 
of  minor  child;  Jones  v.  Bowman,  67  L.R.A.  860,  which  holds  that  religious 
belief  will  not  in  absence  of  statutory  requirement  be  considered  in  determining 
the  proper  custodian  of  an  infant. 

Cited  in  notes    (89  Am.  St.  Rep.  277)    on  right  of  guardian  to  custody  of 
ward;    (13  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  54)   on  right  to  custody  and  direction  of  education 
of  infant. 
MeBtnl  Incnpnelty. 

Cited  in  Chase  v.  Chase,  163  Ind.  188,  71  N.  E.  485,  holding  insanity  to  dis- 
charge a  contract  employing  an  attorney  to  take  charge  of  party's  legal  affairs. 

18  L.  R,  A.  433,  ALABAMA  G.  S.  R.  CO.  v.  CARROLL,  97  Ala.  126,  38  Am.  St. 
Rep.  163,  11  So.  803. 

Same  cause  in  Federal  court,  28  C.  C.  A.  211,  52  U.  S.  App.  442,  84  Fed.  776. 
Prcsvmptlon  as  to  conunon  Iatt. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  472)  on  presumption  as  to  law  of  other  states; 
(113  Am.  St.  Rep.  875)  on  presumption  as  to  existence  of  common  law. 
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Llabilltsr  for  ncgrllgrenGe. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Mertz,  I.&.  Co.  149  Ala.  664,  43  So.  7, 
holding  that  there  must  be  negligence  which  is  approximate  cause  of  injury. 
Negrllarence  of  fellow  aer-vants. 

Cited  in  Laughran  v.  Brewer,  113  Ala.  618,  21  So.  416,  holding,  under  em- 
ployees' liability  act,  master  not  liable  for  injury  suffered  by  servant,  due  to  neg- 
ligence of  fellow  servant  disobeying  master's  instructions;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Woods,  105  Ala.  569,  17  So.  41,  allowing  amendment  to  complaint  under  em- 
ployers' liability  act,  alleging  that  injury  to  brakeman  was  due  to  negligence  of 
defendant's  engineer,  a  fellow  servant  of  plaintiff;  Dormidy  v.  Sharon  Boiler 
Works,  127  Fed.  486,  holding  master  liable  under  Alabama  statute  for  injury  to 
servant  by  negligence  of  fellow  servant;  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v.  Cook,  124  Ala.  353, 
27  So.  466,  holding  that  to  render  master  liable  for  maintenance  of  defective  tram' 
track  in  charge  of  fellow  servants,  want  of  cara  in  selection  of  such  eervants  must 
be  shown. 

fVlio  are  fello^v  aervants. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.  R.  A.  793,  797)  on  who  are  fellow  servants. 
Vice  primcipalshlp. 

Cited  in  Tutwiler  Coal,  Coke  &  I.  Co.  v.  Farrington,  144  Ala.  168,  39  So. 
898,  holding  that  master  may  delegate  his  duty  of  maintaining  safe  <»nditionB 
to  carefully  selected  agents. 

Cited  in  note  (54  L.  R.  A.  163)  on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with  refer- 
ence to  cliaracter  of  act  which  caused  injury. 
Conflict  of  lavra  in  nesligrence  canttea. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W,  R.  Co.  v.  Reed,  158  Ind.  28,  56  L.  R.  A.  470  foot^ 

note  p.  468,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  293,  62  N.  E.  488,  denying  right  to  recover  in'other 

state  for  injury  from  fellow  servant's  negligence  in  state  where  no  remedy  given- 

Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  113  Ala.  404,  21  So.  938,  holding  maintenanc^ 

of  action  for  death  of  person,  caused  by  wrongful  act  of  another,  governed  by  law 

of  place  where  act  was  committed;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Cook,  168  Ala.  599, 

53  So.  190,  holding  that  where  injury  to  servant  occurred  in  another  state  and 

negligence  of  master  occurred  in  that  state,  law  of  that  state  controls  as  to 

liability  of  master;   Darks  v.  Scudder-Gale  Grocer  Co.  146  Mo.  App.  266,  130 

S.  W.  430;  Maloney  v.  Winston  Bros.  Co.  18  Idaho,  762,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.i   — 

111  Pac.  1080,— to  the  point  that  right  to  recovery  for  Injurv  resulting  from 

another's    negligence   is   determined   by    law   of   place   where    injury   occurred- 

Chandler  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  127  Mo.  App.  42,  106  S.  W.  553;  Watford 

V.  Alabama-Florida  Lumber  Co.  162  Ala.  183,  44  So.  667,-holding  that  there 

can  be  no  recovery  for  injuries  to  the  person  sustained  in  another  state  unless 

actionable  by  the  laws  of  the  state  where  received. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chicago  &  E,  L  R.  Co.  v.  Rouse,  44  L.  R.  A.  410  which 
holds  master's  liability  for  fellow  servant's  act  governed  by  law  of  place'  where 
cause  of  action  arises;  Jones  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  49  L  R.  A  640 
which  holds  stetute  of  stete  where  railroad  employee  was  injured,  as  to  presump- 
tive evidence  of  employer's  knowledge  of  defect  in  appliance,  not  govern  L  action 
in  fther  state;  Turner  v.  St.  Clair  Tunnel  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  134,  which  upholds  mas- 
ter  s  liability  for  mjuiy  to  employee  sent  from  Michigan  side  to  work  on  Canadian 
side  without  warning  of  dangers  governed  by  law  of  Canada 

Cited  in  note  (66  L.  R.  A.  196,  216,  217)  on  conflict  ol  laws  as  to  action  for 

death  or  bodily  injury. 

Nature  of  personal  injury  action. 

Cited  in  Re  Crescent  Lumber  Co.  164  Fed.  726,  holding  that  a  personal  in^ 
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jury  action  against  an  employer  by  an  employee  is  one  in  tort  and  not  one 

based  on  contract. 

L.lniltatioia  of  carrier's  liability. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Murphey,  53  L.  R.  A.  720,  which  holds 
negligent  carrier  liable  for  true  value,  notwithstanding  arbitrary  preadjustment 
in  bill  of  lading  assented  to  by  shipper;  Tecumseh  Mills  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
49  L.  R.  A.  558,  which  holds  prohibition  against  carriers'  limiting  liability  in- 
applicable to  contract  by  domestic  corporation  in  other  state  for  transportation 
entirely  outside  of  state. 

18  L.  R.  A.  440,  McCANDLESS  t.  RICHMOND  &  D.  R.  00.  38  S.  C.  103,  16  S.  E. 

429. 
Police  povrer. 

Cited  in  Darlington  v.  Ward,  48  S.  C.  581,  38  L.  R.  A.  338, 26  S.  E.  900  (dissent- 
ing opinion  by  Pope,  J.),  who  holds  town  ordinance  forbidding  keeping  of  hogs 
within  corporate  limits  not  valid  exercise  of  police  power;  Thomas  v.  Moultrie- 
ville,  52  S.  0.  184,  29  S.  E.  647,  holding  tax  of  $8  per  year  on  each  lot  owner 
within  incorporated  town,  to  keep  streets  in  repair,  proper  exercise  of  police 
power;  State  ex  rel.  George  v.  Aiken,  42  S.  C.  264,  26  L.  R.  A.  363,  20  S.  £.  221 
(dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  dispensary  act  of  South  Carolina  (act  of 
1893)  valid  exercise  of  police  power;  Stehmeyer  v.  Charleston,  53  S.  C.  279,  31 
S.  E.  322,  denying  right  of  city  in  exercise  of  police  power  to  assess  cost  of  water 
mains  upon  owners  of  lots  abutting  on  streeta  in  which  pipes  are  laid. 
Alteration  or  amendment  of  eoryorate  ebarter. 

Cited  in  Mathis  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  53  S.  C.  267,  31  S.  E.  240,  holding  chartei 
of  private  corporation  subject  to  alteration  or  amendment  as  state  legislatur 
may  declare. 
Bqval  protection  and  priirileffes. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  790)  on  class  legislation. 
—  MakinflT  railroad*  absolutely  liable  for  iirea  or  fltock  killed. 

Cited  in  Simmons  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  63  S.  C.  432,  57  L.  R.  A.  610,  J^  S. 
£.  521,  holding  statute  making  all  railroads  liable  for  damages  by  fire  not  mcon- 
stitutional  on  account  of  affecting  particular  class  of  interests;  St.  Louis  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  Mathews,  165  U.  S.  21,  41  L.  ed.  619,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  243,  upholding 
statute  of  Missouri  fixing  liability  upon  railroads  for  damages  sustained  by  fires 
emanating  from  locomotives ;  Dean  v.  Charleston  &  W.  Car.  R.  Co.  55  S.  C.  506, 33 
S.  E.  579;  Mobile  Ins.  Co.  v.  Columbia  &  6.  R.  Co.  41  S.  C.  414,  44  Am.  St.  Rep. 
725.  19  S,  E.  858;  Lipfeld  v.  Charlotte,  C.  &  A.  R.  Co.  41  S.  C.  287,  19  S.  E.  497; 
Hunter  v.  Columbia  N.  &  L,  K  Co.  41  S.  C.  89,  19  S.  E.  197,— upholding  statute 
fixing  liability  of  railroads  for  fires  caused  by  sparks  from  locomotives;  McCul- 
lough  V.  Brown,  41  S.  C.  242,  23  L.  R.  A.  419,  19  S.  £.  458,  holding  statute  fixing 
upon  railroad  liability  for  fire  originating  from  locomotives,  valid  exercise  of 
police  powers;  Brown  v.  Carolina  Midland  R.  Co.  67  S.  C.  486,  100  Am.  St.  Rep. 
756,  46  S.  E.  283,  upholding  statute  fixing  liability  for  communicated  fires; 
<3ennan-Axnerican  Ins.  Co.  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  77  S.  C.  477,  58  S.  £.  337,  12 
Ann.  Cas.  495  (dissenting  opinion),  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  making 
railroad  company  liable  for  damage  for  fire  communicated  irrespective  of 
negligence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wadsworth  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  812,  which  holds 
unconstitutional,  act  creating  absolute  liability  for  stock  killed  or  injured  by 
trains. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  161)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  making  raU- 
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road  companies  absolutely  liable  for  damage  by  fires  set  out  by  them,  or  for  stock 
killed  by  them,  irrespective  of  negligence;  (35  L.R.A.(X.S.)  1017)  on  constitu- 
tionality of  statutes  making  railroads  absolutely  liable  for  damage  by  fire  or 
to  stock. 

—  Discrimination  agrftlnat  earrlem. 

Cited  in  Porter  v.  Charleston  &  S.  R.  Co.  63  S.  C.  179,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  670. 
41  S.  E.  108,  upholding  act  making  carriers  liable  for  penalty  for  failure  to  pay 
loss  caused  by  breakage  in  transit. 
Statute  impoains  liability  on  connty  for  Injary  on  bivk^vay. 

Cited  in  Blum  v.  Richland  County,  38  S.  C.  294,  17  S.  E.  20,  holding  constitu- 
tional, act  permitting  person  injured  on  defective  highway  to  recover  damages 
from  county. 

liiabllity  of  railroad  for  Are. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  65  S.  C.  426,  43  S.  £.  964,  holding  railroad 
liable  under  statute  for  fire  communicated  by  locomotive  or  originating  within 
right  of  way;  Eraser  v.  Pere  Marquette  R.  Co.  18  Ont.  L.  Rep.  598,  on  liabilit]r 
of  railroad  company  for  damage  done  by  fires  along  a  railroad. 
State  Interference  ^vltb  interstate  comn&erce* 

Cited  in  Burrows  v.  Delta  Transp.  Co.  106  Mich.  596,  29  L.  R.  A.  473,  64  N. 
W.  501,  holding  act  of  legislature  making  steamboat  company  liable  for  damages 
by  fire  not  regulation  of  commerce  among  states. 
Contractu  made  "wltb  reference  to  eziatiiiflr  laws. 

Cited  in  Geiger  v.  Geiger,  57  S.  C.  526,  85  S.  E.  1031,  holding  homestead  acts 
giving  exemption  to  widow  not  unconstitutional  as  to  debts  created  since  adoption 
of  laws. 

Validity  of  special  liability  statutes. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Spartan  Mills,  68  S.  C.  867,  47  8.  E.  695,  1  Ann.  Cas.  409V 
on  the  constitutionality  of  special  liability  statutes. 

18  L.  R.  A.  447,  MILLIKIN  v.  EDGAR  COUNTY,  142  111.  528,  32  N.  E.  493. 
Povrer  of  nkanidpality. 

Cited  in  Mercer  County  v.  Wolff,  237  111.  78,  86  N.  E.  708,  sustaining  right 
of  county  to  condemn  land  for  site  for  county  jail. 

—  As  to  contracts. 

Cited  in  Carlyle  v.  Carlyle  Water,  Light  &  P.  Co.  62  111.  App.  582,  holding  city 
ordinance  repudiating  contract  to  supply  water  for  fixed  time  and  rate,  void ;  Illit 
nois  Central  Hospital  v.  Jacksonville,  61  111.  App.  202,  holding  contract  of  m\\^ 
nicipality  to  furnish  water  for  specific  period  at  fixed  rate  ultra  inre»,  as  limiting 
its  governmental  powers;  Danville  v.  Danville  W^ater  Co.  178  111.  313,  69  Am.  St. 
Rep.  304,  53  N.  E.  118,  holding  it  not  to  be  within  constitutional  power  of  munici- 
pality to  contract  for  supply  of  water  at  fixed  rate  for  fixed  period. 

Distinguished  in  Freeport  Water  Co.  v.  Freeport  City,  180  U.  S.  615,  46  L.  ed; 
694,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  493  (dissenting  opinion  by  Justice  White),  wha  holds  com 
tract  to  supply  water  for  given  time  at  fixed  rate  not  subject  of  abrogation-  by 
changes  of  rates  during  existence  of  contracts. 
— —  Contracts  beyond  term  of  contracting  officers. 

Cited  in  Man  ley  v.  Scott,  108  Minn.  144,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  655,  121  K  W. 
628,  holding  board  of  county  commissioners  to  have  power  to  employ  a  morgue 
keeper  for  one  year  notwithstanding  new  members  come  on  board  before  expira- 
tion of  year. 
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Cited  in  note  (29  L.R.A.(N.S.)   666)  on  power  of  board  to  appoint  officer  or 
make  contract  for  term  extending  beyond  its  own. 

Distinguished  in  Picket  Pub.  Co.  v.  Carbon  County,  36  Mont.  190,  13  L.R.A. 
(K.S.)    1115,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  352,  92  Pac.  524,  holding  that  a  county  board 
might  contract  for  printing  though  contract  extends  over  a  part  of  term  of 
succeeding  board. 
Poorer  of  r^gentm  to  remove  teacber. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gil  Ian  v.  Normal  Schools,  24  L.  R.  A.  336,  which  holds 
power  of  board  of  regents  to  remove  normal  school  teacher  at  pleasure  cannot  be 
limited  by  by-law  or  contract  of  board. 

18  L.  R.  A.  449,  WILSON  v.  TROY,  136  N.  Y.  96,  48  N.  Y.  S.  R.  364,  31  Am.  St. 

Rep.  817,  32  N.  E.  44. 
Implied  notice* 

Cited  in  Stedman  v.  Rome,  88  Hun,  281,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  737,  holding  notice  of 
dangerous  condition  of  cross-walk  imputed  to  city  whose  officers  were  negligent  in 
constructing  said  walk;  Stephani  v.  Manitowoc,  89  Wis.  472,  62  N.  W.  176,  holding 
absolute,  duty  of  city  to  render  bridge  safe,  failure  so  to  do  being  negligence,  no- 
tice of  which  is  imputable  to  it;  Akers  v.  New  York,  14  Misc.  526,  35  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1099,  holding  notice  of  dangerous  character  of  excavation  made  under  direction  of 
eity,  and  improperly  guarded,  attributable  to  it;  Ludlow  v.  Fargo,  3  N.  D.  491,  57 
X.  W.  506,  holding  plaintiff  not  bound  to  show  actual  or  constructive  notice  to  city 
of  fact  that  ditch  dug  by  its  authority  across  public  street  was  unguarded ;  Tinker 
V.  New  York,  O.  &  W.  R.  Co.  71  Hun,  434,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  977,  holding  knowledge 
of  foreman  that  sticks  of  timber  were  placed  in  ditch  along  highway  on  railroad 
company's  land  imputable  to  company,  and  question  of  notice,  therefore,  unim- 
portant; Twist  V.  Rochester,  37  App.  Div.  317,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  850,  holding  actual 
notice  to  city  as  to  negligent  ccmstruction  of  patrol  line  operated  by  it,  unneces- 
sary; Frost  V.  Port  Chester,  139  App.  Div.  198,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  768,  to  the 
point  that  when  dangerous  condition  of  streets  results  from  acts  of  municipality, 
necessity  of  proving  actual  or  constructive  notice  in  order  to  impute  liability 
does  not  exist;  Hutchinson  v.  Clarke,  26  R.  I.  309,  58  Atl.  948,  holding  city 
liable  without  notice  where  accident  occurred  because  of  a  failure  to  properly 
fill  a  sewer  trench;  Lockwood  v.  Dover,  73  N.  H.  214,  61  Atl.  32,  holding  city 
liable  for  acts  of  commissioners  entrusted  with  control  and  management  of  water- 
works; Tabor  v.  Buffalo,  136  App.  Div.  261,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  1089,  holding  where 
an  excavation  is  made  under  permit  from  city,  city  is  under  duty  to  inspect 
until  condition  is  restored. 

'  Distinguished  in  Andrews  v.  Elmira,  128  App.  Div.  701,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  711, 
holding  city  not  liable  lor  failure  to  light  in  an  outlying  district  which  is  not 
out  of  repair. 
Interest  as  4Uitnmgem, 

Cited  in  Laycock  v.  Parker,  103  Wis.  182,  79  N.  W.  327,  holding  creditor  entitled 
to  recover  interest  on  claim  against  debtor  from  date  of  demand;  Coughlin  v.  New 
York,  35  Misc.  448,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  91,  holding  contractor  entitled  to  interest  on 
claim  for  work  done,  payment  of  which  was  unreasonably  delayed;  Lakeside  Paper 
Co.  V.  State,  55  App.  Div,  210,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  959,  holding  interest  recoverable  on 
daim  of  trespass  from  date  of  filing;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  4  C.  C.  A* 
454,  10  U.  S.  App.  629,  54  Fed.  481,  holding  it  not  prejudicial  error  of  trial  court 
to  charge  that  jury  "will  allow"  interest  on  claim  for  damages,  instead  of  "may 
allow;"  Lakeside  Paper  Co.  v.  State,  46  App.  Div.  114,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  1081,  hold- 
ing interest  recoverable  on  damage  claim  from  date  of  filing ;  Devlin  v.  New  York, 


18  L.R.A.  449i  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  40S 

4  Misc.  120,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  116,  holding  interest  recoverable  as  element  of  dam- 
ages on  loss  sustained  for  breach  of  contract  by  municipality;  Gray  v.  Central  R. 
Co.  157  N.  Y.  492,  52  N.  K  655  (dissenting  opinion  by  O'Brien,  J.),  who  holds 
interest  recoverable  on  sum  representing  damage  sustained  for  breach  of  con- 
tract; New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Roper,  —  Ind.  — ,  36  L.ILA.(N.S.)  957, 
96  N.  E.  468,  holding  that  interest  should  be  allowed  by  way  of  damages  on 
value  of  building  destroyed  by  Are  through  another's  negligence;  Tif ton  v.  Thomas- 
ville  &  Gulf  R.  Co.  v,  Butler,  4  Ga.  App.  194,  60  S.  E.  1087,  holding  a  verdict 
allowing  interest  on  damages  irregular  but  not  illegal;  Albany  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wheeler,  6  Ga.  App.  272,  64  S.  E.  1114,  sustaining  a  verdict  including  interest 
•on  value  of  property  destroyed  by  fire  through  negligence  also  citing  annotation 
to  the  same  point;  Gulf,  C.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Moseley,  6  Ind.  Terr.  374,  98  S.  W. 
129,  sustaining  allowance  of  interest  on  damages  to  real  property;  Fell  ▼.  Union 
P.  R.  Co.  32  Utah,  106,  28  L.R.A.(N.  S.)  7,  88  Pac.  1003,  13  Ann.  Caa.  1137, 
holding  damages  recorded  for  delay  in  transportation  of  live  stock,  to  draw  inter- 
est from  time  of  delivery  of  stock;  Tryon  v.  Lyon,  133  App.  Div.  798,  118  N.  Y. 
Supp.  5  (dissenting  opinion),  on  allowance  of  interest  on  unliquidated  eUims 
for  damages. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Norcross  v.  Cambridge,  33  L.  R.  A.  843,  which  sustains 
«minent  domain  statute,  notwithstanding  failure  to  provide  for  interest  from 
time  of  formal  taking  to  date  of  actual  entry;  Sargent  v.  Tuttle,  32  L.  R.  A.  822, 
-which  denies  right  to  interest  on  sewer  assessments,  unless  law  so  provides. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  35,  73,  77,  78)  on  interest  on  unliquidated 
damages;    (14  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  563)  as  to  when  interest  will  be  allowed. 

Distinguished  in  Kerr  v.  New  York  Elev.  R.  Co.  49  Misc.  332,  96  N.  Y.  Snpp. 
1021,  sustaining  the  discretionary  power  of  court  to  allow  interest  in  suit  for 
damages  done  an  adjoining  property  owner  by  an  elevated  railway. 
<tn^>tton  for  Jury* 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Roberts  v.  Hope,  121  Mo.  39,  26  S.  W.  893,  holding  allow- 
ance of  interest  on  claim  for  damages  from  trespass,  question  for  jury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  King  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  765,  which  holds  al- 
lowance of  interest  on  value  of  property  negligently  destroyed  within  discretion 
of  jury. 
Xilabillty  of  mmilclpalltir  for  defects  in  street*. 

Cited  in  Allen  v.  Minden,  127  La.  406,  53  So.  686,  holding  that  town  is  liable 
for  negligence  in  making  repairs  where  it  leaves  pit  in  street  with  no  railing 
around  it,  nor  any  lights  or  danger  signs. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Collier  v.  Fort  Smith,  68  L.R.A.  237,  which  denies  lia- 
bility of  municipality  for  injury  to  traveler  due  to  failure  of  municipal  officers 
to  display  signals  to  warn  travelers  on  leaving  an  obstruction  in  a  highway  over 
night. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  514;  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  703)  on  liability  of 
municipality  for  defects  or  obstructions  in  streets. 

18  L.  R.  A.  458,  HOPE  v.  BREWER,  136  N.  Y.  126,  48  N.  Y.  a  R.  834,  32  N.  E, 
558. 

Conversion  of  realty  Into  pemonalty. 

Cited  in  Trask  v.  Sturges,  31  Misc.  200,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  1084,  holding  valid,  trust 
created  in  personalty  which,  by  terms  of  will,  is  to  be  converted  from  sale  of 
realty;  Re  Hogarty,  62  App.  Div.  83,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  839,  holding  provision  in  will 
directing  sale  of  realty  operates  as  equitable  conversion  into  personalty,  notwith- 
standing failure  of  executor  to  carry  out  said  provision;  Re  Russell,  59  App.  Div. 
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246,  69  N.  T.  Supp.  563,  holding  direction  to  executor  to  sell  real  estate  for  speci- 
fied purposes  of  distribution,  equitable  conversion  of  real  estate  into  personalty; 
Iglehart  ▼.  Iglehart,  26  App.  D.  C.  217,  6  Ann.  Cas.  732,  holding  that  an  express 
direction  by  testator  to  sell  real  property  operates  to  convert  real  property  into 
personalty  at  death  of  testator  though  date  of  sale  is  not  immediate;  March  v. 
March,  186  N.  Y.  104,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  183,  78  N.  E.  704,  holding  provision  for 
executor  to  sell  real  property  to  be  mandatory  and  to  operate  to  convert  realty 
into  personalty. 

Cited  in  note   (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  23)   on  equitable  conversion  of  realty  into 
personalty,  and  vice  versa. 
ValA'vrfiil  perpetuities. 

Cited  in  Deegan  t.  Wade,  144  N.  Y.  676,  39  N.  E.  602,  holding  provision  in  will 
directing  executor  to  sell  lands  at  certain  time  within  statutory  period  not  cre- 
ation of  unlawful  perpetuity. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Murphy  v.  Whitney,  24  L.  R.  A.  123,  which  holds  agreement 
that  land  descending  to  brothers  and  sisters  shall  on  death  of  last  survivor  pass  to 
child  of  only  married  one  not  void  as  perpetuity. 

Cited  in  notes   (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)    724)    on  allowing  period  for  conversion  of 
property  as  violation  of  rule  against  perpetuities  or   suspension  of  power  of 
alienation;    (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  131)   on  rule  against  perpetuities;    (21  Eng.  RuL 
Cas.  158)  on  perpetuities  and  their  value. 
DeflBiteseM  of  trust. 

Followed  in  Hagen  v.  Sacrison,  19  N.  D.  176,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  733,  123  N.  W. 
518,  upholding  a  charitable  bequest  to  the  poor  of  a  certain  district  in  a  foreign 
land. 

Cited  in  Re  Botsford,  23  Misc.  391,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  238,  holding  bequest  to  pub- 
He  officer  in  trust  for  poor  widows  and  orphans  void  for  indefiniteness. 
Conflict  of  la'vrB. 

Cited  in  Re  Leo- Wolf,  25  Misc.-  470,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  650,  holding  legality  of  be- 
quest to  foreign  religious  society  depends  upon  legatee's  ability  to  take  under 
laws  of  its  domicil;  Re  Sturges,  28  Misc.  Ill,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  783,  holding  illegal 
bequest  to  foreigrn  legatee  valid  if  he  is  competent  to  take  under  laws  of  his  dom- 
icil ;  Kurzman  v.  Lowy,  23  Misc.  383,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  83,  upholding  trust  in  person- 
alty is  to  be  executed  in  foreign  jurisdiction  according  to  its  laws;  Re  Lang,  9 
Misc.  529,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  388,  holding  law  of  foreign  legatee's  domicil  controls  as. 
to  validity  of  bequest;  Robb  v.  Washington  &  J.  College,  103  App.  Div.  356,  93 
N.  Y.  Supp.  92;  St.  John  v.  Andrews  Institute,  117  App.  Div.  714,  102  N.  Y. 
Supp.  808,— construing  a  bequest  to  foreign  corporate  educational  institution 
according  to  laws  of  domicile  of  corporation;  St.  John  v.  Andrews  Institute^ 
191  N.  Y.  267,  83  N.  E.  981,  14  Ann.  Cas.  708,  holding  the  validity  of  a  devise 
to  a  corporation  is  to  be  determined  by  laws  of  domicile  of  corporation;  Robb 
V.  Washington  &  J.  College,  185  N.  Y.  496,  78  N.  E.  359,  holding  where  trustee 
is  a  foreign  corporation  and  fund,  is  to  be  held  and  administered  in  a  foreign 
state  that  validity  of  trust  is  to  be  construed  as  by-laws  of  foreign  state;  Re 
Lang,  ]  Gibbons,  Sur.  Rep.  135;  Hutchinson's  Estate,  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  252, — 
holding  a  trust  for  a  charitable  purpose  to  be  administered  in  a  foreign  state 
is  to  be  governed  by  law  of  foreign  state;  Congregational  Unitarian  Soc.  v.  Hale, 
27  N.  Y.  Cir.  Proc.  Rep.  308,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  704,  holding  same  as  to  a  bequest  to 
a  foreign  religious  society;  Mount  v.  Tuttle,  183  N.  Y.  264,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  437, 
76  N.  E.  873,  holding  that  validity  of  a  grant  of  a  trustee  to  nonresident  trustee 
to  be  executed  in  foreign  state  is  to  be  governed  by  law  of  that  state;  Catt  v. 
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Catt,  118  App.  Div.  755,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  740,  on  validity  of  charitable  bequests 
to  foreign  corporations. 

Cited  in  note  (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  430,  432,  434,  436,  438,  456)  on  conflict  of 
laws  as  to  wills. 

Distinguished  in  Dammert  v.  Osbom,  140  N.  Y.  41,  36  N.  E.  407,  holding  bequest 
by  foreign  testator  to  domestic  charity  not  void  because  of  testator's  failure  to 
provide  specifically  for  execution  of  trust  under  domestic  laws;  Re  Robertson.  23 
Misc.  454,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  502,  holding  bequest  to  foreign  corporation,  valid  by 
law  of  testator's  domicil,  void,  where  law  of  domicil  of  corporation  forbids  it  to 
take. 

Denied  in  Congregational  Church  Bldg.  Soc.  v.  Everitt,  85  Md.  107,  35  L.  B.  A. 
697,  36  Atl.  654,  holding  validity  of  bequest  to  foreign  corporation  determinable 
by  law  of  testator's  domicil. 

18  L.  R.  A.  465,  SAN  GABRIEL  VALLEY  LAND  &  WATER  00.  T.  WITMER 

BROS.  CO.  96  Cal.  623,  31  Pac.  588,  29  Pac.  500. 
Reco-very  off  money  paid  under  duress* 

Cited  in  Hoadley  v.  Dumois,  11  Misc.  55,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  853,  holding  money 
paid  under  duress  to  protect  one's  interests,  which  ought  to  have  been  paid  by 
another,  recoverable;  Finnell  v.  Finnell,  159  Cal.  539,  114  Pac  820,  holdii^ 
that  one  who  is  compelled  to  pay  another's  debt  is  entitled  to  recover  against 
that  other  amount  so  paid. 

Recovery  of  tax  money- 
Cited  in  Colusa  County  v.  Glenn,  124  Cal.  503,  57  Pac  477,  holding  taxes  paid 
to  county  not  entitled  thereto  recoverable  by  county  so  entitled;  Kessler  v.  Ked- 
zie,  106  111.  App.  4,  holding  taxes  paid  on  mortgaged  property  by  mortgagor  not 
recoverable  from  mortgagee  after  discharge  of  mortgage;  Angus  v.  Plum,  121 
Cal.  608,  54  Pac.  97,  holding  mortgagor  entitled  to  recover  money  paid  for  taxes 
of  mortgagee;  Anglo-Califomian  Bank  v.  Eudey,  59  C.  C.  A.  122,  123  Fed.  42, 
holding  assignee  of  mortgage  bound  by  agreement  of  prior  assignee  assuming  and 
agreeing  to  pay  taxes  on  mortgaged  property;  Bailey  v.  Bishop,  152  N.  C.  386, 
67  S.  E.  968,  holding  abutting  owner  compelled  to  pay  for  paving  sidewalk  may 
recover  from  another  who  agreed  to  stand  between  former  and  all  costs  at  time 
of  securing  extension  of  street. 

Distinguished  in  McPike  v.  Heaton,  131  Cal:  111,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  335,  63  Pac 
179,  holding  taxes  paid  on  land  subsequently  sold  or  assigned  not  recoverable  by 
succeeding  grantee  or  assignee,  upon  covenant  against  encumbrances  implied  from 
deed. 

Questioned  in  Henry  v.  Garden  City  Bank  k  T.  Co.  145  Cal.  56,  78  Pac.  228. 
holding  mortgagee  who  has  foreclosed  mortgage  and  redeemed  from  sale  under  tax 
on  subsequent  mortgage  cannot  recover  amount  paid  from  owner  of  subsequent 
mortgage. 

Cited  as  overruled  in  William  Ede  Co.  v.  Heywood,  163  Cal.  617,  22  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  565,  96  Pac.  81,  holding  purchaser  of  land  upon  which  lien  for  taxes  upon 
mortgage  is  outstanding,  who  pays  such  tax,  cannot  recover  same  from  mort- 
gagee. 
Tazmtion  of  Jndirments. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hamilton  v.  Wilson,  48  L.  R.  A.  238,  which  holds  void,  stat- 
ute for  taxation  of  personal  judgments  with  specified  exceptions. 
Deseriptfon  off  Utnd  In  tmx.  proceeding. 
Cited  in  Best  r.  Wohlford,  144  Cal.  736,  78  Pac.  893,  holding  de8oripti<m  by 
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lot  and  block  was  sufficient  to  let  in  evidence  of  a  map  to  identify  the  land 
taxed. 


Awieanaeiit  book  aa  evidence. 

Cited  in  Escondido  v.  Wohlford,  153  Cal.  41,  94  Pac.  232,  holding  assessment 
book  admissible  evidence  to  show  valid  assessment  and  establish  prima  facie 
right  to  recover  tax  charged   thereon. 

18  L.  R.  A.  473,  JEWELL  v.  JEWELL,  84  Me.  304,  24  Atl.  868. 
<l««llfteatiOBB  of  Jurors. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Harris,  69  W.  Va.  246,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  71  S.  E.  609, 
to  the  point  that  new  trial  may  be  granted  where  juror  is  disqualified  because 
of  relationship,  but  which  fact  was  unknown  to  party  at  trial  and  no  lack  of 
diligence  appears. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Pickett,  39  L.  R.  A.  302,  which  holds  juror's  in- 
ability  to  read  or  write  English  not  groimd  for  new  trial ;  Coughlin  v.  People,  19 
L.  R.  A.  67,  which  holds  trial  court's  determination  that  juror  not  disqualified  by 
opinion  reviewable  on  appeal. 
WaiTer  of  forfeiture. 

Cited  in  Hanscom  v.  Home  Ins.  Go.  90  Me.  339,  38  Atl.  324,  holding  defense 
of  forfeiture  for  nonoccupaney  waived  by  call  for  schedule  of  property  lost,  and 
conduct  leading  insured  to  believe  for  four  months  after  ftre  that  loss  would  be 
paid. 

18  L.  R.  A.  479,  BURT  v.  DOUGLAS  COUNTY  STREET  R.  CO.  83  Wis.  229,  53 

N.  W.  447. 
IaJ«rie«  arisinuT  from  electrical  appllancea. 

ated  in  Eickhof  v.  Chicago  N.  S.  Street  R.  Co.  77  111.  App.  199,  holding  electric 
railway  company  prima  facie  guilty  of  negligence  in  permitting  electricity  to  es- 
cape, causing  injury  to  passengers;  Denver  City  Tramway  Co.  v.  Hills,  60  Colo. 
337,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  218,  116  Pac.  126,  holding  that  doctrine  of  res  ipsa  loquitur 
applies  where  street  car  company  leaves  one  end  of  trolley  rope  lying  on  floor 
in  such  way  that  passenger  alighting  becomes  entangled  in  it. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Baltimore  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Nugent,  39  L.  R.  A.  161, 
which  denies  carrier's  liability  for  injury  to  passenger  by  breaking  of  trolley  wire, 
which  comes  in  contact  with  him. 
Care  of  electric  Mrlrea. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Illingsworth  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  552, 
which  holds  reasonable  care  to  keep  electric  wires  safe,  due  towards  persons  li- 
censed to  approach  them. 
laJumetloB  asralnat  erect  ion  of  vrirea. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rutland  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Marble  City  Electric  Light 
Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  821,  which  holds  electric  light  company  entitled  to  injunction 
against  erection  of  wires  carrying  dangerous  current. 
Liability  for  Injury  to  passenarer. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Proud  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  468,  which 
denies  liability  for  injury  by  filth  on  car  step  in  nighttime  within  half  hour  after 
tar  inspected. 

Cited  in  note   (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  462)   on  extent  of  duty  to  secure  safety  of 
passengers. 
^«Sllsence  of  paaaenver. 

Cited  in  note  (34  L.  R.  A.  720)  on  negligence  of  passenger  in  passing  from  one 
car  to  another. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  481,  BEEBE  v,  OHIO  FARMERS'  INS.  00.  93  Mich.  514,  32  Am.  St 

Rep.  619,  63  N.  W.  818. 
Onvnershlp  for  insurance  parposes. 

CUted  in  footnotes  to  Hamilton  v.  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  527,- 
which  holds  vendor  not  sole  and  unconditional  owner  of  insured  building;  Webes- 
ter  V.  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  719,  which  holds  warranty  of  joint 
ownership  of  husband  and  wife  not  untrue  because  title  of  family  homestead  in 
wife,  and  of  personalty  in  husband;  Germania  F.  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Home  Ins.  Co.  26 
L.  R.  A.  691,  which  holds  policy  avoided  by  sale  of  interest  to  one  taken  in  as 
partner. 

Cited   in  note    (21   L.R.A.(N.S.)    442,  445)    on  formation  of  partnership  or 
change  in  personnel  of  firm  as  affecting  change  of  title  or  ownership  within, 
provision  of  policy. 
Sevembtlity  of  InMnmnoe. 

Cited  in  Ruterbusch  v.  Supreme  Court,  I.  0.  F.  162  Mich.  216,  127  N.  W.  288,^ 
holding  that  it  is  not  misjoinder,  in  action  on  life  insurance  policy  payable  in 
stated  amounts  to  several  beneficiaries,  to  join  them  as  parties  plaintiff. 

Cited  in  note  (19  L.  R.  A.  218)  on  severability  of  insurance  in  same  policy. 
"Waiver  ot  or  estoppel  to  rely  on  conditions. 

Followed  in  Rediker  v.  Queen  Ins.  Co.  107  Mich.  227,  65  N.  W.  106,  holding  con- 
dition in  policy  against  encumbrances  waived  by  agent  issuing  same  with  knowl- 
edge of  existing  mortgage. 

Cited  in  Cronin  v.  Fire  Asso.  119  Mich.  77,  77  N.  W.  648,  holding  knowledge  of. 
encumbrance  and  consent  to  foreclosure  thereof  by  insurer's  agent  valid  waiver 
of  condition  in  policy  against  encumbrances  and  foreclosure;  Raymond  v.  Farm- 
ers' Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  114  Mich.  389,  72  N.  W.  254,  holding  insurer  estopped  to 
deny  liability  on  policy  of  insurance  issued  by  its  secretary  having  full  knowledge- 
of  condition  of  title  of  property  insured;  Robison  v.  Ohio  Farmers*  Ins.  Co.  93- 
Mich.  535,  53  N.  W.  821,  holding  knowledge  by  insurer's  agent  of  true  condition 
of  applicant's  title  to  property  insured  eetops  company  from  asserting  misrepre- 
sentation; Lord  v.  National  Protective  Soc.  129  Mich.  341,  88  N.  W.  876,  holding 
benefit  society  estopped  by  acceptance  and  retention  of  past-due  assessments  from 
claiming  forfeiture;  Hilt  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  110  Mich.  523,  68  N.  W.  300, 
holding  acceptance  of  premium  by  agent  with  knowledge  of  insured's  ill  health, 
valid  waiver  of  condition  in  policy  against  phyaieal  defects  of  insured;  German 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Shader,  68  Neb.  9,  60  L.  R.  A.  922,  93  N.  W.  972,  holding  condition  re- 
quiring payment  of  premium  before  attachment  of  risk  waived  by  company  not 
repudiating  extension  of  credit  by  agent;  Maupin  v.  Scottish  Union  &  Nat.  Ins. 
Co.  53  W.  Va.  576,  45  S.  E.  1003  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  oral 
evidence  of  waiver  by  agent  of  "Iron  Safe  Clause"  in  policy  inadmissible;  Allen 
V.  Phoenix  Assur.  Co.  14  Idaho,  741,  95  Pac.  829,  holding  company  estopped  to^ 
assert  invalidity  of  policy  because  of  violations  of  conditions  as  to  title  and 
encumbrances  where  alleged  violations  were  known  to  company  at  time  of  issue; 
German  Ins.  Co.  v.  Shader,  68  Neb.  9,  60  L.R.A.  918,  93  N.  W.  972,  holding  rule 
that  knowledge  of  agent  is  knowledge  of  principal  applies  to  insurers;  Maupin 
V.  Scottish  Union  &  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  53  W.  Va.  572,  45  S.  E.  1003  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), on  waiver  of  provisions  of  policy  by  agent;  Constantine  v.  Kalamazoo  Beet 
Sugar  Co.  332  Mich.  486,  93  N.  W,  1088  (dissenting  opinion),  on  change  of 
contract  by  agent;  Kotwicki  v.  Thuringia  Ins.  Co.  134  Mich.  83,  96  N.  W.  976^ 
holding  agent  may  by  parol  waive  stipulation  in  policy  as  to  other  insurance;. 
Baumler  v.  Farmers'  Northern  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  148  Mich,  431,  111  N.  W. 
1069,  holding  where  amount  of  mortgage  is  correctly  stated  to  agent  of  insurer 


413  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [18  L.R.A.  487 

by  assured,  unable  to  read,  and  erroneously  entered  by  agent  policy  is  not 
avoided;  Haapa  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  150  Mich.  473,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1176,  121  Am.  St.  Rep.  627,  114  N.  W.  380,  holding  knowledge  of  agent  who 
solicited  was  not  imputable  to  insurer  to  base  thereon  an  estoppel  as  to  false 
material  statements  made  in  application  taken  by  medical  examiner  and  never 
seen  by  agent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hancock,  52  L.  R.  A.  665,  which  holds 
statement  that  life  tenant  has  fee-simple  title  to  insured  property  does  not  avoid 
policy  where  agent  knew  facts;  Sternaman  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  57  L.  R. 
A.  319,  which  denies  insurer's  right  to  rely  on  warranty  by  applicant  that  an- 
swers properly  recorded,  where  medical  examiner  knew  otherwise. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  608)  on  effect  of  agent's  insertion  in  appli- 
cation of  false  answers  to  questions  correctly  answered  by  insured;  (10  L.R.A. 
(X.6.)  1084)  on  oral  waiver  or  estoppel  as  to  forfeitures  after  issuance  of  policy 
and  before  loss,  under  policies  requiring  written  consent  or  waiver;  (13  L.R.A. 
<N.S.)  844)  on  effect  of  nonwaiver  agreement  on  conditions  existing  at  in- 
ception of  policy;  (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  107,  119,  140)  on  waiver  of  provisions  of 
non-waiver  or  written  waiver  of  conditions  and  forfeitures  in  policies. 

18  L,  R.  A.  486,  PIERCE  v.  JOHNSON,  93  Mich.  125,  53  N.  W.  16. 

Followed  on  same  state  of  facts  in  Ripon  Knitting  Works  v.  Johnson,  93  Mich. 
129,  63  N.  W.  17. 
Traiid  a«  basis  for  attachment* 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.  R.  A.  474)  on  what  intent  to  defraud  will  sustain  attach- 
ment. 

18  L.  R.  A.  487,  BLOOMINGTON  v.  LATHAM,  142  111.  462,  32  N.  E.  506. 
Xocal  improvements. 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Joliet,  153  111.  653,  39  N.  E.  1077,  holding  it 
not  necessary,  upon  levying  assessment  by  special  taxation,  to  ascertain  benefits  to 
7)roperty  taxed  by  jury  as  in  eminent  domain  proceedings;  Hawes  v.  Chicago,  158 
m.  659,  30  L.  R.  A.  227,  42  N.  E.  373,  holding  ordinance  compelling  substitution 
•of  cement  walk  in  place  of  plank  walk  in  front  of  vacant  20-acre  lot  unreason- 
able; People  ex  rel.  Gish  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  248  111.  34,  93  N.  E.  288, 
holding  that  municipality  has  no  inherent  power  to  levy  taxes  or  assessments; 
Chicago  V.  Mecartney,  216  111.  383,  75  N.  E.  117,  holding  requirement  of  constitu- 
tion for  compensation  satisfied  by  institution  of  proceeding  for  special  assess- 
ment for  local  improvement. 

Cited  in  note    (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1198)    on  assessments  for  improvements  by 
•front-foot  rule. 
Bmiaent  domain. 

Cited  in  Leopold  v.  Chicago,  150  111.  576,  37  N.  E.  892,  holding,  in  condemning 
portion  of  private  lands  for  public  use,  damage  occasioned  by  such  taking  cannot 
1>e  offset  by  supposed  special  benefits  accruing  to  land  remaining;  Payne  v.  South 
Springfield^  161  111.  293,  44  X.  E.  105,  holding  assessment  x>t  cost  of  condemning 
private  property  upon  property  not  in  fact  benefited  thereby  violative  of  constitu- 
tional right. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.  R.  A.  544)  on  protection  of  private  rights  from  interfer- 
ence by  public. 

Distinguished  in  Waggeman  v.  North  Peoria,  155  111.  547,  40  N.  E.  485,  holding 
it  not  violative  of  constitutional  right  in  condemnation  proceedings  to  offset  spe- 
^1  benefits  against  damages. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  491,  HEYW^OOD  v.  FULMER,  158  Ind.  668,  32  N.  E.  574. 
Distinction  betTreen  leoae,  license,  and  cont]*act  off  Bale. 

Cited  in  Lacey  v.  Newcomb,  95  Iowa,  296,  63  N.  W.  704,  holding  lessor  entitled 
to  lien  for  rent,  under  agreement  granting  exclusive  right  to  mine  coal;  Meeks 
V.  Clear  Jack  Min.  Co.  141  Mo.  App.  661,  124  S.  W.  1084,  to  the  point  that  lease 
may  authorize  lessee  to  quarry  and  remove  stone,  to  open  mines  and  remove  ores 
or  minerals,  and  such  instruments  are  not  mere  license;  Buck  v.  Cleveland,  143 
App.  Div.  880,  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  864,  to  the  point  that  receipt  for  sum  of  money 
paid  "for  exclusive  right  to  all  gravel  and  sand  for  year  above  named  and  ex- 
cluding all  other  parties  from  said  premises,"  was  held  to  be  lease  and  not 
mere  license  to  take  sand;  Shenk  v.  Stahl,  35  Ind.  App.  498,  74  N.  E.  538,  hold- 
ing contract  surrendering  possession  of  land  for  gas  well  so  long  as  it  is  used 
for  same,  is  lease;  Alexander  v.  Gardner,  123  Ky.  555,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  378^ 
96  S.  W.  818,  holding  conveyance  whereby  grantee  has  right  to  transfer  rights 
thereunder,  right  to  use  land  for  purposes  mentioned,  and  surrender  same  at 
expiration  of  term,  is  lease;  Harvey  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Dillon,  59  W.  Va.  614, 
6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  683,  63  S.  E.  928,  holding  instrument  granting  right  to  mine 
coal  with  privilege  of  extension  of  lease  in  case  coal  not  all  mined  is  lease  and 
chattel  real;  Moorshead  v.  United  R.  Co.  119  Mo.  App.  621,  96  S.  W.  261  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  definition  of  lease. 

Annotation  cited  in  Hancock  County  v.  Imperial  Naval  Stores  Co.  93  Miss^ 
833,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  696,  136  Am.  St.  Rep.  561,  47  So.  177,  holding  no  interest 
in  land  passes  under  contract  granting  right  to  take  turpentine  from  trees. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Genet  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  19  L.  R.  A.  127,  which 
holds  no  sale  of  coal  in  place  under  agreement  in  form  of  lease ;  Hutchins  v.  Dur- 
ham, 32  L.  R,  A.  706,  which  holds  occupant  of  market  stall  licensee  and  not 
lessee;  Paul  v.  Cragnas,  47  L.  R.  A.  540,  which  holds  instrument  leasing  for  year 
undivided  interest  in  mine,  to  be  worked  on  royalty  basis,  lease  and  not  mere  li- 
cense; Reynolds  v.  Van  Beuren,  42  L.  R.  A.  129,  which  holds  grant  of  privilege 
to  use  roof  of  building  for  advertising  purposes,  mere  license,  and  not  lease. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  211)  as  to  when  agreement  or  instrument 
conferring  right  to  mine  coal  is  to  be  regarded  as  absolute  sale  or  conveyance  of 
coal  in  place,  as  distinguished  from  lease  or  conditional  sale;  (26  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
614)  as  to  when  instrument  creating  right  in  minerals  to  be  regarded  as  lease. 

Distinguished  in  New  American  Oil  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Troyer,  166  Ind.  411,  77  N, 
E.  739,  holding  title  in  contract  relative  to  prospecting  for  gas  and  oil  inchoate 
until  result  of  drilling  ascertained. 

18  L.  R,  A.  496,  REED  v.  EQUITABLE  P.  &  M.  INS.  CO.  17  R.  I.  785,  24  Atl.  833.. 
Notice  off  prior  or  other  insnrance. 

Cited  in  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.  v.  Norwood,  16  C.  C.  A.  139,  32  U.  S.  App^ 
490,  69  Fed.  74,  holding  insurer  estopped  to  deny  liability  after  loss,  on  policy 
issued  by  general  agent  having  knowledge  of  insured's  intention  to  secure  other 
and  additional  insurance;  Spalding  v.  New  Hampshire  F.  Ins.  Co.  71  N.  H.  443,. 
62  Atl.  858,  holding  insurer  estopped  to  deny  liability  on. policy  issued  with  knowl- 
edge of  prior  insurance. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1216,  1228)  on  estoppel  by  notice  of  additional 
insurance. 
Avoidance  of  prior  policy  by  anbae^nent  policy. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sweeting  v.  Mutual  F.  Ins.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  670,  which  holdfr 
earlier  insurance  policy  not  avoided  by  subsequent  infiurance,  invalid  because  of 
former  policy. 
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Cited  in  notes  (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  142)  on  waiver  of  provisions  of  non- waiver 
or  written  waiver  of  conditions  against  pre-existing  insurance;  (1  Brit.  Rul. 
Cas.  41)  on  void  or  inoperative  policies  as  breach  of  condition  against  other 
insurance  on  property;  (14  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  30)  on  avoidance  of  policy  by  other 
insurance. 
3fotlce  to  lnaii)rance  mgeikt. 

Cited  in  Leonard  v.  New  England  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  22  R.  I.  521,  48  Atl.  808, 
holding  notice  to  agent  writing  application  after  insurance  no  notice  to  insurer 
sufficient  to  create  estoppel;  O'Rourke  v.  John  Hancock  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  23  R.  I. 
459,  57  L.  R.  A.  499,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  643,  50  Atl.  834,  holding  statement  by 
solicitor  of  insurer  to  applicant  as  to  materiality  of  facts  brought  to  his  attention 
not  binding  on  insurer. 

Distinguished  in  Parsons  v.  Lane  (Re  Millers'  &  Mfrs.  Ins.  Co.)  97  Minn.  107, 
4  L.R.A.(N.S.)    236,  106  N.  W.  485,  7  Ann.  Cas.  1144,  where  neither  company 
nor  its  agent  had  knowledge  of  conditions,  and  there  were  no  facts  upon  which 
to  base  waiver. 
Autltority  of  aKeni* 

Cited  in  Bryan  v.  National  L.  Ins.  Asso.  21  R.  I.  152,  42  Atl.  613,  denying  au- 
thority of  agent,  other  than  "regular"  or  general  agent,  to  extend  time  for  pay- 
ment of  premium;  Monast  v.  Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  32  R.  I.  569,  79  Atl.  932, 
holding  that  insurance  broker  has  no  authority  to  bind  company  by  false  repre- 
sentations made  to  insured  as  to  contents  of  policy;  Leonard  v.  State  Mut.  Life 
AssuT.  Co.  24  R.  I.  8,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  698,  51  Atl.  1049,  holding  one  authorized 
only  to  solicit  insurance  is  agent  of  applicant  in  making  application. 

18  L.  R.  A.  498,  SAVINGS  BANK  v.  AUTHIER,  52  Minn.  98,  53  N.  W.  812. 
Erroneous  or  defective  service. 

Cited  in  Slingluff  v.  Gainer,  49  W.  Va.  10,  37  S.  E.  771,  holding  decree  based 
on  process  served  upon  wrong  person,  of  no  effect;  National  Metal  Co.  v. 
Greene  Consol.  Copper  Co.  11  Ariz.  114,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1065,  89  Pac.  535,  on  the 
insufficiency  of  other  than  personal  service  of  summons  though  coupled  with 
knowledge;  Bennett  v.  Supreme  Tent,  K.  M.  40  Wash.  434,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  391, 
82  Pac.  744,  holding  the  service  of  the  summons  being  made  by  mail  was  in- 
sufficient to  render  him  personally  liable. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Treftz  v.  Stahl,  18  L.  R.  A.  500,  which  holds  defective  serv- 
ice of  notice  of  motion  to  place  case  on  short-cause  calendar  by  leaving  with  occu- 
pant of  office  waived  by  permitting  trial  without  objection. 

Cited  in  note  (16  Am.  St.  Rep.  496)  on  effect  of  defects  in  service  of  process 
on  jurisdiction. 
Vacation  of  Judanneitts  on  motion. 

Cited  in  note  (60  Am.  St.  Rep.  643,  644)  on  vacation  of  judgments  on  motion 
when  not  specially  authorized  by  statute. 

18  L.  R.  A.  600,  TREFTZ  v.  STAHL,  46  111.  App.  462. 
Motion  to  set  aside  Jndarnient. 

Cited  in  Hahn  v.  Gates,  67  111.  App.  598,  holding  affidavit  on  which  motion  to 
set  aside  judgment  is  based  should  state  facts,  not  conclusions;  Grosvenor  v. 
Doyle,  50  111.  App.  49,  holding  neglect  of  defendant  in  default  to  give  notice  to  set 
aside  default  judgment  estops  him  to  contest  final  decree;  Coppet  King  v. 
Johnson,  9  Ariz.  72,  76  Pa.  594,  holding  affidavit  of  merits  insufficient  to  sus- 
tain motion  to  set  aside  judgment. 
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Cited  in  Auburn  Cycle  Co.  v.  Foote,  69  111.  App.  647,  holding  irregularities  in 
service  of  notice  of  motion  to  strike  cause  waived  where  adverse  party  files  aifi- 
-davit;  Johnston  v.  Brown,  61  111.  App.  651,  holding  failure  of  litigant  to  take 
prompt  advantage  of  irregularities  in  service  of  notice  to  place  cause  on  short- 
•cause  calendar  deemed  waiver;  McGuire  v.  Gilbert,  99  111.  App.  518;  Belinski  v. 
Brand,  76  111.  App.  407;  Union  Book  Co.  v.  Robinson,  105  111.  App.  237,— holding 
objection  to  cause  being  on  short-cause  calendar  should  be  made  in  trial  court,  at 
•once  upon  service  of  notice;  Freund  v.  Huylers,  102  111.  App.  487,  holding  long 
•delay  in  making  motion  to  strike  cause  from  short-cause  calendar  waiver  of  al- 
leged irregularities;  Wheatley,  B.  k  Co.  v.  Chicago  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank,  64  DI. 
App.  616,  holding  irregularities  incident  to  preparation  for  trial  of  cause  which 
is  upon  short-cause  calendar  waived  by  failure  of  parties  to  move  for  removal  of 
«ause  from  calendar  until  day  of  trial. 

18  L.  R.  A.  602,  STATE  v.  INDIANA  &  I.  S.  R.  CO.  133  Ind.  69,  32  N.  E.  817. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  State,  142  Ind.  434,  41  N.  E. 
•937 ;  State  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  133  Ind.  700,  32  N.  E.  822. 
Constraction  off  penal  utatvtes. 

Cited  in  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R,  Co.  v.  State,  13  Ind.  App.  531,  41  N.  E.  952,  hold- 
ing statute  requiring  railroads  to  post  information  on  blackboards,  concerning 
Arrival  of  trains  at  stations  where  "there  is  a  telegraph  office,"  not  violated  for 
failure  to  post  such  information  at  night,  when  no  operator  on  duty;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Com.  102  Ky.  310,  63  L.  R.  A.  152,  43  S.  W.  458,  holding  stat- 
ute requiring  stations  and  ticket  offices  to  be  open  thirty  minutes  before  departure 
of  trains  not  applicable  to  night  trains  at  stations  not  kept  open;  Gustavel  r. 
State,  153  Ind.  617,  54  N.  E.  123,  construing  clause  in  statute  forbidding  taking 
of  fish,  except  with  hook  and  line,  during  certain  season  "in  any  of  the  waters  of 
this  state,"  to  mean  "any  of  the  other  waters,"  where  preceding  clause  forbade  any 
taking  by  any  means  in  "any  of  the  streams"  of  the  state;  McGuire  v.  St 
Louis,  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  113  Mo.  App.  82,  87  S.  W.  564,  construing  "station''  in 
statute  requiring  fencing  of  tracks  as  place  for  receipt  and  discharge  of  passen- 
gers and  freight;  Moore  v.  Campbell,  85  Ark.  584,  109  S.  W.  544,  construing 
"depot"  in  ordinance  against  drumming  as  including  platforms  and  grounds 
connected  therewith;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  State,  165  Ind.  627,  75  N.  E.  272,  hold- 
ing that  penalty  is  recoverable  for  each  violation  of  statute  requiring  posting  of 
time  .of  arrival  of  trains. 
state  reflralAtion  off  railroads. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Kentucky  &  I.  Bridge  Co.  136  Ind.  198,  35  N.  E.  991,  holding 
statute  requiring  railroad  companies  to  place  blackboards  in  stations  on  which 
to  write  time  of  arrival  of  trains  not  applicable  to  company  operating  trains  on 
schedule  less  than  time  required  in  statute  for  posting  notice  of  train  arrivals; 
State  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  157  Ind.  291,  61  N.  E.  669,  holding  pen- 
alty imposed  on  railroad  company  under  blackboard  law  applies  to  failure  to 
maintain  blackboard,  and  not  to  variance  from  prescribed  dimensions;  McGuire 
v.  Chicago,  B.  &  I.  R.  Co.  131  Iowa,  370,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  720,  108  N.  W.  902, 
holding  that  state  statute  against  relief  plan  relieving  railroad  from  liability  is 
applicable  to  foreign  railroad  company. 

Jacll<Slal  aotice. 

Approved  in  Louisville,  N.  A.  k  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Heck,  151  Ind.  312,  60  N.  £.  988; 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  42  C.  C.  A.  199, 102  Fed-  107 ;  Youree  v.  Vicks- 
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burg,  S.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  110  La.  795,  34  So.  779| — holding  that  court  will  take  judicial 
notice  oi  use  of  telegraph  to  control  movement  of  trains. 


Cited  in  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  Com.  92  Va.  64,  41  L.  R.  A.  438,  22  S.  E.  809, 
holding  reooTery  of  penalty  in  nature  of  fine  or  forfeiture  for  violating  statu- 
tory duty  not  violation  of  constitutional  provision  pertaining  to  fines  assessed  for 
crimes;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  167  Ind.  40,  60  N.  E.  679,  holding 
statute  providing  for  individual  recovery  of  penalty  for  failure  to  send  telegraphic 
message  constitutional;  Adams  Exp.  Co.  v.  State,  161  Ind.  343,  67  N.  E. .1033, 
upholding  constitutionality  of  act  providing  penalty  for  unjust  discrimination 
by  express  companies. 
Proaeevttnv  attorney's  iatereat  In  penalties. 

Cited  in  State  em  rel.  Goodman  v.  Halter,  149  Ind.  300,  47  N.  E.  665,  holding 
statute  giving  prosecuting  attorney  interest  in  penalty  constitutional. 
Statntory  restriction   of  contracts. 

Cited  in  Gulf,  C.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Eddins,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  127,  26  S.  W.  161, 
holding  state  statute  imposing  restraints  upon  power  to  contract  by  carriers  not 
unlawful  regulation  of  interstate  commerce. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  790)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting  con- 
tracts and  business. 

Definition  of  commerce. 

Cited  in  Re  Charge,  151  Fed.  839,  holding  that  commerce  means  exchange  of 
goods. 

18  L.  R.  A.  609,  BOYCE  v.  UNION  P.  R.  CO.  8  Utah,  353,  31  Pac.  450. 
Nevlisent  maintenance  of  bath  in  gr  resorts. 

Cited  in  Larkin  v.  Saltair  Beach  Co.  30  Utah,  100,  S  L.R.A.(N.S.)  987,  116 
Am.  St.  Rep.  818,  83  Pac.  686,  8  Ann.  Cas.  977,  holding  o\vner  of  public  bath 
resort  failing  to  place  signs  to  indicate  dangerous  places,  liable  for  drowning  of 
boy;  Decatur  Amusement  Park  Co.  v.  Porter,  137  111.  App.  452,  holding  that 
complaint  that  owner  of  bathing  resort  did  not  provide  suitable  attendants  to 
guard  against  drowning  of  patrons,  states  cause  of  action. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brotherton  v.  Manhattan  Beach  Improv.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A. 
598,  which  requires  keeper  of  bathing  resort  to  take  proper  precautions  for  safety 
of  bathers;  McGraw  v.  District  of  Columbia,  25  L.  R.  A.  691,  which  holds  mu- 
nicipality not  responsible  for  safety  of  bathing  beach  which  it  is  required  to 
maintain. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1133)  on  liability  of  one  maintaining  place  of 
public  amusement  for  safety  of  patrons. 

Distinguished  in  Phillips  v.  Orr,  152  N.  C.  586,  67  S.  E.  1064,  holding  chief 
of  police  renting  bathing  suits  to  boys  bathing  in  lake  in  park  not  liable  for 
drowning  of  boy. 

18  L.  R.  A.  610,  SOUTHERN  P.  R.  CO.  v.  FERRIS,  93  Cal.  263,  28  Pac.  828. 
E^ffect  of  pnblic  nser  of  private  'way. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Stickley  v.  Sodus  Twp.  59  L.  R.  A.  287,  which  holds  pri- 
.  vate  wfty,  built  for  private  gain  from  highway  to  private  wharf,  and  maintained 
by  private  enterprise,  does  not  become  public  by  user  without  objection. 

Cited  in  notes  (29  Am.  St.  Rep.  904)  on  eflTect  of  non-user  of  highway;  (57 
Am.  St.  Rep.  755)  on  highways  by  user;  (12  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  571)  on  right  to  use 
liiffhway  for  entire  width. 

L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 27. 
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Uaer  us  nceeptance* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Downend  v.  Kansas  City,  51  L.  R.  A.  170,  wliicli  holda 
mere  user  of  land  as  street  not  accseptance  rendering  city  liable  for  failure  to 
keep  in  repair;  Riley  v.  Buchanan,  63  L.R.A.  642,  which  holds  acceptance  of 
dedicated  highway  evidenced  by  long  continued  user;  Okanogan  County  y. 
Cheetham,  70  L.R.A.  1027,  which  holds  public  use  of  strip  of  land  as  highway 
for  seven  years  before  homestead  rights  attach  thereto,  sufficient  acceptance  of 
benefit  of  act  of  Congress  granting  right  of  way  for  construction  of  highways 
over  public  lands. 
Vme  off  hIsrIiivaT'  for  i«llro«d. 

Cited  in  Madera  R.  Co.  v.  Raymond  Granite  Co.  3  Cal.  App.  679,  87  Pac. 
27,  holding  railroad  company  authorized  by  statute  to  condemn  easement  in 
highway  for  its  line. 

Cited  in  note  (66  L.R.A.  588)  on  right  of  railroad  to  keep  trespassers  from 
track  or  right  of  way. 

18  L.  R.  A.  512,  FULLER  &  F.  00.  v.  McHENRY,  83  Wis.  573,  53  N.  W.  896. 
Married  Tvoman's  contracts. 

Cited  in  Emerson-Talcott  Co.  v.  Knapp,  90  Wis.  36,  62  N.  W.  945,  holding  wife's 
contract  as  surety  on  husband's  note  void;  Haggett  v.  Hurley,  91  Me.  557,  41  L. 
R.  A.  367,  40  Atl.  561,  holding  wife  cannot  become  partner  of  her  husband  and  so 
contract  in  reference  thereto  as  to  bind  her  separate  estate;  Gaynor  v.  Blewett, 
86  Wis.  401,  57  N.  W.  44,  holding  contractual  power  of  married  woman  limited 
to  engagements  convenient  to  use  or  enjoyment  of  her  separate  estate;  Hoaglin 
v.  Henderson,  119  Iowa,  725,  61  L.  R.  A.  758,  footnote  p.  756,  97  Am.  St  Rep. 
335,  94  N.  W.  247,  holding  statutory  power  conferred  upon  married  women  to 
contract  with  reference  to  separate  property  not  inclusive  of  power  to  contract 
partnership  relation  with  husband;  Mayers  v.  Kaiser,  86  Wis.  394,  21  L,  R.  A. 
632,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  849,  55  N.  W.  688,  holding  wife  incapable  of  entering  into 
partnership  with  husband;  Kriz  v.  Peege,  119  Wis.  115,  95  N.  W.  108,  holding 
married  woman  without  separate  estate  bound  by  lease  signed  by  husband  and 
herself. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Haggett  v.  Hurley,  41  L.  R.  A.  362,  which  denies  married 
woman's  power  to  form  partnership  with  husband;  Vail  v.  Winterstein,  18  L.  R. 
A.  516,  which  holds  married  woman  may  enter  firm  in  which  husband  not  a 
partner;  Morrison  v.  Dickey,  69  L.R.A.  87,  which  holds  that  a  subpartnership 
may  exist  between  husband  and  wife  in  reference  to  profits  of  a  business  in  which 
the  husband  is  a  partner. 

Distinguished  in  Good  Land  Co.  v.  Cole,  131  Wis.  471,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  1056, 
110  N.  W.  895,  11  Ann.  Cas.  806,  holding  wife  and  husband  may  be  corporators  of 
same  corporation. 

Action  aarainst   married  Troinan. 

Cited  in  Gallagher  v.  Mjelde,  98  Wis.  513,  74  N.  W.  340,  holding,  in  any  action 
against  married  woman  other  than  one  affecting  individual  estate,  husband  must 
be  joined. 

Aaniflrnments. 

Cited  in  Northern  Nat.  Bank  v.  Weed,  8^  Wis.  216,  56  N.  W.  634,  holding  vol- 
untary assignment  under  form  of  bill  of  sale  void  as  creating  preference;  Collins 
v.  Corwith,  94  Wis.  623,  69  N.  W.  349,  holding  transaction  by  which  two  creditors 
take  debtor's  property  to  pay  themselves,  with  reversion  to  debtor  if  any  property 
left,  is  in  eflfect  a  voluntary  assignment;  Strong  v.  Kalk,  91  Wis.  32,  51  Am.  St. 
Rep.  863,  64  N.  W.  296,  holding  chattel  mortgages  given  to  certain  creditors  an 
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assignment;  Duryea  v.  Muse,  117  Wis.  404,  94  N.  W.  365,  holding  statute  requir- 
ing general  assignee  to  file  bond  not  suspended  by  passage  of  Federal  bankruptcy 
act. 

Cited  in  note  (37  L.  R.  A.  366)  on  whether  preference  by  mortgage  or  sale  is 
assignment  for  creditors. 

18  L.  R.  A.  616,  VAIL  v.  WINTERSTEIN,  94  Mich.  230,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  334,  53 

N.  W.  932. 
H«a1»aBd  and  Trlffe  as  baalnesM  partners. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hoaglin  v.  Henderson,  61  L.  R.  A.  756,  which  sustains 
wife^s  right  to  enter  into  partnership  agreement  with  husband;  Fuller  &.  F.  Co. 
V.  McHenry,  18  L.  R.  A.  512,  which  denies  wife's  right  to  become  husband's 
Partner;  Morrison  v.  Dickey,  69  L.R.A.  87,  which  holds  that  a  subpartnersbip 
may  exist  between  husband  and  wife  in  reference  to  profits  of  a  business  in  which 
the  husband  is  a  partner. 

Cited  in  note  (115  Am.  St.  Rep.  411)  on  partnership  between  husband  and  wife. 

Distinguished  in  Haggctt  v.  Hurley,  91  Afe.  557,  41  L.  R.  A.  367,  footnote  p. 
3C2,  40  Atl.  561,  holding  married  woman  legally  incapable  of  transacting  businesa 
in  partnership  i^ith  husband. 

18  L.  R.  A.  519,  BUTCHER  v.  WEST  VIRGINIA  &  P.  R.  CO.  37  W.  VA.  18^, 

16  S.  E.  457. 
Coatrlbatory  Beffllir«nc«.  ** 

Cited  in  Fisher  v.  West  Virginia  A  P.  R.  Co.  42  W.  Va.  192,  33  L.  R.  A.  73,  24 
S.  E.  570,  holding  intoxicated  passenger  obstinately  going  upon  platform  steps, 
contrary  to  request  of  conductor,  guilty  of  contributory  negligence;  Woodell  v. 
West  Virginia  Improv.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  46,  17  S.  E.  386,  holding  contributory  neg- 
ligence matter  of  defense,  where  not  appearing  by  plaintiff's  showing,  which  may 
be  proved  under  general  issue;  Williams  v.  Belmont  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  65  W.  Va. 
95,  46  S.  E.  802,  holding  refusal  to  submit  evidence  to  jury  proper  in  action  for 
negligently  causing  death  of  plaintiff's  son  in  entry  to  defendant's  mine  by  run- 
ning over  him  with  motor  where  decedent  assumed  risk. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  ^.  724)  on  denial  of  liability  for  negligence  in  failing 
to  take  precautions  required  by  statute  on  ground  that  they  would  have  been  in- 
sufficient to  prevent  injury;  (40  L.  R.  A.  134)  on  intoxication  as  affecting 
negligence;  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1185)  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  contributory  negli- 
gence. 

-—At  railroad  crossings. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Passman  v.  West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  609, 
which  holds  cutting  of  train  on  side  track  at  highway  crossing  not  invitation  to 
cross  without  using  ordinary  precaution;  Keenan  v.  Union  Traction  Co.  68  L.  R, 
A.  217,  which  holds  failure  to  look  for  train  when  within  35  feet  of  track,  negli- 
gence; Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  54  L.  R.  A.  803,  which  holds  failure  to 
look  when  within  30  feet  of  track  not  prevent  recovery. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   1033)   on  intoxication  of  persons  on  track  as 
affecting  applicability  of  doctrine  of  last  clear  chance. 
Proxlatate  cavse. 

Cited  in  Foley  v.  McMahon,  114  Mo.  App.  444,  90  S.  W.  113,  holding  defective 
tng  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  foot  of  driver,  where  driver  placed  foot 
in  front  of  wagon  wheel  while  repairing  tug  and  team  started  and  drew  wheel 
over  it;  Bare  v.  Crane  Creek  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  61  W.  Va.  31,  8  L.R.A.(NJ3.)  286, 
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123  Am.  St.  Rep.  006,  55  S.  E.  907,  holding  in  action  based  on  negligence  burden 
of  proof  on  plaintiff  to  show  defendant's  negligence  proximate  cause  of  injury. 
Cited  in  note   (9  L.R.A.(N.S.)   346)   on  proximate  cause. 

18  L.  R.  A.  624,  WINNEY  v.  SANDWICH  MFG.  CO.  86  Iowa,  608,  63  N.  W.  421 
Service  of  proceaa  ob  forelirn  corporation. 

Cited  in  Moffitt  v.  Chicago  Chronicle  Co.*  107  Iowa,  412,  78  N.  W.  45,  holding 
service  of  process  upon  local  agent  of  foreign  corporation  valid  to  give  local  court 
jurisdiction  over  defendant;  Tiller  v.  St.  Louis  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.  189  Fed.  998,  to  the 
point  that  foreign  corporation  permitted  to  do  business  in  state  will  be  held  per- 
sonally present  in  state  for  purpose  of  service  of  process. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A.  495)  on  who  may  be  served  with  process  in  suit 
against  foreign  corporation. 

Pleadlnir  of  atatvte  of  Itmltatton  by  foreign  eorporatlos* 

Approved  in  Volivar  v.  Richmond  Cedar  Works,  152  N.  0.  658,  68  S.  E.  200, 
holding  plea  of  statute  of  limitations  available  to  nonresident  corporation  main- 
taining process  agent  in  state. 

Cited  in  Burns  v.  White  Swan  Min.  Co.  35  Or.  308,  57  Pac.  637,  holding  statute 
of  limitation  may  be  pleaded  by  foreign  corporation  having  agent  in  state  where 
sued. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Turoott  v.  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  768,  which 
sustains  right  of  foreign  corporation  not  complying  with  statutory  requirements 
to  plead  statute  of  limitations;  Williams  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  64  L.  R. 
A.  794,  which  denies  right  of  foreign  corporation  to  avail  itself  of  statute  of  lim 
itations;  Colonial  &  U.  S.  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Northwest  Thresher  Co.  70  L.R.A.  814, 
which  holds  bar  of  limitations  available  to  foreign  corporation  which  has  com- 
plied with  laws  of  state  and  has  regularly  done  business  in  state  during  entire 
statutory  period  during  all  of  which  time  it  has  had  an  agent  resident  in  state 
on  whom  process  could  be  served. 

Cited  in  notes  ( 19  L.  R.  A.  224 )  on  who  or  what  is  included  in  term  "persons" 
within  meaning  of  statute  of  limitations;  (23  L.R.A. (N.S.)  551)  on  sufficiency 
and  effect  of  "return"  to  state  by  defendant  to  start  limitations  running. 

Distinguished  in  Smyth  v.  Peters  Shoe  Co.  Ill  Iowa,  390,  82  N.  W.  898,  holding 
foreign  corporation  may  plead  statute  of  limitations  of  state  of  domicil  in  actioo 
against  it  in  state  where  suit  is  brought. 
Interest. 

Cited  in  Frick  v.  Kabaker,  116  Iowa,  511,  90  N.  W.  498,  holding  instruction  to 
allow  interest  not  claimed  in  petition  erroneous. 

18  L.  R.  A.  527,  LITTLE  ROCK  &  FT.  S.  R,  CO.  v.  CRAVENS,  67  Ark.  112,  88 

Am.  St.  Rep.  230,  20  S.  W.  803. 
Contract  Umlttnir  carrier's  liability* 

Cited  in  Pacific  Exp.  Co.  v.  Wallace,  60  Ark.  104,  29  S.  W.  32,  holding  carrier 
not  permitted  to  limit  liability  by  special  contract;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Spann,  67  Ark.  136,  20  S.  W.  914,  holding  carrier  not  permitted  to  limit  liability 
against  negligence  by  special  contract;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Craig,  102  Tenn.  302, 
62  S.  W.  164,  holding  common  carrier  may  limit  liability  for  loss  or  damage  to 
freight,  provided  it  affords  shipper  alternative  of  shipping  with  or  without  such 
limitation;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  79  Miss.  122,  30  So.  43,  hold- 
ing bill  of  lading  exempting  carrier  from  loss  by  fire  invalid,  where  common-law 
transportation  not  offered;  Robert  v.  Chicago  &  Ai  R.  Co.  148  Mo.  App.  116. 
127  S.  W.  925,  holding  that  carrier  must  allow  shipper  privilege  of  choosing 
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Tjetween  restricted  and  full  liability,  in  order  to  make  limitation  of  liability 
valid;  St  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Coolidge,  73  Ark.  117,  67  L.R.A.  558,  108 
Am.  St.  Rep.  21,  83  S.  W.  333,  3  Ann.  Cas.  582,  holding  contract  limiting  carrier's 
liability  to  given  value  in  ease  of  loss  void  where  not  based  on  consideration; 
St.  Louis  A  S.  F.  R,  Co.  v.  Wells,  81  Ark.  472,  99  S.  W.  534,  holding  restrictions 
void  when  local  agent  denies  shipper  opportunity  to  take  advantage  of  more 
favorable  contract  at  higher  rate;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Pearce,  82  Ark. 
358,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  75,  101  S.  W.  760,  12  Ann.  Cas.  125,  holding  carrier  can- 
not require  shipper  to  release  carrier  from  liability  already  accrued  on  account 
of  delays  in  furnishing  cars,  before  according  privilege  to  ship;  St.  Louis  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  Burgin,  83  Ark.  506,  104  S.  W.  161,  holding  stipulations  reducing 
amount  of  liability  changing  respective  duties  of  carrier  and  shipper  and  fixing 
limitations  on  time  for  bringing  action  valid,  where  contract  based  on  reduced 
rate:  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Cotton,  87  Ark.  343,  112  S.  W.  742,  holding 
restrictions  void  where  shipper  denied  opportunity  to  ship  on  unrestricted  terms; 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Hollowell,  172*^  Ind.  470,  88  N.  E.  680,  holding 
if  demand  by  shipper  that  property  be  shipped  under  carrier's  common  law  lia- 
bility would  be  unavailing,  shipper's  assent  to  limited  liability  contract  is  not 
binding;  Murphy  v.  Wells-Fargo  &  Co.  Exp.  99  Minn.  231,  108  N.  W.  1070,  hold- 
ing clause  in  standard  form  of  express  company's  receipt  limiting  value  to  fifty 
(ioliars  invalid,  where  receipt  given  for  carload  of  strawberries  worth  $2,000.00, 
freight  upon  which  was  $330.00;  Baker  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  74  N.  H.  Ill,  124 
Am.  St.  Rep.  937,  65  Atl.  386,  12  Ann.  Cas.  1072,  holding  carrier's  contract  of 
indemnity  void  where  shippers  not  given  opportunity  to  have  carriers  perform 
full  duty  and  carrier  refused  to  provide  cars  for  milk  unless  shipper  furnished 
men  to  handle  it  and  indemnified  carriers  from  liability  for  damages  to  men  and 
property  also  citing  annotation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Teoumseh  Mills  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  557. 
which  holds  prohibition  against  carriers  limiting  liability  inapplicable  to  contract 
by  domestic  corporation  in  other  state  for  transportation  entirely  outside  of 
«tate;  Mears  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  66  L.  R.  A.  884,  which  authorizes 
carrior  to  stipulate  for  exemption  from  liability  for  wet;  Ullman  v.  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  246,  which  sustains  carrier's  right  to  secure  entire  exemp- 
tion from  liability  as  insurer  for  loss  not  due  to  negligence  or  misfeasance;  Cen- 
tral R.  Co.  V.  Murphey,  53  L.  11.  A.  720,  which  holds  negligent  carrier  liable  for 
tme  value,  notwithstanding  arbitrary  preadjiistment  in  bill  of  lading,  assented  to 
by  shipper;  Willock  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  228,  which  holds  carrier 
not  protected  against  own  negligence  by  requirement  that  shipper  shall  insure 
for  carrier's  benefit;  Russell  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  67  L.R,A.  433,  which  sustains  car- 
rier's right  to  limit  common  law  liability  by  special  contract  thereby  exempting 
itself  from  liability  for  loss  resulting  otherwise  than  by  negligence  or  mis- 
feasance. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  638,  639)  on  efl'ect  of  shipping  contract  limit- 
ing common-law  liability,  signed  under  compulsion;  (46  Am.  St.  Rep.  777,  779, 
780)  on  carrier's  right  to  exact  special  contract  from  shipper;  (88  Am.  St.  Rep. 
79,  92,  93,  94)  on  limitation  of  carrier's  liability  in  bills  of  lading;  (42  L.  ed. 
U.  S.  691)  on  validity  and  construction  of  contracts  exempting  from  liability 
for  negligence;  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  348)  on  special  limitations  of  liability  of  car- 
rier. 

Distinguished  in  Little  Rock  &  Ft.  S.  R,  Co.  t.  Odom,  63  Ark.  331,  38  S.  W.  339, 
and  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Sharp,  64  Ark.  118,  40  S.  W.  781,  holding? 
carrier  may-limit  liability  by  contract  where  goods  shipped  are  destined  to  place 


18  L.R.A.  627]  L,  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  422 

beyond  end  of  initial  carrier's  line ;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Carter,  9  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  685,  29  S.  W.  565,  holding  carrier  accepting  goods  for  transportation  under 
verbal  contract  without  limitation  of  liability  not  permitted  to  impose  limitation 
in  written  contract  executed  after  acceptance  of  shipment. 

18  L.  R.  A.  633,  KLINE  v.  BANK  OF  TESCOTT,  60  Kan.  91,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  107, 

31  Pac.  688. 
Extrinsic  evidence   to  explain  'vrrltten   instrnment. 

Cited  in  Janes  v.  Citizens  Bank,  9  Okla.  560,  60  Pac.  290,  and  Benham  y.  Smith, 
53  Kan.  498,  36  Pac.  997,  holding  extrinsic  evidence  admissible  to  show  intention 
of  parties  to  negotiable  note  executed  by  officers  of  corporation ;  Gardner  v.  Coop- 
er, 9  Kan.  App.  692,  58  Pac.  230,  and  Shaffer  v.  Hohenschild,  2  Kan.  App.  620,  43 
Pac.  979,  holding  extrinsic  evidence  admissible  to  show  that  corporate  officers 
signed  instrument  in  official  capacity;  Western  Grocer  Co.  v.  Lackman,  76  Kan. 
36,  88  Pac.  527,  holding  evidence  admissible,  as  between  parties,  to  show  whether 
note  is  obligation  of  corporation  or  of  officers  signing. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  705)  on  admissibility  of  extrinsic  evidence  to  show 
who  is  liable  as  maker  of  note. 

Descrlptio  peraonoe. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1086)  on  liability  of  principal  on  negotiable 
paper  executed  by  agent;  (4  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  284)  on  liability  of  one  signing  bill 
or  note  as  agent. 

Distinguished  in  Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Essex,  66  Kan.  102,  71  Pac.  268, 
holding  service  upon  corporation  as  individual  not  binding  upon  it  as  trustee. 

18  L.  R.  A.  535,  WELSH  v.  TAYLOR,  134  N.  Y.  460,  47  N.  Y.  S.  R.  301,  31  N.  E. 

896. 
Bxtinvvl'lixnent  or  abundonment  of  eoaement* 

Cited  in  Nicklas  v.  Keller,  9  App.  Div.  220,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  172,  holding  ease- 
ment in  street  created  by  deed  of  conveyance  of  lot  abutting  thereon  not  extin- 
guished by  abandonment  of  such  street  as  public  highway;  Weaver  v.  Getz,  16  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  421,  18  Lane.  L.  Rev.  230,  holding  right  in  wagon  road  acquired  by  deed 
as  appurtenant  to  land  conveyed  not  affected  by  failure  of  grantee  to  use;  Wood- 
side  V.  Ciceroni,  35  C.  C.  A.  183,  93  Fed.  7,  holding  easement  to  enter  and  pros- 
pect for  mining  being  created  by  deed,  mere  failure  to  exercise  right  will  not  ex- 
tinguish it;  Haight  v.  Littlefield,  147  N.  Y.  344,  41  N.  E.  696,  Affirming  71  Hun, 
290,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  1097,  holding  right  of  easement  in  highway  not  extinguished 
by  digging  of  ditch  across,  or  erection  of  fences  thereon,  even  with  knowledge  of 
grantee;  Spencer  v.  Lighthouse,  114  App.  Div.  595,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  1016,  holding 
easement  in  use  of  halls  not  extinguished  by  payment  of  rent  for  their  use  in 
connection  with  having  them  cleaned;  Norris  v.  Hoffman,  133  App.  Div.  604, 
118  N.  Y.  Supp.  156  (dissenting  opinion),  on  what  constitutes  abandonment  of 
easement. 

Cited  in  note  (135  Am.  St.  Rep.  906)  on  gain  or  loss  of  title  by  abandonment 
not  including  questions  under  statute  of  limitations. 
— —  Mere  nonnser. 

Cited  in  Suydam  v.  Dunton,  84  Hun,  609,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  333,  holding  eessor  to 
use,  coupled  with  clear  intention  to  abandon,  an  effective  extinguishment  of  ease- 
ment; Lambert  v.  Huber,  22  Misc.  466,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  793,  holding  right  to  ease- 
ment in  alley  not  lost  by  nonuser  merely;  Kerrigan  v.  Backus,  69  App.  Div.  335, 
74  N.  Y.  Supp.  906,  holding  easement  acquired  by  deed  as  appurtenant  to  land 
conveyed  not  lost  by  nonuser  by  grantee;  Weed  v.  McKeg,  79  App.  Div.  221,  79 
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N.  Y.  Supp.  807,  holding  mere  nonuser  does  not  create  abandonment;  Marshall  v. 
Wenninger,  20  Misc.  629,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  670;  Valentine  v.  Schreiber,  3  App.  Div. 
241,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  417;  Conabeer  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  156  N.  Y.  484, 
51  N.  E.  402, — ^holding  mere  nonuser  does  not  create  abandonment  of  right  or  title 
to  property  created  or  conveyed  by  deed;  Andrus  v.  National  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  93 
App.  Div.  378,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  671,  holding  easement  by  grant  not  extinguished  by 
nonuser;  Harris  v.  Curtis,  139  App.  Div.  397,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  263;  Stillman  v. 
Clean,  72  Misc.  200,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  616, — holdings  that  nonuser  will  not  create 
abandonment  of  easement  created  by  deed;  Heughes  v.  Galusha  Stove  Oo.  133 
App.  Div.  819,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  109,  holding  nonuser  of  alleys  does  not  extinguish 
casement  therein;  Brunthaver  v.  Talty,  31  App.  D.  C.  137,  holding  easement  in 
alley  not  extinguished  by  building  and  maintaining  wall  without  opening  for 
entrance  to  alley;  Watts  v.  C.  I.  Johnson  &  B.  Real  Estate  Corp.  106  Va.  626, 
54  S.  £.  317,  holding  easement  in  alley  not  abandoned  by  erection  of  building 
abutting  thereon  without  doorway  m  wall  opening  on  alley ;  McCullough  v.  Broad 
Exch.  Co.  101  App.  Div.  673,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  633,  holding  right  of  way  and  ease- 
ment acquired  by  deed  not  extinguished  by  nonuser  but  only  by  grant  or  adverse 
possession;  People  ex  rel.  Washburn  v.  Gloversville,  128  App.  Div.  48,  112  N.  Y. 
Supp.  387,  holding  private  easement  in  street  is  not  lost  by  mere  nonuser,  but 
can  be  cut  off  only  by  abandonment  or  prescriptive  right  in  another;  Remsen  v. 
Wingert,  112  App.  Div.  237,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  388,  holding  mere  nonuser,  however 
long  continued  does  not  create  abandonment;  Re  Daly,  123  App.  Div.  713,  108 
N.  Y.  Supp.  636,  holding  nonuser  will  not  create  abandonment  of  easement  created 
by  deed  to  use  of  waters  of  lake  for  mill ;  Henderson  Estate  Co.  v.  Carroll  Electric 
Co.  113  App.  Div.  779,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  365,  holding  right  to  use  mill  pond  as 
reservoir  not  abandoned  by  nonuser,  in  absence  of  unequivocal  acts  or  conduct 
showing  intention  to  abandon;  Nicomen  Boom  Co.  v.  North  Shore  Boom  &  Driving 
Co.  40  Wash.  330,  82  Pac.  412,  holding  nonuser  of  located  territory  by  boom  com- 
pany not  an  abandonment  of  its  right  thereto. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Nichols  v.  Peck,  40  L.  R.  A.  81,  which  holds  original  barway 
not  abandoned  by  using  other  for  eleven  years  after  former  rendered  impassable 
by  lowering  of  highway. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  880,  881,  882,  884,  886,  887,  888,  889,  891) 
on  abandonment  or  loss  of  private  way  by  nonuser  or  improvements  inconsistent 
with  use. 

Effect  of  aeqvienceiice   In   erection   of  Impediment. 

Cited  in  Weed  v.  McKeg,  37  Miso.  110,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  250,  holding  owner  of  lot 
having  easement  in  alley  in  common  with  others  estopped. to  complain  of  erection 
and  maintenance  of  gate  at  entrance  thereto,  when  such  was  done  with  his  consent 
and  long  acquiescence;  Boyd  v.  Hunt,  102  Tenn.  604,  62  S.  W.  131,  holding  erection 
and  maintenance  of  gate  at  entrance  to  alley,  coupled  with  nonuse,  by  dominant 
estate  not  abandonment  of  easement;  Johnson  v.  Stitt,  21  R.  I.  433,  44  Atl.  613, 
holding  erection  of  iron  fence  across  way,  even  with  silent  acquiescence,  not  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  nonuser  to  constitute  abandonment. 

Alffhts  of  O'vrnera  of  dominant  and  servient  tenementn. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Cornell  University,  21  Misc.  225,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R.  640,  45  N.  Y. 
Supp.  640,  holding  trespass  not  maintainable  against  owner  of  dominant  estate 
for  using  water,  right  to  which  was  created  by  deed  of  conveyance,  excepting  tliat 
Tight  out  of  servient  estate;  Elnabe  v.  Levelle,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  821,  holding  convey- 
ance of  easement  in  alley  forming  boundary  line  between  two  lots  gives  to  each 
owner  th^eof  equal  rights  therein;  Sebald  v.  Mulholland,  6  Misc.  354,  26  N.  Y. 
Supp.  913,  holding  equity  will  refuse  to  interfere  with  maintenance  of  building 
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wall  erected  contrary  to  party-wall  agreement,  but  with  acquiescence  of  adjoining 
owner;  Mattes  v.  Frankel,  157  N.  Y.  611,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  804,  52  N.  E.  585  (dis- 
senting opinion ) ,  majority  holding  grantor  estopped  by  declarations  from  denying 
right  of  way  over  his  land  to  grantee. 

18  L.  R.  A.  543,  PORSTER  v.  SCOTT,  136  N.  Y.  577,  49  N.  Y.  S.  R.  699,  32  N.  E. 

976. 
What  constitutes  an  encnntbrance. 

Cited  in  Ray  v.  Adams,  44  App.  Div.  176,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  663,  holding  covenants 
against  erection  and  maintenance  of  nuisances  to  be  encumbrances  on  title  suffi- 
cient to  relieve  execution  purchaser  having  no  knowledge  of  same,  from  completing 
purchase;  Koezly  v.  Koezly,  31  Misc.  400,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  613,  holding  encnm- 
brance  to  be  any  right  in  or  burden  upon  land  depreciative  of  its  value;  Turner 
V.  Walker,  40  Misc.  381,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  340,  holding  right  of  way  reserved  for 
railroad,  an  encumbrance  upon  land;  Heim  v.  Schwoerer,  115  App.  Div.  296,  100 
X.  Y.  Supp.  808  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  what  constitutes  incumbrance; 
Tuskegee  Land  &  Secur.  Co.  v.  Birmingham  Realty  Co.  161  Ala.  556,  23  L.RA. 
(N.S.)  994,  49  So.  378,  holding  right  of  railroad  company  to  build  and  operate 
railroad  along  street  in  front  of  property  is  incumbrance;  Dieterlen  v.  Miller, 
114  App.  Div.  43,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  699,  holding  covenant  not  to  use  premises  for 
noxious,  offensive  or  dangerous  trade  or  business  running  with  land,  constitutes 
incumbrance;  Moroney  v.  State,  67  Misc.  60,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  824,  holding  lease 
is  incumbrance. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1068)  on  pending  condemnation  proceedings  as 
breach  of  covenant  against  encumbrances. 

—  Flllnir    map   as    encumbrance. 

Cit€d  in  German- American  Real  Estate  Title  Guarantee  Co.  v.  Meyers,  32  App. 
Div.  43,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  449,  holding  statute  creating  encumbrance  upon  lands  by 
filing  map  indicating  proposed  streets  unconstitutional ;  People  v.  Adirondack  R. 
Co.  160  N.  Y.  243,  54  N.  E.  689,  Reversing  39  App.  Div.  49,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  869. 
holding  filing  of  map  indicating  lands  to  be  taken  under  power  of  eminent  domain, 
with  no  provision  for  compensation,  creates  no  valid  encumbrance;  Singer  v.  New 
York,  47  App.  Div.  45,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  347,  holding  filing  of  map  indicating  pro- 
posed street  not  an  encumbrance  upon  title  to  property  indicated:  New  York  C. 
&  H.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Haffen,  90  Hun,  261,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  806,  holding  filing  of  map 
showing  proposed  street  does  not  create  cloud  on  title,  precluding  vendee  from 
completing  contract  of  purchases;  Re  Hamilton  Street,  144  App.  Div.  706,  121) 
N.  Y.  Supp.  317,  to  the  point  that  no  public  right  in  lands  to  be  covered  by  pro- 
posed streets  arise  from  mere  laying  out  of  street  on  official  map;  Re  New  York 
City,  200  N.  Y.  543,  93  N.  E.  498,  holding  that  mere  filing  of  map  or  commence- 
ment of  proceedings  to  take  lands  described  and  pay  owners  does  not  affect  abso- 
lute fee  in  owners. 

Compensation  for  pri-vate  property  taken  for  public  nse. 
.  Cited  in  Re  New  York,  24  App.  Div.  11,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  119,  holding  owner  of 
land  appropriation  of  which  is  authorized  by  statute  entitled  to  receive  value  of 
building  erected  after  passage  of  act,  but  before  final  appropriation;  Pape  v.  New 
York  &  H.  R.  Co.  74  App.  Div.  188,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  725,  holding  deprivation  of 
use  and  free  enjoyment  of  one's  property  is  taking  property  within  constitutional 
sense  requiring  compensation  to  be  made  therefor;  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R,  Co. 
V.  State,  37  App.  Div.  63,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  685,  holding  that  knowledge  by  owner 
of  land  of  location  of  flow  line  of  proposed  reservoir  and  that  work  is  being  done 
in  construction  of  dam  does  not  prevent  owner's  recovery  for  injury  by  subsequent 
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flooding;  Bauman  v.  Ross,  167  U.  S.  697,  42  L.  ed.  291,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  966, 
holding  act  of  Congress  March  2,  1893,  requiring  recording  of  map  of  all  lands 
and  streets  in  District  of  Columbia,  does  not  entitle  landowners  to  compensation 
for  property  taken  for  public  use;  Edwards  v.  Bruorton,  184  Mass.  532,  69  N.  E. 
328,  holding  provision  in  statute  denying  compensation  for  injuries  by  change  of 
grade  in  certain  cases  unconstitutional;  Sadlier  v.  New  York,  40  Misc.  83,  81 
N,  Y.  Supp.  308,  holding  owner  entitled  to  compensation  for  flooding  of  roof  with 
water  and  other  matter  from  public  bridge ;  Champlain  Stone  &  Land  Co.  v.  State, 
142  App.  Div.  99,  127  N.  Y.  Supp.  131,  holding  that  person  constructing  bridge 
over  stream  which  he  knew  was  to  be  used  for  canal  purposes  will  not  prevent 
him  from  recovering  damages  for  its  destruction  by  state,  unless  done  in  bad 
faith;  Champlain  Stone  &  Sand  Co.  v.  State,  66  Misc.  467,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  646 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  "riparian  rights"  as  property  for  which  owner  is  en- 
titled to  compensation  when  taken  for  public  use;  Re  New  York,  118  App.  Div. 
226,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  1102,  holding  bad  faith  shown  by  owner  of  building  in 
deliberately  "planting"  it  on  land  sought  to  be  condemned  does  not  deprive  him 
of  right  to  compensation  for  building;  People  ex  rel.  Swain  v.  Reville,  60  Misc. 
476,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  684,  holding  approval  of  plans  and  specifications  for  house 
cannot  be  denied  by  superintendent  of  buildings  on  ground  person  intends  to 
remove  building  to  place  within  lines  of  proposed  street;  Stevens  v.  State,  65 
Misc.  255,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  402,  on  right  of  property  owner  to  use  his  property 
in  reasonable  manner  notwithstanding  contemplated  interference  with  his  prop- 
erty rights  and  to  damages  for  interference  with  such  use. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Shanfelter  v.  Baltimore,  27  L.  R.  A.  648,  which  denies  right 
of  action  for  damages  from  ordinance  selecting  courthouse  site  and  authorizing  its 
condemnation. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  278)  on  allowance  for  improvements  made 
with  knowledge  that  property  required  for  public  use. 

Distinguished  in  effect  in  Re  New  York,  196  N.  Y.  259,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  278,  89 
N.  E.  814,  17  Ann.  Cas,  1032,  holding  building  "planted"  upon  land  sought  to  be 
condemned  is  to  be  treated  as  personalty  and  damages  awarded  accordingly. 
Property,  talcing:. 

Cited  in  Kellenberger  v.  Meisner,  103  App.  Div.  231,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  44  (dis- 
senting opinion),  as  to  what  constitutes  deprivation  of  property;  Fulton  Light, 
Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.  State,  65  Misc.  288,  121  N.  Y.  Supp,  536,  holding  "property" 
in  strict  legal  sense  is  aggregate  of  rights  guaranteed  and  protected  by  gov- 
ernment; riparian  rights  are  property;  People  v.  Bootman,  95  App.  Div.  472, 
88  N.  Y.  Supp.  887,  holding  possession  of  game  title  to  which  was  lawfully  ac- 
quired cannot  be  made  crime  by  legislature;  Knowles  v.  New  Sweden  Irrig.  Dist. 
16  Idaho,  231,  101  Pac.  81,  holding  to  render  water  right  valueless  to  owner  is 
taking  thereof  within  meaning  of  constitution;  People  ex  rel.  Wineburgh  Adver- 
tising Ca  v.  Murphy,  129  App.  Div.  262,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  855,  holding  to  prohibit 
sky  signs  projecting  over  nine  feet  above  front  wall  or  cornice  of  building  is 
taking  of  property;  Stockdale  v.  Rio  Grande  Western  R.  Co.  28  Utah,  211,  77 
Pac.  849,  holding  construction  of  spur  track  near  to  private  property  and  use 
thereof  for  railway  purposes  is  taking  of  property  as  to  owner;  Litchfield  v. 
Bond,  186  N.  Y.  81,  78  N.  E.  719,  holding  entry  upon  and  occupation  of  land 
in  making  survey  to  determine  boundary  line  of  counties  authorized  by  state  is 
taking  thereof. 

Assessment  of  land  condemned  as  confiscation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bloomington  v.  Latham,  18  L.  R.  A.  487,  which  holds  assess* 
ment  on  landowner  for  land  condemned  confiscation. 
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Maintenance  of  nuisance  by  pablle* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Mbrton  v.  New  York,  22  L.  R,  A.  241,  which  holds  city  ha» 
no  right  to  build  pumping  station  on  own  land,  rendering  uninhabitable  adjoining 
buildings. 
Construction  and  Talldlty  of  statutes. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Rodgers  v.  Coler,  66  App.  Div.  108,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  701, 
and  Swikehard  v.  Michels,  81  Hun,  330,  Afarming  8  Misc.  673,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
777,  holding  statute  providing  for  sewer  construction  to  be  construed  with  refer- 
ence to  its  practical  effect  and  operation  within  constitutional  limit;  People  r. 
Hawkins,  157  N.  Y.  8,  42  L.  R.  A.  494,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  736,  61  N.  E.  257,  Affirm- 
ing 10  Misc.  67,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  116,  holding  that  to  determine  constitutionality 
of  legislative  act,  plain,  reasonable  effect,  object,  and  operation  thereof  must  be 
considered;  Kobbe  v.  New  Brighton,  20  Misc.  478,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  777,  holding  de- 
fective erection  and  offensive  operation  of  cremator  of  villa^  garbage,  offal,  etc., 
deprivation  of  constitutional  right  of  neighboring  property  owners;  Barry  v.  Port 
Jervis,  64  App.  Div.  271,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  104,  holding  provision  of  village  charter 
requiring  forty-eight  hours*  notice  of  injuries  received  from  defective  highway* 
to  be  served  on  village  clerk  unconstitutional  as  depriving  person  injured  of  prop- 
erty right,  without  due  process  of  law;  Buffalo  v.  Hill,  79  App.  Div.  408,  7^ 
N.  Y.  Supp.  449,  upholding  constitutionality  of  ordinance  requiring  dealers  to 
obtain  license  for  sale  of  meats  outside  public  markets ;  New  York  Sanitary  Utili- 
zation Co.  V.  Public  Health  Department,  32  Misc.  582,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  324,  hold- 
ing statute  requiring  discontinuance  and  removal  of  garbage-rendering  plant  un- 
constitutional attempt  to  exercise  police  power;  Re  Marshall,  102  Fed.  326,  hold- 
ing game  ordinance  relative  to  size  and  character  of  gun  used  in  shooting  game 
to  be  unconstitutional  exercise  of  police  powers. 
Judicial   scrutiny  of  police  regrulatlons. 

Cited  in  Colon  v.  Lisk,  153  N.  Y.  197,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  609,  47  N.  E.  302,  hold- 
ing statute  providing  for  protection  of  oyster  beds,  police  regulation  and  there- 
fore subject  to  judicial  scrutiny;  Re  Wilshire,  103  Fed.  622,  holding  ordinances 
enacted  by  municipalities  in  exercise  of  police  power,  subject  to  judicial  scrutiny; 
Ex  parte  Kenneke,  136  Cal.  631,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  177,  69  Pac.  261,  dissenting 
opinion  by  Van  Dyke,  J.,  who  holds  game  statute  a  police  regulation  subject  to 
judicial  scrutiny. 

18  L.  R,  A.  547,  HERNDON  v.  IMPERIAL  P.  INS.  CO.  Ill  N.  C.  384,  16  S.  E.  465. 
Petition    for    rehearing. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Council,  129  N.  C.  512,  39  S.  E.  814,  holding  petition  to  rehear 
will  not  be  granted  as  matter  of  right  in  criminal  cause,  contrary  to  court  rules; 
Blacknall  v.  Rowland,  118  N.  C.  421,  24  S.  E.  1,  denying  rehearing  in  action  where 
purchaser  of  stock  recovered  on  warranty,  although  he  did  not  examine  into  truth 
of  representations  as  he  had  privilege  of  doing;  Solomon  v.  Bates,  118  N.  C.  322, 
24  S.  E.  746,  denying  motion  to  modify  opinion  as  repealing  requirement  of  certifi- 
cate of  counsel  indorsed  by  member  of  court  as  preliminary  to  rehearing. 
Rules   of   practice. 

Cited  in  Bird  v.  Gilliam,  125  N.  C.  79,  34  S.  E.  196,  holding  supreme  court  not 
subject  to  rules  of  practice  prescribed  by  legislature  contrary  to  court  rules;  Cal- 
vert V.  Carstarphen,  133  N.  C.  27,  45  S.  E.  353,  holding  that  legislature  cannot 
enact  rules  of  practice  and  procedure  for  supreme  court;  Lee  v.  Baird,  146  N. 
C.  364,  69  S.  E.  876,  holding  legislature  cannot  enact  rules  of  practice  and  pro- 
cedure for  supreme  court. 
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InAep^Bdeaee  of  Judiciary. 

Cited  in  Alabama  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Talley-Bates  Constr.  Co.  162  Ala.  410,  50  So. 
341,  afl  to  whether  legislature  can  control  court  in  rendering  decisions:  Ex  parte 
McCown,  139  N.  C.  107,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  608,  61  S.  E.  967,  holding  legislature 
cannot  deprive  courts  of  power  to  punish  for  contempt;  West  v.  Aberdeen  &  R. 
F.  R.  Co.  140  N.  C.  620,  63  S.  E.  477,  6  Ann.  Cas.  360,  holding  court  has  power 
to  amend  by  making  person  party  without  statute. 

18  L.  R.  A.  649,  Re  SANDERS,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  305,  52  Fed.  802. 
State    revnlatlons   affectinar   Interstate    commerce. 

Cited  in  Re  Tinsman,  95  Fed.  651,  holding  municipal  ordinance  requiring  solicit- 
ing agents  of  manufacturers  to  pay  license  unconstitutional  burden  on  interstate 
commerce;  People  v.  Hawkins,  20  App.  Div.  497,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  56,  holding  stat- 
ute requiring  labeling  of  all  convict-made  goods  before  offering  for  sale  unconsti- 
tutional burden  on  commerce;  Louisiana  v.  Lagarde,  60  Fed.  191,  nolding  state 
statute  regulating  labeling  and  sale  of  manufactured  fertilizers  unconstitutional 
interference  with  interstate  commerce. 
«*!«  bvllc.'* 

Cited  in  Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Com.  119  Ky.  83,  82  S.  W.  1020,  holding  expres- 
sion "in  bulk"  does  not  admit  of  number  of  packages,  parcels  or  barrels  being  re- 
garded as  in  bulk. 

18  L.  R.  A.  563,  KUEHN  v.  MILWAUKEE,  83  Wis.  583,  53  N.  W.  912. 
Private    remedleii    for    public    naisances. 

Cited  in  Anthony  Wilkinson  Live  Stock  Co.  v.  Mcllquam,  14  Wyo.  232,  8 
LR.A.(N.S.)  740,  83  Pac.  364,  holding  person  cannot  enjoin  illegal  assertion 
of  exclusive  right  to  possession  of  public  lands  in  absence  of  special  injury  to 
himself. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Griffith  v.  Holman,  64  L.  R.  A.  178,  which  denies  private 
individual's  right  to  abate  public  nuisance  consisting  of  fence  across  navigable 
stream;  South  Carolina  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Wilmington,  C.  &  A.  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  642, 
which  denies  steamboat  owner's  right  of  action  for  obstructing  navigation  of  river ; 
Fanners'  Co-operative  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Albemarle  &  R.  R.  Co.  29  L.  R,  A.  700,  which 
authorizes  private  action  for  public  nuisance  by  one  having  common  misfortune 
with  class  of  persons,  but  not  with  entire  public. 
Rlffkt  to  llsh. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Reyburn  v.  Sawyer,  65  L.R.A.  931,  which  sustains  right 
of  owner  of  island  to  injunction  against  maintenance  of  fishing  nets  in  adjoining 
waters  so  as  to  obstruct  navigation. 

Cited  in  notes  (60  L.R.A.  513,  525)  on  right  to  fish;  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1237) 
on  injunction  relative  to  hunting  or  fishing  on  navigable  waters. 

18  L.  R.  A.  556,  NORMAN  v.  KENTUCKY  BD.  OF  MANAGERS,  93  Ky.  637,  20 

8.  W.  901. 
Appropriation  of  funds  for  public  purposes. 

Cited  in  Minneapolis  v.  Janney,  86  Minn.  119,  90  N.  W.  312,  holding  industrial 
exposition  of  such  public  use  and  benefit  as  to  authorize  expenditure  of  public 
funds  in  support  thereof;  Shelby  County  v.  Tennessee  Centennial  Exposition  Co. 
96  Tenn.  662,  33  L.  R.  A.  719,  footnote  p.  717,  36  S.  W.  694,  holding  appropriation 
of  public  funds  for  purpose  of  exhibiting  resources  of  county  to  be  for  public  pur- 
pose; State  ex  rel.  Douglas  County  v.  Cornell,  63  Neb.  563,  39  L.  R.  A.  516,  foot- 
note p.  613,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  629,  74  N.  W.  59,  holding  appropriation  of  public 
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moneys  for  industrial  and  agricultural  exposition  to  be  for  public  use;  House  of 
Reform  v.  Lexington,  112  Ky.  178,  65  S.  W.  350,  upholding  power  of  city  to  make 
appropriation  to  secure  location  near  by,  of  state  house  of  reform;  Hager  v. 
Kentucky  Children's  Home  Soc.  119  Ky.  244,  67  L.R.A.  818,  83  S.  W.  60o, 
holding  appropriation  for  corporation  to  seek  out  homeless,  helpleas  children 
and  place  them  in  homes  valid;  Kentucky  Live  Stock  Breeders*  Asso  v.  Hager, 
120  Ky.  133,  85  S.  W.  738,  9  Ann.  Cas.  50,  holding  appropriation  for  state  fair 
is  for  public  purpose;  McGlone  v.  Womack,  129  Ky.  288,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  859. 
Ill  S.  W.  688,  suggesting  that  tax  on  dogs  to  raise  fund  to  pay  for  sheep  killed 
or  injured  by  dogs  may  be  sustained  on  ground  tax  is  to  promote  public  interest. 
Board  of  manaarers  as  ascitis  of  state. 

Cited  in  Gross  v.  Kentucky  Bd.  of  Managers,  105  Ky.  849,  43  L.  R.  A,  705,  49 
S.  W.  458   (dissenting  opinion  by  Paynter,  J.),  who  holds  state  board  of  expedi- 
tion managers  to  be  agents  of  state  in  providing  exhibit  for  public  benefit. 
Observance   of  const  1  tat  ional   reqnirentents   for  passaar®   of   lairr. 

Cited  in  Glenn  v.  Wray,  126  N.  C.  734,  36  S.  E.  167,  holding  statutes  and 
amendments  thereto  pertaining  to  public  revenue  and  expenditure  must  be  passed 
by  legislature  in  manner  provided  in  Constitution;  Cohn  v.  Kingsley,  5  Idaho, 
441,  38  L.  R.  A.  84,  49  Pac.  985,  holding  it  competent  for  court  to  examine  journals 
of  both  branches  of  legislature  to  ascertain  whether  law  was  constitutionally 
enacted. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A.  344,  348)  on  conclusiveness  of  enrolled  bill. 

Distinguished  in  Johnson  v.  Great  Falls,  38  Mont.  372,  99  Pac.  1059,  16  Ann. 
Cas.  974,  holding  under  Montana  constitution   vote  upon  amendments  to   bill 
need  not  be  by  ayes  and  noes  and  record  made  of  vote. 
Judicial  notice. 

Distinguished  in   Hall  ▼.  Com.  94  Ky.   326,  22  S.  W.   333,  holding  judicial 
notice  will  be  taken  of  election  of  circuit  judges  who  are  public  officers. 
Presumption   as   to   constitutionality   of   lemrislatiTe   action. 

Cited  in  Lafferty  v.  HuflFman,  99  Ky.  83.  32  L.  R.  A.  204,  35  S.  W.  123,  and 
Owensboro  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Barclay,  102  Ky.  20,  43  S.  W.  177,  holding  bill  prop- 
erly authenticated  by  presiding  officers  of  legislature  and  signed  by  governor  not 
subject  to  impeachment  by  reference  to  journals  of  legislature;  Union  Bank  ▼. 
Oxford,  119  N.  C.  214,  34  L,  R.  A.  489,  25  S.  E.  966,  holding  presumption  of  con- 
stitutionality of  legislative  enactment  impeachable  by  reference  to  journal  of  legis- 
lative bodies;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  28  Okla.  97,  40  L.R.A,(N.S.) 
8,  113  Pac.  921,  holding  that  enrolled  bill  duly  signed  cannot  be  impeached  by 
journals. 
Unconstitutionality  as  defense. 

Approved  in  State  ex  rel.  University  of  Utah  ▼.  Candland,  36  Utah,  417,  24 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1265,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  834,  104  Pac.  285,  holding  ministerial  of- 
ficer may  in  mandamus  proceeding  justify  his  refusal  to  act  on  ground  act 
unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  Com.  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Mathues,  210  Pa.  386,  59  Atl.  961,  on  un- 
constitutionality of  law  as  justification  of  officer's  refusal  to  act;  Com.  ex  rel. 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  State  Treasurer,  29  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  557,  13  Pa.  Dist.  R.  238,  holding 
state  treasurer  has  right  to  raise  by  his  pleadings  question  of  constitutionality 
of   act  fixing  salaries  of  judges. 

Cited  in  note  (47  L.  R.  A.  516)  on  unconstitutionality  of  statute  as  defense 
against  mandamus  to  compel  its  enforcement. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  667,  PARKER  v.  STATE,  133  Ind.  178,  32  N.  E.  836,  33  N.  E.  119. 
Jwdieial    Questions. 

Cited  in  Denney  v.  State,  144  Ind.  509,  31  L.  R.  A.  729,  42  N.  E.  929,  holding 
constitutionality  of  apportionment  legislation  being  judicial  question,  court  has 
jurisdiction  to  determine  controversy;  Fesler  v.  Drayton,  145  Ind.  90,  32  L.  R.  A. 
583,  44  N.  E.  37  (dissenting  opinion  by  Monks,  J.),  who  holds  constitutionality 
of  apportionment  act  passed  by  state  legislature  judicial  question;  State  ew  rel. 
Morris  v.  Wrightson,  56  N.  J.  L.  188,  22  L.  R.  A.  560,  footnote  p.  548,  28  Atl.  66, 
holding  constitutionality  of  act  of  legislature  providing  for  election  of  members  of 
assembly  to  be  subject  to  judicial  inquiry. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Norwalk  Street  R.  Co.'s  Appeal,  39  L.  R.  A.  794,  which 
holds  approval  and  adoption  or  modification  of  plan  for  street  railway  not  a  ju- 
dicial power;  Covington  v.  Buffett,  47  L.  R.  A.  622,  which  denies  court's  jurisdic- 
tion to  determine  existence  of  vacancy  in  office  of  senator;  Fletcher  v.  Tuttle,  25 
L.  R.  A.  143,  which  denies  right  to  enjoin  giving  of  election  notices,  on  ground 
that  apportionment  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in   note    (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)    384)    on   interference  by  equity  in  matters 
preceding  elections. 
Judicial  notice. 

Cited  in  Legler  ▼.  Paine,  147  Ind.  193,  46  N.  E.  604,  holding  court  will  take 
judicial  notice  of  whether  legislature  has  complied  with  constitutional  provision 
requiring  regulation  of  salaries  of  county  officers  by  general  law. 
Apportionment  acts. 

Cited  in  Fesler  v.  Brayton,  146  Ind.  72,  32  L.  R.  A.  579,  44  N.  E.  37,  as  hold- 
ing apportionment  act  of  1885  unconstitutional;  Brooks  v.  State,  162  Ind.  677. 
70  N.  E.  980,  holding  courts  have  right  to  determine  whether  discretion  of 
legislature  in  disposition  of  fractions  of  unit  of  representation  has  been  consti- 
tutionally exercised;  Ragland  v.  Anderson,  126  Ky.  159,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  242,. 
100  S.  W.  865,  holding  apportionment  act  invalid  because  of  inequalities  in 
representation  as  between  districts;  Sherrill  v.  O'Brien,  188  N.  Y.  209,  117  Am, 
St.  Rep.  841,  81  N.  E.  124,  holding  each  county  having  citizen  population  in 
excess  of  ratio  for  apportioning  senators  entitled  to  at  least  one  senator;  State 
ex  rel.  Sullivan  v.  Schnitger,  16  Wyo.  534,  95  Pac.  698,  on  consideration  of 
validity  of  apportionment  act  before  ascertaining  whether  remedy  sought  can 
be  granted. 

Cited  in  notes   (10  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1184)   on  effect  of  laches  in  questioning  ap- 
portionment of  election  districts;    (35  Am.  St.  Rep.  63,  67)   on  judicial  investi- 
gation of  constitutionality  of  legislative   apportionments. 
-^  Discretion  nnder. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  ex  rel.  Baird  v.  Broom,  20  L.  R.  A.  81,  which  re- 
quires discretion  of  supervisors  in  dividing  county  into  assembly  districts  to  be 
honest  and  fair. 
De  facto  officer. 

Cited  in  Bradford  v.  Frankfort,  St.  L.  k  T.  R.  Co.  142  Ind.  392,  40  N.  E.  741, 
holding  persons  elected  to  office  under  unconstitutional  act  are  de  facto  officers 
with  colorable  authority  to  act;  Roberts  v.  Hill,  137  Ind.  218,  36  N.  E.  843,  hold- 
ing failure  to  file  election  certificate  as  required  by  statute,  rendering  elected 
officer  de  facto  officer,  does  not  make  his  acts  in  office  ipso  facto  void;  McXulty 
▼.  Stete,  87  Ind.  App.  616,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  344,  76  N.  E.  547,  holding  official 
Act  of  da  facto  notary  public  cannot  be  questioned  collaterally. 

Cited  in  notes    (21  L.R.A.  142)    on  de  facto  offices  and  officers  under  un- 
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constitutional  statutes;    (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)    98)    on  de  jure  office  as  condition 

Of  de  facto  officer. 

Collateral  attack  on  title  of  de  faeto  offieer. 

Cited  in  State  ea  rel.  Bishop  ▼.  Crowe,  150  Ind.  462,  50  N.  E.  471,  holding  title 
of  person  to  office  of  township  trustee,  being  de  facte,  not  open  to  question  io 
collateral  proceeding;  Spegal  v.  Krag-Reynolds  Co.  21  Ind.  App.  209,  51  N.  E.  959, 
holding  right  of  one  occupying  office  of  notary  public,  and  validity  of  acts  done  in 
discharge  of  that  office,  cannot  be  questioned  in  collateral  proceeding;  Grim  y. 
Adkins,  21  Ind.  App.  108,  51  N.  £.  494,  holding  office  of  justice  of  peace  being  pub- 
lic one,  right  of  one  exercising  duties  thereof  cannot  be  questioned  in  action  of 
replevin;  State  v.  Cockran,  55  Or.  177,  105  Pac.  884,  to  the  point  that  courts 
are  precluded  from  inquiry  in  relation  to  proceedings  of  de  facto  judges,  in 
collateral  matter;  State  ex  rel.  Bedster  v.  Frentress,  37  Ind.  App.  247,  76  N.  £. 
821,  holding  right  of  de  facto  deputy  marshal  to  office  cannot  be  collaterally 
questioned;  State  v.  Sutherlin,  165  Ind.  350,  75  N.  £.  642,  holding  official  acts 
of  de  facto  jury  commissioner  in  appointing  jurors  valid  as  to  third  parties 
and  public;  his  title  to  office  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked. 
Determination   of   constitntionallty   of   statute. 

Cited  in  Henderson  v.  State,  137  Ind.  557,  24  L.  R.  A.  473,  36  N.  E.  257; 
Harmon  v.  Madison  County,  153  Ind.  76,  54  N.  E.  106;  State  eao  rel.  Winnie  v. 
Stoddard,  25  Nev.  460,  51  L.  R.  A.  232,  62  Pac.  237;  Vickery  v.  Hendricks  County, 
134  Ind.  555,  32  N.  E.  880, —  holding  court  justified  in  refusing  to  pass  upon  con- 
stitutionality of  statute  when  not  necessary  to  pass  upon  merits  of  controversy; 
People  ea>  rel  Woodyatt  v.  Thompson,  155  111.  465,  40  N.  E.  307,  holding  court 
will  refuse  to  declare  legislative  act  unconstitutional,  except  in  very  clear  case  of 
violation;  State  v.  Atkinson,  139  Ind.  429,  39  N.  E.  51,  holding  court  will  not 
assume  to  decide  constitutionality  of  liquor  law  when  not  essential  to  disposition 
of  cause  upon  its  merits;  Deniston  v.  Terry,  141  Ind.  682,  41  N.  E.  143,  to  state- 
ment that  court  will  not,  as  rule,  pass  upon  constitutionality  of  statute  if  cause 
may  be  decided  upon  its  merit  without  such  decision. 

Cited  in  note   (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  267)   on  right  of  relator  in  mandamus  to  at- 
tack constitutionality  of  statute  relied  upon. 
Amicus  carloD. 

Cited  in  Boyd  v.  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  152  Ind.  544,  49  N.  E.  797,  holding 
amicus  curiee  has  not  such  real  interest  as  to  invoke  jurisdiction  of  court; 
Yeager  v.  Yeager,  43  Ind.  App.  316,  87  N.  E.  144,  holding  court  may  accept 
services  of  any  officer  or  member  of  its  bar  as  aid  in  investigating  divorce  cases, 
though  statute  imposes  certain  duties  in  connection  with  such  cases  upon  prose- 
cuting attorney;  Keeley  v.  Keeley,  41  Ind.  App.  675,  84  N.  E.  767,  as  treating  of 
kindred  question  to  that  of  right  of  prosecuting  attorney  to  appeal  from  judg- 
ment that  person  is  of  unsound  mind;  State  v.  Gorman,  171  Ind.  65,  85  N.  E. 
763,  holding  interest  of  state  in  welfare  of  citizens  not  such  as  entitles  it  to 
appear  as  defendant  and  oppose  granting  of  license  to  retail  intoxicating 
liquors,  in  statutory  proceeding  for  that  purpose. 
Rehearing. 

Cited  in  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Hays,  17  Ind.  App.  277,  46  N.  B, 
597,  holding  court  precluded  from  granting  rehearing  in  cause  after  lapse  of  sixty 
days  and  certification  of  judgment;  State  ex  rel.  Taylor  v.  Mount,  151  Ind.  694, 
51  N.  E.  417,  holding  petition  for  rehearing  will  be  denied  when  questions  in  liti- 
gation become  settled,  and  parties  ligitant  are  no  longer  interested. 
Poorer  of  court   to  correct  its  oirn  record. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  139  Ind.  355,  38  N.  E.  796, 
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xecogmztDg  power  of  court  to  correct  its  own  record  to  conform  to  truth  of  ita 
findings. 

18  L.  R.  A.  582,  CROSS  v.  WEST  VIRGINIA  C.  &  P.  R.  CO.  37  W.  Va.  342,  16 

S.  E.  587. 
Amendment   of  corporate   charter. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Majniard  ex  rel,  Dusenbury  v.  Looker,  56  L.  R.  A.  947, 
which  sustains  power  to  cliange  terms  of  office  of  directors  by  amending  charter. 
Wonreaident  stockholdem. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  253)  on  right  of  nonresidents  to  become  stockholders 
in  corporations. 

18  Ir.  R.  A.  586,  ELLIOT  v.  HALL,  2  Idaho,  1142,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  286,  31  Pac.  796. 
Kxemption   of  ^ragres   from   garnishment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kirkman  v.  Bird,  58  L.  R.  A.  670,  which  sustains,  as  to 
prior  obligations,  statute  exempting  wages  for  sixty  days  preceding  levy;  Rustad 
V.  Bishop,  50  L.  R.  A.  168,  which  denies  right  to  hold  back  successive  exempt  wages 
by  successive  garnishments  and  reach  same  by  new  garnishment  after  exemption 
period  expires. 

Cit«d  in  note   (102  Am.  St.  Rep.  103)  on  exemption  of  wages,  salaries  and 
earnings. 
Kxemptions  in  areneral. 

Cited  in  Cleveland  v.  Andrews,  5  Idaho,  68,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  165,  46  Pac. 
1025,  holding  horses  purchased  by  person  with  bona  fide  intention  to  engage  in 
business  of  teamster  or  drayman  exempt,  though  person  not  actually  engaged 
in  such  business. 

18  L.  R,  A.  588,  NEER  v.  COWHICK,  4  Wyo.  49,  31  Pac.  862. 
"Bleeeaaitjr  of  irltnemiea  to  holoflrraphlo  -vrlll. 

Cited  in  notes  (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  22,  23,  32;  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  969)  on  neces- 
sity of  witnesses  to  holographic  will. 

18  L.  R.  A.  590,  EICHENLAUB  v.  ST.  JOSEPH,  113  Mo.  395,  21  S.  W.  8. 
Hattflcatlon    of   municipal    contract. 

Cited  in  Kolkmeyer  v.  Jefferson,  75  Mo.  App.  683,  holding  contract  made  to 
grade  city's  streets  w^ithout  legislative  sanction  can  be  ratified  only  by  ordinance 
duly  passed  and  signed  by  mayor;  Unionville  v.  Martin,  95  Mo.  App.  37,  68  S.  W. 
605,  holding  unauthorized  contract  of  municipality  is  not  ratified  by  simple  reso- 
lution of  board  of  aldermen  without  concurrence  of  mayor;  Dougherty  v.  Ex- 
celsior Springs,  110  Mo.  App.  627,  85  S.  W.  112  (dissenting  opinion),  on  neces- 
sity of  execution  of  special  power  in  manner  prescribed. 
Neceflnlty    of    ordinance. 

Cited  in  State  ea?  rel.  Carthage  v.  Cowgill  &  H.  Mill.  Co.  156  Mo.  632,  57  S.  W. 
1008,  holding  matters  confided  to  council  by  city  charter  may  be  dealt  with  by 
resolution,  not  necessarily  formal  ordinance;  State  ex  rel.  Davis  v.  Newton 
<!ounty,  165  Ind.  270,  74  N.  E.  1091,  6  Ann.  Cas.  468,  holding  appropriation  of 
money  by  county  council  for  building  of  court  house  by  motion  and  order  in 
pursuance  thereof  invalid  where  statute  requires  issuance  of  county  bonds  to 
be  by  ordinance  only. 
Bjrlbery.  .   . 

Cited  in  State  y.  Butler,  178  Mo.  340,  77  S.  W.  560,  holding  offer  of  reward 
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for  vote  for  contract  under  ordinance,  before  its  approval  by  mayor,  not  attempt 

to  bribe. 

Validity  of  lesrtslAtion  restrictlns  basinemi. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  v.  Fischer,  167  Mo.  664,  64  L.  R.  A.  683,  99  Am.  St  Rep. 
614,  67  S.  W.  872,  holding  city  ordinance  prohibiting  establishment  and  main- 
tenance of  dairy  within  city  limits,  without  permission  from  municipal  authori- 
ties, not  obnoxious  to  Federal  Constitution;  St.  Louis  Gunning  Advertising  Co. 
V.  St.  Louis,  235  Mo.  166,  137  S.  W.  929,  holding  that  ordinance  regulating 
size  and  construction  of  bill  boards  is  valid. 

Cited  in  notes   (21  L.  R.  A.  794)   on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting 
contracts  and  business;    (93  Am.  St.  Rep.  410)   on  constitutionality  of  building 
regulations. 
IiMiuauce  of  anlawfnl  bnlldlnar  permits. 

Cited  in  Hibbard  v.  Chicago,  173  111.  97,  40  L.  R.  A.  623,  60  N.  E.  266,  holding 
unlawful  issuance  of  permit  to  erect  awning  over  street,  no  estoppel  against  en- 
forcement  of  general  ordinance. 
Abatement   of   pntolio   nnlnance. 

Cited  in  Police  Comrs.  v.  Wagner,  93  Md.  196,  62  L.  R.  A.  778,  86  Am.  St.  Rep. 
423,  48  Atl.  466,  holding  replevin  will  not  lie  to  recover  slot  machine  seized  by 
police  officers  under  statutory  authority;  Lemmon  v.  Guthrie  Center,  113  Iowa, 
39,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  361,  84  N.  W.  986,  holding  judicial  proceedings  not  necessary 
to  warrant  public  officials  to  remove  buildings  erected  in  violation  of  law;  Micka 
V.  Mason,  146  Mich.  216,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  657,  108  N.  W.  707,  9  Ann.  Caa.  291, 
holding  municipality  has  power  to  authorize  abatement  of  new  building  not 
constructed  according  to  regulations  concerning  buildings  in  lire  district;  Davi- 
son V.  Walla  Walla,  52  Wash.  466,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  456,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  983, 
100  Pac.  981,  holding  city  may,  without  resort  to  judicial  proceedings,  prevent 
erection  of  building  within  prohibited  area,  or  take  down  building  erected 
therein  in  violation  of  ordinance  prohibiting  its  erection. 

Cited  in  note  (38  L.  R.  A.  170)  on  municipal  power  over  buildings  and  other 
structures  s^s  nuisances. 
Ordinance  aa  evidence* 

Cited  in  Grafton  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  16  N.  D.  323,  22  L.R.A.(NJS.) 
19,   113   N.   W.  698,   16   Ann.   Cas.   10,   holding  ordinance   itself  admissible  in 
evidence  without  laying  foundation  by  proof  of  its  passage  by  city  council. 
Concurrence  of  city  officers  In  paaMiar®  of  ordinance. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Centralia  v.  Wilder,  211  Mo.  317,  109  S.  W.  674,  hold- 
ing where  mayor  integral  part  of  law-making  power,  his  concurrence  in  legislative 
action  essential  to  validity  of  ordinance. 

18  L.  R.  A.  694,  Re  ADVISORY  OPINION,  31  Fla.  1,  12  So.  114. 
Diaanaliflcation  arising  from  removal  from  office. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Ahearn,  196  N.  Y.  236,  26  L.R,A.(N.S.)  1159,  89  N.  E. 
930,  affirming  131  App.  Div.  36,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  664,  holding  borough  presi- 
dent removed  by  governor  not  eligible  to  election  for  remainder  of  term  by 
aldermen. 

18  L.  R.  A.  596,  THIBAUT  v.  KEARNEY,  45  La.  Ann.  149,  12  So.  139. 
I^icense   or   privilefce  tax. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  State,  39  Fla.  675,  23  So.  119,  holding  plantation  owner  main- 
taining general  store  thereon,  making  sale^  'if  supplies  to  tenants  and  employees 
only,  required  to  pay  privilege  tax. 
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Cited  in  note  (129  Am.  St.  Rep.  273)  on  constitutional  limitations  on  power 
to  impose  license  or  occupation  taxes. 
Wlio  are  retailer*. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Greenwood,  205  Mass.  126,  91  N.  E.  141,  18  Ann.  Cas.  185, 
to  the  point  distinction  between  wholesale  and  retail  dealers  is  that  former 
sell  to  latter,  while  latter  sell  to  general  public  in  quantities  to  suit  customers. 

18  L.  R,  A.  599,  YARNELL  v.  KANSAS  CITY,  FT.  S.  &  M.  R.  CO.  113  Mo.  570, 

21  S.  W.  1. 
Variance. 

Cited  in  E.  O.  Stanard  Mill.  Co.  v.  White  Line  Central  Transit  Co.  122  Mo.  278, 
26  S.  W.  704,  holding  evidence  that  warehouse  was  unsafe  because  close  by  refin- 
ing establishment  inadmissible  under  allegation  merely  charging  failure  to  use  due 
care  while  property  was  stored  in  warehouse;  Chitty  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R. 
Co.  148  Mo.  75,  49  S.  W.  868,  holding  recovery  not  authorized  under  allegation 
charging  injury  by  negligent  collision,  and  proof  of  injury  in  jumping  from  car 
to  avoid  collision;  Burk  v.  Pence,  206  Mo.  336,  104  S.  W.  23,  on  departure  be- 
tween evidence  and  allegations. 
Modiflcatloti    of    inBtrnetionB. 

Cited  in  Feary  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  162  Mo.  96,  62  S.  W.  452,  holding 
modification  of  plaintiff's  instruction  by  court,  to  conform  to  issue  tendered,  not 
reversible  error. 
Injnrlea  in  getting  off  or  on  trains. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hale,  102  Ky.  603,  42  L.  R.  A.  297,  44  S.  W. 
213,  holding  carrier  not  guilty  of  negligence  in  starting  train  before  passenger 
seated .  after  entering  train ;  Saxton  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  98  Mo.  App.  499,  72 
S.  W.  717,  holding  mere  starting  of  train  before  one  boarding  it  to  assist  depart- 
ing passenger  has  had  time  to  alight  not  negligence;  Ottinger  v.  Detroit  United 
R.  Co.  166  Mich.  108,  34  L.R.A.  ( (N.S.)  227,  131  N.  W.  528,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D, 
578,  holding  that  street  railway  is  not  liable  for  injury  to  passenger  by  falling 
because  of  sudden  checking  of  speed  of  car,  where  such  passenger  was  stand- 
ing at  time;  Louisville  R.  Co.  v.  Wilder,  143  Ky.  440,  136  S.  W.  892,  holding 
that  operator  of  cars  must  exercise  highest  degree  of  care  to  discover  situation 
and  condition  of  passengers  so  to  be  enabled  to  exercise  towards  each  degree  of 
care  condition  demands;  Seaboard  Air-Line  R.  Co.  v.  Bradley,  125  Ga.  196,  114 
Am.  St.  Rep.  196,  54  S.  E.  69,  holding  when  one  assists  passenger  aboard  train 
at  station  intending  to  leave  train  afterwards,  no  duty  arises  to  hold  train 
reasonable  time  in  order  that  such  purpose  may  be  accomplished  unless  carrier's 
servants  know  of  such  purpose;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  124  Ky.  848, 
8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1021,  100  S.  W.  290,  holding  carrier  not  liable  to  person  enter- 
ing train  in  assisting  children  with  baggage  and  injured  by  jumping  off  after 
train  in  motion,  when  carrier  without  notice  of  such  person's  purpose;  Bond 
V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  122  Mo.  App.  213,  99  S.  W.  30,  holding  where  carrier 
gives  person  permission  to  carry  passenger's  baggage  into  car  carrier  is  re- 
quired to  hold  train  until  such  person  with  reasonable  care  and  diligence  can 
alight  in  safety;  Dunne  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  99  App.  Div.  573,  91 
N.  Y.  Supp.  l46,  holding  obligation  of  carrier  as  to  escort  of  passenger  alight- 
ing arises  only  after  carrier  has  or  should  have  received  actual  notice  of  such 
person's  intention  to  leave  car. 

Cited  in  notes   (21  L.  R.  A.  354)   on  injuries  in  getting  on  and  off  railroad 
trains;  (42  L.  R.  A.  293)  on  starting  car  before  passenger  is  seated. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 28. 
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Duty  of  carrier  as  to  paMienser  srettlns  on  or  off  train. 

Cited  in  Hanks  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  60  Mo.  App.  281,  holding  blind,  agea,  and 
infirm  or  sick  passenger  entitled  to  more  care  and  attention  in  getting  on  or  off 
train  than  one  without  such  disability;  Deming  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  4:  P.  R.  Go.  80 
Mo.  App.  156,  holding  instruction  that  it  is  carrier's  duty  to  discliarge  passenger 
safely  at  station  platform  or  other  reasonably  safe  place,  erroneous  because  mis- 
leading; Young  V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  93  Mo.  App.  273,  holding  passenger  with 
weak  ankle  not  entitled  to  assistance  in  alighting,  carrier  not  having  knowledge 
of  infirmity;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Green,  85  Ark.  120,  14  L.R.A.{N.S.) 
1150,  107  S.  W.  168,  holding  carrier  under  no  duty  to  assist  passenger  in  enter- 
ing train,  where  passenger  was  attended  by  two  friends,  there  was  cinder  plat- 
form on  level  with  rails  and  stool,  and  train  stopped  at  usual  place;  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Cruse,  123  Ky.  468,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  302,  96  S.  W.  821,  13  Ann.  Cas. 
593,  holding  employees  of  carrier  not  required  to  observe  condition  of  passen- 
gers in  order  to  see  whether  they  need  assistance  in  alighting;  Birmingham  B. 
Light  &  Power  Co.  v.  Hawkins,  153  Ala.  89,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1078,  44  So.  983, 
holding  instruction  that  it  was  not  duty  of  those  in  charge  of  car  to  keep  it 
standing  until  plaintiff  reached  inside  of  car  properly  refused,  where  there 
was  evidence  car  started  with  unusual  jerk. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Croon  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  602,  which 
holds  it  negligent  to  fail  to  render  necessary  assistance  to  feeble  person  accepted 
as  passenger. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  433)  on  duty  of  carrier  to  one  assisting  pas- 
senger on  train. 

Distinguished  in  Basham  v.  Hammond  Packing  Co.  107  Mo.  App.  549,  81  S. 
W.  1227,  holding  principle  of  cases  relating  to  duty  of  carrier  to  assist  pas- 
senger on  or  off  train  inapplicable  where  servant  sues  master  for  neglect  of  duty 
by  latter;  Cramer  v.  Springfield  Traction  Co.  112  Mo.  App.  362,  87  S.  W.  24, 
holding  where  street  car  stops  at  regular  stopping  place  where  passengers  in 
liabit  of  getting  on  and  off  and  such  fact  is  known  to  person  in  charge  of  car, 
latter  is  under^  duty  to  exercise  same  care  toward  one  alighting  as  though  he 
had  given  warning  of  intention  to  get  off. 

JPreaaniptlonn. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Lackland,  136  Mo.  33,  37  S.  W.  812,  holding  fact  from  which 
presumption  arises  must  be  proved ;  Spencer  v.  Farmer's  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  79  Mo.  App. 
218,  holding  presumption  of  wilftil  destruction  of  insured  premises  cannot  be  in- 
ferred from  burning  thereof;  Schlercth  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  115  Mo.  110,  21 
S.  W.  1110  (dissenting  opinion  by  Gantt,  J.),  who  holds  verdict  ought  not  to  be 
based  upon  mere  presumption;  Howard  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  173  Mo.  531,  73 
S.  W.  467,  holding  mere  breaking  of  handle  bar  of  hand  car  not  proof  of  negli- 
:gence;  Homstein  v.  United  R.  Co.  97  Mo.  App.  276,  70  S.  VV.  1105,  holding  negli- 
gence not  to  be  inferred  from  mere  happening  of  injury;  Collins  v.  Star  Paper 
Mill  Co.  143  Mo.  App.  341,  127  S,  W.  641,  to  the  point  that  when  facts  are  ad- 
mitted or  proven  it  is  legitimate  to  draw  from  them  such  reasonable  inferences 
■as  will  be  sufiicient  to  sustain  verdict;  Homstein  v.  United  R.  Co.  195  Mo.  449, 
4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  736,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  693,  92  S.  W.  884,  6  Ann.  Cas.  699,  on 
absence  of  inference  of  negligence  of  defendant  from  mere  happening  of  injury; 
Olaser  v.  Rothschild,  221  Mo.  204,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1054,  120  S.  W.  1,  17  Ann. 
Cas.  576,  on  insufiiciency  of  fact  accident  occurred  as  evidence  it  was  caused 
by  defendant's  negligence ;  Lee  v.  Jones,  181  Mo.  298,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  596, 
79  S.  W.  927,  holding  mere  fact  of  collision  with  bicyclist  affords  no  legal  in- 
ference of  negligence  on  bicyclist's  part;   McRae  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co. 
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125  Mo.  App.  569,  102  S.  W.  1032,  holding  negligence  on  part  of  carrier  not 
presumed  from  fact  of  accident  and  injury  to  passenger;  Smith  v.  Fordyce,  190 
Mo.  26,  88  S.  W.  679,  on  insufficiency  of  proof  of  injury  to  make  out  prima  facie 
<:a8e  for  plaintiff;  Haynie  v.  Hammond  Packing  Co.  126  Mo.  App.  93,  103  S. 
W.  581,  holding  servant  injured  through  fall  of  elevator  cannot  recover  from 
master  by  merely  showing  such  fall  and  his  injury;  Glasscock  v.  Swafford  Bros. 
Dry  Goods  Co.  106  Mo.  App.  663,  80  S.  W.  364,  holding  it  devolves  upon  em- 
ploye as  condition  precedent  to  right  to  recover  to  prove  affirmatively,  non- 
fulfillment or  nonperformance  of  some  duty  owing  him  by  employer;  negligence 
not  assumed  from  mere  fact  of  injury;  Looney  v.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  200  U.  S. 
488,  50  L.  ed.  569,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  303,  holding  negligence  of  defendant  not  in- 
ferred from  presumption  of  care  on  part  of  person  killed;  Cahill  v.  Chicago  & 
A.  R.  Co.  205  Mo.  404,  103  S.  W.  532,  holding  negligence  on  part  of  railroad 
company  not  assumed  from  fact  deceased,  who  was  struck  by  engine,  was 
presumed  to  have  been  in  exercise  of  due  care  at  time  of  his  injury;  Eliot  v. 
Kansas  City,  F.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  204  Mo.  15,  102  S.  W.  532,  holding  fact  hand  of 
switchman  hurt  while  in  act  of  throwing  switch  lever  as  engine  passed  on  track 
■did  not  overcome  presumption  of  performance  of  duty  by  master  or  prove  his 
failure  to  perform  it;  Cincinnati,  N.  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  South  Fork  Coal  Co. 
1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  538,  71  C.  C.  A.  316,  139  Fed.  534,  holding  in  action  for  tortious 
injury  question  as  to  what  evidence  makes  prima  facie  case  of  negligence  depends 
on  nature  and  circumstances  of  injury  and  measure  of  care  due,  from  defendant; 
Tiindsey  v.  Couch,  22  Okla.  15,  98  Pac.  973,  18  Ann.  Cas.  60,  holding  presumption 
«f  want  of  probable  cause  for  prosecution  arising  from  discharge  by  examining 
magistrate  destroyed  by  presumption  of  probable  cause  arising  from  subsequent 
indictment  by  grand  jury  for  same  offense;  Swearingen  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  221  Mo. 
659,  120  S.  W.  773,  holding  recovery  in  action  for  negligence  cannot  be  had  by 
building  one  presumption  upon  another. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dixon  v.  Pluns,  20  L.  R.  A.  699,  which  upholds  presumption 
of  negligence  arising  from  fall  of  chisel  on  sidewalk  from  scaffold. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  602)  on  presumption  of  negligence  from  injury 
to  passenger. 

Distinguished  in  Zeis  v.  St.  Louis  Brewing  Asso.  205  Mo.  653,  104  S.  W.  99, 
liolding  instruction  improper  which  selects  one  or  more  facts  from  case  and 
tells  jury  weight  or  effect  they  are  to  have. 

Burden    of    proof. 

Cited  in  McGrath  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  197  Mo.  105,  94  S.  W.  872,  holding 
vhere  plaintiff  alleges  specific  acts  of  negligence  he  has  burden  of  proving 
specific  negligence;  Orcutt  v.  Centurj'  Bldg.  Co.  201  Mo.  443,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
934,  99  S.  W.  1062,  holding  same  in  action  for  injuries  sustained  by  fall  of  ele- 
vator in  which  plaintiff  riding;  Roscoe  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  202  Mo.  • 
588,  101  S.  W.  32,  holding  same  in  action  by  passenger  against  carrier  for  in- 
juries received  in  street  car  collision;  Hamilton  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co. 
114  Mo.  App.  509,  89  S.  W.  893,  holding  same  in  action  by  passenger  against 
•carriers  for  injury  sustaine<l  in  collision  between  street  car  and  freight  cars; 
Beebe  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  206  Mo.  440,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  767.  103  S.  W. 
1019,  holding  burden  of  proving  allegations  of  petition  on  plaintiff  where  peti- 
tion alleged  negligence  in  that  defective  condition  of  machinery  could  have  been 
•discovered  by  ordinary  care  in  inspecting. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Anthony  v.  Mercantile  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  26  L.  R.  A.  406, 
^hich  throws  on  insurance  company  burden  of  proving  that  accidental  death  was 
from  excepted  cause. 
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Risks  of  emploTmcnt. 

Distinguished  in  Jones  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  178  Mo.  643,  101  Am. 
St.  Rep.  434,  77  S.  W.  890,  holding  risk  of  cars  running  loose  and  unattended  on 
main  tracks  not  assumed  by  engineer. 
Contributory  nearKsrence. 

Cited  in  Bascom  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  102  Mo.  App.  433,  76  S.  W.  697,  holding  car- 
rier not  liable  for  injury  to  passenger  alighting  from  moving  train  in  broad  day- 
light. 

Actionable  neirlliroce. 

Cited  in  Shaw  v.  Goldman,  116  Mo,  App.  338,  92  S.  W.  165,  holding  essential 
elements  of  actionable  negligence  are  duty,  breach  thereof  and  resulting  injury. 

18  L.  R.  A.  602,  CROOM  v.  CHICAGO,  M.  &  ST,  P.  R,  CO.  62  Minn.  296,  38  Am. 

St.  Rep.  557,  53  N.  W.  1128. 
PaMienarers  reqnirins  aaaistance. 

Cited  in  Newark  &  S.  O.  R.  Co.  v.  McCann,  68  N.  J.  L.  644,  33  L.  R.  A.  128,  34 
Atl.  1052,  holding  it  duty  of  carrier  to  exercise  more  than  ordinary  care  toward 
passenger  known  to  be  ill;  Burke  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  108  111.  App.  576, 
holding  carrier  liable  for  negligence  in  leaving  intoxicated  passenger  at  destina- 
tion in  place  of  danger;  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Gilmer,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
682,  45  S.  W.  1028,  holding  carrier  liable  for  negligence  of  conductor  while  carry- 
ing from  train  passenger  unable  to  walk;  Owens  v.  Macon  &  B.  R.  Co.  119  Ga. 
233,  63  L.R.A.  948,  46  S.  E.  87,  holding  carrier  entitled  to  reasonable  notice  to 
provide  proper  means  for  transportation  of  insane  person;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F> 
R.  Co.  V.  Redeker,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  318,  100  S.  W.  362,  holding  that  railway 
company  servants  are  presumed  to  know  that  persons,  old,  decrepit  and  infirm 
travel  on  their  trains  and  they  must  exercise  care  accordingly;  Price  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  S.  &  R.  Co.  75  Ark.  492,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  79,  88  S.  W.  575.  holding 
a  carrier  undertaking  to  carry  a  drunken  passenger  unattended  is  liable  where 
lie  falls  from  the  train  and  is  killed  because  of  failure  of  train  employees  to 
exercise  any  care  for  his  safety;  Mercer  v.  Cincinnati  Northern  R.  Co.  161 
Mich.  567,  115  N.  W.  733,  holding  when  a  carrier  accepts  as  a  passenger  a  person 
requiring  assistance  in  getting  about,  who  is  traveling  without  an  attendant^ 
it  is  liable  when  such  person  is  injured  because  of  failure  of  carrier  to  lend 
assistance  to;  Cook  v.  Conestoga  Traction  Co.  9  North.  Co.  Rep.  206,  holding 
that  carrier  that  accepts  child  of  six,  unattended  must  use  care  commensurate 
to  obligation  thus  assumed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Weightman  v.  Louisville,  N.  O.  &  T.  R.  Co.  19  L.  R.  A* 
671,  which  holds  carrier  liable  for  carrying  sick  passenger  past  destination;  Yar- 
nell  V.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  599,  which  holds  it  no  part  of 
employee's  duty  to  assist  passengers  to  enter;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Hobbs,  63 
L.R.A.  68,  which  holds  promise  of  conductor  to  assist  partially  blind  passenger 
in  alighting  not  an  undertaking  to  escort  her  from  her  seat  to  the  platform. 
To  accept  paiisengrer.  « 

Cited  in  Furgason  v.  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  16  Ind.  App.  180,  44  N.  E.  936,. 
holding  carrier  not  bound  to  accept  as  passenger  one  whose  physical  or  mental  con- 
dition renders  him  unable  to  take  care  of  himself;  Connors  v.  Cunard  S.  S.  Co. 
204  Mass.  318,  26  L.R.A. (N.S.)  177,  134  Am.  St.  Rep.  662,  90  N.  E.  601,  17  Ann, 
Cas.  1051,  holding  that  carrier  is  bound  to  accept  sick  person,  if  it  can  furnish 
necessary  accommodations;  Cook  v.  Conestoga  Traction  Co.  21  Lane.  L.  Rev. 
164,  holding  that  carrier  is  not  bound  to  accept  as  passenger  infant  unattended, 
but  if  it  does  it  must  use  care  commensurate  with  obligation;  Owens  v.  Macon 
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A  B.  R.  Co.  119  Ga.  233,  63  L.R.A..948,  46  S.  £.  87,  holding  carrier  not  required 
to  accept  a  violent  lunatic  on  a  train  though  attended  by  guards,  such  lunatic 
being  noisy  and  obscene;  Illinois  C.  R-  Co.  v.  Allen,  121  Ky.  142,  89  S.  W.  150, 
11  Ann.  Cas.  970,  holding  no  liability  rested  on  carrier  to  sell  a  blind  man 
a  ticket  for  transportation  where  he  was  not  accompanied  by  an  attendant. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Owens  v.  Macon  &  B.  R.  Co.  63  L.R.A.  946,  which  upholds 
carrier's  right  to  refuse  to  receive  adjudicated  lunatic  who,  though  in  charge 
of  attendants,  is  cursing  and  using  obscene  language  at  time  of  boarding 
car. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  172)  on  duty  to  accept  as  passenger  one 
phrsieally  or  mentally  disabled;  (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  302)  on  persons  carrier 
may  refuse  to  transport. 

18  L.  R.  A.  604,  EPHRAIM  v.  KELLEHER,  4  Wash.  243,  29  Pac.  985. 
Chattel  nkOTtghge  as  affected  by  provision  arlvliiff  mortaragror  possession 
iritli  poirrer  of  sale. 

Cited  in  Benham  v.  Ham,  5  Wash.  135,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  851,  31  Pac.  459,  holding 
chattel  mortgage  upon  stock  of  goods,  allowing  mortgagor  to  continue  in  posses- 
sion to  sell  goods  and  apply  proceeds  to  extinguishment  of  debt  secured,  valid; 
Donohue  v.  Campbell,  81  Minn.  109,  83  N.  W.  469,  holding  mortgage  on  stock  of 
goods  not  fraudulent  in  law  because  it  contains  no  provision  requiring  mortgagor 
to  pay  proceeds  from  sales  of  goods  left  in  his  possession;  F.  Afeyer  Boot  &  Shoe 
Co.  V.  C.  Shenkberg  Co.  11  S.  D.  628,  80  N.  W.  126,  and  Red  River  Valley  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Barnes,  8  N.  D.  442,  79  N.  W.  880,  holding  mortgage  upon  stock  of  general 
merchandise  not  fraudulent  in  law  because  mortgagor  retains  possession  of  goods 
to  sell,  devoting  proceeds  thereof  to  payment  of  mortgage  debt;  Adams  v.  Demp- 
sey,  29  Wash.  157,  69  Pac.  738,  holding  chattel  mortgage  not  constructively  fraud- 
ulent because  mortgagor  allowed  small  portion  of  proceeds  thereof;  Morton  v. 
Williamson,  72  Ark.  394,  81  S.  W.  235,  holding  mortgage  on  lumber  not  fraudu- 
lent because  mortgagors  allowed  to  remain  in  possession  of  and  sell  lumber  as 
manufactured. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Noyes  v.  Ross,  47  L.  R.  A.  400,  which  sustains  mortgage  of 
goods  with  authority  to  sell  on  thirty  days'  credit  and  account  for  proceeds,  less 
living  expenses. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1181,  1188)  on  validity  of  chattel  mortgage 
of  merchandise  stock  as  affected  by  provision  or  agreement  giving  mortgagor 
possession  with  power  of  sale;  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  40)  on  necessity  of  change 
of  possession  on  sale  of  chattels. 

Distinguished  in  Eckman  v.  Munnerlyn,  32  Fla.  376,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  109,  13  So. 
922,  holding  chattel  mortgage  on  stock  of  merchandise  containing  provision  per- 
mitting mortgagor  to  retain  possession  of  goods  to  sell,  fraudulent  as  against  ex- 
isting creditors,  notwithstanding  proceeds  therefrom  are  to  be  devoted  to  payment 
of  mortgage  debt;  Thompson  v.  Huron  Lumber  Co.  4  Wash.  603,  30  Pac.  741, 
holding  mortgage  by  insolvent  corporation,  providing  for  its  retention  of  mort- 
gaged property  and  indefinite  renewal  of  notes  secured,  void  as  device  to  delay 
creditors. 
Frandnlent    execntlon    as    Question    of    fact. 

Cited  in  Adams  v.  Dempsey,  22  Wash.  286,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  933,  60  Pac.  849, 
holding  question  of  alleged  fraudulent  execution  of  chattel  mortgage  to  secure 
particular  creditor,  one  of  fact. 
Rivht  of  debtor  to  par  or  secnre  particular  ercdltom. 

Cited  in  Victor  v.  Glover,  17  Wash.  42,  40  L.  R.  A.  301,  48  Pac.  788,  holding 
that  debtor  may  legally  pay,  or  secure,  one  or  more  creditors  to  exclusion  of 
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others,  even  to  exhaustion  of  entire  property;  Drake  v.  Paulhaumus,  14  O.  G.  A.- 
165,  29  U.  S.  App.  622,  66  Fed.  808,  holding  conveyance  of  debtor's  property  to 
secure  particular  bona  fide  debt  not  void  as  preferential  assignment;  Furth  v. 
Snell,  6  Wash.  546,  33  Pac.  830,  holding  that  debtor  may,  in  good  faith,  dispose 
of  his  entire  estate  to  pay  portion  of  debts,  even  to  exclusion  of  others;  McAvoy 
V.  Jennings,  44  Wash.  85,  87  Pac.  53,  on  power  of  debtor  to  prefer  particular 
creditor. 
Bxtenslon  of  time  of  payment  of  chattel  mortgraare  debt. 

Cited  in  Sanders  v.  Main,  12  Wash.  667,  42  Pac.  122,  holding  that  agreement 
extending  time  of  payment  of  chattel  mortgage  debt  does  not  invalidate  mortgage 
as  to  unsecured  creditors. 
Efflcacy  of  mortgrase  on  chattels  to  be  made  or  acquired* 

Cited  in  note  ( 18  L.  R.  A.  298)  on  efficacy  of  mortgage  on  chattels  to  be  manu- 
factured or  acquired  as  independent  articles,  and  not  as  increase  or  fruits  of  ex- 
isting property. 

18  L.  R.  A.  627,  LAWSON  v.  CONAWAY,  37  W.  Va.  169,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  l^ 

S.  E.  564. 
Duty  of  pbyBleiaa  to  patient  and  degrree  of  skill  reqnired. 

Cited  in  Dashiell  v.  Griffith,  84  Md.  381,  35  Atl.  1094,  holding  that  upon  estab- 
lishment of  relation  of  physician  and  patient  duty  rests  on  physician  to  continue 
attendance  upon  patient  so  long  as  is  reasonably  necessary;  Whitesell  v.  Hill,  10) 
Iowa,  637,  37  L.  R.  A.  839,  70  N.  W.  750,  holding  it  duty  of  physician  or  surgeon 
to  possess  and  exercise  that  degree  of  care,  skill,  and  knowledge  ordinarily  pos- 
sessed and  exercised  by  physicians  and' surgeons  in  similar  localities;  Tompkins 
V.  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  53  W.  Va.  491,  62  L.  R.  A.  495,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  1006, 
44  S.  E.  439,  holding  insurance  company  liable  for  negligence  of  its  physician  in 
replacing  plaster  cast  after  examining  injury  to  policy  holder;  Dye  v.  Corbin^ 
59  W.  Va.  270,  53  8.  E.  147,  holding  physician  not  required  to  exercise  highest 
degree  of  skill  and  diligence  possible  unless  he  has  by  special  contract  agreed 
to  do  so;  Harris  v.  Fall,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1179,  100  C.  C.  A.  497,  177  Fed.  82. 
holding  surgeon  undertaking  operation  required  to  exercise  throughout  perform- 
ance of  his  engagement  both  ordinary  care  and  skill  of  his  profession,  in  ligbt 
of  modern  advancement  and  learning  on  subject,  and  his  own  best  ability,  care- 
and  skill. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.R.A.  830)  on  degree  of  care  and  skill  which  physician 
or  surgeon  must  exercise;  (17  L.R.A. (X.S.)  1246)  on  patient's  negligence  or 
failure  to  follow  instructions  as  affecting  liability  for  malpractice;  (93  Am.  St. 
Rep.  666)  on  liability  of  physicians  and  surgeons  for  negligence  and  mal- 
practice. 

Distinguished  in  Hogan  v.  Hospital  Co.  63  W.  Va.  87,  59  S.  E.  943,  where 
question  was  as  to  care  required  of  hospital  towards  persons  committed  to  it? 
care. 
P]&T«lelan'«  rls'ht  to  detern^lne   frequency  of  visits. 

Cited  in  note  (51  L.  R.  A.  298)  on  physician's  right  to  determine  frequency  oi 
visits  to  patient. 
Recovery  by  pliysictan  as  bar  to  action  for  malpractice. 

Cited  in  Gates  v.  Newman,  18  Ind.  App.  419,  46  N.  £  654  (dissenting  opinioi» 
by  Black,  J.),  who  holds  that  judgment  by  default  against  patient  in  favor  of 
physician  for  services  does  not  estop  patient  from  prosecuting  cross  action  for 
malpractice;  Jordahl  v.  Berry,  72  Minn.  121,  45  L.  R.  A.  545,  71  Am.  St.  Rep- 
460,  75  N.  W.  10,  and  Sale  v.  Eichberg,  105  Tenn.  343,  62  L.  R.  A.  897,  59  S.  W. 
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1020,  holding  judgment  by  default  in  favor  of  physician  for  services  rendered  to 
patient  not  a  bar  to  action  by  patient  against  physician  for  malpractice,  unlesa 
defense  was  made  to  first  action  by  patient. 

Cited  in  note  (45  L.  R,  A.  544)  on  recovery  by  physician  as  bar  to  action  for 
malpractice. 

Teatimony  am  to  effect  of  injary  on  liealth. 

Cited  in  Federal  Betterment  Co.  v.  Reeves,  77  Kan.  114,  93  Pac.  627,  16  Ann. 
Cas.  796,  holding  one  in  situation  to  know  may  testify  to  fact  whether  another 
competent  to  perform  manual  labor  before  and  after  injury;  Ewing  v.  Lanark 
Fuel  Co.  66  W.  Va.  729,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  493,  66  S.  E.  200,  holding  father  may 
testify  concerning  incapacity  of  boy  to  earn  money  after  injury. 
Estoppel. 

Cited  in  Southern  Penn.  Oil  Co.  v.  Calf  Creek  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  140  Fed.  517,. 
holding  party  to  suit  conceding  purchase  of  lease  and  right  to  drill  oil  wells 
and  necessity  of  sinking  counter  wells  estopped  thereafter  to  deny  such  facts* 

Cited  in  note  (44  Am.  St.  Rep.  564)  on  proof  of  res  judicata. 

18  L.  R  A.  634,  McCLAIN  v.  DAVIS,  37  W.  Va.  330,  16  S.  E.  629. 
BntrT  of  Jndgrmenta. 

Cited,  but  not  passed  upon,  in  Griffin  v.  Haught,  45  W.  Va.  464,  31  S.  E.  967,. 
and  Richmond^  V.  Henderson,  48  W.  Va.  396,  37  S.  E.  663,  holding  that  judgment 
of  justice  of  peace  cannot  be  entered  more  than  one  day  after  rendition  of  verdict; 
Marstiller  v.  Ward,  52  W.  Va.  84,  43  S.  E.  178,  holding  entry  of  judgment  by 
court  enforceable  by  mandamus;  Brand  v.  Swindler,  68  W.  Va.  574,  70  S.  E. 
362,  holding  that  justice's  docket  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  date  of  rendition 
and  entry  of  judgment  noted  therein. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.R.A.  147)  on  entry  of  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc. 

Distinguished  in  Cincinnati,  P.  B.  S.  &  P.  Packet  Co.  v.  Bellville,  56  W.  Va.. 
562,  47  S.  E.  301,  denying  writ  prohibiting  justice  from  issuing  execution  on: 
or  taking  steps  to  collect  judgment  entered  more  than  seventy-two  hours  after 
its  rendition;  McDowell  County  Bank  v.  Wood,  60  W.  Va.  624,  65  S.  E.  753,. 
holding  plaintiff  entitled  to  judgment  on  uncontested  note  on  return  day  of 
summons  though  justice  failed  to  enter  judgment  at  once  upon  confession. 

Cited  as  overruled  in  Cross  v.  Gall,  65  vW.  Va.  281,  64  S.  E.  633,  holding 
judgment  not  void  because  not  entered  up  by  justice  in  docket  within  twenty- 
four  hours. 
Amendment  of  Jadtrment. 

Cited  in  White  v.  County  Ct.  63  W.  Va.  238,  59  S.  E.  884,  holding  by  analogy^ 
court  cannot  read  into  statute  limit  of  road  levy  intended  by  legislature,  where- 
no  one  can  tell  what  limit  would  have  been. 

18  L.  R.  A.  639,  Ex  parte  PLESSY,  45  La.  Ann.  80,  11  So.  948. 
Civil  riarlita  — -  Statutes  antltorlslninr    separation   of  race*. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  766,  62  Fed.  50^ 
holding  it  to  be  within  power  of  state  to  enact  statute  requiring  carriers  to  fur- 
nish, and  passengers  of  different  races  to  occupy,  separate  compartments  or  cars;. 
State  V.  Pearson,  110  La.  390,  34  So.  576,  upholding  constitutionality  of  act  re- 
quiring street  car  companies  to  furnish  separate  accommodations  for  white  and' 
colored  passengers;  State  v.  Treadaway,  126  La.  313,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  514,  62* 
So.  500,  20  Ann.  Cas.  1297,  to  the  point  that  word  "colored"  in  statutes  is  used 
to  designate  negroes  proper  and  persons  of  mixed  negro  blood ;  May  v.  Shreveport 
Traction  Co.  127  La.  426,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  210,  63  So.  671,  holding  that  under 
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act  no.  64,  of  1902  with  regard  to  aBsignment  of  white  and  colored  races  to  sep- 
arate compartments,  railroad  company  and  officers  and  agents  are  liable  ft>r 
consequences  of  their  mistakes  or  abuse  of  discretion;  Patterson  v.  Taylor,  51 
Fla.  284,  40  So.  493,  holding  lawful  provision  for  separation  of  white  and  black 
races  on  street  cars  made  by  ordinance;  Hart  v.  State,  100  Ind.  602,  60  Atl.  457, 
holding  states  may  enact  laws  requiring  separation  of  white  and  colored  passen- 
gers on  trains,  if  confined  to  intra-state  commerce  also  citing  note;  State  ex  rel. 
Tax  Collector  v.  Falkenheiner,  123  La.  623,  49  So.  214,  holding  law  requiring 
saloons  for  white  and  colored  persons  to  be  conducted  in  separate  buildings  con- 
stitutional. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Smith  v.  State,  41  L.  R.  A.  432,  which  upholds  state  stat- 
ute providing  for  equal,  but  separate,  accommodations  for  negroes  on  railroads. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   1109)  on  liability  for  placing  white  passenger 
in  car  for  colored  persons;    (32  L.R.A. (N.S.)  802)   on  duty  to  provide  separate 
compartments  for  colored  passengers  in  sleeping  or  palace  cars;  46  L.  ed.  U.  S. 
244,  245)  on  separate  coach  acts. 
^—  Rnlea  of  carrier  reanirinff  reparation. 

Cited  in  Hart  v.  State,  100  Md.  602,  60  Atl..  457,  holding  common  carrier  can 
itself  adopt  reasonable  regulations  for  separate  accommodation  of  white  and 
colored  passengers,  also  citing  annotation  on  this  point. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chilton  v.  St.  Louis  &  I.  M.  R.  Co.  19  L.  R.  A.  269,  which 
autliorizes  carrier  to  exclude  colored  woman  from  particular  car,  when  she  is  given 
opportunity  to  ride  in  car  set  apart  for  her  own  race,  and  which  is  equal  in  accom- 
modations to  other;  Bowie  v.  Birmingham  R.  &  Electric  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  632, 
which  sustains  rule  of  street  railway  company  requiring  colored  and  white  pas- 
sengers to  occupy  different  ends  of  car;  Smith  v.  Chamberlain,  19  L.  R.  A.  710, 
which  authorizes  carrier  to  provide  separate  waiting  rooms  for  white  and  colored 
passengers. 
«—  Riflrlit  of  colored  man  to  compel  Male  of  soda  -vrater  to  l&im. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cecil  v.  Green,  32  L.  R.  A.  566,  which  holds  drug  store 
where  soda  water,  etc.,  is  sold,  not  place  of  accommodation  and  amusement  within 
civil  rights  act,  requiring  keeper  to  sell  soda  water  to  colored  man. 

18  L.  R.  A.  644,  FRARY  v.  AMERICAN  RUBBER  CO.  52  Minn.  264,  53  N.  W. 

1156. 
S3mployer*a  rlgrltt  to  dtocl&arare  aerr-ant. 

Cited  in  Blaine  v.  Publishers  George  Knapp  &  Co.  140  Mo.  260,  41  S.  W.  787: 
Williams  v.  Kansas  City  Suburban  Belt  R.  Co.  85  Mo.  App.  110, — ^holding  con- 
tract for  personal  service  to  "satisfaction  of  employer"  gives  him  absolute  riglit 
to  discharge  servant  in  case  of  dissatisfaction;  Beissel  v.  Vermillion  Farmers 
Elevator  Co.  102  Minn.  231,  12  L.R.A. (N.S.)  406,  113  N.  W.  575,  on  right  of 
■employer  to  discharge  employee  under  a  contract  giving  him  that  right  when 
•employee's  services  are  unsatisfactory. 

Distinguished  in  Mobile,  J.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hayden,  116  Tenn.  680,  94  S.  W. 
940,  holding  burden  of  proving  employee  incompetent  on  employer  where  tlw 
•contract  is  dependent  upon  the  employee  proving  capable,  efficient  and  satisfac- 
tory. 
Rlgrht  to  rescind  contract  because  of  ^want  of  ''satisfaction.'' 

Cited  in  Kidder  Press  Co.  v.  J.  V.  Reed  &  Co.  133  Ky.  358,  134  Am.  St  Rep. 
450,  117  S.  W.  950,  holding  that  under  contract  to  construct  printing  press,  in 
which  it  was  stipulated  that  purchaser  might  return  same  if  not  "satisfactory" 
purchaser's  decision  that  it  was  not  satisfactory,  is  conclusive;  Walker  v.  Grout 
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Bros.  Automobile  Co.  124  Mo.  App.  639,  102  S.  W.  25,  holding  one  purchasing 
an  automobile  on  the  assurance  of  the  dealer  that  it  would  be  "satisfactory"  to 
him  may  rescind  the  contract  where  in  good  faith  he  finds  it  is  not  satisfactory. 

18  L.  R  A.  646,  STATE  ex  tel.  RHODES  v.  SAUNDERS,  66  N.  H.  39,  25  Atl.  588. 
Adoption   of  Enarli'H   common   la^vr   in   United    States. 

CSted  in  Smith  v.  Furbish,  68  N.  H.  149,  47  L.  R.  A.  240,  44  Atl.  398,  holding 
that  feudal  usages  of  early  English  common  law  relative  to  construction  of  deeds 
creating  estates  tail  have  no  place  in  our  jurisprudence;  Edgerly  v.  Barker,  6B 
N.  H.  467,  28  L.  R.  A.  334,  31  Atl.  900,  holding  act  of  Parliament  allowing  crea- 
tion of  estates  tail  not  part  of  common  law  of  this  country;  Ricker's  Petition,  66 
N.  H.  226,  24  L.  R.  A.  748,  29  Atl.  559,  holding  principles  and  practice  of  common 
law,  being  imsuited  to  local  conditions,  inapplicable  to  admission  of  attorneys  in 
New  Hampshire;  Opinion  of  Justices,  73  N.  H.  630,  63  Atl.  505,  6  Ann.  Cas.  689, 
holding  English  statutes  regulating  gaming  in  force  and  adapted  when  New 
Hampfihire  was  a  royal  province,  if  adapted  to  conditions  of  the  state,  became 
part  of  common  law  thereof. 
Riarlit   of  lory   trial. 

Cited  in  State  e«  rel,  Blanpied  v.  Currier,  66  N.  H.  622,  19  Atl.  1000,  holding 
question  whether  building  was  used  as  place  in  which  to  sell  liquors  triable  by 
jury;  State  v.  Griffin,  66  N.  H.  327,  29  Atl.  414,  holding  constitutional  right  to 
jury  trial  not  infringed  by  law  requiring  one  appealing  from  sentence  of  justice  of 
the  peace  to  pay  fees  of  appeal,  recognizance,  and  copies ;  State  v.  Gerry,  68  N.  H. 
496,  38  L.  R,  A.  229,  38  Atl.  272,  holding  right  to  jury  trial  violated  by  attempt 
to  give  police  courts  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  supreme  court  in  criminal  cases 
where  fine  does  not  exceed  $200  nor  term  of  imprisonment  one  year;  Daley  v. 
Kennett,  76  N.  H.  538,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  53,  78  Atl.  123,  holding  defendant  entitled 
to  jury  trial  in  trover  by  mortgagee  to  recover  possession  of  chattels  from  one 
denying  title  because  of  subsequent  conveyances;  State  v.  Corron,  73  N.  H 
458,  62  Atl.  1044,  6  Ann.  Cas.  486,  holding  defendants  in  all  actions  on  bond  of 
licenses  to  sell  intoxicating  liquor,  minimum  amount  of  which  is  $500,  entitled 
to  jury  trial;  Sipola  v.  Winship,  74  N.  H.  245,  66  Atl.  962,  holding  parties  have 
no  constitutional  right  of  trial  by  jury  in  assessment  of  damages  for  fraud  when 
court  decrees  cancellation  of  note  in  part  for  fraud. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hall  v.  Armstrong,  20  L.  R.  A.  366,  which  denies  right  to- 
jury  trial  in  actions  of  book  account. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  49)  on  denial  of  jury  trial  because  matters  in 
issue  complicated. 
—  In  eqnity  proceedlnis'a. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Auld,  96  Me.  668,  53  Atl.  118,  raising,  without  deciding,  ques- 
tion as  to  right  to  jury  trial  in  equity  proceeding;  State  ex  rel.  Borthwick  v.^ 
Harrington,  69  N.  H.  497,  45  Atl.  404,  holding  verdict  upon  questions  of  fact  sub- 
mitted to  jury  by  equity  court  advisory  only;  Genest  v.  Odell  Mfg.  Co.  75  N. 
H.  367,  74  Atl.  593,  holding  that  issues  of  fact  arising  in  suits  in  equity  should 
be  submitted  to  determination  by  jury;  Curtice  v.  Dixon,  73  N.  H.  394,  62  Atl. 
492,  holding  no  constitutional  right  of  trial  by  jury  exists  in  action  in  equity  to 
cancel  contract  through  which  property  obtained  by  fraud  on  plaintiff's  intestate 
of  unsound  mind. 
Abatement  of  nuisance. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Hyde  v.  Lynch,  72  N.  H.  185,  55  Atl.  553,  holding  sub- 
stantive fact  upon  which  proceeding  to  abate  liquor  nuisance  depends  is  existence 
of  alleged  illegal  use  at  commencement  of  proceedings. 
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«IarlBdiction   of  equity   to  abate   nuisance   or  enjoin   abuse   of  eorpomte 
privl  learns. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Strickford,  70  N.  H.  297,  47  Atl.  262,  holding  that  injunction 
'will  not  issue  against  liquor  nuisance  after  its  abatement;  State  ex  rel.  Hubbard 
V.  Piper,  70  N.  H.  282,  47  Atl.  703,  holding  that  equity  cannot  enjoin  sale  of 
liquors  as  nuisance  on  premises  other 'than  those  described  in  petition;  State  v. 
O'Leary,  155  Ind.  532,  52  L.  R.  A.  303,  footnote  p.  299,  58  N.  E.  703,  denying 
right  of  state  to  injunction  for  suppression  of  gambling  house;  Columbian  Athletic 
Club  V.  State,  143  Ind.  108,  28  L.  R.  A.  731,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  407,  40  N.  E.  914, 
holding  that  equity  will  enjoin  abuse  of  corporate  privileges  in  conducting  prize 
lights;  State  v.  Sunapee  Dam  Co.  72  N.  H.  120,  55  Atl.  899,  upholding  jurisdiction 
of  equity  to  enjoin  unreasonable  use  of  right  of  flowage,  on  ground  of  nuisance: 
Connecticut  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  Olcott  Falls  Co.  65  N.  H.  290,  13  L.  R.  A.  830, 
21  Atl.  1090,  holding  bill  in  equity  maintainable  by  riparian  owner  to  cause  re- 
moval of  dam  as  nuisance,  which  interferes  with  right  of  floatage;  State  v.  Boston 
A  M.  R.  Co.  76  N.  H.  336,  74  Atl.  542,  to  the  point  that  equity  could  enjoin  use 
of  building  for  illegal  sale  of  spiritous  or  malt  liquor;  State  v.  Vaughan,  81  Ark. 
124,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  905,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  29,  98  S.  W.  685,  11  Ann.  Gas.  29. 
on  jurisdiction  of  equity  over  suit  to  restrain  nuisance;  Respass  v.  Com.  131 
Ky.  816,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  839,  115  S.  W.  1131,  enjoining  use  of  premises  for  main- 
tenance of  poolroom  wherein  betting  on  horse  races  carried  on;  State  v.  Sunapee 
Dam  Co.  72  N.  H.  120,  65  Atl.  899,  on  jurisdiction  of  equity  on  ground  of  nui- 
sance; People  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Tool,  36  Colo.  239,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  827,  117  Am. 
St.  Rep.  Ry.  198,  86  Pac.  224,  on  constitutionality  of  laws  authorizing  equitable 
action  to  enjoin  nuisance;  Ex  parte  Allison,  48  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  640,  3  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  627,  90  S.  W.  492,  13  Ann.  Cas.  684;  Ex  parte  Allison,  99  Tex.  464,  2 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1114,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  663,  90  S.  W.  870,— sustaining  statute  au- 
thorizing restraint  of  gaming  houses  by  injunction. 

Cited  in  notes  (41  L.R.A.  322,  328,  329)  on  injunctions  by  municipalities 
against  nuisances  affecting  public  morals,  peace,  and  good  order,  and  health  and 
safety;  (23  L.R.A. (X.S.)  691)  on  right  of  state  to  enjoin  public  nuisance  which 
is  also  a  crime;  (19  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  306)  as  to  when  injunction  against  nuisance 
will  be  granted. 
Abatement   of   nuisance  a   civil   proceedlner- 

Cited  in  Rancour's  Petition,  66  N.  H.  175,  20  Atl.  930,  and  State  ew  rel.  Thorn- 
-dike  V.  Collins,  68  N.  H.  302,  44  Atl.  495,  holding  petition  for  writ  of  injunction 
to  abate  liquor  nuisance  a  civil  proceeding. 
Amendment  of  petition  for  abatentent  of  nuisance. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Thorndike  v.  Collins,  68  N.  H.  46,  36  Atl.  660,  holding 
petition  for  abatement  of  liquor  nuisance  amendable  by  substitution  of  names  of 
legal  voters  as  required  by  statute;  State  ex  rel.  Hyde  v.  Lynch,  72  N.  H.  185,  55 
Atl.  553,  upholding  jurisdiction  of  court  to  substitute  county  solicitor  for  super- 
intendent of  police,  in  petition  for  abatement  of  liquor  nuisance. 

18  L.  R.  A.  657,  STATE  v.  PHIPPS,  50  Kan.  609,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  297,  34  Am. 

St.  Rep.  152,  31  Pac.  1097. 
"Who  enaraared  in  interstate  commerce. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  French  v.  State,  52  L.  R.  A.  100,  which  holds  agent  of  non- 
resident company  selling  organ  taken  with  him,  or  taking  orders  for  others  to  be 
-delivered  by  him,  engaged  in  interstate  commerce;  State  v.  Willingham,  52  L.  R. 
A.  198,  which  holds  as  interstate  commerce,  delivery  of  portraits  and  frames  by 
agent  previously  taking  orders  for  nonresident  manufacturer;  Croy  v.  Epperson, 
SI  L.  R.  A.  254,  which  holds  one  taking  orders  in  own  name  for  articles  manufac- 
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tured  in  other  state,  and  delivering  separate  articles  to  customers,  not  engaged  in 
interstate  oonuneree;  Racine  Iron  Co.  v.  McCommons,  51  L.  R.  A.  134,  which  holds 
traveling  agent  taking  orders  and  distributing  contents  of  original  package  among 
customers  not  engaged  in  interstate  commerce;  Smith  v.  Jackson,  47  L.  R.  A.  416, 
which  holds  agent  collecting  garments  and  sending  them  to  laundry  outside  of 
«tate  and  redelivering  to  owners  not  engaged  in  commerce. 

Cited  in  note  (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  251)  on  state  regulations  as  to  insurance 
agents. 

Combflnationn  or  contracts  in  restraint  of   trade. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  \V.  &  V.  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  214  111.  442,  73  N.  E.  770,  holding 
combination  to  prevent  competition  in  sale  of  coal  a  common  law  conspiracy 
regardless  of  what  is  done  in  furtherance  thereof. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cummings  v.  Union  Blue  Stone  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  262,  which 
holds  void,  agreement  by  persons  controlling  90  per  cent  of  sale  of  blue  stone,  to 
^U  through  common  agent  and  maintain  agreed  prices;  John  D.  Park  &  Sons  Co. 
V.  National  Wholesale  Druggists'  Asso.  62  L.  R.  A.  632,  which  upholds  validity  of 
agreement  between  manufacturers  of  medicines  and  wholesalers,  designed  to  main- 
tain Used  selling  prices;  Com.  v.  Grinstead,  56  L.  R.  A.  709,  which  holds  agree- 
ment not  to  resell  goods  at  less  than  specified  price  not  within  statute  for  sup- 
pression of  conspiracies;  Fuqua  v.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  241,  which  holds 
contract  not  to  sell  any  beer  except  that  of  one  company,  which  in  turn  agrees  not 
to  sell  to  any  other  party  in  that  vicinity,  void  as  in  restraint  of  trade;  United 
States  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  428,  which  holds  monopoly  not  involved  in 
<Jontrol  of  business  of  refining  and  selling  sugar;  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Armour  , 
Packing  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  464,  which  holds  unlawful  combination  to  fix  prices  shown 
by  acts  of  competing  dealers,  such  as  selling  at  fixed  rate  from  which  rebates  are 
^iven  and  giving  notice  of  change  in  prices  which  always  follows;   People  v. 
Sheldon,  23  L.  R.  A.  221,  which  holds  combination  to  prevent  competition  in  prices 
of  coal,  unlawful  conspiracy ;  Hawarden  v.  Youghiogheny  &  L.  Coal  Co.  55  L.  R.  A. 
828,  which  sustains  retail  coal  dealer's  right  to  enjoin  wholesalers  and  favored 
retailers  combining  to  drive  other  retailers  out  of  business;   Brown  v.  Jacobs 
Pharmacy  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  548,  which  sustains  right  to  injunction  against  com- 
bination of  merchants  to  prevent  sales  to  other  dealer  unless  he  sells  at  fixed 
prices;  Slaughter  v.  Thacker  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  65  L.R.A.  343,  which  holds  void 
contract  by  different  coal  mining  companies  giving  exclusive  right  to  sell  entire 
output  at  uniform  prices  to  corporation  organized  as  their  regular  salea  agent. 

Cited  in  notes  (64  L.R.A.  706,  722,  723,  726)  on  illegal  trusts  under  modern 
anti-trust  laws;   (55  L.  ed.  U.  S.  232)  on  legality  of  combinations  among  under- 
writers. 
-**»  Contraets    to    refnilate    Insurance    rates. 

Cited  in  Queen  Ins.  Co.  v.  State,  86  Tex.  265,  22  L.  R.  A.  491,  footnote  p.  483, 
24  S.  W.  397,  holding  combination  of  insurance  companies  to  establish  uniform 
rates  of  insurance  and  fix  agents'  commissions,  legal;  i^tna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Com.  106 
Ky.  879,  45  L.  R.  A.  359,  51  S.  W.  624,  holding  contracts  regulating  insurance 
rates  not  within  statute  prohibiting  combinations  to  regulate,  control,  and  fix 
price  of  "any  merchandise,  manufactured  article,  or  property  of  any  kind;"  Mc- 
Carter  v.  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  74  N.  J.  Eq.  401,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1209,  135  Am.  St. 
Rep.  708,  73  Atl.  414,  18  Ann.  Cas.  1048  (dissenting  opinion),  on  insurance  busi- 
ness as  affected  with  public  interest  within  meaning  of  cases  referring  to  com- 
binations in  restraint  of  trade;  State  v.  Board  of  Trade,  107  Minn.  548,  23  L.R.A. 
^N.S.)  1281,  121  N.  W.  395,  as  to  whether  insurance  is  "commodity." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Lancashire  F.  Ins.  Co.  45  L.  R.  A.  348,  which  holds 
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combination  between  foreign  insurance  companies  to  fix  rates  of  inBurance  in 
foreign  countries  not  subject  to  penalty. 
Restrict  ions  on  department  store*. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  261)  on  legal  restrictions  on  department  stores. 
Corporate    taxation. 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  646)  on  corporate  taxation  and  the  commerce  clause. 
LieBrialati-ve    control    over    forelarn    corporation*. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Stone,  118  Mo.  402,  25  L.  R.  A.  247,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  388,  24 
S.  W.  164,  holding  it  within  constitutional  power  of  state  to  prescribe  conditions 
upon  which  foreign  insurance  companies  may  transact  business  within  state,  and 
to  provide  penalties  for  violation  thereof;  Maine  Guarantee  Co.  v.  Cox,  146  Ind. 
109,  42  N.  E.  915,  holding  it  within  legislative  province  to  prescribe  conditions 
upon  which  foreign  corporation  may  do  business  within  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  298)  on  restrictions  on  business  of  foreign  insur- 
ance companies;  (24  L.  R.  A.  312)  on  exclusion  of  foreign  corporations  as  inter- 
ference with  interstate  commerce. 

18  L.  R.  A.  663,  JACKSON  v.  NATIONAL  BANK,  92  Tenn.  154,  36  Am.  St.  Rep. 

81,  20  S.  W.  802.. 
Authority  of  aarent  to  take,  indorse,  and  collect  checks  or  notes. 

Cited  in  William  Deering  &  Co.  v.  Kelso,  74  Minn.  43,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  324,  76 
N.  W.  792,  holding  that  mere  collecting  agent  has  no  implied  authority  to  indorse 
checks  in  name  of  principal ;  Carolina  Nat.  Bank  v.  State,  60  S.  C.  473,  85  Am.  St. 
Rep.  865,  38  S.  E.  629,  holding  that  agent  cannot  bind  principal  by  indorsement  of 
conmiercial  paper,  except  under  express  authority;  Jackson  Paper  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  199  111.  158,  59  L.  R.  A.  661,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  113,  65  N.  E. 
136,  and  T.  M.  Sinclair  &  Co.  v.  Goodell,  93  111.  App.  594,  holding  authority  to 
receive  payment  in  checks  in  lieu  of  cash  not  impliedly  authorize  agent  to  indorse 
and  collect  checks;  National  Bank  v.  Old  Town  Bank,  50  C.  C.  A.  445,  112  Fed. 
727,  upholding  authority  of  attorney  of  legatees  to  collect  checks  payable  to  his 
clients  upon  settlement  of  estate;  Valequette  v.  Clark  Bros.  Coal  Min.  Co.  83 
Vt.  545,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  444,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  1104,  77  Atl.  869,  to  the  point 
that  commercial  traveler  employed  to  sell  goods,  to  collect  accounts  and  to  receive 
money  and  checks  payable  to  order  of  principal  is  not  by  implication  authorized 
to  endorse  checks  in  name  of  principal. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Baldwin  v.  Tucker,  57  L.  R,  A.  451,  which  holds  purchaser 
from  agent  bound  to  know  latter's  lack  of  authority  to  take  purchase  money  note 
payable  to  himself. 

Cited  in  notes  (27  L.R.A.  401)  on  power  of  agents  to  indorse  negotiable  paper; 
(38  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   700)  on  authority  of  sales  agent  who  is  authorized  to  collect 
the  w^hole  or  a  part  of  the  purchase  price  upon  making  the  sale,  to  receive  pay- 
ments afterwards. 
PaFinent  of  check  on  unauthorised  tndorsenient. 

Cited  in  Commercial  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lincoln  Fuel  Co.  67  III.  App.  168,  holding 
that  drawee  pays  check  indorsed  without  authority,  at' his  peril ;  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Bi-Metallic  Bank,  17  Colo.  App.  233,  68  Pac.  115,  holding  drawee  bank 
liable  for  payment  of  check  delivered  by  mistake  of  maker's  agent  to  one  ot  same 
name  as  payee.  ' 

Requisites  of  custom. 

Cited  in  note  (8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  334)  on  necessity  that  custom  be  limited,  cer- 
tain, reasonable,  and  of  lawful  origin. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  668,  PRIOR  v.  SWARTZ,  62  Conn.  132,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  333,  25  Atl. 

398. 
Riarlita  of  riparian  or  upland  OTrnera  in  navifirable  'waters. 

Cited  in  Chamberlain  v.  Hemingway,  63  Conn.  8,  22  L.  R.  A.  48,  38  Am.  St.  Rep. 
330,  27  Atl.  239,  holding  that  owner  of  uplands  bordering  on  navigable  waters  has 
right  incident  to  such  ownership  to  fill  in  and  reclaim  submerged  lands  lying  be- 
tween high  and  low  water  marks,  so  long  as  navigation  of  water  is  not  interfered 
i;rith;  Lane  v.  New  Haven  Harbor,  70  Conn.  694,  40  Atl.  1058,  holding  right  of 
owner  of  land  bordering  upon  tide  water,  to  erect  and  maintain  wharf  out  to  navi- 
gable channel,  subservient  to  paramount  right  of  public  navigation ;  San  Francisco 
Sav.  Union  v.  R.  G.  Petroleum  &  Min.  Co.  144  Cal.  137,  68  L.R.A.  245,  103  Am. 
St.  Rep.  72,  77  Pac.  823,  1  Ann.  Cas.  182,  holding  littoral  proprietor  can  maintain 
action  to  abate  obstructions  placed  in  front  of  his  land  by  stranger  below  ordi- 
nary high-water  mark  of  ocean. 

Cited  in  notes  (40  L.  R.  A.  604)  on  right  of  owner  of  upland  to  access  to  navi- 
gable water;  (63  Am.  St.  Rep.  294)  on  title  to  land  under  navigable  water; 
(69  Am.  St.  Rep.  273)  on  what  are  purprestures ;  (127  Am.  St.  Rep.  52)  on 
relative  rights  of  state  and  riparian  owners  in  navigable  waters;  (23  Eng.  Rul. 
Oas.  186,  187)  on  ownership  of  riparian  ow^ner  to  thread  of  stream. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Mould,  24  Misc.  292,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  1032,  holding  that 
owner  of  land  bordering  on  tide  water  has  no  right,  as  against  state,  to  construct 
and  maintain  wharf  extending  from  high-water  mark  to  navigable  channel; 
Shively  v.  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  20,  38  L.  ed.  339,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  548,  holding  that 
grants  by  Congress  of  land  in  territory  bordering  on  navigable  waters,  convey  no 
title  below  high-water  mark,  and  do  not  affect  the  title  of  the  future  state  thereto. 

18  L.  R.  A.  670,  LAMPREY  v.  STATE,  62  Minn.  181,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  541,  53  N. 

W.  1139. 
Property  riirltt*  in  nnmeandered   -vratera. 

Cited  in  Lamphrey  v.  Danz,  86  Minn.  321,  90  N.  W.  578,  holding  that  unmean- 
tiered  lakes  are  absolute  property  of  owner  of  beds,  free  from  all  right  of  state  or 
public  therein. 

Distinguished  in  Albert  Lea  v.  Nielsen,  80  Minn.  105,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  242,  82 
"K.  W.  1104,  holding  owners  of  land  bordering  on  unmeandered  lake,  claiming  title 
by  patent  issued  by  government,  not  estopped  to  claim  damages  for  overflowing 
lands  by  raising  of  water  by  maintenance  of  dam. 
I^avr  of  state  to  aro^ern  conntractlon  of  riparian  is'ranta. 

Cited  in  Sapp  v.  Frazier,  51  La.  Ann.  1725,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  493,  26  So.  378, 
holding  that  questions  concerning  riparian  rights  growing  out  of  land  granted 
from  United  States,  without  reservation  or  restriction,  are  to  be  settled  by  law  of 
state  in  which  land  lies;  Kregar  v.  Fogarty,  78  Kan.  545,  96  Pac.  845,  to  the 
point  that  whether  grants  of  public  lands  by  United  States  bounded  on  waters, 
passes  title  to  bed  of  waters  to  granter  or  to  state  is  to  be  determined  by  local 
law ;  Hobart  v.  Hall,  174  Fed.  438,  holding  that  grants  by  United  States  of  public 
lands  bounded  on  waters  are  to  be  construed  as  to  their  effect  according  to  law 
of  state  in  which  land  lies;  Harrison  v.  Fite,  78  C.  C.  A.  447,  148  Fed.  784,  hold- 
ing the  question  of  whether  title  to  the  soil  under  the  waters  of  a  lake  or  stream 
passes  to  the  grantee  of  the  shore  line  is  determined  by  the  laws  of  the  state 
in  which  the  land  lies. 

Riirltts  of  public  in  public  'vraters. 

Cited  in  Hartman  v.  Tresise,  36  Colo.  161,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)   885,  84  Pac.  685 
< dissenting  opinion),  on  the  rights  of  the  public  in  the  navigable  streams  and 
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lakes;   Smart  v.  Aroostook  Lumber  Co.  103  Me.  49,  14  L,R.A.(N.S.)   1086,  68^ 
Atl.  527,  on  rights  of  public  in  navigable  streams. 
Rigrhts  of  state  in  navlgrable  ^vaters. 

Cited  in  Dana  v.  Hurst,  86  Kan.  959,  122  Pac.  1041,  holding  that  title  to  bed  of 
Arkansas  river  within  boundaries  of  state  is  in  state;  Minnesota  Canal  &.  Powet 
Co.  V.  Koochiching  Co.  97  Minn.  443,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  645,  107  N.  W.  405,  7  Ann. 
Cas.  1182,  on  the  rights  of  state  in  navigable  waters  as  being  sovereign. 
Rlflrlita  of  npland  or  riparian  o^wner*  in  lalcea  and  atreaniB. 

Cited  in  Lamprey  v.  Mead,  54  Minn,  298,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  328,  55  N.  W.  1132. 
holding  that  voidable  patent  of  land  bounded  by  meandered  lake  can  only  ik 
avoided  by  United  States  in  proceeding  to  which  patentee  is  party;  State  v.  Lake 
St.  Clair  Fishing  &  Shooting  Club,  127  Mich.  598,  87  N.  W.  117,  holding  rights  of 
riparian  owners  of  land  bordering  on  Great  Lakes  not  cut  off  by  grant  by  state  of 
submerged  lands  for  private  use;  Kirwan  v.  Murphy,  28  C.  C.  A.  348,  49  U.  S- 
App.  658,  83  Fed.  278,  holding  same  rules  applicable  to  construction  of  rights  of 
riparian  owners  on  lakes  as  upon  streams;  Turner  v.  James  Canal  Co.  155  CaL 
89,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  4t)4,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  59,  99  Pac  520,  17  Ann.  Cas.  823, 
holding  that  riparian  owner  on  slough  can  take  water  for  irrigation;  Roanoke 
Rapids  Power  Co.  v.  Roanoke  Nav.  &  Water  Power  Co.  152  N.  C.  491,  68  S.  E. 
190,  to  the  point  that  riparian  owner  has  right  to  undisturbed  flow  of  river  which 
passed  along  whole  frontage  of  property;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  14  Idaho,  573,  24 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1247,  95  Pac.  499;  Sherwin  v.  Bitzer,  97  Minn.  255,  106  N.  W, 
1046, — holding  the  boundary  line  of  a  lot  abutting  on  a  lake  is  the  water  line 
and  not  the  meander  line. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  596)  on  right  of  owner  of  upland  to  access  to  navi- 
gable water. 
-i—  Non-naviarable. 

Cited  in  Fuller  v.  Shedd,  161  111.  488,  33  L.  R.  A.  159,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  380,  44 
N.  E.  286;  Shell  v.  Matteson,  81  Minn.  41,  83  N.  W.  491;  Security  Land  &  Ex- 
ploration Co.  v.  Burns,  87  Minn.  103,  63  L.  R.  A.  160,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  684,  91 
N.  W.  304,  —  holding  that  riparian  owner  on  non-navigable  lake  takes  title  to 
center  thereof ;  Olson  v.  Huntamer,  6  S.  D.  373,  61  N.  W.  479,  holding  that  patent 
in  fee  simple  of  land  bordering  on  lake  or  river  carries  with  it,  as  appurtenant 
thereto,  title  to  center  of  lake  or  stream;  Sizor  v.  Logansport,  151  Ind.  628,  44 
L.  R.  A.  816,  50  N.  E.  377,  holding  that  owners  of  lands  bordering  on  streams  not 
navigable  take  title  to  center  of  stream  unless  restricted  by  terms  of  grant: 
Conneaut  Lake  Ice  Co.  v.  Quigley,  226  Pa.  611,  74  Atl.  648,  holding  that  where 
meanered  lake  is  non-navigable  in  fact,  patentee  of  land  bordering  on  it  takes  to 
middle  of  lake. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Noyes  v.  Collins,  26  L.  R.  A.  609,  which  holds  non-naviga- 
ble lake  not  to  belong  to  riparian  owners. 
—  Naviflrable. 

Cited  in  Steinbuchel  v.  Lane,  59  Kan.  12,  51  Pac.  886,  holding  patentee  of  lands 
bordering  on  meandered  navigable  stream  not  entitled  to  island  separated  from 
main  shore  by  well-defined,  navigable  channel ;  Rood  v.  Wallace,  109  Iowa,  8,  7^ 
N.  W.  449,  holding  title  in  beds  of  all  navigable  lakes  to  be  in  state  in  trust  for 
public;  Mendota  Club  v.  Anderson,  101  Wis.  492,  78  N.  W.  185,  holding  patent 
issued  to  convey  title  to  submerged  lands  of  navigable  lake  or  stream  void,  where 
title  to  uplands  is  in  another,  by  virtue  of  patent  containing  no  reservation  or 
limitation;  Sanborn  v.  People's  Ice  Co.  82  Minn.  54,  51  L.  R.  A.  833,  83  Am.  St 
Rep.  401,  84  N.  W.  641,  holding  riparian  owners  upon  navigable  lakes  or  rivers 
have  no  title  to  lands  submerged,  nor  right  superior  to  common  right  of  all  to 
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take  ice  from  waters  of  lake  or  river ;  Witty  v.  Nichollet  County,  76  Minn.  288,  7^ 
N.  W.  112,  holding  meandered  lakes  capable  of  public  use  belong  to  state  in  ita 
sovereign  capacity  in  trust  for  public;  Lattig  v.  Scott,  17  Idaho,  532,  —  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  — ,  107  Pac.  47,  holding  that  patentees  to  abutting  upland  took  title  to 
middle  of  navigable  channel  of  Snake  river;  Hanson  v.  Rice,  88  Minn.  279,  92  N, 
W.  982,  on  how  the  boundary  lines  of  adjacent  riparian  owners  on  a  meandered 
navigable  lake,  to  the  land  between  the  meander  lines  and  the  lake,  are  fixed. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Concord  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Robertson,  18  L.  R.  A.  679,  as  to  abut- 
ter's rights  in  public  water  and  land  under  same. 
Riirlita   of  riparian   ovrnera   to   accretions   or  relflction*. 

Cited  in  Murphy  v.  Kirwan,  103  Fed.  110;  Crandall  v.  Allen,  118  Mo.  411,  22 
L.  R.  A.  693,  24  S.  W.  172;  French  Live  Stock  Co.  v.  Springer,  35  Or.  320,  58 
Pac.  102,  —  holding  owner  of  uplands  bordering  on  lake  or  stream  entitled  to 
accretions  or  relictions  formed  in  front  of  his  land  by  action  of  water;  De  Lassus 
V.  Faherty,  164  Mo.  361,  58  L.  R.  A.  203,  64  S.  W.  183,  holding  that  owner  of 
lands  bordering  on  stream  does  not  lose  title  to  accretions  separated  from  main 
land  by  change  in  stream's  course,  causing  separation;  Knudsen  v.  Qmanson,  10 
Utah,  128,  37  Pac.  250,  holding  patentee  of  lands  bordering  on  meandered  lake 
entitled  to  lands  formed  by  reliction  of  waters;  Hinckley  v.  Peay,  22  Utah,  26, 
60  Pac.  1012,  holding  that  conveyance  of  land  bordering  on  meandered  lake  car- 
ries with  it  right  to  accretions  and  relictions  between  such  line  and  low-water 
mark;  Hall  v  Hobart,  108  C.  C.  A.  348,  186  Fed.  428;  Broward  v.  Marby,  58  Fla. 
410,  50  So.  826, — holding  that  riparian  rights  arise  by  implication  of  law  and 
give  no  title  to  land  under  navigable  waters,  except  such  as  may  be  lawfully 
acquired  by  accretion,  reliction  and  other  similar  rights;  Scheifert  v.  Briegel, 
90  Minn.  128,  63  L.R.A.  298,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  399,  06  N.  W.  44,  on  how 
the  bed  of  a  dried  up  non-navigable  lake  is  to  be  divided  among  the  riparian 
owners;  Webber  v.  Axtell,  94  Minn.  380,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  196,  102  N.  W.  915, 
holding  a  riparian  owner  on  a  navigable  lake  acquired  title  to  an  island  located 
on  front  of  his  land  and  which  had  become  joined  to  the  shore  by  accretion. 

Cited  in  note  (58  L.  R.  A.  207)  on  law  of  accretion  to  shore  lands. 
What   waters  are  navlsable. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Lyon  v.  Columbia  Water  Power  Co.  82  S.  C.  189,  22 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  439,  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  876,  63  S.  E.  884,  17  Ann.  Cas.  343,  holding 
that  canal  constructed  to  improve  navigation  of  navigable  stream  is  navigable; 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  115  Minn.  464,  —  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  — , 
133  N.  W.  160,  to  the  point  that  inland  lakes  capable  of  use  for  boating,  even 
for  pleasure,  are  navigable,  within  common  law  rule;  McKinney  v.  Northcutt, 
114  Ma  App.  158,  89  S.  W.  351,  holding  a  stream  which  may  be  used  for  the 
transportation  of  rafts  of  railroad  ties  during  several  months  of  the  year  without 
aid  from  the  shore,  a  navigable  stream. 

Cited  in  notes  (42  L.R.A.  317,  320,  322)  on  what  waters  are  navigable; 
(126  Am.  St.  Rep.  718,  723,  726)  on  same  point;  (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  758)  on 
tests  of  navigability. 

Meander  line  a«  boundary* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Security  Land  &  Exploration  Co.  v.  Burns,  63  L.R.A. 
157,  which  holds  that  supposed  meander  line  will  be  hold  to  be  boundary  line 
if  consistent  with  other  calls  and  distances  indicated  on  the  plat. 

18  L.  R.  A.  679,  CONCORD  MFG.  CO.  v.  ROBERTSON,  60  N.  H.  1,  25  Atl.  718. 
lieslnlatflTC    srant    of   rlpaiFtan    pri-vllearea    to   private    corporation. 

Cited  in  Winnipiseogee  Lake  Cotton  &  Woolen  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Gilford,  67  N.  H.  517,. 
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35  Atl.  945,  holding  right  of  corporation  to  use  of  shore-lands  granted  in  charter 
practically  same  as  if  they  owned  upland  in  fee,  with  appurtenant  water  right; 
SUte  V.  Sunapee  Dam  Co.  70  N.  H.  460,  59  L.  R.  A.  61,  50  Atl.  108,  holding  it  to 
be  competent  for  legislature  to  authorize  private  corporation  to  lower  level  of 
public  lake  for  manufacturing  purposes,  although  public  rights  of  navigation 
thereby  impaired. 

Cited  in  note  (53  Am.  St.  Rep.  297)  on  grant  of  title  to  land  under  navigable 
water. 
Riparian  rlgrltts. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lamprey  v.  State,  18  L.  R.  A.  670,  which  holds  grant 
of  public  lands  bordering  on  non-navigable  lakes  extends  only  to  water  line: 
Webb  V.  Dcmopolis,  21  L.  R.  A.  62,  which  holds  riparian  owner's  title  extends  to 
low-water  mark  on  navigable  river. 

Cited  in  note  (131  Am.  St  Rep.  753)  on  right  to  fish  in  streams  and  lakes. 

Distinguished  in  Percy  Summer  Club  v.  Astle,  90  C.  C.  A.  527,  163  Fed.  7. 
affirming  145  Fed.  54,  holding  right  of  fishery  in  considerable  lakes  and  ponds  of 
New  Hampshire  is  free. 
^—  Aa  to   ^ffvbmrf  prlvilearea. 

Cited  in  Winnepesaukee  Camp-Meeting  Asso.  v.  Gordon,  67  N.  H.  09,  29  Atl. 
412,  holding  that  abutting  landowner  has  right  to  erect  wharf  into  lake,  subject 
to  restrictions  imposed  by  state;  Shively  v.  Bowlby,  152  U.  S.  20,  38  L.  ed.  339, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  548,  holding  that  no  title  below  high-water  mark  passes  by 
grant  by  Congress  of  public  land  in  territory  bordering  on  navigable  water;  Cobb 
v.  Lincoln  Park,  202  111.  434,  63  L.  R.  A.  269,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  258,  67  N.  E.  5, 
denying  right  of  owner  of  land  bordering  on  lake  to  wharf  out  on  submerged  land 
not  owned  by  him. 
Jurisdiction  of  eavity  to  determine  rifrlita   of  littoral  proprietors. 

Cited  in  Percy  Summer  Club  v.  Welch,  66  N.  H.  180,  28  Atl.  22,  holding  injunc- 
tion will  not  issue  at  instance  of  littoral  proprietors  to  restrain  individual  from 
fishing  in  public  pond;  State  v.  Sunapee  Dam  Co.  72  N.  H.  116,  55  Atl.  809,  np- 
holding  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  assess  damages  in  action  to  restrain  wrongful 
use  of  waters  of  lake;  Smith  v.  Furbish,  68  N.  H.  135,  47  L.  R.  A.  233,  44  Atl.  398, 
hoUling  abutters  right  to  use  of  shore-lands  for  wharf  purposes  determinable  by 
bill  in  equity. 
Severance  of  riparian  rlglktm  from  npland. 

Cited  in  Kelley  v.  Salvas,  146  Wis.  548,  131  N.  W.  436,  holding  that  riparian 
owner  upon  navigable  stream  who  owns  bed  in  front  of  land  may  separate  owner- 
ship of  lands,  from  ownership  of  bed  of  stream,  and  convey  shore  and  bank  to 
one  grantee  and  bed  of  stream  to  another. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  394)  on  separation  of  riparian  rights  from  upland. 
Prescriptive   riarbta   in   public    ^vraters. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Welch,  66  N.  H.  179,  28  Atl.  21,  holding  title  to  bed  of  ponds 
in  New  Hampshire  being  in  state  in  trust  for  public,  it  cannot  be  acquired  bv 
prescription  or  grant  by  littoral  proprietors. 
RIarlit  to  talce  or  sell  ice  from  naviarable  or  non-navif^able  vraters. 

Cited  in  Rossmiller  v.  State,  114  Wis.  185,  58  L.  R.  A.  98,  footnote  p.  03,  91 
Am.  St.  Rep.  910,  89  N.  W.  839,  sustaining  right  to  take  Ice  from  public  waters 
Tvithin  state,  and  holding  statute  exacting  compensation  for  enjo^inent  of  such 
■waters  void. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Marsh  v.  McNider,  20  L.  R.  A.  334,  which  authorizes 
sale  by  tenant  of  right  to  out  ice  on  running  stream;  Sanborn  v.  People's  Ice 
Co.  51  I*  R.  A.  829,  which  holds  taking  of  ice  in  large  quantities  from  public 
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lake  not  exercise  of  common  right  in  its  waters;  Eidemiller  Ice  Co.  v.  Guthrie, 
28  L.  R.  A.  581,  which  holds  right  to  take  ice  from  pond  in  non-navigable  stream 
in  owner  of  land,  as  against  owner  of  pond  with  right  of  flowage ;  Becker  v.  Hall, 
56  Ii.  R.  A.  573,  which  holds  marking,  staking,  or  cleaning  ice  not  thick  enough 
for  harvesting,  insufficient  appropriation. 
"What   constitutes  pn1>llc   pond,   and   Its  reasonable  nse. 

Cited  in  Dolbeer  v.  Suncook  Waterworks  Co.  72  N.  H.  563,  58  Atl.  504,  hold- 
ing natural  pond,  containing  from  15  to  18  acres,  public  pond;  Taggert  v.  Jaffrey, 
75  N.  H.  477,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1052,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  729,  76  Atl.  123,  holding 
waters  of  pond,  bed  of  which  is  property  of  state,  whence  there  is  flow  past  land 
of  lower  proprietor  through  artificial  channel  over  sixty  years  old  cannot  be 
taken  for  public  purpose  without  compensation  to  such  proprietor. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Auburn  v.  Union  Water-Power  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  188,  which 
holds  taking  of  1/15  of  water  supply  of  great  pond  for  city  not  unreasonable  as 
to  owners  of  mill  privileges. 
Declarative    Jndgrments. 

Cited  in  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Taggart,  66  N.  H.  373,  25  L.  R.  A.  618,  29  Atl.  1027, 
holding  that,  in  construction  of  boundarieo  of  water  ways,  declarative  judgment 
may  afford  complete  remedy   for   settling  controversies. 

Adoption    of  .  Bngrllsii    common    laiv    In    America. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel  Rhodes  v.  Saunders,  66  N.  H.  73,  18  L.  R.  A.  650,  25 
Atl.  588;  Re  Ricker,  66  N.  H.  226,  24  L.  R.  A.  748,  29  Atl.  559;  Edgerly  v. 
Barker,  6fi  N.  H.  457,  28  L.  R.  A.  334,  31  Atl.  900,  — holding  that  only  so  much 
of  English  common  law  as  was  conformable  to  American  conditions  and  republi- 
can institutions  was  adopted  by  colonists;  Conant  v.  Jordan,  107  Me.  234,  31 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  438,  77  Atl.  938,  to  the  point  that  only  so  much  of  common  law 
of  England  w^as  adopted  here  as  was  suitable  to  new  conditions  and  needs  of 
society  and  conformable  to  general  course  of  policy  intended  to  be  pursued. 
Adverse  possession  aaralnst  pn1>llc. 

Cited  in  Manchester  v.  Hodge,  74  N.  H.  470,  69  Atl.  527,  holding  public  rights 
cannot  be  lost  by  adverse  possession. 

18  L.  R.  A.  695,  GOUVERNEUR  v.  NATIONAL  ICE  CO.  134  N.  Y.  355,  30  Am. 

St.  Rep.  669,  47  N.  Y.  S.  R.  601,  31  N^  E.  866. 
Title    to   lands   under   and    bordering    on    craters. 

Cited  in  Deuterman  v.  Gainsborg,  9  App.  Div.  153,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  186; 
Hazleton  v.  Webster,  20  App.  Div.  183,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  922;  Robinson  v.  Davis, 
47  App.  Div.  406,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  444,  —  holding  title  to  land  under  water  of 
non-navigable  lake  ordinarily  presumed  to  be  in  owner  of  uplands  bordering 
thereon;  Lamprey  v.  State,  52  Minn.  194,  18  L.  R.  A.  676,  footnote  p.  670,  38 
Am.  St.  Rep.  541,  53  N.  W.  1139,  holding  that  grant  of  public  lands  border- 
ing on  non-navigable  lakes  extends  to  center;  Olson  v.  Huntamer,  6  S.  D.  373, 
61  N.  W.  479,  holding  that  under  common  law,  grantee  of  real  property  contig- 
uous to  non-navigable  lake  takes  to  center,  ratably  with  other  riparian  owners; 
Grand  Rapids  Ice  &  Coal  Co  v.  South  Grand  Rapids  Ice  A  Coal  Co.  102  Mich.  236, 
25  L.  R.  A.  818,  footnote  p.  816,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  516,  60  N.  W.  681,  which  holds 
relative  rights  of  shore  owners  on  small  navigable  lake  dependent  on  frontage 
and  form  of  lake;  Re  Brookfield,  78  App.  Div.  523,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  1022,  holding 
that  title  to  land  under  non-navigable  water  presumptively  belongs  to  owner  of 
adjacent  lands;  Wilcox  v.  Bread,  92  Hun,  11,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  867,  holding  that 
conveyance  of  land  bordering  on  non-navigable  lake,  which  describes  it  as  run- 
ning "to  the  lake  and  thence  along  the  same,"  carries  title  to  center  of  lake; 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol,  III.— 29. 
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Smith  V.  Furbish,  68  N.  H.  126,  47  L.  R.  A.  228,  44  Atl.  398,  holding  that  bed 
of  river  between  middle  of  stream  and  abutting  land  belongs  to  owner  of-  latter 
under  exception  in  deed  of  piece  fronting  on  river,  "12  rods  in  length  on  bank 
of  river  and  extending  back  far  enough  to  inclose  1  acre;"  Carr  v.  Moore, 
119  Iowa,  156,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  292,  93  N.  W.  52,  holding  that  title  of  abutting 
owners  on  meandered  waters  extends  only  to  high- water  mark;  East  Fishkill 
V.  Wappinger,  41  Misc.  428,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  1067,  raising,  but  not  deciding,  ques- 
tion whether  words  "thence  up  and  along  west  bank  of  creek"  established  to\m 
boundary  line  along  the  bank;  Fulton  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.  New  York,  200 
X.  Y.  417,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  320,  94  N.  E.  199,  holding  that  title  to  bed  of  non- 
tidal  navigable  stream  is  in  riparian  owners,  except  where  it  constitutes  terri- 
torial boundary;  Fulton  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  v.  State,  62  Misc.  208,  116  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1000,  holding  title  to  center  of  nontidal  stream  carried  by  patent  con- 
taining words  "to  river  .  .  .  and  up  and  along  same;"  Geneva  v.  Henson, 
140  App.  Div.  66,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  588,  holding  that  lake  not  of  sufficient  size 
for  use  for  maritime  or  commercial  purposes  is  subject  to  individual  ownership 
by  riparian  owner;  Jacob  v.  Oyster  Bay,  73  Misc.  288,  132  N.  Y.  Supp.  657, 
to  the  point  that  conveyance  to  lake  or  pond  adjoining,  and  thence  along  pond 
to  moniunent  on  bank,  carries  title  to  center  of  pond;  Ulbright  v.  Basliugton, 
20  Idaho,  545,  119  Pac.  292,  holding  that  riparian  owner  on  meandered  lake, 
where  lake  is  circular  in  form,  must,  in  determining  his  boundary  line,  extend 
side  line  on  deflected  course  from  intersection  of  such  side  line  with  meander  line 
to  center  of  lake;  Calkins  v.  Hart,  64  Misc.  150,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  1049,  holding 
owners  of  land  on  lake  whose  source  of  title  was  identical  owned  to  center  of  lake 
under  their  deeds;  Smith  v.  Bartlett,  180  N.  Y.  365,  73  N.  E.  63,  holding 
where  crown  had  granted  lands  under  waters  of  river  in  which  tide  ebbed  and 
flowed  to  testator  devise  of  land  on  both  sides  of  river  carried  title  to  center 
or  thread  of  stream;  Qeneva  v.  Henson,  195  N.  Y.  463,  88  N.  E.  1104,  holding 
boundary  lines  running  to  fixed  point  on  shore  of  navigable  lake  and  thence 
along  shore  do  not  carry  title  to  middle  of  lake. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Noyes  v.  Collins,  26  L.  R.  A.  609,  which  holds  land  un- 
der non-navigable  lake  not  to  belong  to  riparian  owners,  under  deed  describing 
land  as  running  to  a  lake,  then  by  the  meandering  line  of  said  lake;  Webster 
V.  Harris,  69  L.  R.  A.  324,  which  holds  that  grant  of  land  bounded  by  water's 
edge  at  low-water  mark  on  lake  will  not  extend  title  to  center;  Concord  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Robertson,  18  L.  R.  A.  679,  as  to  abutter's  rights  in  public  water  and  land 
under  same;  People  v.  Silberwood,  32  L.  R.  A.  694,  which  holds  fee  of  land 
under  waters  of  Lake  Erie  in  state;  Axline  v.  Shaw,  28  L.  R.  A.  391,  which  holds 
land  below  high-water  mark  in  lake  does  not  necessarily  pass  to  grantee  of  up- 
land; Fuller  V.  Shedd,  33  L.  R.  A.  146,  which  holds  grant  of  meandered  lake 
goes  only  to  water's  edge;  Smoulter  v.  Boyd,  66  L.R.A.  829,  which  denies  right  of 
any  riparian  grantee  to  use  of  entire  lake  where  boundary  lines  are  run  through 
the  lake. 

Cited  in  notes  (42  L.R.A.  175)  on  title  to  land  under  water;  (24  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1240)  on  government  grant  bounded  by  nontidal,  navigable  river  as  carrying 
title  to  land  thereunder. 

Distinguished  in  East  Fishkill  v.  Wappinger,  97  App.  Div.  10,  89  N.  Y. 
Supp.  599,  holding  line  established  upon  bank  by  words  "thence  up  and  along 
west  bank  of  said  S creek." 

Separation  of  riparlali  rlBrhta  from  upland. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  394)  on  separation  of  riparian  rights  from  upland. 
Rlftrht  of  acceM  to  pablic  vratem. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  New  England  Trout  &  Salmon  Club  v.  Mather,  33  L.  R. 
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A.  569,  which  denies  right  of  action  for  mere  crossing  of  uncultivated  land  to 
reach  public  waters  for  purpose  of  fislung. 
Adoption    of   common    la^vv. 
Cited  in  note  (22  L.  R.  A.  506)  on  adoption  of  common  law  in  United  States. 

18  L.  R.  A.  702,  CHARTIERS  BLOCK  COAL  CO.  v.  MELLON,  152  Pa.  286,  34 

Am.  St.  Rep.  645,  25  Atl.  597. 
Riflrlit  of  access  to  inineralu,  oils,  aran,  etc.^  in  anbaolls. 

Followed,  without  discussion,  in  Mansfield  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Mellon,  152  Pa. 
303,   26    Atl.    601. 

Cited  in  Mansfield  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Royal  €las  Co.  27  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  73, 
holding  that  right  to  drill  for  oil  or  gas  exists  in  owner  of  surface  of  soil,  not- 
withstanding substrata  of  coal  belonging  to  another  has  to  be  drilled  through; 
Armstrong  v.  Maryland  Coal  Co.  67  W.  Va.  607,  69  S.  E.  195,  to  the  point  that 
right  to  drill  oil  wells  through  stratum  of  coal  belonging  to  another,  must  be 
exercised  so  as  to  do  no  violence  or  injury  to  rights  of  owner  of  coal;  Mononga- 
hela  River  Consol.  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Greensboro  Gas  Co.  38  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  156, 
20  Pa.  Dist.  R.  324,  59  Pittsb.  L.  J.  65,  holding  that  owner  of  gas  lease  who 
proposes  to  drill  well  through  coal  mine  will  be  required  to  construct  well,  so 
as  to  prevent  leakage  of  gas  into  mine;  Farrar  v.  Pittsburgh  &  E.  Coal  Co.  35 
Pittsb.  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  102,  to  the  point  that  several  layers  or  strata  of  earth's 
crust  are  by  virtue  of  their  order  and  arrangement  subject  to  reciprocal  servi- 
tudes; Baker  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  &  W.  R.  Co.  219  Pa.  403,  68  Atl.  1014,  holding 
seller  of  land  reserving  coal  has  right  to  sink  shaft  upon  land  sold  for  purpose 
of  mining  coal  reserved:  Porter  v.  Mack  Mfg.  Co.  65  W.  Va.  639,  64  S.  E.  853, 
enjoining  owner  of  surface  from  interfering  with  owner  of  minerals  below  in 
his  efforts  to  secure  them. 

Cited  in  note  (135  Am.  St.  Rep.  133)  on  rights  of  owner  of  surface  as  against 
owner  of  minerals  thereunder. 
Ownership   and   conveyance    of   mlneraln. 

Cited  in  Kirk  v.  Mattier,  140  Mo.  31,  41  S.  W.  252,  holding  that  owner  of 
fee  may  grant  estate  to  another  in  minerals  or  other  products  of  subsoil;  Wil- 
liamson V.  Jones,  39  W.  Va.  257,  25  L.  R.  A.  233,  19  S.  E.  436,  holding  petroleum 
in  place  among  strata  of  the  earth,  part  of  realty;  Murray  v.  Allred,  100  Tenn. 
110,  39  L.  R.  A.  253,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  740,  43  S.  W.  355,  holding,  in  case  of 
ownership  of  mineral  lands,  surface  may  be  possessed  by  one  and  substrata  con- 
taining minerals  by  another;  Williams  v.  South  Penn  Oil  Co.  62  W.  Va.  187, 
60  L.  R.  A.  708,  43  S.  £.  214,  holding  that  owner  of  land  may  convey  coal  un- 
derlying surface  to  one,  and  surface  to  another;  Snoddy  v.  Bolen,  122  Mo.  487, 
24  L.  R.  A.  511,  24  S.  W.  142,  holding  that  minerals  reserved  upon  dedication 
for  street  purposes  of  soil  covering  them  will  pass  by  owner's  conveyance,  if  no 
mention  of  them  is  made;  Mound  City  Brick  &  Gas  (!o.  v.  Goodspeed  Gas  &  Oil 
Co.  83  Kan.  140,  109  Pac.  1002,  holding  that  by  appropriate  writing  owner  of 
land  may  sever  stratum  containing  oil  or  gas  from  surface  and  transfer  it  to 
another;  Moore  v.  GriflQui,  72  Kan.  168,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  480,  83  Pac.  395,  holding 
separation  of  estate  in  surface  and  soil  from  that  in  imderlying  strata  accom- 
plished by  exception  in  deed;  McBurney  v.  Glenmary  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  121  Tenn. 
202,  118  S.  W.  694,  holding  estate  created  by  severance  and  segregation  of  min- 
eral interests  in  tract  of  land  under  separate  conveyance  is  estate  in  fee;  Gordon 
V.  Park,  219  Mo.  613,  117  S.  W.  1163,  holding  word  "premises"  in  judgment  au- 
thorizing writ  of  restitution  applicable  to  mineral  as  distinguished  from  surface 
estate;  Kansas  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Haskell,  172  Fe(U.563,  holding  people  of  state 
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have  not  such  common  ownership  in  natural  gas  found  in  state  that  state  can 
control  and  protect  it  for  benefit  of  whole  people. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.  225)  on  nature  of  property  in  mineral,  oil,  or  gas; 
(17  Eng.  Rul.  Oas.  475)  on  effect  of  grant  of  surface  and  of  mines  to  different 
persons. 
"Wlien  injunction  'vrill  be  denied. 

Cited  in  Keeling  v.  Pittsburg,  V.  &  C.  R.  Co.  205  Pa.  34,  54  Atl.  485,  denying 
injunction  to  stay  elevation  of  tracks  after  expenditure  of  large  sums  of  money 
by  railroad;  Excelsior  Ref.  Co.  v.  Sun  Oil  Co.  11  Del.  Co.  Rep.  306,  to  the  point 
that  court  of  equity  is  not  bound  to  make  decree  which  will  do  more  injury  than 
wrong  which  it  is  asked  to  red/ess;  Berkey  v.  Berwind-White  Coal  Min.  Co.  220 
Pa.  75,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  856,  69  Atl.  329,  reversing  33  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  423,  33 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  381,  16  Pa.  Dist.  434,  13  Luzerne  Leg.  Reg.  Rep.  322,  holding  injunc- 
tion will  not  issue  to  restrain  owner  of  coal  from  mining  it  because  subsidence 
or  breaking  of  surface  anticipated;  Madison  v.  Ducktown  Sulphur,  Copper  &  I. 
Co.  113  Tenn.  361,  83  S.  W.  658,  denying  injunction  to  protect  small  tracts  of  land 
worth  less  than  $1000.00  where  it  would  destroy  other  property  worth  nearly 
$2,000,000.00  and  wreck  great  mining  and  manufacturing  enterprises. 

Cited  in  note  in  (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  748)  on  injunction  against  trespass  on 
realty. 

18  L.  R.  A.  709,  Re  SWIFT,  137  N.  Y.  77,  50  N.  Y.  S.  R.  91,  32  N.  E.  1096. 
Inheritance  or  transfer  tax. 

Cited  in  Re  Ramsdill,  190  N.  Y.  495,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  948,  83  N.  E.  584,  holding 
tax  on  transfers  by  will  or  by  virtue  of  laws  governing  intestacy,  is  not  tax  on 
specific  property  which  passes,  but  upon  devolution  in  cases  of  intestacy  and  upon 
right  of  succession  under  wills;  Re  Stebbins,  52  Misc.  443,  103  X.  Y.  Supp.  563, 
holding  tax  is  only  upon  right  of  succession  notwithstanding  changes  of  phrase- 
ology in  statute;  Re  Botsford,  33  N.  B.  64,  holding  succession  tax  is  burden  laid 
on  each  person  who  seeks  to  acquire  property,  but  is  removable  or  transferable 
by  will. 

Cited  in  note  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  608)   on  nature  of  inheritance  tax. 

-»  Validity* 

.  Cited  in  Re  Stanford,  126  Cal.  116,  45  L.  R.  A.  789,  58  Pac.  462,  sustaining 
constitutional  power  of  state  to  enact  statute  providing  for  imposition  and 
collection  of  succession  tax;  Callahan  v.  VVoodbridge,  171  Mass.  597,  51  N.  E. 
176;  Minot  v.  Winthrop,  162  Mass.  119,  26  L.  R.  A.  262,  38  N.  E.  512;  Dixon 
v.  Ricketts,  26  Utah,  218,  72  Pac.  947;  State  v.  Alston,  94  Tenn.  680,  28  L.  R. 
A.  180,  30  S.  W.  750,  —  holding  tax  on  succession  or  inheritance  of  property, 
constitutional;  Ferry  v.  Campbell,  110  Iowa,  295,  50  L.  R.  A.  95,  31  N.  W.  604, 
holding  inheritance  tax  act,  which  contains  no  provision  for  notice  to,  and  hear- 
ing of,  parties  interested  in  distribution  of  estate,  unconstitutional;  Re  Hoyt, 
37  Misc.  722,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  504,  upholding  right  of  state  to  exact  tax  for  privi- 
lege of  bequeathing  property;  Plummer  v.  Coler,  178  U.  S.  131,  44  L.  ©d.  lOOC, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  829,  holding  imposition  of  inheritance  tax  upon  estate  con- 
sisting  chiefly  of  United  States  securities,  not  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  note  (41  Am.  St.  Rep.  583,  584)  on  constitutionality  of  collateral 
inheritance  tax  law. 

Distinguished  in  Black  v.  State,  113  Wis.  212,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  853,  89  N.  W. 
522,  holding  statute  authorizing  inheritance  tax  where  estate  is  $10,000  in  value, 
2)ut  not  where  it  is  less,  beneficiaries  being  of  the  same  class,  ?oid. 
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'Wliflit    subject    to    inheritance    tax. 

Cited  in  Frothingham  v.  Shaw,  175  Mass.  62,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  475,  55  N.  E. 
623,  holding  stock  and  bonds  of  foreign  corporations,  mortgage  bonds  on  property 
outside  of  state,  deposits  in  foreign  banks  all  of  which  had  been  with  agents 
outside  oi  state  but  which  executor  in  Massachusetts  now  has  in  possession,  tax- 
able as  "property  within  state;"  Carver's  Estate,  4  Misc.  593,  25  N.  Y.  Supp. 
091,  and  Re  Sherman,  153  N.  Y.  6,  46  N.  E.  1032,  holding  United  States  govern- 
ment bonds  which  pass  under  will,  or  intestate  laws,  subject  to  transfer  tax; 
Re  Dows,  167  N.  Y.  230,  52  L.  R.  A.  435,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  509,  60  N.  E.  439, 
holding  tax  on  transfers  not  tax  on  property  so  as  not  to  be  applicable  to  funds 
invested  in  incorporated  companies,  liable  to  taxation  on  their  own  stock,  or  in 
exempt  securities;  Re  Harbeck,  161  N.  Y.  218,  55  N.  E.  850,  Reversing  43  App. 
Div.  191,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  362,  holding  legacies,  right  to  which  became  vested  long 
prior  to  enactment  of  transfer  tax,  not  taxable;  Re  Delano,  82  App.  Div.  151, 
81  N.  Y.  Supp.  762,  holding  property  passing  under  deed  of  trust  to  life  bene- 
ficiary and  then  to  certain  remaindermen,  with  power  in  beneficiary  to  dis- 
pos^e  of  property  among  them,  not  taxable  as  against  one  to  whom  life  bene- 
ficiary devises,  as  latter  takes  under  deed  and  not  under  will;  BuUen's  Estate, 
143  Wis.  520,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  1114,  128  N.  W.  109,  holding  that  property  willed 
in  trust  is  subject  to  inheritance  tax  at  place  where  decedent  lived  and  died; 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Lovitt,  35  N.  S.  228,  holding  provincial  debentures  exempt  from 
taxation  by  statute  subject  to  succession  duty. 

Cited  in  note  (127  Am.  St.  Rep.  1062,  1089,  1092)   on  property  subject  to  in- 
heritance taxation. 
—  Future  estates. 

Cited  in  Re  Curtis,  142  N.  Y.  223,  36  N.  E.  887,  holding  contingent  bene- 
ficial interest  not  subject  to  inheritance  tax  until  contingency  is  removed  and 
interest  liable  to  become  vested;  Re  Seaman,  147  N.  Y.  75,  41  N.  E.  401,  Revers- 
ing 85  Hun,  247,  holding  inheritance  tax  being  upon  right  of  succession,  it  is 
applicable  to  succession  to  remainder  even  though  possession  thereof  does  not 
pass  until  death  of  life  tenant;  Re  Pell,  171  N.  Y.  53,  57  L.  R.  A.  542,  footnote 
p.  640,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  791,  63  N.  E.  789,  holding  vested  remainder  not  sub- 
ject to  transfer  tax  although  remainderman  did  not  come  into  possession  till 
after  passage  of  act,  since  such  tax  would  diminish  value  of  vested  estate  and  im- 
pair obligation  of  contract. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  v.  McCormick,  64  L.  R.  A.  775,  which  holds  that 
succession  tax  cannot  be  imposed  on  remainder  falling  to  uncertain  beneficiaries. 
-—  ReslduarT  estate. 

Cited  in  Re  Wolfe,  89  App.  Div.  351,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  949,  holding  renounced 
legacy  falling  into  residuary  estate  taxable  as  if  originally  bequeathed  to  resi- 
duary legatee. 

Distinguished  in  Jones's  Estate,  27  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  140,  holding  residuary  estate  not 
subject  to  collateral  tax   under  will   of   "all   rest  and  residue  of  estate  after 
payment  of  bequests,  taxes,  costs,  and  expenses  of  whatever  kind." 
•—  Charitable  and  relifirions  beancsts. 

Cited  in  Re  Kimberly,  27  App.  Div.  474,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  586,  holding  legacy 
given  to  charitable  hospital  exempt  from  transfer  tax. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Prime,  18  L.  R.  A.  713,  which  holds  legacy  to  foreign 
religious  corporation   subject  to  succession  tax. 

-—  Bequests  to  aro-rernment  or  munldpalitT. 

Cited  in  Cullom's  Estate,  6  Misc.  174,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  699;  United  States  v. 
Perkins,  163  U.  S.  629,  41  L.  ed.  288,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1073;  Re  Merriam,  141 
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N.  Y.  484,  36  N.  E.  505,  Affirming  73  Hun,  590,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  191,  —  holding 
gift  of  personal  property  to  United  States  subject  to  inheritance  tax;  Re  Hamil- 
ton, 148  N.  Y.  313,  42  N.  E.  717,  holding  bequests  to  municipal  corporations  for 
purpose  of  providing  ornamental  fountain  for  street,  not  exempt  from  collateral 
inheritance  tax. 
—  Property  outside  of  iitate. 

Cited  in  Re  Dingman,  66  App.  Div.  230,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  604,  holding  property 
owned  by  one  who  resided  and  died  in  New  York,  but  located  in  another  state, 
subject  to  transfer  tax;  Re  Corning,  3  Misc.   163,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  285,  holding 
testator's  whole  estate  subject  to  inheritance  tax,  although  three  fourths  of  it 
consisted  of  notes,  bonds,  and  mortgages  upon  lands  in  another  state  and  which 
testator's  agents  in  such  state  had  in  their  hands  at  time  of  his  death;  Re  Kissel, 
65  Misc.  444,   121    N.  Y.  Supp.  1088,  holding  right  of  state  to  tax  limited  to 
where  it  has  actual  dominion  or  jurisdiction  over  property  transferred  or  of  stat- 
utory privilege;  Connell  v.  Crosby,  210  111.  390,  71  N.  E.  350,  holding  inheritance 
tax  can  only  be  laid  on  lands  within  state;  Re  Baker,  67  Misc.  362,  124  N.  Y. 
Supp.  827,  holding  where  decedent  under  contract  to  sell  lands  in  foreign  state 
at  time  of  death,  conveyance  being  delivered  after  death,  proceeds  not  subject  to 
transfer  tax;  Re  Hull,  111  App.  Div.  325,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  701,  holding  beneficiar>' 
under  power  of  appointment  contained  in  will,  bound  to  pay  tax  imposed  upon 
buch  privilege  regardless  of  place  where  property  subject  of  power  located;  Re 
Hartman,  70  N.  J.  Eq.  667,  62  Atl.  560,  holding  situs  of  personal  property  for 
purpose  of  legacy  or  succession  tax  is  domicile  of  decedent;  Mann  v.  Carter,  74 
N.  H.  353,  15  L.R.A.(X.S.)   156,  68  Atl.  130,  holding  money  of  resident  deposited 
in  foreign  savings  bank  at  time  of  his  death  subject  to  inheritance  tax. 

Cited  in  note  (1  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  401)  on  taxes  on  succession  as  affecting  realty 
in  other  states,  under  doctrine  of  equitable  conversion. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Handley,  181  Pa.  345,  40  W.  N.  C.  306,  37  Atl.  587. 
holding  proceeds  from  sale  of  real  property  situated  in  state  foreign  to  doni- 
icil  of  decedent  subject  to  inheritance  tax;  Re  Cummings,  63  Misc.  623,  118  N. 
Y.  Supp.  684,  holding  personal  property  of  intestate  situated  in  foreign  stat** 
actually  distributed  under  interstate  laws  of  foreign  state  not  subject  to  transfer 
tax. 

Disapproved  in  Re  Joyslin,  76  Vt.  95,  56  Atl.  281,  holding  debts  due  from  non- 
residents to  resident  at  time  of  latter's  decease  not  subject  to  collateral  inheri- 
tance tax,  also  citing  annotation  on  this  point. 

^—  Property  of   nonresident. 

Cited  in  Re  Bronson,  150  N.  Y.  6,  34  L.  R.  A.  241,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  632,  44  N. 
E.  707,  Modifying  1  App.  Div.  548,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  476,  holding  that  bonds  of 
domestic  corporation  which  nonresident  owner  holds  not  "property  within  the 
state"  subject  to  transfer  tax;  Re  Houdayer,  3  App.  Div.  478,  38  N.  Y.  Supp. 
323,  holding  individual  deposit  of  nonresident  in  his  name  as  trustee  in  loan  and 
trust  company,  not  taxable;  Re  Embury,  19  App.  Div.  214,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
884,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  881,  denying  power  of  surrogate's  court  to  impose  collaternl 
inheritance  tax  upon  bank  stock  and  deposits  in  banks  in  New  York  and  belong 
ing  to  estate  of  nonresident  decedent,  and  which  were  removed  by  executor- 
from  state  after  passage  of  act;  Re  Phipps,  77  Hun,  327,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  330, 
holding  debts  due  nonresident  decedent  from  resident,  not  subject  to  inheritance 
tax;  Re  Whiting,  2  App.  Div.  601,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  131  (disnentiug  opinion), 
majority  holding  inheritance  tax  applicable  to  bonds  of  foreign  corporations 
owned  by  nonresident,  and  being  actually  within  state  at  time  of  death  of  owner: 
McCurdy  v.  McCurdy,  197  Mass.  251,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  332,  83  N.  E   881,  14  Ann. 
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Cas.  850,  holding  amount  of  indebtedness  under  mortgage  to  be  subtracted  from 
value  of  real  estate  of  nonresident  in  determining  amount  on  which  inheritance 
tax  to  be  computed. 

Distinguished  in  Re  James,  144  N.  Y.  12,  38  N.  E.  961,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  725, 
Affirming  77  Hun,  213,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  351,  holding  certificates  of  stock  and  bonds 
of  foreign  corporations,  owned  by  nonresident  decedent,  though  deposited  here 
at  time  of  death,  not  to  be  included  in  appraisment  of  estate  to  determine  col- 
lateral inheritance  tax;  People  v.  GriflBth,  246  111.  536,  92  N.  E.  313,  holding  stocks 
and  bonds  of  domestic  corporations,  cash  on  deposit  in  bank  and  tangible  per- 
sonal property  in  state,  belonging  to  nonresident  decedent,  subject  to  inheritance 
tax;  stocks  and  bonds  of  foreign  corporations  not  subject  to  such  tax. 

—  Gifts  Inter  ▼Ivos. 

Cited  in  Re  Spaulding,  22  Misc.  423,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  398,  Affirmed  in 
49  App.  Div.  550,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  694,  holding  bona  fide  gifts  inter  vivos  not 
subject  to  inheritance  tax  after  death  of  donor;  Re  Edgerton,  35  App.  Div.  130, 
54  X.  Y.  Supp.  700,  holding  absolute  gift  inter  vivos,  not  made  in  contemplation 
of  death  of  donor,  not  subject  to  transfer  tax. 
AiisesameBt  of  in1ierltaii.ce  or  transfer  tax. 

Cited  in  Re  Hoffman,  143  N.  Y.  330,  38  N.  E.  311,  holding  transfer  tax  appli- 
cable to  aggregate  value  of  all  property  transferred,  not  to  separate  value  of 
each  several  transfer;  Re  Sutton,  3  App.  Div.  210,^38  N.  Y.  Supp.  277,  and  Re 
Bartow,  30  Misc.  30,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  1000,  holding  that  transfer  tax  should  be 
abbessed  upon  property  on  farm  in  which  testator  left  it  and  before  equitable  con- 
version. 

—  ]>edvctionii    before    aiiseMiment. 

Cited  in  Re  Gihon,  169 -N.  Y.  447,  62  N.  E.  561,  and  Re  Irish,  28  Misc.  6.50,  60 
K.  Y.  Supp.  30,  holding  that  Federal  war  revenue  tax  being  upon  succession,  and 
not  on  property,  it  should  not  be  deducted  before  passing  on  value  of  estate  for 
purpose  of  imposing  inheritance  tax;  Re  Kennedy,  20  Misc.  532,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
906,  holding  authorizing  deduction  of  commissions  of  foreign  executor  before  as- 
sessing inheritance  tax;  Millward's  Estate,  6  Misc.  426,  1  Power,  587,  27  N.  Y. 
Supp.  286,  holding  debts  of  deceased,  funeral  expense  and  expense  of  administra- 
tion, not  to  be  deducted  from  value  of  deceased's  estate  before  levy  of  inheritance 
tax;  Kingsbury  v.  Bazeley,  75  N.  H.  16,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  664,  70  Atl.  916,  20 
Ann.  Cas.  1355,  to  the  point  that  legacy  taxes  paid  in  state  of  testator's  domicil 
are  to  be  deducted  from  legacy. 
Ponrer  of  sarroiirate  as  to  descent  of  property. 

Cited  in  Re  Ullmann,  137  N.  Y.  408,  33  N.  E.  480,  upholding  power  of  sur- 
rogate to  determine  whether  property  of  deceased  person  passes  under  will  or 
dwt-ends  by  laws  of  intestacy,  for  purposes  of  taxation. 
What   chargreable    ^vvith    testator's    debts. 

Cited  in  Deyo  v.  Morss,  30  App.  Div.  60,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  785,  holding  pro- 
ceeds of  sale  by  devisee  of  real  property  situate  outside  of  state  of  testator's 
domicil  not  chargeable  with  latter's  debts. 
Taxation   of   corporations. 

Cited  in  Binghamton  Trust  Co.  v.  Binghamton,  72  App.  Div.  345,  76  N.  Y.  Supp. 
517,  holding  that  courts  should  adopt  such  construction  of  law  taxing  trust  com- 
panies as  will  avoid  double  taxation;  People  ex  rel.  Metropo^'tan  Street  R. 
Co.  V.  State  Tax  Comrs.  79  App.  Div.  195,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  85  (concurring  opin- 
ion), on  poi9t  that  franchise  tax  against  corporations  is  not  a  tax  but  a  charge 
by  the  state  on  the  right  to  do  business  therein;  People  ex  rel.  Delaware  &  H. 
Canal  Co.  v.  Barker,  23  Misc.  190,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  1105,  lioldiug  real  estate  held 
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by  railroad  company  outside  of  state  not  subject  to  tax;  People  e»  rel.  Kursheedt 

Mfg.  Co.  V.  Feitner,  32  Misc.  85,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  179,  holding  funds  deposited  in 

English  bank  by  domestic  corporation  to  defray  expenses  incurred  abroad,  not 

taxable. 

Taxation   of  property   ontiilde   iitate. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  A.  G.  Hyde  &  Sons  v.  O'Donnel,  116  App.  Div.  I62» 
101  N.  Y.  Supp.  610,  holding  personalty  of  resident  owner  not  subject  to  tajc 
where  out  of  state  when  tax  assessed,  though  in  accordance  with  owner's  custom 
it  is  to  be  brought  into  state. 

Cited  in  note  (38  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  859)  on  assessability  of  property  brought  into 
tax  district  after  tax  day. 
Bqnltable  conversion. 

Cited  in  Geiger  v.  Bitzer,  80  Ohio  St.  82,  22  L.RJV.(N.S.)  291,  88  N.  E.  134, 

17  Ann.  Cas.  151,  holding  direction  in  will  to  sell  real  estate  and  divide  proceeds 
does  not  transmute  real  estate  into  money  so  that  widow,  after  rejecting  will, 
can  claim  proceeds  as  personalty. 

18  L.  R.  A.  713,  Re  PRIME,  136  N.  Y.  347,  49  N.  Y.  S.  R.  658,  32  N.  E.  1091. 
Repeal*  or  amendmentii  of  statute,  and  their  effect* 

Cited  in  Guaranty  Trust  Co.  v.  Troy  Steel  Co.  33  Misc.  487,  68  N.  Y.  Supp. 
916,  and  Re  Connellan,  25*  Misc.  597,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  167,  holding  that 
amendment  of  former  statute  "so  as  to  read  as  follows,"  repeals  by  implication 
omitted  and  inconsistent  provisions  of  former  law;  Ottman  v.  Hoffman,  7  Misc. 
717,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  28,  holding  act  providing  that  former  act  shall  be  amended 
"so  as  to  read  as  follows,"  substituted  in  place  of  it  so  as  to  repeal  it;  Bank 
of  the  Metropolis  v.  Faber,  150  N.  Y.  206,  44  N.  E.  779,  Affirming  1  App.  Div. 
346,  37  N.  Y.  .Supp.  423,  holding  statute  relating  to  liability  of  directors  of  cor- 
poration for  failure  to  file  report,  not  repealed  by  amendment  "so  as  to  read  as 
follows;"  Koons  v.  Cluggish,  8  Ind.  App.  238,  34  N.  E.  651,  holding  repeal 
of  former  act  by  implication  not  a  repeal  so  as  to  affect  a  duty  which  had  ac- 
crued under  prior  law;  McAvoy  v.  New  York,  52  App.  Div.  488,  65  N.  Y.  Supp. 
274,  holding  no  change  made  in  law  by  an  amendment  in  which  there  is  a 
mere  change  in  phraseology  or  in  the  arrangement  or  division  of  sections  of  the 
former  law;  Re  Embury,  20  Misc.  78,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  821,  holding  successive 
transfer  tax  acts  continuation  each  of  the  other;  Stevenson  Brewing  Co.  v.  East- 
ern Brewing  Co.  22  App.  Div.  525,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  89,  holding  chattel  mortgage, 
filed  before  passiige  of  act  requiring  filing  of  statement  in  order  to  continue  mort- 
gage, invalidated  by  failure  to  file  statement  required  by  that  act;  New  York 
V.  Union  R.  Co.  31  Misc.  454,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  483,  holding  amendment  of  or- 
dinance in  same  language  as  original  a  continuation  of  same,  preserving  all 
rights  available  thereunder;  Ely  v.  Azoy,  39  Misc.  671,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  620,  hold- 
ing former  acts  not  repealed  so  as  to  defeat  remedy  or  abate  proceedings  proper- 
ly begun  by  re-enactment  in  same  or  equivalent  words;  Re  Brundage,  31  App. 
Div.  353,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  362,  holding  assessment  and  collection  of  inheritance 
tax  not  prevented  by  re-enactment  of  transfer  tax  act  with  nearly  identical  pro- 
visions, after  death  of  person  whose  estate  is  sought  to  be  taxed;  Stone  v.  Broome 
County,  166  N.  Y.  91,  59  N.  E.  708,  and  Thacher  v.  Steuben  County,  21  Misc. 
276,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  124,  holding  act  repealing  act  entitling  towns  to  demand 
contribution  from  counties  where  expenses  for  bridges  in  one  year  exceeded  one 
sixth  of  1  per  cent,  not  retroactive  so  as  to  destroy  town's  right  as  to  bridges 
built  or  repaired  before  its  passage;  Wirt  v.  Allegany  County,  90  Hun,  210,  35 
N.  Y.  Supp.  887,  holding  right  of  town  under  statute  to  compel  county  to  con- 
tribute toward    support  of    bridges  lost   by  repeal    of    such  statute    four  days 
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before  Bubmission  of  controversy  to  supervisors;  People  v.  England,  91  Hun, 
153,  36  N.  Y.  Sup  p.  534,  holding  amendment  of  statute  making  bribery  of 
yoter  a  misdemeanor  by  changing  the  punishment,  not  a  repeal  of  original  sec- 
tion as  to  past  offenses;  Shayne  v.  Evening  Post  Pub.  Co.  56  App.  Div.  438,  67 
N.  Y.  Supp.  937  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  provision  of  Laws  1848, 
against  dissolution  of  corporation  impairing  any  remedy  or  liability  against  it, 
not  preserved  by  saving  clause  in  general  corporation  law  repealing  entire  act 
of  1848;  Allison  v.  Welde,  172  N.  Y.  431,  65  N.  E.  263,  holding  provisions  of 
law  relating  to  commissioner  of  jurors  in  New  York  city  repealing  prior  law,  and 
which  substantially  re-enact  prior  law,  construed  as  continuation  of  such  prior 
law;  Re  Swift,  137  N.  Y.  88,  18  L.  R.  A.  713,  32  N.  E.  1096,  raising,  without 
deciding,  question  as  to  effect  of  amendatory  provision  of  inheritance  tax  law 
upon  prior  statute;  Carter  v.  Whitcomb,  74  N.  H.  484,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  737,  69 
Atl.  779,  holding  statute  not  repealed  by  amendment  where  intention  of  legisla- 
ture evidently  was  to  perfect  legislation  on  new  subject  by  amending  old  statute; 
Re  Cullinan,  97  App.  Div.  125,  89  N.  Y.  Supp,  683,  on  effect  of  amendments  as  to 
working  repeal;  Re  Lawson,  109  App.  Div.  199,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  33  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  effect  of  amendment  of  statute  to  read  '"as  follows"  and  omission 
therefrom,  as  so  amended,  of  provisions  of  amended  law;  McDougald  v.  New 
York  L.  Ins.  Co.  77  C.  C.  A.  100,  146  Fed.  678,  on  effect  of  amendment  of  statute 
"so  as  to  read  as  follows"  with  omissions  and  repetitions  of  provisions  of  amend- 
ed statute  and  introduction  of  new  clauses;  Clement  v.  Hegeman,  187  N.  Y.  278, 
79  N.  E.  1003,  holding  power  of  court  to  refer  proceeding  to  revoke  liquor  tax 
certificate  taken  away  through  amendment  of  statute,  by  omitting  such  power. 

Cited  in  note  (8  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1211)  on  repeal  of  succession  tax  law  as  affect- 
ing estate  of  one  previously  dying. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Wilmerding,  136  N.  Y.  374,  32  N.  E.  1099,  holding 
original  act  not  revived  by  repeal  of  amendatory  act  amending  and  re-enacting 
the  former  act  so  as  to  read  as  prescribed  in  the  amendatory  act. 

State  •tatuten  as  aHectlnar  foreign  corporatlonii. 

Approved  in  Vanderpoel  v.  Gorman,  140  N.  Y.  575,  24  L.  R.  A.  552,  56  N.  Y 
8.  R.  509,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  601,  35  N.  E.  932,  Reversing  3  Misc.  61,  22  N.  Y. 
Supp.  541,  holding  prohibition  of  New  York  statutes  against  assignment  by  do- 
me^tic  corporation  in  contemplation  of  insolvency,  no  bar  to  such  assignment  by 
foreign  X'orporation  having  property  in  state,  when  such  act  valid  in  state  where 
corporation  organized;  Re  Hulbert  Bros.  38  App.  Div.  330,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  38, 
upholding  general  assignment  by  foreign  corporation  for  creditors  with  prefer- 
enoe^i,  though  such  assignment  by  domestic  corporation  is  prohibited;  National 
Mut.  BIdg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Pinkston,  79  Miss.  483,  30  So.  692,  holding  exception 
in  favor  of  loan  associations  in  statute  fixing  maximum  rate  of  interest  charge- 
able, confined  to  domestic  associations. 

Cited  in  Re  Lampson,  22  Misc.  212,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  576,  holding  foreign  educa- 
tional corporation  not  subject  to  provision  that  no  devise  or  bequest  to  a  cor- 
poration shall  be  valid  unless  made  two  months  before  testator's  death ;  Re  Lamp- 
son,  2  Gibbons,  Sur.  Rep.  340,  to  the  point  that  statute  granting  privileges  to 
corporations,  must  be  construed  as  referring  to  domestic  corporations  only ;  Locke 
V.  New  England  Brick  Go.  73  N.  H.  493,  63  Atl.  178,  as  to  inclusion  of  foreign 
corporations  within  operation  of  statute  authorizing  mortgage  of  after-acquired 
property;  Re  Avery,  45  Misc.  639,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  974,  holding  statute  permit- 
ting trust  companies  to  become  executors,  administrators,  etc.  inapplicable  to 
foreign  companies,  in  absence  of  express  language  embracing  them. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  289)  on  recognition  or  exclusion  of  foreign  corpo' 
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rations;    (60  L.  R.  A.  91)    on  corporate  taxation  in  the  United   States  as  to 
exemptions  of  foreign  corporations. 

Distinguished  in  Fowler  v.  Bell,  90  Tex.  160,  39  L.  R.  A.  267,  59  Am.  St.  Rep. 
788,  37  S.  W.   1058,  holding  that  validity  of  chattel  mortgage  executed  by  in- 
solvent foreign  corporation  in  state  creating  it,  to  secure  a  creditor  residing  there- 
in  must  be  determined  by  laws  of  state  where  property  is  situated. 
Collateral   Inheritance   tax. 

Cited  in  Re  Althouse,  63  App.  Div.  256,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  445,  holding  tenant's 
leasehold  interest  in  land,  personal  property  subject  to  transfer  tax,  though 
l)uildings  erected  by  and  reserved  to  him  are  assessed  against  him  as  land; 
lie  Huntington,  62  App.  Div.  99,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  853,  holding  corporations  ex- 
empt from  general  tax,  not  exempt,  under  amendment  to  tax  law,  from  payment 
of  transfer  tax. 

Cited  in  notes  (41  Am.  St.  Rep.  582)  on  constitutionality  of  collateral  inheri- 
tance tax  law;    (127  Am.  St.  Rep.   1056,   1057)    on   inheritance  taxation. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Kimberly.  27  App.  Div.  475,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  586,  holding 
legacy  to  domestic  charitable  hospital  exempt  from  transfer  tax. 

—  Beqaeat    to    forelsra    rellfflons    or    edncatlonal    corporation. 

Approved  in  Re  Balleis,  144  N.  Y.  133,  38  X.  E.  1007,  Affirming  78  Hun,  276, 
29  X.  Y.  Supp.  261;  Re  Smith,  77  Hun,  135,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  476;  Re  Fayerweath- 
er,  31  Abb.  N.  C.  288,  62  N.  Y.  S.  R.  74,  30  X.  Y.  Supp.  273;  Re  Taylor,  80  Hun, 
590,  30  X.  Y.  Supp.  582;  James's  Estate,  6  Misc.  207,  1  Power,  604,  27  X.  Y. 
Supp.  288, — holding  legacy  to  foreign  religious  corporation  subject  to  inheritance 
tax;  Humphreys  v.  State,  70  Ohio  St.  81,  65  L.  R.  A.  781,  101  Am.  St.  Rep. 
888,  70  X.  E.  957,  holding  foreign  boards,  societies,  and  auxiliaries,  organized 
for  charitable  purposes,  not  exempt  from  inheritance  tax,  although  some  of  their 
work  is  carried  on  within  the  state;  Minot  v.  Winthrop,  162  Mass.  126,  26  L 
R.  A.  265,  38  X.  E.  512,  holding  charitable,  educational,  or  religious  society  of 
other  state  not  exempt  from  succession  tax;  Re  Wolfe,  23  Misc.  440,  52  N.  Y. 
Supp.  415,  holding  foreign  religious  corporation  subject  to  transfer  tax,  not- 
withstanding statutory  provision  enabling  it  to  take  by  devise  and  hold  property 
within   the   state. 

Cited  in  Re  Crawford,  148  Iowa,  62,  126  X.  W.  774,  Ann.  Cas.  1912B,  992, 
holding  that  bequest  to  religious  society  incorporated  in  another  state  is  not 
exempt  from  collateral  inheritance  tax;  Re  Wolfe,  2  Gibbons,  Sur.  Rep.  446, 
holding  that  foreign  corporation  although  authorized  to  take  and  hold  property 
in  this  state  subject  to  laws,  is,  in  absence  of  statutory  exemption,  liable  to 
taxation  on  legacy  to  it;  People  ex  rel.  Andrews  v.  Cameron,  140  App.  Div.  81, 
124  X.  Y.  Supp.  949,  holding  that  bequest  to  corporation  which  is  exempt  from 
taxation,  is  not  taxable  so  long  as  ownership  of  property  bequeathed  remains  in 
corporation;  Davis  v.  Treasurer  &  Receiver  General,  208  Mass.  345,  94  N.  E.  556, 
to  the  point  that  ground  of  exemption  of  property  from  taxation  is  benefit  that 
accrues  to  public  from  the  use  of  that  which  is  exempted;  Alfred  University 
V.  Hancock,  69  X.  J.  Eq.  472,  46  Atl.  178,  holding  foreign  educational  corporation 
not  included  under  statute  exempting  charitable  institutions  from  inheritance 
and  succession  tax;  Carter  v.  Whitcomb,  74  X.  H.  490,  17  L.R.A.(X.S.)  737,  69 
Atl.  779,  holding  missionary  society  for  purpose  of  converting  people  of  foreign 
lands  to  Christianity  not  exempt  from  inheritance  tax;  Re  Hickok,  78  Vt.  262, 
62  Atl.  724,  6  Ann.  Cas.  578,  holding  foreign  institutions  not  within  exemption 
of  statute  exempting  certain  societies  and  institutions  from  collateral  inheritance 
tax. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Humphreys  v.  State.  65  L.R.A.  776,  which  holds  boards 
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and  aociaties  and  auxiliaries  thereto  organized  for  purposes  of  purely  public 
charity,  or  other  exclusively  public  purposes  not  ^institutions '  so  as  to  be  exempt 
from  a  collateral  inheritance  tax. 

Cited  in  note   (17  L.R^.(N.S.)    733)   on  right  of  charitable,  etc.,  institution 
to  exemption  from  taxation  as  affected  by  geographical  field  of  operation. 
Beqveiit  to  United  States. 

Approved  in  United  States  v.  Perkins,  163  U.  S.  630,  41  L.  ed.  289,  16  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  1073;  Re  Merriam,  141  N.  Y.  484,  36  N.  E.  505;  Cullom's  Estate,  5  Misc. 
176,  25  X.  Y.  Supp.  600,  —  holding  bequest  to  United  States  not  exempt  from 
payuient  of  inheritance  tax. 
Poorer   of  aarroirate   as   to   descent   of   property. 

Approved  in  Re  Ullmann,  137  N.  Y.  408,  33  N.  E.  480,  upholding  power  of  sur- 
rogiite  to  determine  whether  decedent's  property  passes  under  will  or  descends 
by  laws  of  intestacy,  for  purpose  of  taxation. 

18  L.  R.  A.  721,  STATE  ex  rel.  LAW  v.  SAXON,  30  Fla.  668,  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 

46,  12  So.  218. 
Elections  as  aHected  by  failure  to  comply  literally  ^rlttai  statnte. 

Cited  in  Stackpole  v.  Uallahan,  16  Mont.  56,  28  L.  R.  A.  508,  40  Pac.  80, 
holding  bona  fide  election  not  invalid  because  certificate  of  nomination  of  suc- 
cessful candidate  did  not  show  that  he  had  previously  been  selected  to  fill  va- 
cancy; Lynip  v.  Buckner,  22  Nev.  439,  30  L.  R.  A.  357,  41  Pac.  762,  holding 
that  ballots  from  which  inspectors  have  unintentionally  omitted  to  take  strips 
containing  numbers,  will  not  be  rejected  as  containing  "distinguishing  mark;" 
State  ex  rel.  Crawford  v.  Norris,  37  Xeb.  313,  55  N.  \V.  1086,  holding  that 
ballot  prepared  contrary  to  directory  provision  of  election  law  should  not,  in 
absence  of  fraud  of  election  officers,  vitiate  vote  of  elector;  Montgomery  v.  Henry, 
144  Ala.  633,  1  L.R.A.(X.S.)  657,  39  So.  507,  6  Ann.  Cas.  965,  holding  statute 
tending  to  limit  citizen  in  exercise  of  right  to  vote  and  have  vote  counted  should 
lie  liberallv  construed  in  his  favor. 
l^'liat    constitutes    **dfstlnipntslilnflr    mark." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sego  v.  Stoddard,  22  L.  R.  A.  468,  as  to  what  constitutes 
a  ^'distinguishing   mark"   on   ballot. 

Cited  in  note  (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  243,  248)  on  distinguishing  marks  invalidating 
ballot. 
Governor's  poirer  of  appointment. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Murphy,  32  Fla.  143,  13  So.  705,  holding  governor's  power 
to  fill  vacancies  not  limited  by  constitutional  provision  that  old  officers  shall 
hold  over  until   successors  are  duly  qualified. 

18  L.  R.  A.  729,  CLEVELAND,  C.  C.  &  ST.  L.  R.  CO.  v.  BACKUS,   133  Ind. 
513,   33  N.   E.  421. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Louisville,  E.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  West,  138  Ind. 
696,  37  N.  E.  1013,  and  Baltimore  &  O.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Sawvel,  138  Ind.  697, 
37    X.  E.   1013. 
Constltntlonallty  of  statute  creating:  state  board  of  tax  commissioners. 

Cited  in  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  West,  139  Ind.  256,  37  N.  E.  1009,  and 
Indianapolis  k  V.  R.  Co.  v.  Backus,  133  Ind.  613,  33  N.  E.  443,  holding  state 
statute  constitutional  which  creates  state  board  of  tax  commissioners. 
Jurisdiction  of  state  board  of  tax  commissioners. 

Cited  in  State  Tax  Comrs.  v.  Halliday,  150  Ind.  253,  42  L.  R.  A.  839,  49  N. 
£.  14   (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  it  not  within  jurisdictional  power 
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of  state  tax  commissioners  to  include  paid-up  or  nonforfeitable  and  partly  paid- 
up  life  insurance  policies  in  list  of  taxable  property. 

Distinguished  in  Cummings  v.  Stark,  138  Ind.  98,  34  N.  E.  444,  holding  state 
board  of   tax  commissioners  without  original   jurisdiction   to  revise   individual 
tax  lists  other  than  "railroad  property.'' 
statutory    constrnction. 

Cited  in  Harris  v.  State,  96  Tenn.  509,  34  S.  W.  1017,  holding  it  duty  of 
court  so  to  construe  tax  law  as  to  effectuate  legislative  purpose  by  giving  effect 
to  all  its  parts  and  render  its  operation  uniform;  Edward  C.  Jones  Co.  v.  Perry, 
26  Ind.  App.  563,  57  N.  £.  583,  and  Johnson  v.  Schloesser,  146  Ind.  518,  36  L 
R.  A.  63,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  367,  45  N.  £.  702,  holding  that  such  construction  should 
be  given  to  statute  as  will  render  effective  all  its  parts  without  violating  legis- 
lative intention;  Thorn  v.  Silver,  174  Ind.  616,  89  N.  £.  943,  holding  that  in  con- 
struing doubtful  statute,  courts  will  consider  kindred  statutes,  history  of  legis- 
lation, and  object  to  be  attained;  Abbott  v.  Inman,  35  Ind.  App.  266,  72  N.  E. 
284,  applying  rule  that  intention  of  legislature  should  be  carried  out,  though 
strict  letter  of  statute  is  not  followed,  in  ascertaining  what  constitutes  majority 
of  ward  voters  required  to  defeat  application  for  liquor  license. 
IBQiial  protection,  and  dne  procens,  of  lair. 

Cited  in  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  77  Miss.  779,  25  So,  355,  holding 
railroad  not  denied  equal  protection  of  law  when  all  railroads  are  accorded  same 
notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  relative  to  tax  assessments;  Newton  v. 
Roper,  150  Ind.  632,  50  N.  E.  749,  holding  that  due  process  of  law  is  secured 
to  property  owners  imder  tax  laws  when  notice  of  time,  place,  and  tribunal  to 
make  assessments  is  given;  People  v.  Hasbrouck,  11  Utah,  306,  39  Pac  918. 
holding  that  due  process  of  law  is  secured  when  statute  provides  uniform  rule  ami 
uniform  process  for  ascertaining  qualifications  of  those  engaged  or  desirious  of 
engaging  in  practice  of  medicine  and  surgery;  Carroll  v.  Alsup,  107  Tenn.  278, 
64  S.  W.  193,  holding  notice  in  general  law*  regulating  assessment  and  col- 
lection of  taxes  sufficient  to  constitute  due  process  of  law  so  far  as  individual 
citizen  is  concerned;  Bowlin  v.  Cochran,  161  Ind.  488,  69  N.  E.  153,  upholding 
constitutionality  of  act  for  taking  of  property  for  roads,  which  requires  notice 
and  preserves  right  to  hearing  and  appeal;  Campbell  v.  State,  171  Ind.  708,  87 
N.  E.  212,  holding  due  process  of  law  only  requires  provision  for  notice  and 
opportunity  to  be  heard  before  some  tribunal,  not  necessarily  an  organized  court 
or  jury;  Knight  &  J.  Co.  v.  Miller,  172  Ind.  44,  87  N.  E.  823,  18  Ann.  Cas.  1146, 
holding  act  prohibiting  contracts  or  combinations  to  prevent  competition  does 
not  work  deprivation  of  property  without  due  process  of  law,  where  it  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  triable  as  in  other  civil  actions  under  established  rules  of  procedure. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Brown  v.  Markham,  30  L.  R.  A.  84,  which  holds  valid  stat- 
ute authorizing  logger's  lien  without  notice  to  owner  but  giving  subsequent 
opportunity  to  intervene. 

Cited  in  note  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  175)  on  protection  of  corporations  from  special 
and  hostile  legislation. 

Uniform   and   eanal   taxation. 

Cited  in  Henderson  v.  London  &  L.  Ins.  Co.  135  Ind.  38,  20  L.  R.  A.  883,  41 
Am.  St.  Rep.  410,  34  N.  E.  565,  holding  that  constitutional  uniformity  of  taxation 
requires  that  all  persons  or  property  of  particular  district  or  class  shall  be 
subjected  to  same  rate  of  assessment;  Deniston  v.  Terry,  141  Ind.  682,  41  N.  £• 
143,  holding  paid-up  building  and  loan  stock  taxable  to  holders  notwithstand- 
ing statute  assessing  the  association ;  Western  U.  Teleg.  ^Co.  v.  State,  146  M. 
61,  44  N.  E.  793,  holding  that  rule  of  uniform  and  equal  taxation  is  not  violated 
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by  reason  of.  classification  of  property  for  purposes  of  assessment;  State  ew 
rel.  Lewis  v.  Smith,  158  Ind.  550,  63  L.  R.  A.  120,  63  N.  E.  25,  holding  statute 
authorizing  deduction  of  mortgage  indebtedness  to  extent  of  $700  for  purposes 
of  asssessment,  not  in  violation  of  constitutional  requirement  as  to  uniformity 
of  taxation;  Smith  v.  Stephens,  173  Ind.  567,  30  L.R,A.(N.S.)  706,  91  N.  E.  167, 
to  the  point  that  under  statute  both  real  and  personal  property  must  be  assessed 
at  '^true  cash  value;"  Cummins  v.  Pence,  174  Ind.  121,  91  N.  E.  529,  holding 
that  constitutional  provision,  that  rate  of  assessment  and  taxation  shall  be  uni- 
form apply  to  uniformity  and  equality  in  taxing  district  or  as  to  those  of  same 
class. 

'     Cited  in  footnote  to  Knoxville  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Harris,  53  L.  R.  A.  921,  which 
liolds  exemption  from  privilege  tax  not  included  in  exemption  from  ad  valorem 
tax. ' 
Validity  of  asiiesiiinentfi. 

Cited  in  Youngstown  Bridge  Co.  v.  Kentucky  &  I.  Bridge  Co.  64  Fed.  442, 
liolding  assessment  of  bridge  property,  lying  in  two  states,  by  state  board  of  tax 
commissioners,  not  void  because  of  error  in  including  property  outside  of 
state;  Clarke  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co.  172  Ind.  417,  86  N.  E.  851,  holding  special  tax 
levied  by  county  officers  on  money  of  railroad  company,  invalid. 

Cited  in  footnote  in  Hodge  v.  Muscatine  County,  67  L.R.A.  624,  which  holds 
notice  of  assessment  or  levy  of  specific  tax  upon  business  of  selling  cigarettes 
unnecessary. 
Situs  of  property  for  purposes  of  taxation. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Taggart,  163  U.  S.  20,  41  L.  ed.  56,  16  Sup.. 
Gt.  Rep.  1054,  Affirming  141  Ind.  285,  60  L.  R.  A.  689,  40  N.  E.  1051,  holding  that 
state  tax  on  that  portion  of  property  of  interstate  telegraph  company  which  is- 
within  the  state  may  be  made  by  considering  value  of  whole  line  as  a  unit  and_ 
assessing  tax  on  mileage  basis. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Grigsby  Constr.  Co.  v.  Freeman,  58  L.  R.  A.  349,  whicfl 
holds  contractor's  outfit  brought  into  state  for  use  several  months  in  constructing 
railroad  taxable  in  state;  Union  Refrigerator  Transit  Co.  v.  Lynch,  48  L.  R.  A. 
790,  which  authorizes  taxation  of  cars  within  state  under  lease  from  foreign  cor- 
poration ;  Cumberland  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  52  L.  R.  A.  764,  which  sustains  state 
tax  on  proportionate  part  of  gross  receipts  of  interstate  railroad  within  its 
borders  and  which  corresponds  to  proportion  of  mileage  within  such  state;  Hall 
V.  American  Refrigerator  Transit  Co.  66  L.  R.  A.  89,  which  sustains  tax  on  aver- 
age number  of  refrigerator  cars  coming  into  state  in  course  of  interstate  busi- 
ness. 

Cited  in  note  (69  L.R.A.  433)  on  situs,  for  taxing  purposes,  of  tangible  person- 
alty of  domestic  corporations. 
Basis  of  taxation   of  railroad  corporations. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Virginia  &  T.  R.  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  759,  which  holds 
earning  capacity  of  railroad  main  consideration  in  determining  taxable  value; 
Wells,  F.  &  Co.'s  Express  v.  Crawford  County,  37  L.  R.  A.  371,  which  holds  assess- 
ment at  true  value  of  property  of  interstate  express  company  within  state  proper 
mode  of  taxation. 

Corporate    taxation. 

Cited  in  notes    (60  L.  R.  A.  341,  344,  346,  356,  368,  373)    on  constitutional 
equality  in  the  United  States  in  relation  to  corporate  taxation;    (60  L.  R.  A. 
642,  652)  on  corporate  taxation  and  the  commerce  clause. 
Deleiratlon  of  legrlslatlve  or  Jndlclal  authority. 

Cited  in  Blue  v.  Beach,  155  Ind.  133,  50  L.  R.  A.  70,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  195,  5& 
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N.  E.  89,  holding  power  granted  to  boards  of  health  and  school  boards  to  require 
vaccination  of  children  attending  school,  not  unlawful  delegation  of  legislative 
authority;  Bellingham  Bay  Improv.  Co.  v.  New  Whatcom,  20  Wash.  59,  54  Pac. 
774,  holding  statute  conferring  authority  upon  city  council  to  determine  correct 
uess  of  tax  assessment^  not  unconstitutional  as  being  a  delegation  of  judicial 
authority. 

Natare  of  tax  board. 

'    Cited  in  Fell  v.  West,  35  Ind.  App.  31,  .73  N.  E.  719,  holding  board  of  tax 
review  not  judicial  tribunal. 
Condaslveneiis  of  action  of  tax  board. 

Cited  in  Johnson  County  v.  Johnson,  173  Ind.  80,  89  N.  E.  690,  holding  that 
board  of  tax  commissioners,  is  not  court  in  such  sense  that  its  conclusions  are 
final  as  to  what  are  legislative  subjects  of  taxation;  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  K. 
Co.  V.  Clark  County,  170  Ind.  302,  84  N.  E.  629,  holding  taxpayer  cannot  appeal 
to  courts  from  conclusions  of  board  of  tax  commissioners  as  to  correctness  of  re- 
turn of  property  of  railroad  in  particular  township;  Clark  v.  Vandalia  R.  Co. 
172  Ind.  419,  86  N.  E.  851,  holding  court  cannot  inquire  into  evidence  upon  which 
board  of  tax  commissioners  acted  in  assessing  property  of  railroad  company. 
Relief  from  Incorrect  aiiBemiiiient. 

Cited  in  Western  IT.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Howe,  103  C.  C.  A.  398,  180  Fed.  49,  holding 
suit  to  enjoin  equalization  and  certification  of  tax,  premature  where  brought  after 
assessment  but  before  meeting  of  board  to  equalize  assessments. 

18  L.  R.  A.  744,  PATTY  v.  COLGAN,  97  Cal.  251,  31  Pac.  1133. 
Pnrpofiea   for   TFblcb    pnbllc    fnnda   ntay   be   nued. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Mott,  123  Cal.  500,  56  Pac.  256,  holding  appropriation  of 
public  funds  to  pension  exempt  firemen,  unconstitutional ;  Powell  v.  Pholan,  13!J 
Cal.  275,  71  Pac.  336,  holding  appropriation  of  county  funds  to  payment  of  fees 
of  jurors  for  services  rendered  prior  to  enactment  of  law,  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  New  Richmond  v.  Davidson,  58  L.  R.  A.  739. 
which  sustains  appropriation  by  legislature  to  pay  city  debt  for  burying  dead, 
removing  dchris,  and  caring  for  injured  and  homeless;  Ingram  v.  Colgan,  28  L 
R.  A.  187,  which  upholds  bounty  for  killing  coyotes;  Re  Stanford,  45  L.  R.  A.  788, 
which  holds  statute  exempting  certain  persons  from  liability  for  inheritance  tax, 
invalid,  under  provision  against  state's  making  gifts  or  releasing  indebtedness; 
Conlin  v.  San  Francisco,  33  L.  R.  A.  752,  which  denies  legislative  right  to  direct 
use  of  city  money  to  pay  claim  based  on  merely  moral  obligation;  Conlin  v.  San 
Francisco,  21  L.  R.  A.  474,  which  holds  void,  act  for  relief  of  street  contractor; 
Board  of  Education  v.  State,  25  L.  R.  A.  770,  which  holds  unconstitutional,  act 
authorizing  board  of  education  to  levy  tax  to  pay  claim  for  which  no  obligation 
exists;  Dodge  v.  Mission  Twp.  54  L.  R.  A.  242,  which  holds  promotion  of  con- 
struction and  operation  of  sugar  mills  a  private  purpose  not  authorizing  taxa- 
tion; Pritchard  v.  Magoun,  46  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  authorizes  taxes  to  aid  in 
building  for  highway  and  railway  purposes  toll  bridge  owned  by  private  cor- 
poration; Opinion  of  Justices,  49  L.  R.  A.  564,  which  holds  legislative  right  to 
appropriate  money  for  widow,  heirs,  etc.,  of  deceased  officer  dependent  on 
whether  public  good  will  be  served;  People  ex  rel,  Einsfeld  v.  Murray,  32  L.  R. 
A.  344,  which  holds  valid,  excise  law  giving  two  thirds  of  the  taxes  thereby  im- 
posed to  the  towns  and  cities  in  which  raised;  Hager  v.  Kentucky  Childrens' 
Home  Soc.  67  L.R.A.  816,  which  upholds  appropriation  of  public  money  for  care 
of  destitute  children. 

Cited  in  note    (7   L.R.A.(N.S.)    1197)    on  validity  of  statute   providing  for 
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4ft88i8taiiGe  of  individual  members  of  certain  classes  of  unfortunate  or  afflicted 
persons. 

Cited  in  First  State  Bank  v.  Shallenberger,  172  Fed.  1003,  enjoining  enforce- 
ment of  state  law  making  right  to  engage  in  banking  business  conditional  upon 
contribution  to  depositor's  guaranty  fund. 
^—  Man«Uuniia  to  enforce. 

C  ited  in  Payne  v.  Staunton,  55  W.  Va.  207,  46  S.  E.  927,  2  Ann.  Cas,  74, 
holding  mandamus  not  awarded  to  compel  direct  enforcement  of  statute  against 
constitution.  ^ 

18  L.  R.  A.  745,  CUTHBERT  v.  CHAUVET,  136  N.  Y.  326,  49  N.  Y.  S.  R.  671, 

32  N.  E.  1088. 
v:4|iittable  Jnrladtctlon  over  trust*  and  trasteeii. 

(Mted  in  Glasscock  v.  Tate,  107  Tenn.  492,  64  S.  W.  715,  holding  equity  court 
-without  jurisdiction  to  render  decree  dissolving  express  trust,  even  with  consent 
of  l)eneficiar3' ;  O'Donoghue  v.  Boies,  92  Hun,  8,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  961,  holding  judg- 
ment of  court  ordering  partition  and  sale  of  trust  estate,  void,  as  being  in  con- 
travention of  last  will  of  testator  creating  said  trust;  Oviatt  v.  Hopkins,  20  App. 
Div.  171,  46  X.  Y.  Supp.  969,  holding  court  without  jurisdiction  to  render  judg- 
ment compelling  trustee  of  express  trust  to  so  act  in  reference  thereto  as  to  cause 
destruction  of  trust;  Rochevot  v.  Rochevot,  74  App.  Div.  590,  77  N.  Y,  Supp.  788, 
holding  that,  notwithstanding  assumed  power  of  parties  in  interest  to  make 
agreement  terminating  trust,  court  of  equity  will  not  compel  destruction  of  trust 
against  protest  of  trustees  or  some  interested  beneficiaries;  Metealf  v.  Union 
Trust  Co.  181  N.  Y.  49,  73  N.  E.  498,  on  supervision  and  termination  of  trusts 
hj  court  of  equity. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Carpenter  v.  Sturgeon,  68  L.R.A.  637,  which  holds  that 
provision  in  trust  for  partially  paralyzed  son  will  not  be  set  aside  because  he 
■did  not  become  mentally  incapacitated  as  testator  feared. 

Distingui«hed  in  Martin  v.  Pine,  79  Hun,  432,  29  X.  Y.  Supp.  995,  denying 
•court's  power  to  dissolve  trust  before  scheme  outlined  by  testator  has  been  ac- 
complished. 

Tera&laatlon    of    expreaa    traats. 

Cited  in  Re  New  York,  81  App.  Div.  33,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  32,  holding  lease  by 
trustee  of  trust  estate  for  period  longer  than  time  fixed  for  its  duration  void,  as 
-contravening  statute  of  uses  and  trusts;  Hunt  v.  Hunt,  124  Mich.  504,  83  N.  W. 
471,  holding  it  not  to  be  within  power  of  trustees  and  their  ceatuia  que  trvAi  to 
transform  active  trust  in  real  property  into  passive  one;  Thorn  v.  De  Breteuil, 
86  App.  Div.  424,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  849,  denying  right  of  beneficiaries  to  have  con- 
tinuance of  testator's  business,  directed  in  will,  terminated;  Metcalfe  v.  Union 
Trust  Co.  87  App.  Div.  148,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  183,  denying  right  of  remainder  men, 
by  releasing  their  intereKts,  to  terminate  trust  to  pay  income  of  estate  to  widow 
for  life,  or  until  remarriage;  Brady  v.  Hanson,  68  Misc.  203,  123  N.  Y.  Supp. 
645,  holding  that  express  trust  created  by  will  of  real  property  cannot  be  termin- 
ated by  agreement  between  beneficiary  and  remainderman;  Re  Heinze,  2  Gibbons, 
8ur.  Rep.  218|  to  the  point  that  express  trust  of  realty  cannot  be  terminated 
by  acts  of  interested  parties;  Olsen  v.  Youngerman,  136  Iowa,  411,  113  N.  W. 
938,  holding  active  trust  wherein  interests  of  beneficiaries  have  not  vested  should 
not  be  closed;  Dickey  v.  Goldschmidt,  60  Misc.  260,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  1025, 
iiolding  notice  of  termination  of  trust  served  on  trustees  created  for  purpose  of 


18  L.R.A.  7451  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  464 

preventing  settlor  being  influenced  to  apply  her  property  in  settlement  of  her 
husband's  debts,  had  no  legal  effect. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Heinze,  20  Misc.  373,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  247,  holding  express 
trust  in  personalty  terminated  by  conveyance  of  life  interest  to  remainderman; 
Gomez  v.  Gomez,  81  Hun,  573,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  206,  holding  that  death  of  life  bene- 
ficiary terminates  trust  providing  that  trustees  shall  convey  trust  property  to 
person  designated,  and  vests  property  in.  remainderman. 
Relief  to  trnatee  for  predecessor'*  default. 

Cited  in  Griswold  v.  Caldwell,  14  Misc.  303,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  1057,  holding  that 
court  will  extend  partial  relief  to  substituted  trustee  for  predecessor's  default  in 
pleading. 

Action  by  trustee  representtnar  diverse  Interests. 

Cited  in  Farmers*  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  66  Fed.  176,  holding 
that  trustee  representing  various  mortgage  interests  in  extensive  railroad  system 
should  not  bring  action  alone  to  ascertain  various  liens,  but  representative  of 
each  interest  should  be  admitted. 
Violation  of  trust  by  tmstee. 

Cited  in  Hess  v.  Hess,  132  App.  Div.  755,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  655    (dissenting 
opinion),  on  invalidity  of  acts  of  trustee  in  contravention  of  trust. 
Assignability  of  trnst  by  beneficiary. 

Cited  in  Re  Burtis,  188  Fed.  528,  to  the  point  that  right  of  beneficiary  of 
express  trust  to  receive  rents  and  profits  of  land,  is  unassignable  under  Real 
Property  Law;  Hoskin  v.  Long  Island  Loan  &  T.  Co.  139  App.  Div.  269,  123 
N.  Y.  Supp.  994,  to  tbe  point  that  beneficiary  of  trust  cannot  assign  or  other- 
wise dispose  of  same. 

18  L.  R.  A.  750,  JOLIET  v.  SHUFELT,  144  111.  403,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  453,  32 

N.  E.  969. 
Proximate  canse  of  Injnry. 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Mochell,  96  111.  App.  183,  holding  excessive 
speed  of  running  trains  in  city  contrary  to  ordinance  proximate  cause  of  injury 
to  passenger  riding  on  street  car;  Providence- Washington  Ins.  Co.  v.  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  247  111.  90,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1172,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  314,  93  N.  E. 
134,  holding  that  failure  to  deliver  telegram  from  insurance  company  canceling 
policy  which  prevents  cancelation  before  property  is  destroyed  by  fire,  is  proxi- 
mate cause  of  loss  to  company. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Mutch,  21  L.  R.  A.  316,  which  holds 
excessive  speed  not  proximate  cause  of  death  of  boy  attempting  to  catch  on  train; 
Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  20  L.  R.  A.  582,  as  to  proximate  cause 
of  injury  to  shipper  while  stepping  from  stock  car  to  caboose ;  Mueller  v.  Milwau- 
kee Street  R.  Co.  21  L.  R.  A.  721,  which  holds  sudden  stopping  of  street  car  in 
front  of  funeral  procession  cause  of  injury  to  first  carriage  by  pole  of  second. 

Cited  in  notes  (9  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  563)  on  obstructions  in  highway  as  proximate 
cause  of  injury  notwithstanding  intervening  cause;    (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  836,  845) 
on  proximate  and  remote  cause. 
Tinro  causes  prodnclngr  Injury. 

Cited  in  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  95  111.  App.  59,  holding  master  liable  for 
injuries  to  servant  due  to  combined  negligence  of  master  and  fellow  servant; 
North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Dudgeon,  184  111.  487,  56  N.  E.  796,  Affirming  83 
111.  App.  533,  holding  street  railway  company  liable  for  injuries  to  servant  due 
to  negligence  of  third  party  combined  with  that  of  company;  Armour  v.  Gol- 
kowska,  202  111.  149,  66  N.  E.  1037,  holding  master  liable  for  injury  to  servant 
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hit  by  barrel  rolling  off  unguarded  platform,  and  servant  need  not  show  what 
force  put  barrel  in  motion;  Lnion  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Stone,  64  Kan.  98,  37  Pac.  1012, 
holding  that  where  two  causes  combine  to  produce  injury,  both  proximate  in 
nature,  one  being  negligent  defect  in  street,  other  some  accident  for  which  city 
or  injured  party  is  not  responsible,  city  is  liable;  Eskildsen  v.  Seattle,  29  Wash. 
586,  70  Pac.  64,  holding  city  liable  for  injury  to  boy  run  over  by  cars  after  catch- 
ing foot  between  rail  and  planking  in  highway;  Chicago  v.  McCabe,  93  III.  App. 
291,  holding  city  liable  for  hole  in  street  into  which  wheel  of  wagon  dropped 
causing  driver  to  fall  out,  notwithstanding  team  was  apparently  unmanageable 
at  time  of  injury;  Lockport  v.  Richards,  81  111.  App.  536,  holding  city  liable  for 
allowing  trap  door  in  walk  to  get  out  of  repair  causing  injury  to  one  who  fell 
into  hole,  notwithstanding  door  may  have  been  misplaced  by  some  third  party; 
Rock  Falls  v.  Wells,  169  111.  227,  48  N.  E.  440,  Affirming  65  111.  App.  565,  holding 
city  liable  for  allowing  unused  car  tracks  to  remain  in  street  thereby  preventing 
plaintiff  from  crossing  to  avoid  injury  from  collision  with  runaway;  James  v. 
Tampa,  52  Fla.  296,  42  So.  729,  11  Ann.  Gas.  510,  holding  cause  of  action  stated 
in  declaration  against  city  for  injury  caused  by  obstruction  in  street  and  fright- 
ening of  horses  combined;  Corley  v.  Levee  Comrs.  96  Miss.  622,  49  So.  266, 
holding  that  where  plaintiff's  land  was  overflowed  and  damaged  in  part  becaiise 
of  negligent  construction  of  levee  and  in  part  because  of  excessive  rainfall, 
instruction  wholly  denying  recovery  was  erroneous;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Siler, 
229  111.  397,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  823,  82  N.  E.  362,  11  Ann.  Cas.  368,  holding  rail- 
road company  responsible  for  death  of  woman  burned  so  seriously  in  attempting 
to  check  fire  started  on  railroad  right  of  way  that  she  died;  Miller  v.  Kelly 
Coal  Co.  239  111.  629,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  245,  88  N.  E.  196,  holding  kicking  by 
mule  proximate  cause  of  injury  of  driver  who  might  have  got  out  of  harm's  way 
but  for  piles  of  earth  on  either  side  of  car  track;  Elgin,  A.  &  S.  Traction  Co.  v. 
Wilson,  120  111.  App.  373,  holding  street-car  company  liable  for  injury  of 
passenger  in  collision  caused  by  company's  negligence  and  act  of  boy  in  opening 
siding  switch;  Quincy  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Schmitt,  123  111.  App.  664,  holding 
electric  company  not  relieved  from  liability  for  its  o\^ti  negligence  proximate 
cause  of  factory  employee's  death  though  wiring  in  factory  buildings  defective; 
Western  Tube  Co.  v.  Pederson,  128  111.  App.  642,  holding  in  action  for  injury 
sustained  by  mill  employee  engaged  in  iron  railing  by  being  struck  by  chisel 
bar  requested  instructions  that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  unless  injury  caused 
wholly  by  defendant's  neglect  correctly  modified  by  striking  out  word  "wholly;" 
Casey  v.  Kelly-Atkinson  Contr.  Co.  146  111.  App.  557,  holding  instruction  that  if 
defendant's  negligence  contributed  to  accident  fact  storm  also  contributed 
to  accident  is  not  a  defense  correct  and  not  objectionable  as  presenting  doctrine 
of  comparative  negligence. 
Negri  tflrence   an   a  notion    for   Jury. 

Cited  in  Mt.  Vernon  v.  Cockrum,  59  111,  App.  545,  holding  it  to  be  question  for 
jury  whether  city  was  negligent  in  constructing  bridge  diagonally  across  brook 
and  in  failing  to  erect  railing. 

LtabiUty  of  mmitclpality  for  defect*  tn  ntreetii. 

Cited  in  Lannon  v.  Chicago,  169  111.  App.  598,  holding  that  city  is  liable  al- 
thougli  horse  may  at  time  of  accident  even  be  in  act  of  running  away,  if  injury 
results  to  person  riding  in  vehicle  by  virtue  of  hole  in  public  street. 

Cited   in  note    (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)    79)    on  liability  of  municipality  for  injury 
to  person  or  property  of  one  whose  horse  is  frightened  without  fault  of  either 
upon  defective  highway;    (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)   733,  744,  746)   on  liability  of  muni- 
cipality for  defects  or  obstructions  in  streets. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 30. 
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18  L.  R.  A.  753,  MALMGREN  v.  PHINNEY,  60  Minn.  457,  52  N.  W.  916. 

Second  appeal  in  65  Minn.  25,  67  N.  W.  649. 
Distribution   between   lien   lioldera. 

Followed  in  Miller  v.  Stoddard,  54  Minn.  490,  56  N.  W.  131,  giving  rule  of 
distribution   upon  sale  of  mortgaged  property  under  foreclosure  of  mechanic's 
lien 
Priority   of  lien*. 

Cited  in  Walters  v.  Ward,  153  Ind.  582,  55  N.  E.  735,  holding  that  owner  of 
land  covered  by  mortgage,  who  sells  to  one  who  agreed  to  pay  mortgagee's  claim 
and  difTerence  between  selling  prioe  and  such  claim,  has  lien  on  such  difference 
superior  to  that  of  mortgagee  against,  land,  where  mortgagee  secretly  released 
purchaser  from  payments  after  latter  had  delivered  possession  of  land  to  him: 
Thorpe  Block  Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  James,  13  Ind.  App.  526,  41  N.  E.  978,  holding 
that  junior  mortgagee  given  priority  by  agreement  with  senior  mortgagee  waives 
such  priority  by  subsequently  permitting  mechanics*  liens  to  be  filed. 
Holiday  laur  aa  to  matter*  otber  tban  aearotiable  paper. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Duncan,  118  La.  708,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  795,  43  So.  283,  11 
Ann.  Caa.  557,  holding  defendant  who  does  not  object  to  proceedings  in  course  of 
his  trial  on  ground  it  is  statutory  holiday,  is  concluded  by  result. 

Cited  in  note  (19  L.R.A.  319)  on  how  far  law  of  holidays  extends  to  matter 
other  than  those  relating  to  negotiable  paper. 

18  L.  R.  A.  756,  FOGARTY  v.  JUNCTION  CITY  PRESSED  BRICK  CO.  50  Kan. 

478,  31  Pac.  1052. 
Liability  for  maintenance  of  nniaance. 

Cited  in  Phillips  v.  Lawrence  Vitrified  Brick  A  T.  Co.  72  Kan.  644,  2  L.K.A. 
(N.S.)  94,  82  Pac.  787,  holding  that  development  of  natural  resources  of  one's 
land  by  careful  operation  of  brick  kiln  is  not  nuisance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hauck  v.  Tide  Water  Pipe-Line  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  642,  which 
holds  pipe-line  proprietor  absolutely  liable  for  escape  of  oil;  Frost  v.  Berkeley 
Phosphate  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  693,  which  holds  ow^ner  of  factory  liable  for  damage 
by  fumes;  Swift  v.  Broyles,  58  L.  R.  A.  390,  which  sustains  right  to  compensa- 
tion for  discomfort  from  noxious  gases,  etc.,  from  chemical  works  on  adjoining 
premises;  Sullivan  v.  Jones  &  L.  Steel  Co.  66  L.R.A.  712,  which  holds  that  manu- 
facturer of  pig  iron  will  be  enjoined  from  changing  manner  of  operating  fur- 
naces if  result  is  to  cast  ore  dust  on  neighboring  residential  property  in  such 
quantity  as  to  destroy  homes  or  other  property  there  situated;  Wade  v.  Miller, 
69  L.R.A.  820,  which  holds  characteristic  noises  and  odors  from  chicken  house 
and  vard  maintained  in  cleanly  manner  not  a  nuisance. 

Cited  in  note    (13  L.R.A. (N.S.)    466)    on  use  of  soft  coal  as  nuisance. 
Undertakinar   a*    "offensive    bniiiness.*' 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rowland  v.  Miller,  22  L.  R,  A.  182,  which  holds  under- 
taking establishment  within  restrictive  agreement  against  business  "injurious  or 
offensive  to  neighboring  inhabitants.' 


>» 


18  L.  R.  A.  769,  KOELSCH  v.  PHILADELPHIA  CO.  162  Pa.  356,  34  Am.  St. 

Rep.  653,  25  Atl.  522. 
Care  required  In  dealing^  'vritb  dangrerona  affeaciefl. 

Followed  in  Heh  v.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  201  Pa.  447,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  819, 
'50  Atl.  994,  holding  that  gas,  being  dangerous  agency,  one  dealing  in  same  re- 
quired to  exercise  more  than  ordinary  care;  Fuchs  v.  St.  Louis,  133  Mo.  180,  34 
L.  R.  A.  120,  31  S.  W.  115,  holding  blowing  up  of  sewer  into  which  large  quanti- 
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ties  of  petroleum  hax/e  flowed  entitled  to  consideration  in  determining  whether 
-city  exercised  proper  care;  Anderson  v.  Standard  Gaslight  Co.  17  Misc.  627,  40 
X.  Y.  Supp.  671,  holding  company  liable  for  losses  sustained  by  reason  of  failure 
l^roperly  to  maintain  gas  works  and  use  such  care  in  its  inspection  as  dangerous 
character  of  agency  dealt  with  demanded;  Denver  Consol.  Electric  Co.  v.  Law- 
rence, 31  Colo.  318,  73  Pac.  39,  holding  light  company  liable  to  one  receiving 
terrific  charge  of  electricity  in  turning  on  incandescent  lamp;  Coffeyville  Min. 
A  Gas  Co.  V.  Carter,  65  Kan.  568,  70  Pac.  635,  holding  owner  liable  for  explosion 
of  gas  escaping  from  well  and  igniting  in  unknown  manner;  Indianapolis 
Abattoir  Co.  v.  Temperly,  159  Ind.  654,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  330,  64  N.  E.  906,  hold- 
ing landlord  liable  to  tenant  for  injury  due  to  gas  escaping  from  defective 
pipes. 

Cited  in  Stark  v.  Lancaster  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  23  Lane.  L.  Rev. 
21,  holding  that  every  reasonable  precaution  suggested  by  experience  ought  to  be 
taken  by  electric  light  company  in  protecting  its  wires:  Paden  v.  Van  Blarcom, 
181  Mo.  127,  79  S,  W.  1195,  holding  degree  of  care,  required  in  case  of  employ- 
ment of  dangerous  instrument  or  agency  depends  upon  degree  of  danger ;  diity  in- 
creases with  degree  of  danger;  Bourke  v.  Butte  Electric  &  P.  Co.  33  Mont.  284, 
83  Pac.  470,  holding  owner  or  operator  of  electric  plant  required  to  use  reas- 
onable degree  of  care  in  erecting  pole  lines,  selecting  appliances,  insulating 
wires  and  maintaining  system  of  inspection;  Eagle  Hose  Co.  v.  Electric  Light 
<'o.  33  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  585,  holding  it  duty  of  electric  light  company  to  adopt  best 
precautions  against  danger  in  general  use,  and  which  experience  has  shown  to 
be  effectual;  Aunient  v.  Pennsylvania  Teleph.  Co.  23  Lane.  L.  Rev.  29,  28  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  616,  holding  rule  that  every  reasonable  precaution  suggested  by  ex- 
perience and  known  dangers  of  subject  ought  to  be  taken,  applies  to  telephone 
company  maintaining  its  wires  upon  same  poles  upon  which  wires  charged  with 
dangerous  current  of  another  company  are  strung;  Bradsley  v.  Gill,  218  Pa.  60, 
€6  Atl.  1112,  holding  jury  in  action  to  recover  for  killing  of  person  by  oil 
explosion  properly  informed  as  to  methods  of  defendants  in  handling  oil  as 
fuel;  Sehwindt  v.  Lehigh  Water  Co.  33  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  25,  10  North  Co.  Rep. 
163,  holding  where  water  company  made  no  effort  to  locate  or  stop  fracture  in 
water-pipe,  though  evidence  that  something  was  wrong  was  plainly  visible  for 
nearly  two  years,  question  whether  such  supervision  was  due  diligence  is  for 
jury;  Moore  v.  Lanier,  52  Fla.  361,  42  So.  462,  holding  if  damage  result  from 
explosion  of  acetylene  gas  occurring  by  reason  of  defective  installation  of  pipe, 
person  installing  pipe  liable,  though  not  responsible  for  ignition. 

Cited  in  notes   (29  L.R^A.  338)    on  liability  for  negligence  in  escape  and  ex- 
plosion  of   gas;    (15   L.R.A. (N.S.)    540)    on   liability   for   escape   of   dangerous 
substance  stored  on  premises;    (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)    959)    on  liability  for  turning 
steam  or  dangerous  gases  into  sewer. 
Duty  of  sAii  company  as  to  fltttngrii  and  Inspection. 

Cited  in  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  v.  Crocker,  82  Md.  123,  31  L.  R.  A.  788,  33  Atl. 
423,  holding  gas  company  guilty  of  negligence  for  permitting  escape  of  gas  from 
service  pipes  after  having  had  due  notice  of  such  fact,  and  failing  to  take  neces- 
sary and  known  precautions  in  preventing  pipe  line  from  getting  out  of  order; 
Indiana  Natural  &  Illuminating  Gas  Co.  v.  Long,  27  Ind.  App.  226,  59  N.  E.  410, 
holding  it,  not  only  duty  of  gas  company  to  furnish  safe  and  adequate  facilities 
for  distributing  gas,  but  also  to  provide  proper  inspection  of  same;  Prichard  v. 
Consolidated  Gas  Co.  2  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  182,  39  W.  N.  C.  30,  holding  it  to  be  duty 
necessitated  from  dangerous  character  of  gas  that  one  dealing  in  same  should 
use  every  precaution  known  in  providing  and  maintaining  facilities  for  handling 


18  L.R.A.  7591  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  465 

same ;  German- Aiuerican  Ins.  Ck).  v.  Standard  Gaslight  Co.  34  Misc.  595,  70  N.  Y. 
Supp.  384,  holding  gas  company  liable  for  damage  resulting  from  its  employee 
applying  lighted  match  to  gas  pipe  to  locate  leak;  Aurora  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Bishop, 
81  111.  App.  501,  holding  it  duty  of  gas  company  to  guard  against  injury  to  its 
pipes  caused  by  construction  of  sewer  by  city;  United  Oil  Co.  v.  Roseberry,  30 
Colo.  184,  69  Pac.  688,  holding  gas  company  liable  for  explosion  due  to  negli- 
gence of  servant  in  not  inspecting  pipes  upon  making  connections;  Pulaski  Gas- 
light Co.  V.  McClintock,  97  Ark.  583,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  829,  134  S.  W.  1189, 
to  the  point  that  gas  company  must  use  degree  of  care  commensurate  with  danger 
which  is  its  duty  to  avoid;  Gould  v.  Winona  Gas  Co.  100  Minn.  269,  10  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  896,  111  N.  W.  254,  holding  every  reasonable  precaution  suggested  by 
experience  and  known  danger  of  escape  of  gas  ought  to  be  taken;  Hartman  v. 
Citizens  Natural  Gas  Co.  210  Pa.  21,  59  Atl.  315,  holding  gas  company  liable 
for  explosion  where  it  knew  or  by  exercise  of  ordinary  care  should  have  known  of 
defect  in  its  pipes  or  mains;  Morgan  v.  United  Gas  Improv.  Co.  214  Pa.  IIU 
63  Atl.  417,  holding  gas  company  not  required  to  uncover  its  pipes  without 
reference  to  existence  or  nonexistence  of  leaks;  Stoner  v.  Pennsvlvania  Fuel 
Supply  Co.  40  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  602,  holding  questions  as  to  gas  company's  negli- 
gence and  of  contributory  negligence  of  plaintiff  for  jury  where  there  was 
evidence  of  break  in  company's  line  and  evidence  pointed  to  its  line  as  source  of 
escaping  gas  causing  explosion   in   plaintiff's  cellar. 

Distinguished  in  Morrison  v.  Superior  Water,  Light  &  P.  Co.  134  Wis.  171, 
114  N.  W.  434,  holding  trifling  leak  in  pipe  not  itself  evidence  of  n^ligence, 
but  contrary  true  as  to  leak  not  ordinarily  liable  to  occur. 
NearllflTonce   an   question   for  Jury. 

Cited  in  Paden  v.  Van  Blarcom,  100  Mo.  App.  193,  74  S.  W.  124,  holding  it 
question  for  jury  whether  master  was  negligent  in  ordering  gas  turned  on  in 
range  without  examining  valves. 
Proximate    cause    of    Injury. 

Cited  in  Stone  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  171  Mass.  542,  41  L.  R.  A.  798,  51  N.  E. 
1,  holding  negligence  in  storing  oil  upon  station  platform  and  permitting  it  to 
remain  in  violation  of  statute,  not  proximate  cause  of  damage  by  fire  started  by 
lighted  match  dropped  upon  platform;  I^eds  v.  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  178  N.  Y. 
120,  70  N.  E.  219  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  failure  of  telephone  com- 
pany to  inspect  chimney  used  as  anchor  for  wire,  not  proximate  cause  of  injury 
to  traveler  struck  by  bricks  caused  to  fall  by  boom  of  derrick  striking  wire. 
Moore  v.  Lanier,  52  Fla.  365,  42  So.  462  (dissenting  opinion),  on  doctrine  of 
proximate  cause. 

Cited  in  note  (10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  712)  on  negligent  breaking  of  bridge  as  proxi- 
mate cause  of  obstruction  of  navigation  during  repairs. 

Distinguished  in  Chester  Nat.  Bank  v.  Southern  Pipe  Line  Co.  40  Pa. -Super. 
Ct.  96,   holding  question   whether   break   in  oil  pipe  line  was  proximate  cause 
of  burning  of  mill,  properly  submitted  to  jury  where  idler  threw  lighted  match 
on  ground  and  fire  was  carried  by  oil  on  water  to  mill. 
Action  aflralnst  Joint  nrronflrdoers. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Chapman,  43  W.  Va.  641,  28  S,  E.  744,  holding  that  one 
suffering  injury  from  concurrent  negligence  of  two  wrongdoers  may  maintain 
joint  or  separate  action  against  both  or  either  of  wrongdoers;  Dutton  v.  Lans- 
downe,  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  210,  7  Del.  Co.  Rep.  402,  44  W.  N.  C.  293,  holding  it  not 
error  to  join  as  parties  defendant,  wrongdoers  whose  concurrent  negligence,  though 
of  varying  degree,  resulted  in  injury  to  plaintiff. 
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18  L,  R.  A.  761,  COM.  v.  MATl'HBWS,  152  Pa.  166,  25  Atl.  548. 
"Wluftt   acts  may  be   performed   on    Sunday. 

Followed  without  comment  in  Com.  v.  Suppert,  152  Pa.  170,  25  Atl.  549. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Dlffenbaugh,  26  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  69,  19  Lane.  L.  Rev.  22,  holding 
Belling  of  meats  on  Sunday  to  be  violation  of  Sunday  law ;  Com.  ex  rel.  Gottschall 
V.  Newcomet,  18  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  510,  holding  operation  of  street  cars  on  Sunday  not 
such  public  nuisance  as  to  subject  operators  to  penalties  for  violation  of  Sunday 
law;  Com.  V.  Peters,  19  Pa.  Dist.  R.  468,  holding  that  repairing  on  Sunday  fallen 
cement  wall  in  public  filtration  reservoir,  which  might  require  blasting  if  al- 
lowed to  harden  is  not  violation  of  Sunday  law;  Com.  ex  rel.  Obold  v.  Berks 
County,  11  Pa.  Dist.  R.  46,  holding  running  of  street  cars  in  city  work  of 
necessity;  Com.  v.  Shipley,  18  Pa.  Dist.  R,  135,  35  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  134,  holding  putting 
in  of  emergency  switch  on  railroad  work  of  necessity;  Knight  v.  Press  Co.  227 
Pa.  187,  75  Atl.  1083,  as  to  what  is  worldly  employment  within  statute  prohibit- 
ing such  employment  on  Lord's  Day 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  First  M.  E.  Church  v.  Donnell,  46  L.  R.  A.  858,  which 
su^ains  subscription  to  churcli  indebtedness  made  on  Sunday;  State  v.  McBee,  60 
L.  R.  A.  638,  which  holds  pumping  oil  well  on  Sunday  work  of  necessity,  if  perma- 
nent, material  loss  and  injury  would  otherwise  result;  Amheiter  v.  State,  58 
L.  R.  A.  392,  which  holds  sale  of  meat  by  butcher  to  customers  on  Sunday  not 
work  of  necessity  or  charity;  State  v.  Collect,  64  L.R.A.  204,  which  holds  repair- 
ing of  belt  in  factory  on  Sunday  so  as  to  prevent  two  hundred  hands  from  losing 
work  on  the  following  day. 

18  L.  R.  A.  764,  BIRMINGHAM  v.  ROCHESTER  CITY  &  B.  R.  CO.  137  N.  Y. 

13,  49  N.  Y.  S.  R.  888,  32  N.  E.  995. 
Liability  of  railroad  company  for  nearliflrence  of  third  party. 

Cited  in  Richmond  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  8  App.  Div.  386,  40  N.  Y. 
8upp.  812,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  injuries  to  brakeman,  due  to 
falling  of  wire  which  was  striuig  up  by  third  person. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Baker,  50  L.  R.  A.  201, 
which  denies  carrier's  liability  for  injury  to  passenger  through  negligent  opera- 
tion of  derrick  by  state  board  employees  in  raising  grade  of  railroad  bridge. 
Use  of  bridge  by  street  rail-vray. 

Cited  in  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  v.  United  R.  States  &  Electric  Co.  105  Md.  361,  66 
Atl.  444,  holding  bridges  parts  of  streets  over  which  street  car  company  auth- 
orized by  city  to  lay  tracks. 

Distinguished  in  Elgin,  A.  &  S.  Traction  Co.  v.  Hench,  132  111.  App.  538, 
holding  traction  company  cannot  be  relieved  by  ordinance  from  duty  to  safely 
carry  its  passengers;  if  company  uses  public  bridge  it  must  see  that  it  is  safe. 

18  L.  R.  A.  768,  RAXIENSTEIN  v.  NEW  YORK,  L.  &  W.  R.  CO.  136  N.  Y.  628, 

32  N.  E.  1047. 
Injary   to  abutter's   eaaement   in    street* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lockwood  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  516,  which  denies 
city's  power  to  authorize  steam  railroad  company  to  locate  tracks  in  narrow 
highway  devoted  to  wholesale  business. 

^-  Riyht    to    damasea* 

Cited  in  Re  Grade  Crossing,  154  N.  Y.  557,  49  N.  E.  127,  Affirming  6  App.  Div. 
331,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  520,  holding  that,  in  absence  of  statute,  no  compensation  is 
due  to  abutting  property  owners  for  changing  grade  of  public  street ;  Colclough  v, 
Milwaukee,  92  Wis.  186,  65  N.  W.  1039,  holding  change  in  grade  in  public  high- 
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way  or  street  not  such  an  injury  or  taking  of  private  property  as  to  entitle  abut- 
ting property  owner  to  compensation;  Brand  v.  ^Multnomah  County,  38  Or.  102, 
60  L.  R.  A.  396,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  772,  62  Pac.  209,  holding  change  in  grade  on 
side  or  lateral  streets  made  necessary  to  effectuate  crossing  over  railway  on 
another  street  is  not  additional  burden  or  injury  to  abutting  property  owner  en- 
titling him  to  compensation  therefor;  Fries  v.  Nev  YorU  &  II.  R.  Co.  169  X.  Y. 
277,  62  N.  £.  368,  holding  that  rule  of  damnum  absque  injuria  proi)erly  applies 
to  case  of  abutting  property  owner  suffering  injury  by  reason  of  improvement 
in  public  street  made  under  lawful  authority;  Re  Grade  Crossing  Comrs.  201 
N.  Y.  37,  94  N.  E.  188,  holding  that  right  of  abutting  owner  to  recover  conse- 
quential damages,  where  none  of  his  land  is  taken  is  dependent  upon  statutory 
provisions;  Warner  v.  State,  132  App.  Div.  612,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  108,  holding 
owner  of  lot  abutting  on  street  or  highway  has  no  remedy  for  injury  to  his 
property  due  to  change  of  grade  under  lawful  authority;  Smith  v.  Boston  &  A. 
R.  Co.  99  App.  Div.  07,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  412,  holding  owner  of  property  abutting 
on  tow^n  highway  not  entitled  to  damages  from  municipality  on  account  of  cbangp 
of  grade  of  highway,  either  at  common  law  or  by  statute. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pueblo  v.  Strait,  24  L.  R,  A.  302,  which  holds  abutter  en' 
titled  to  damages  on  building  of  viaduct  over  railroad  practically  closing  acces* 
to  street;  Spencer  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  0G8,  which  denloft 
right  to  construct  viaduct  in  street  without  compensating  abutters. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  766)  on  abutter's  right  to  comi3en.<^tion  for 
railroads  in  streets. 

Distinguished  in  Egbert  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  6  Ind.  App.  357,  33  N.  E. 
650,  holding  that  change  in  grade  of  public  street  by  railroad  in  order  to  make 
convenient  crossing,  entitles  abutting  owner  to  compensation  for  any  injurj*  U^ 
property  rights  in  highway. 

Condemnation  procecdlnara   to  destroy  easement   in   street. 

Cited  in  Ray  v.  New  Y'ork  Bay  Extension  R.  Co.  34  App.  Div.  5,  53  N.  \\  Supp* 
1052,  holding  that  plaintiff  having  an  easement  in  highway,  has  property  right 
therein  which  can  be  extinguished  only  by  condemnation  proceedings. 
Duty  of  railroad  company  carrying  blgrb^ivay   across   tracks. 

Cited  in  Deming  v.  Terminal  R.  Co.  49  App.  Div.  500,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  615,  hold^ 
ing  railroad  company  employing  independent  contractor  to  carry  highway  across 
tracks,  liable  for  injury  resulting  from  failure  to  guard  embankment. 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  226)  on  liability  of  railroad  to  abutting 
owner  for  damages  from  change  of  grade  to  carry  highway  across  tracks. 

18  L.  R.  A.  771,  VANDEWATER  v.  NEW  YORK  &  N.  E.  R.  CO.  135  N.  Y.  583, 
49  N.  Y.  S.  R.  66,  32  N.  E.  636. 
•  Duty  of  railroad  company  to  grlT^e  v^arnlnur  at  crosslnivs. 

Followed  on  second  appeal  in  74  Hun,  33,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  397,  holding  it  duty 
of  railroad  companies  to  run  trains  with  due  care  and  to  give  warning  upon 
approaching  crossings,  either  by  bells,  whistles,  or  other  adequate  means. 

Cited  in  Hickey  v.  New  York  C.  &.  H.  R.  R.  Co.  8  App.  Div.  125,  40  N.  Y.  Supp. 
484,  holding  railroad  company  bound  to  give  due  and  reasonable  warning  on  ap* 
proaching  crossing;  Finn  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  42  App.  Div.  527,  59  N.  Y^ 
Supp.  771,  holding  railroad  company  liable  for  injuries  to  child  resulting  from 
failure  to  give  signals  and  to  station  flagman  to  guard  public  against  danger  at 
crossing;  Petrie  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  63  App.  Div.  476,  71  N.  Y,  Supp. 
866;  Shapter  v.  Carroll,  18  App.  Div.  390,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  202;  Friess  v.  New 
York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  67  Hun,  210,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  104,— holding  that  even  iit 
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absence  of  statutory  requirement  of  railroads  to  ring  bells  and  blow  whistles  at 
crossing,  yet  they  owe  duty  to  public  to  give  adequate  warnings  and  use  due  cau- 
tion in  running  of  trains;  Coulter  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  5  N.  D.  584,  67  N.  W. 
1046,  holding  common-law  duty  of  railroad  company  not  diminished  by  exist- 
ence of  statute  requiring  ringing  of  bell  and  blowing  of  whistle  upon  approaching 
crossings;  Henavie  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  166  N.  Y.  284,  59  N.  E.  901, 
holding  railroad  company  guilty  of  negligence  for  operating  trains  in  city  with- 
out using  adequate  facilities  to  warn  people  at  crossings;  Philadelphia  &  B.  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Holden,  93  Md.  423,  49  Atl.  625,  holding  failure  to  give  signals  at 
public  cr'-ssmg  not  negligence  as  to  person  injured  at  private  crossing  where 
si«^iials  could  have  been  heard;  Lepard  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  166  Mich.  393, 
40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1114,  130  N.  W.  668,  holding  that  section  men  are  not  entitled 
to  benefit  of  statute  requiring  crossing  signals  to  be  given  by  railroad;  Connell 
.  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  144  App.  Div.  668,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  666,  to  the 
point  that  duty  to  given  signal  at  crossings  does  not  apply  in  favor  of  one 
walking  on  track,  but  was  intended  for  benefit  of  those  traveling  on  highway; 
Cranch  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  107  App.  Div.  344,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  169,  on 
duty  to  give  warning  of  intention  to  run  train  over  crossing;  Nelson  v.  Long 
Island  R.  Co.  109  App.  Div.  627,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  246,  holding  it  cannot  be  held 
as  matter  of  law  that  there  is  no  proof  of  railroad  company's  negligence  where 
there  is  evidence  to  warrant  finding  train  approached  unguarded  crossing  at  rate 
of  forty  miles  an  hour  without  warning. 
Neglect  of  utwitutory  doty. 

Cited  in  Burns  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  110  App.  Div.  595,  96  N.  Y.  Supp. 
509,  holding  railway  not  liable  as  a  matter  of  law  for  injury  caused  by 
horse  frightened  by  engine  standing  on  part  of  highway  crossing  although  ordin- 
ance forbid  obstruction  of  crossing  by  trains. 

Cited  in  note  (9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  372)   on  private  action  for  violation  of  statute 
not  expressly  conferring  it. 
Duty   of   traveler   at   croMiinflr. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Passman  v.  West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.  61  L.  R,  A.  609,  which 
holds  cutting  of  train  on  side  track  at  highway  crossing  not  invitation  to  cross 
without  using  ordinary  precaution. 

18  L.  R.  A.  774,  HOBBS  v.  STATE,  133  Ind.  404,  32  N.  E.  1019. 
Plea   In   abatement. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Katzman,  161  Ind.  505,  69  N.  E.  157,  holding  that  question 
as  to  right  to  prosecute  by  information  may  be  raised  by  plea  in  abatement. 
SoflleleBcy  of  information  or  indictment. 

Cited  in  Musgrave  v.  State,  133  Ind.  304,  32  N.  E.  885,  holding  that  con- 
spiracy, being  a  public  ofTense,  indictment  charging  it,  is  not  bad  on  account  of 
Rurplufiage;  State  v.  Fidler,  148  Ind.  222,  47  N.  E.  464,  and  Koetting  v.  State^ 
88  Wis.  510,  60  N.  W.  822,  holding  indictment  not  bad  for  duplicity,  though 
charging  conjunctively,  commission  of  acts  made  criminal  disjunctively  by  stat- 
ute; Selby  V.  State,  161  Ind.  672,  69  N.  E.  463,  holding  information  charging 
defendant  with  forging,  uttering,  etc.,  a  certain  forged  note,  not  bad  for  re- 
pugnancy; Wilson  V.  State,  156  Ind.  635,  59  N.  E.  380,  holding  indictment  charg- 
ing accused  with  presenting  false  and  fraudulent  claim  not  bad  for  duplicity; 
State  V.  Dawson,  38  Ind.  App.  485,  78  N.  E.  352,  holding  where  statute  makes 
it  crime  to  do  any  one  of  number  of  things  mentioned  disjunctively,  all  of 
which  are  punishable  alike,  any  or  all  of  them  may  be  charged  conjunctively 
in  single  count. 
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Cruel   and    anasaal    piinlaliinents. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  State,  149  Ind.  617,  40  L.  R.  A.  112,  49  N.  E.  894,  holding 
reformatory  act  providing  for  parole  of  persons  convicted  of  crime  not  un- 
constitutional on  ground  of  imposing  cruel  and  unusual  punishment;  State  t. 
Woodward,  68  W.  Va.  72,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1009,  69  S.  E.  386,  holding  that 
statute  closing  saloons  on  Sunday,  are  not  unconstitutional  as  imposing  punish- 
ment, cruel  or  unusual  or  depriving  of  property  without  due  process;  Weems  v. 
United  States,  217  U.  S.  376,  64  L.  ed.  802,  30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  544,  19  Ann. 
Cas.  705,  to  the  point  that  constitutional  provision  against  cruel  and  unusual 
punishment  does  not  apply  to  punishment  by  fine  or  imprisonment  or  both,  but 
such  as  that  inflicted  at  whipping  post,  etc.;  Re  O'Shea,  11  Cal.  App.  576,  10a 
Pac.  776,  holding  imprisonment  in  county  jail  as  penalty  for  engaging  in  pool- 
selling  or  bookmaking  not  cruel  or  unusual  punishment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Com.  v.  Murphy,  30  L.  R.  A.  734,  which  sustains  statute 
imposing  imprisonment  for  life  for  criminal  intimacy  with  girl  under  sixteen. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.  R.  A.  662,  667,  668)  on  cruel  and  unusual  piwishments. 
Prior  statements  as  corroboration. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Sharp,  183  Mo.  736,  82  S.  W.  134,  holdini?  where  witness 
impeached  evidence  of  his  prior  statements  admissible  to  corroborate  his 
testimony. 

Cited  in  note  (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  66)  on  rebuttal  evidence  to  sustain  credibility 
of  witness. 
Ill  treatment  of  persons  by  'white  caps. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Warner  v.  Talbot,  66  L.R.A.  337,  which  holds  insufficient 
allowance  of  $600  as  damages  for  mental  anguish,  terror,  and  distress  resulting 
from  body  of  citizens  taking  young  man  suspected  of  arson  into  woods  without 
warrant,  illtreating  him  for  a  number  of  hours,  placing  rope  around  his  neck 
and  threatening  to  hang  him  with  view  of  extorting  confession  of  crime  or  accu- 
sation against  some  other  person. 

18  L.  R.  A.  778,  FINNEGAN  v.  KNIGHTS  OF  LABOR  BLDG.  ASSO.  52  Minn. 

239,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  552,  53  N.  W.  1150. 
'What    is    a    de    facto    corporation. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Okerstrom,  70  Minn.  311,  73  N.  W.  147,  and  Bradley  Fer- 
tilizer Co.  V.  South  Pub.  Co.  4  Misc.  175,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  676, — ^holding  that  to 
constitute  a  de  facto  corporation  there  must  exist  valid  law,  an  attempt  to  or* 
ganize  under  such  law,  and  bona  fide  user  of  corporate  powers  conferred  by  such 
law;  Gibbs's  Estate,  157  Pa.  69,  22  L.  R.  A.  281,  27  Atl.  383,  holding  that  de  facto 
corporation  is  an  apparent  corporate  organization,  asserted  to  be  a  corporation 
by  its  member  and  actually  acting  as  such,  but  lacking  creative  fiat  of  law; 
Kwapil  V.  Bell  Tower  Co.  55  Wash.  586,  104  Pac.  824;  Healey  v.  Steele  Center 
Creamery  Asso.  115  Minn.  457,  133  N.  W.  69, — holding  that  corporation  de 
facto  exists  where  attempt  to  organize  is  made  under  law  permitting  organiza- 
tion, and  user  as  corporation  under  such  attempted  organization;  Whaley  v. 
Bankers'  Union,  39  Tex.  Civ.  App.  389,  88  S.  W.  259,  holding  an  attempted 
■creation  of  a  corporation  which  no  statute  authorizes  cannot  by  user  of  corpo* 
rate  powers  become  a  corporation  de  facto;  Milwaukee  Gold  Extraction  Co.  v. 
Gordon,  37  Mont.  222,  95  Pac.  995;  Gibbs's  Estate,  24  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  135, 
157  Pa.  69;  Whipple  v.  Tuxworth,  81  Ark.  400,  99  S.  W.  86,— on  requisites  neces- 
sary to  constitute  a  de  facto  corporation. 

Cited  in  note  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  254,  258,  261)  on  what  constitutes  a  corpora- 
tion de  facto. 
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Rifflit    to   deny   existence   of   de   facto   corporation. 

Cited  in  Hause  v.  Mannheimer,  67  Minn.  195,  69  N.  W.  810,  holding  that  as 
between  de  facto  corporation  and  stockliolder,  latter  cannot  Buccessfnlly  deny  cor- 
porate existence. 
Collateral  attack  upon   de  facto  corporation. 

Cited  in  Washington  Nat.  Bldg.  Loan  &  Invest.  Asso.  v.  Stanley,  38  Or.  319^ 
58  L.  IL  A.  819,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  793,  63  Pac.  489,  holding  that  borrowers 
from  loan  association,  who  have  accepted  stock,  cannot  defeat  its  action  to  fore- 
close mortgage,  on  ground  that  articles  of  incorporation  were  not  properly  ac- 
knowledged; Western  Invest.  Co.  v.  Davis,  7  Ind.  Terr.  176,  104  S.  W.  573,  15 
Ann.  Caa.  1134,  on  the  existence  of  a  de  facto  corporation  as  not  being  subject 
to  collateral  attack. 
Partnerahip  liability  of  member  or  stoclcliolder  of  de  facto  corporation^ 

Cited  in  Richards  v.  Minnesota  Sav.  Bank,  75  Minn.  207,  77  N.  W.  822,  hold- 
ing that  one  who  deals  with  de  facto  corporation,  as  such,  cannot  charge  mem- 
bers or  stockholders  as  partners  with  debts  contracted  with  corporation;  Doty 
V.  Patterson,  165  Ind.  66,  56  N.  E.  668,  holding  stockholders  of  de  facto  corpo- 
ration not  liable  as  partners  to  one  contracting  with  corporation;  Harrill  v. 
Davis,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1157,  94  C.  C.  A.  47,  168  Fed.  191,  holding  members  of 
de  facto  corporation  liable  as  partners  for  claim  incurred  prior  to  filing  of  their 
articles. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Taylor  v.  Branham,  39  L.  R.  A.  362,  which  holds  liable 
as  partners,  members  of  foreign  corporation  carrying  on  business  in  state  with- 
out being  incorporated  therein;  Slocum  v.  Head,  50  L.  R.  A.  324,  which  holds- 
persons  attempting  to  incorporate  by  filing  original  articles,  instead  of  copies, 
entitled  to  all  rights  of  corporation  as  to  persons  dealing  with  them  as  such; 
Wechsdberg  v.  Flour  City  Nat.  Bank,  26  L.  R.  A.  470,  which  holds  liable  a» 
partner,  negligent  signer  of  recorded  articles  of  incorporation  negligently  per- 
mitting use  of  name  as  officer  without  legal  incorporation. 

SnfllciencT'  of  title  of  statute. 

Cited  in  notes  (64  Am.  St.  Rep.  86)  on  sufficiency  of  title  of  statute;  (79' 
Am.  St.  Rep.  469)  as  to  when  title  of  statute  embraces  only  one  subject,  and 
what  may  be  included  thereunder. 

18  L.  R.  A.  781,  HANCOCK  v.  McAVOY,  151  Pa.  460,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  774,  25- 

Atl.  47. 
Interest    In   land   saffldent   to   support   ejectment. 

Cited  in  Mannerback  v.  Pennsylavnia  R.  Co.  16  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  625,  holding 
clause  in  deed  "excepting  and  forever  reserving  the  graveyard  on  the  lands^ 
hereby  conveyed,  at  all  times  hereafter  to  enter  thereon  without  hindrance  or  de- 
nial of,  .  .  .  his  heirs  and  assigns"  an  exception  sufficient  to  support  action. 
of  ejectment;  Fisk  v.  Brayman,  21  R.  I.  197,  42  Atl.  878,  holding  action  of  tres- 
pass and  ejectment  will  not  lie  to  recover  possession  of  premises,  title  to- 
which  is  claimed  through  reservation;  Doe  ex  dem.  Stewart  v.  Garrett,  119  Ga. 
388,  64  L.R.A.  100,  footnote  p.  99,  46  S.  E.  427,  holding  interest  of  purchaser  of 
cemetery  lot  not  sufficient  to  support  ejectment;  Anderson  v.  Acheson,  132 
Iowa,  753,  9  L.R.A-(N.S.)  221,  110  N.  W.  335,  holding  member  of  family  of 
grantee  of  cemetery  lot  has  not  such  interest  therein  as  will  support  eject- 
ment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cahill  v.  Cahill,  60  L.  R.  A.  706,  which  holds  -possessory^ 
rights  only  will  not  sustain  ejectment  without  showing  legal  title;  Pittsburgh,. 
Ft.  W.  k  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Peet,  19  L.  R.  A.  467,  which  authorizes  railroad  company 
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to  maintain  ejectment  for  property  condemned;  Benton  Land  Co.  v.  Zeitler,  70 
L.R.A.  94,  which  holds  deed  of  trust  on  land  not  such  outstanding  legal  title 
as  will  before  entry  or  foreclosure  defeat  recovery  in  ejectment  based  on  titles 
held  subject  thereto. 

Cited  in  notes    (116  Am.  St.  Rep.  573,  574,  578)   on  property  or  invasion  of 
possession  for  which  ejectment  is  maintainable;    (45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  427)   on  pos- 
session to  support  ejectment  as  against  mere  intruder. 
ESJectment  for  land  in  street. 

Cite4  in  footnotes  to  San  Francisco  v.  Grote,  36  L.  R.  A.  502^  which  holds  dedi- 
cation of  street  by  parol  not  sufficient  to  support  ejectment  by  city  against  fee 
owner;  San  Francisco  v.  Grote,  41  L.  R.  A.  335,  which  sustains  city's  rigbt 
of  ejectment  for  land  dedicated  for  street;  Thomas  v.  Hunt,  32  L.  R.  A.  857, 
which  holds  ejectment  proper  remedy  by  owner  of  fee  to  recover  possession  of 
street  from  one  placing  permanent  obstruction  thereon;  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co. 
v.  Eaton,  39  L.  R.  A.  722,  which  sustains  right  to  ejectment  for  removal  of 
telegraph  poles  placed  in  highway  without  compensation  to  owner;  French  v. 
Robb,  57  L.  R.  A.  95G,  which  sustains  right  of  owner  of  soil  in  street  to  main- 
tain ejectment  against  person  wrongfully  claiming  exclusive  possession;  Burk 
V.  United  New  Jersey  R.  &  Canal  Co.  64  L.R.A.  836,  which  sustains  abutting 
owner's  right  to  maintain  ejectment  against  steam  railroad  longitudinally  in 
street. 
Adverse    poMiession    of    hlirb^way. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Teass  v.  St.  Albans,  19  L.  R.  A.  803,  which  holds  title 
to   street   obtainable   by  adverse   possession. 
Nature   of  o-wner's  interest   In   cemetery   lots. 

Cit«d  in  McWhirter  v.  Newell,  200  111.  690,  66  N.  E.  345,  holding  that  pur 
chaser  of  lot  in  public  cemetery  obtaiirs  easement  only;  Pitcairn  v.  Homewood 
<'emetery,  229  Pa.  20,  77  Atl.  1105,  holding  that  owner  of  cemetery  lot  has 
■estate  in  fee  with  restrictions  as  to  alienation  and  use,  but  it  is  not  determinable 
or  base  fee,  nor  is  it  mere  license;  Mt.  Hope  Cemetery  Aaso.  v.  New  Mt.  Hope 
Cemetery  Asso.  246  111.  423,  92  N.  E.  912,  to  the  point  that  generally  right  in 
lot  in  cemetery  is  an  easement  only — ^right  to  use  it  for  burial  purposes  but  with 
no  other  interest  in  the  fee;  St.  Peter's  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  v.  Bean, 
15  Pa.  Dist.  R.  638,  22  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  77,  holding  certificate  in  cemetery  lot 
41  mere  license  and  no  fee. 

Cited  in  note   (67  L.R.A.  125)  on  character  of  estate  or  property  of  owner  in 
burial  lot. 
Liability   for   dlslntermeat  of  dead   bodies. 

Cited  in  note   (42  L.  R.  A.  725)   on  liability  for  disinterment  of  dead  bodies 
and  actions  relating  thereto. 
Appeal   from   order  appolntinur  receiver   pendente  lite. 

Cited  in  Popp  v.  Daisy  Gold  Min.  Co.  22  Utah,  462,  63  Pac.  185,  holding  or- 
der appointing  receiver  pendente  lite  upon  ew  parte  motion,  not  final  from  which 
appeal  will  lie. 

18  L.  R.  A.  792,  DIXON  v.  CHICAGO  &  A.  R.  CO.  109  Mo.  413,  19  S.  W.  412. 
IVho  are  fellow  servants. 

Cited  in  Card  v.  Eddy,  129  Mo.  616,  36  L.  R.  A.  808,  28  S.  W.  979,  holding 
track  hand  working  in  road  department  and  engineer  in  operating  department  of 
same  railroad  are  not  fellow  servants;  Schlereth  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  115  Mo. 
105,  21  S.  W.  1110,  holding  engineer  and  track  repairer  not  fellow  servants; 
Church  V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  119  Mo.  208,  23  S.  W.  1056,  holding  as  on  former 
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appeal  that  quarryman  is  not  fellow  servant  of  those  operating  train,  even 
though  all  are  engaged  in  common  enterprise;  Grattis  v.  Kansas  City,  P.  &  G. 
R.  Co.  153  Mo.  396,  48  L.  R.  A.  405,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  721,  55  S.  W.  108,  holding 
engineer,  fireman,  and  conductor  of  freight  train  fellow  servants  within  rule 
exempting  master  from  liability  for  injury  to  either  due  to  negligence  of  others; 
Parker  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  412,  18  L.  R.  A.  817,  footnote  p. 
802,  19  S.  W.  1119,  on  question  whether  railroad  section  hands  ballasting  rail- 
road tracks  are  fellow  servants  with  train  men  unloading  stone  used  therefor, 
each  group  working  under  diflFerent  foreman;  Relyea  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  <fe 
G.  R.  Co.  112  Mo.  93,  18  L.  R.  A.  820,  footnote  p.  817,  20  S.  W.  480,  which 
holds  brakenian  and  firemen  on  different  trains  fellow  servants;  Kniceley  v. 
West  Virginia  Midland  R.  Co.  64  VV.  Va.  287,  17  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  384.  61  S.  E. 
811,  holding  that  employe  of  person  employed  by  railroad  to  transfer  lumber 
from  car  to  car  is  fellow  servant  of  switching  crew;  Oker  v.  Hill-0'Meara 
Constr.  Co.  158  Mo.  App.  221,  138  S.  W.  84,  holding  that  servants  employed  by 
common  master  in  separate  departments  of  work,  entirely  disconnected  with 
eaeli  other,  are  not  fellow  servants;  Strottman  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
211  Mo.  291,  109  S.  W.  769  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  who  are  fellow  servants; 
Koerncr  v.  St.  Louis  Car  Co.  209  Mo.  152,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  296,  107  S.  W.  481, 
holding  painter  in  car  manufacturing  shops  not  fellow  servant  with  switch- 
man who  started  car  upon  which  painter  was, at  work  without  warning;  Stocks 
V.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  106  Mo.  App.  134,  79  S.  W.  1176,  holding  conductor 
on  one  trolley  car  and  motorneer  on  other  are  fellow  servants;  Dale  v.  Hill- 
O'Nfeara  Constr.  Co.  108  Mo.  App.  96,  82  S.  W.  1092,  holding  laborer  shoveling 
dirt  and  throwing  it  under  building  and  carpenter  not  fellow  servants  because 
not  working  for  same  master  or  under  same  supervision ;  Smith  v.  American  Car 
4  Foundry  Co.  122  Mo.  App.  616,  99  S.  W.  790,  holding  whether  employe  is 
vice  principal  is  ascertained  by  determining  whether  he  is  intrusted  by  master 
to  superintend,  direct  or  control  employes  in  performance  of  particular  work. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Schroeder  v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  R.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  321,  which 
holds  boss  of  gang  unloading  dirt  on  railroad  fellow  servant  of  member  of 
^ng:  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Needham,  25  L.  R.  A.  833,  which  holds  a 
conductor  of  construction  train  leaving  switch  open  a  fellow  servant  of  fireman 
on  passenger  train;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Erickson,  29  L.  R.  A.  137,  which  holds 
feeetion  man  and  fireman  not  fellow  servants;  Canadian  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnston, 
25  L.  R.  A.  470,  which  holds  freight  conductor  and  brakeman  not  fellow  serv- 
ants; Schroeder  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  827,  which  holds  foreman 
not  fellow  servant  of  man  under  his  orders;  Russ  v.  Wabash  Western  R.  Co.  18 
L.  R.  A.  823,  which  holds  foreman  of  section  gang  not  fellow  servant  of  members 
of  gang. 

Cited  in  note  (50  L.  R.  A.  447,  458)  on  what  servants  are  deemed  to  be  in 
i^me  common  employment  apart  from  statutes  where  no  questions  as  to  vice 
principalsbip  arise. 

Disapproved  in  Kniceley  v.  West  Virginia  Midland  R.  Co.  64  W.  Va.  287, 
17  L.R.A.(X.S.)  384,  61  S.  E.  811,  holding  "department  rule*'  as  to  fellow  serv- 
anta  not  followed  in  West  Virginia. 

Injarr  due  to  act  of  fellcw  servant. 

Cited  in  Irmer  v.  St.  Louis  Brewing  Co.  69  Mo.  App.  28,  holding  negligence 
of  maf3ter  in  failing  properly  to  light  trap  door  not  excused  becauKc  injurv  re- 
sulting to  servant  waa  caused  by  n^ligence  of  fellow  servant  in  leaving  door 
open. 
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Contributory  neflrllflrence. 

Cited  in  Church  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  119  Mo.  208,  23  S.  W.  1056,  on  sec- 
ond appeal,  holding  question  of  contributory  negligence  one  for  jury  where  the 
facts  are  in  dispute;  Evans  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  178  Mo.  514,  77  S.  W.  515,  hold- 
ing experienced  hand,  stepping  in  front  of  approaching  train,  without  look- 
ing or  listening,  negligent,  as  matter  of  law. 

Cited  in  note   (33  Am.  St.  Rep.  28)   on  contributory  negligence  as  qu^tion 
for  jury. 
Oinlsalon  of  v^arnlnur  slsmflU. 

Cited  in  Hornstein  v.  United  R.  Co.  97  Mo.  App.  277,  70  S.  W.  1105,  holding 
omission  of  motorman  to  sound  gong  on  approaching  crossing,  negligence; 
Hornstein  v.  United  R.  Co.  195  Mo.  449,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  736,  113  Am.  St.  Rep. 
693,  92  S.  W.  884,  6  Ann.  Cas.  699,  on  duty  of  motorman  to  give  warning  signal 
on  approaching  crossing. 

18  L.  R.  A.  802,  PARKER  v.  HANNIBAL  &  ST.  J.  R.  CO.  109  Mo.  362,  19  S. 

W.   1119. 
W^bo  are  fello^v  servants. 

Cited  in  Grattis  v.  Kansas  City,  P.  &  G.  R.  Go.  153  Mo.  396,  48  lb  R.  1. 
405,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  721,  55  S.  W.  108,  holding  engineer  of  train. and  track- 
repairer  not  fellow  servants.  Schlereth  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  115  Mo.  99,  21  S. 
W.  1110,  holding  engineer  and  track  repairer  employed  by  same  company  not 
fellow  servants  within  rule  exempting  master  from  liability  for  death  of  track 
hand  due  to  negligence  of  engineer.  Relyea  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  G.  R.  Co. 
112  Mo.  86,  18  L.  R.  A.  817,  20  S.  W.  480,  holding  brakeman  of  one  freight  train 
fellow  servant  of  fireman  on  another  train  operating  on  same  road  under  same 
master;  Zellars  v.  Missouri  Water  &  Light  Co.  92  Mo.  App.  126,  holding  that 
servant  to  whom  master  delegates  performance  of  personal  duty  owing  by  mas- 
ter to  other  employees,  is  not  fellow  -servant  of  such  employees;  Hawk  v.  yic- 
Leod  Lumber  Co.  166  Mo.  129,  65  S.  W.  1022,  holding  sawyer  and  deck  hand  in 
sawmill  fellow  servants;  Neal  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  57  Minn.  372,  59  N.  W. 
312,  holding  lineman  engaged  in  repairing  telegraph  line  and  members  of  road- 
bed repairing  crew,  fellow  servants;  Card  v.  Eddy,  129  Mo.  516,  36  L.  R.  A. 
808,  footnote  p.  806,  28  S.  W.  979,  holding  fireman  and  track  hand  to  whom  he 
attempted  to  deliver  weighted  message  from  moving  train  engaged  in  same  de- 
partment of  service,  within  rule  exempting  master  from  injury  inflicted  by  fel- 
low servant;  Shaw  v.  Bambrick-Bates  Constr.  Co.  102  Mo.  App.  672,  77  S.  W. 
96,  holding  workman  loading  stone  in  box  fellow  servant  of  one  signalling  en- 
gineer when  to  hoist  it;  VanVerth  v.  Loosewiles  Cracker  &  Candy  Co.  155  Mo. 
App.  304,  136  S.  W.  724;  Oker  v.  Hill-O'Meara  Constr.  Co.  168  *Mo.  App.  220, 
138  S.  W.  84, — ^holding  that  servants  of  common  master  employed  in  separate  de- 
partments of  work  entirely  disconnected  with  each  other,  are  not  fellow  serv- 
ants; Padgett  V.  Scullin-Gallagher  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  160  Mo.  App.  553,  140  S.  W. 
943,  holding  that  electrician  making  repairs  on  elevator  and  operator  of 
elevator  are  fellow  servants;  Atchison  A  E.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Miller,  71  Kan.  41, 
1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  696,  80  Pac.  18,  holding  machinist  engaged  in  repairing  engine 
used  in  bridge  construction  work  fellow  servant  of  member  of  pile  driving  crew: 
Root  v.  Kansas  City  S.  R.  Co.  195  Mo.  372,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  222,  92  S.  W.  621, 
holding  section  foreman  and  his  men  who  negligently  carried  out  orders  of 
superintendent  and  road  master  not  fellow  servants  with  head  brakeman  on 
freight  train;  Koerner  v.  St.  Louis  Car  Co.  209  Mo.  151,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  296, 
107  S.  W.  481,  holding  member  of  paint  gang  in  sheds  of  car  manufacturing 
company   not  fellow   servant  of  switchman   who   without   warning   started  car 
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at  which  painter  at  work  on  scaflfold;  Strottman  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R. 
Co.  211  Mo,  293,  109  S.  W.  789  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  who  are  fellow 
servants  within  meaning  of  requirement  that  to  be  such  employees  must  be 
engaged  in  common  service;  McMurray  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  225  Mo.  305, 
125  S.  W.  751,  holding  car  repairer  not  fellow  servant  of  trainmen  of  construc- 
tion train;  Stocks  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  108  Mo.  App.  334,  79  S.  W.  1176, 
holding  conductor  of  one  trolley  car  and  motorneer  of  another  are  fellow  serv- 
ants; Kelly  V.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  141  Mo.  App.  500,  125  S.  W.  818,  holding  mem- 
bers of  switching  crew  and  car  repairers  not  fellow  servants. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Schroeder  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  827,  which 
holds  foreman  not  fellow  servant  of  man  under  his  orders;  Dixoii  v.  Chicago  & 
A.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  792,  which  holds  laborer  working  in  quarry  of  railroad 
company  under  direction  of  foreman  not  fellow  servant  of  employees  operating 
passenger  train;  Relyea  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  G.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  817, 
which  holds  brakemen  and  firemen  on  different  trains  fellow  servants;  Russ  v. 
Wabash  Western  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  823,  which  holds  foreman  of  section  gang 
not  fellow  servant  of  members  of  gang. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  L.  R.  A.  361)  as  to  when  conductor  is  deemed  to  be  com- 
mon servant  of  other  railway  employees;  (60  L.  R.  A.  419,  448,  450,  452,  454) 
OB  what  servants  are  deemed  to  be  in  same  comm'on  employment  apart  from 
statutes  where  no  questions  as  to  vice  principalship  arise;  (17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
243)  on  fellow  servants. 

Distinguished  in  Swadley  v.  IMissouri  P.  R.  Co.  118  Mo.  276,  40  Am.  St.  Rep. 
366,  24  S.  W.  140,  holding  track  hand  walking  along  right  of  way,  not  fellow 
servant  of  crew  of  train,  some  cars  of  which  were  derailed,  causing  death  of 
track  hand. 

Smte  appliances. 

Cited  in  Hogan  v.  Citizens'  R.  Co.  150  Mo.  49,  61  S.  W.  473,  holding  allegation 
of  negligent  failure  to  provide  car  with  fender  to  prevent  its  running  over  chil- 
dren, properly  stricken  out  since  company  not  required  to  furnish  best  appli- 
ances if  those  used  are  reasonably  safe. 
Manter's  duty  aa  to  aafe  place. 

Cited  in  Henson  v.  Pascola  Stave  Co.  151  Mo.  App.  242,  131  S.  W.  931,  hold- 
ing that  master's  duty  to  use  ordinary  care  to  furnish  servant  reasonably 
safe  place  in  which  to  work  cannot  be  delegated. 

18  L.  R.  A.  817,  RELYEA  v.  KANSAS  CITY,  FT.  S.  &  G.  R.  CO.  112  Mo.  86, 

20  S.  W.  480. 
Who  are   fellow  servants. 

FoUow^ed  in  Slieehan  v.  Prosser,  55  Mo.  App.  574,  holding  workman  on  build- 
ing receiving  lumber  hoisted  by  engine  fellow  servant  of  engineer. 

Cited  in  Hawk  v.  McLeod  Lumber  Co.  166  Mo.  128,  65  S.  W.  1022,  holding 
sawyer  and  deck  hand  at  sawmill  to  be  fellow  servants;  Ryan  v.  McCuIly,  123 
Mo.  647,  27  S.  W.  533,  holding  bridge  laborer  and  an  engineer  operating  hoist- 
ing engine  used  in  constructing  bridge,  fellow  servants;  Brandt  v.  Kansas  City 
Breweries  Co.  159  Mo.  App.  672,  141  S.  W.  444,  holding  that  where  there  is 
but  one  foreman  in  charge  of  work,  all  servants  under  his  control  are  fellow 
servants,  although  they  were  drawn  from  different  departments;  Henson  v. 
Pascola  Stave  Co.  151  Mo.  App.  241,  131  S.  W.  931,  holding  that  person  injured 
by  breaking  of  side  stakes  while  he  was  unloading  car  of  logs,  is  fellow  servant 
with  one  engaged  with  injured  person  in  getting  logs  to  mill  and  who  furnished 
defective  stake;  Strottman  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  211  Mo.  292,  109  S.  W. 
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709  (dissenting  opinion),  on  departmental  theory  as  to  who  are  fellow  serrantfi; 
Stocks  V.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  106  Mo.  App.  133,  79  S.  W.  1176,  holding  con- 
ductor and  niotorneer  not  on  same  trolley  car  at  time  of  injury  fellow  servants. 

Cited  in  note  (54  L.  R.  A.  109)  on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with  ref- 
erence to  character  of  act  which  caused  injury. 
"Wlio  are  not  felloTv  servant*. 

Cited  in  Judd  v.  Letts,  158  Cal.  363,  41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  160,  111  Pac.  12,  to 
the  point  that  employees  who  were  not  "consociated"  in  same  ''department*'  or 
"line  of  employment*'  are  not  fellow  servants;  Oker  v.  Hill-0'Meara  Constr. 
Co.  158  Mo.  App.  220,  138  S.  W.  84,  holding  that  servants  of  common  master  em- 
ployed in  separate  departments  of  work,  entirely  disconnected  with  each  other 
arc  not  fellow  servants;  Haas  v.  St.  Louis  &  Suburban  R.  Co.  Ill  Mo.  App.  712, 
00  S.  W.  1155,  holding  track  laborer  and  motorman  in  employ  of  street  railway 
company  not  fellow  servants. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Russ  v.  Wabash  Western  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  823,  which 
holds  foreman  of  section  gang  not  fellow  servant  of  members  of  gang;  Schroeder 
v.  Chicago  &,  A.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  827,  which  holds  foreman  not  fellow  senrant 
of  man  under  his  orders. 

Cited  in  note  (50  L.  R.  A.  448,  462,  455)  on  what  servants  are  deemed  to  be 
in  same  common  employment  apart  from  statutes  where  no  questions  as  to  vice 
principalship  arise. 
Railroad  employees  as  fello^v  servants. 

Cited  in  Card  v.  Eddy,  129  Mo.  517,  36  L.  R.  A.  808,  28  S.  W.  979,  holdini; 
fireman  and  track  hand  to  whom  he  attempted  to  deliver  weighted  message  from 
moving  train  engaged  in  same  department  of  service,  within  rule  exempting  mas- 
ter from  injury  inflicted  by  fellow  servant;  Oglesby  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  150 
Mo.  180,  61  S.  W.  758,  separate  opinion  per  Sherwood,  J.,  who  holds  conducLur, 
engineer,  and  others  of  train  crev/  fellow  servants  of  brakeman  employed  on  siiine 
train;  Neal  v.  Northern  P.  JR.  Co.  67  Minn.  373,  59  N.  W.  312,  concurring  opiii- 
ion,  by  Canty,  J.,  who  holds  fireman  on  one  train  to  be  fellow  servant  of  brake 
man  on  anotlier  owned  by  common  master;  Grattis  v.  Kansas  City,  P.  &  G.  R. 
Co.  153  Mo.  390,  48  L.  R.  A.  405,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  721,  55  S.  W.  108.  liolding 
fireman  and  brakeman  though  employed  on  different  trains  fellow  servants  be- 
ing engaged  in  same  department  of  service  for  common  master;  Schwyhart  v. 
Uairett,  145  Mo.  App.  350,  130  S.  W.  388,  holding  that  trainmaster  who  gives 
order  for  movement  of  train  which  if  properly  carried  out  would  not  have 
caused  injury  is  not  liable  to  subordinate  employee  injured  as  result  of  negli* 
fluent  performance  of  order;  Root  v.  Kansas  City  S.  R.  Co.  195  Mo.  372,  6 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  222,  92  S.  W.  621,  holding  section  foreman  and  his  men  not  fellow 
servants  with  head  brakeman  of  freight  train. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Dixon  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  792,  which 
holds  laborer  working  in  quarry  of  railroad  company  under  direction  of  fore- 
man not  fellow  servant  of  employees  operating  passenger  train;  Parker  v!  Han- 
nibal &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  802,  which  holds  track  repairer  and  members  of 
section  gang  under  different  management  not  fellow  servant;  St.  Loui»,  I.  M. 
&  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Needliam,  25  L.  R.  A.  833,  which  holds  a  conductor  of  construc- 
tion train  leaving  switch  open  a  fellow  servant  of  fireman  on  passenger  train; 
Schroeder  v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  R.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  321,  which  holds  boss  of  gang 
unloading  dirt  on  railroad  fellow  servant  of  member  of  gang. 
Employment    of    servants. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  393)  on  duty  of  master  as  to  employment  of  serv 
ants. 
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Diit7  of  master  or  his  repreaentatlFO  to  follov^  up  servaatil. 

Cited  in  Martin  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  65  Fed.  386,  holding  train  master  not 
obliged  to  follow  up  servants — conductors,  brakemen,  and  engineers, — to  see  that 
orders  of  master  are  properly  executed. 

Cited  in  note   (41  L.  R.  A.  115)   on  theory  that  master  is  bound  merely  to 
supervise  one  to  whom  he  has  committed  the  duty  of  inspection. 
Duty  of  master  to  provide  ralea  for  aervaats. 

Cited  in  note  (43  L.  R.  A.  320,  337)   on  duties  of  master  and  servant  as  to 
rules  promulgated  for  safe  conduct  of  business. 
Proxlnsate  cause. 

Cited  in  Haskell  &  B.  Car  Co.  v.  Przezdziankowski,  170  Ind.  14,  14  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  978,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  352,  83  N.  E.  626,  holding  negligence  of  fellow  serv- 
ant in  leaving  truck  on  depot  platform  where  it  could  be  struck  by  switch  engine 
was  cause  of  injury  rather  than  master's  failure  to  employ  fireman  who  might 
have  been  on  look  out  on  that  side  of  engine. 
Doty  of  master  to  provide  BufBclent  help. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  774)  on  duty  of  master  to  provide  sufficient 
help. 

18  I..  R.  A.  823,  RUSS  v.  WABASH  WESTERN  R.  CO.  112  Mo.  45,  20  S.  W. 

472. 
Who  are  fello^v  servants. 

Cited  in  Donahoe  v.  Kansas  City,  136  Mo.  670,  38  S.  W.  571,  holding  foreman 
in  charge  of  gang  of  men  engaged  in  digging  sewer  trench  not  fellow  servant  of 
laborer  under  his  charge,  though  both  were  engaged  in  service  for  municipality; 
Haworth  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  94  Mo.  App.  224,  68  S.  W.  Ill,  hold- 
ing foreman  charged  with  duty  of  supervising  and  directing  work  of  track  gang 
not  fellow  servant  because,  for  a  moment,  he  assists  his  men  in  doing  particular 
act;  Keown  v.  St.  Louis  R.  Co.  141  Mo.  94,  41  S.  W.  926,  holding  foreman  of 
street  railway  and  grip-man  not  fellow  servants;  Foster  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co. 
115  Mo.  180,  21  S.  W.  916,  holding  roadmaster  in  charge  of  gang  of  laborers 
engaged  in  track  construction  not  fellow  servants  of  member  of  gang;  Banc  v. 
Irwin,  172  Mo.  317,  72  S.  W.  522,  holding  ground  foreman  in  mine  not  fellow 
servant  of  minor  though  both  have  a  genera]  superintendent  over  them;  Boyd 
V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  236  Mo.  80,  139  S.  W.  561,  holding  that  when  sectionmen 
of  special  gang  are  in  transit  to  their  labors  on  hand  car,  and  their  foreman 
i^  with  them,  such  foreman  is  a  vice  principal;  Fogarty  v.  St.  Louis  Transfer 
Co.  180  Mo.  511,  79  S.  W.  664,  1  Ann.  Cas.  136,  holding  foreman  assuming  con- 
trol of  situation  and  so  negligently  handling  horses  in  attempt  to  back  up 
driver's  wagon  that  driver  was  injured  acted  throughout  as  vice  principal; 
Hurkard  v.  A.  Leschen  &  Sons  Rope  Co.  217  Mo.  482,  117  S.  W.  35,  holding 
foreman  in  warehouse  who  directed  employe  to  continue  working  in  place  where 
there  was  danger  columns  of  coiled  wire  would  fall  on  him  vice  principal; 
Strode  v.  Conkey,  105  Mo.  App.  15,  78  S.  W.  678,  holding  master  liable  for  kill- 
ing of  mine  laborer  through  negligence  of  foreman  in  throwing  block  of  wood 
down  mine  shaft  which  struck  and  killed  decedent;  such  foreman  being  vice 
principal;  Carter  v.  Baldwin,  107  Mo.  App.  228,  81  S.  W.  204,  holding  mine 
foreman  vice  principal,  though  working  with  men  and  performing  same  grade 
and  character  of  labor;  Bien  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  108  Mo.  App.  411,  83  S.  W. 
986,  holding  foreman  of  car  shops  who  attempted  to  run  car  while  motorman 
engaged  in  taking  sand  from  bin  near  track  and  crushed  motorman  vice  prin- 
eipal;  Shore  v.  American  Bridge  Co.  Ill  Mo.  App.  289,  86  S.  W.  905,  holding 
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riveter  employed  in  bridge  building  not  fellow  servant  of  member  of  crew  which 
built  scaffold  upon  which  riveter  worked;  Mclntyre  v.  Tibbetts,  140  Mo.  App. 
123,  120  S.  W.  621,  holding  foreman  of  wagon  crew  empowered  to  employ  men. 
regulate  their  work  and  let  them  go,  at  pleasure,  vice  principal  as  to  member  of 
crew,  also  citing  cited  case  on  dual  service  theory;  Tills  v.  Great  Northern  R. 
Co.  60  Wash.  638,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  441,  97  Pac.  737,  holding  section  foreman  un- 
der whose  orders  hand  car  had  attained  high  rate  of  speed  down  grade  in  front 
of  oncoming  train  and  who  placed  foot  on  brake,  stopping  car  suddenly  and 
throwing  section  hand  off  acted  as  vice  principal. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Schroeder  v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  R.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  321,  wliicli 
holds  boss  of  gang  unloading  dirt  on  railroad  fellow  servant  of  member  of  gang: 
Parker  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  802,  which  holds  track  repairer 
and  members  of  section  gang  under  different  management  not  fellow  sen^ant^; 
Schroeder  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  827,  which  holds  foreman  not  fellow 
servant  of  man  under  his  orders;  Relyea  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  G.  R.  Co.  IS 
L.  R.  A.  817,  which  holds  brakenian  and  firemen  on  different  trains  follow  .sen* 
ants;  Dixon  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  792,  which  holds  laborer  workin*:; 
in  quarry  of  railroad  company  under  direction  of  foreman  not  fellow  servant  oi 
employees  operating  passenger  train. 

Cited  in  notes  (61  L.R.A.  663,  698,  614,  616)  on  vice  principalship  considered 
with  reference  to  superior  rank  of  negligent  servant;  (20  L.R.A.(NJS.)  441) 
on  section  foreman  as  fellow  servant  of  members  of  crew  with  respect  to  opera- 
tion of  hand  car;    (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  633)  on  who  is  a  vice  principal. 

Injary  Inflicted  by  fellov^  servant. 

Cited  in  Card  v.  Eddy,  129  Mo.  527,  36  L.  R.  A.  811,  28  S.  W.  979  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  denying  railroad  company's  liability  for  injury  inflicted  on 
employee  by  another  employee  wno  threw  weighted  message  from  moving  train. 
Ijlablllty   of   master   for  acta   of   representative. 

Approved  in  Island  Coal  Co.  v.  Swaggerty,  169  Ind.  668,  65  N.  E.  1026,  hold- 
ing master's  liability  for  failure  of  representative  to  fully  perform  delegated  duty 
not  confined  to  negligent  orders. 

Cited  in  Burkard  v.  A.  Leschen  &  Sons  Rope  Co.  217  Mo.  479,  117  S.  W.  35, 
holding  master  liable  where  servant  at  work  in  warehouse  moving  coils  of  wire 
called  foreman's  attention  to  dangerous  condition  of  columns  of  coiled  wire, 
foreman  assured  liim  there  was  no  danger  and  told  him  to  continue  working 
and  column  of  wire  soon  after  fell  on  servant. 

Hypothetical  avcstlona. 

Cited  in  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Roller,  40  L.  R.  A.  88,  41  C.  C.  A.  39,  1(K) 
Fed.  738,  holding  not  reversible  error  to  permit  answers  to  be  made  to  hypothet- 
ical questions  based  upon  facts,  existence  of  which  are  assumed  from  evidence 
already  admitted;  Hicks  v.  Citizens'  R,  Co.  124  Mo.  125,  25  L.  R.  A.  513,  27  S.  W, 
542,  holding  hypothetical  question  propounded  to  expert  witness  should  be  founded 
upon  facts  fairly  justified  by  evidence;  Fullerton  v.  Fordyce,  144  Mo.  531,  44 
S.  W.  1053,  holding  sufficient  basis  for  introduction  of  opinion  evidence  of  expert 
witness  if  facts  assumed  to  exist  are  justified  by  evidence  already  introduced; 
Smith  V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  119  Mo.  255,  23  S.  W.  784,  holding  not  improper 
to  accept  answer  of  physician,  testifying  as  an  expert,  to  question  founded  upon 
facts,  assumed  from  evidence  which  fairly  tends  to  their  proof;  Woodward  v. 
Cliicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  68  C.  C.  A.  404,  122  Fed.  68,  holding  it  unnecessary 
for  hypothetical  question  to  state  every  fact  in  case;  State  v.  Dunn,  179  Mo.  111. 
77  S.  W.  848,  holding  that  facts  tended  to  be  proved  by  defendant's  testimony 
may  be  incorporated  in  hypothetical  question;  Root  v.  Kansas  City  S.  R.  Co.  19.5 
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Mo.  377,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  224,  92  S.  W.  621,  holding  hypothetical  question  to 
medical  witness  in  personal  injury  action  improper  because  not  predicated  on 
testimony;  State  v.  Brown,  181  Mo.  215,  79  S.  W.  1111,  holding  hypothetical 
question  in  murder  trial  as  to  power  of  person  to  distinguish  between  right  and 
wrong  where  himself  and  father  addicted  to  excessive  drinking  improper  be- 
cause not  based  on  facts  in  case;  King  v.  Gilson,  206  Mo.  276,  104  S.  W.  62, 
holding  hypothetical  question  concerning  mental  capacity  of  testatrix  based  on 
fact  concerning  which  witness  was  left  to  decide  when  jury  should  have  decided 
it,  improper. . 

"Waiver  of  objection  to  introd action  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Salt  Lake  City  v.  Smith,  43  C.  C.  A.  650,  104  Fed.  471,  holding  objec- 
tion and  exception  to  admission  of  improper  evidence  not  waived  by  subsequent 
introduction  of  same  class  of  evidence. 
Effect   of  attorney's  ndmlsalon   In   opening  statenkent. 

Cited  in  Pratt  v.  Conway,  148  Mo.  299,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  602,  49  S.  W.  1028, 
holding  ownership  to  note  conceded,  by  admission  of  counsel  in  opening  statement, 
cannot  be  controverted;  Fillingham  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  102  Mo.  App,  579, 
77  S.  VV.  314,  denying  right  to  nonsuit  on  admissions  in  opening  statement  of 
counsel. 

18  L.  R.  A.  827,  SCHROEDER  v.  CHICAGO  &  A.  R.  CO.  108  Mo.  322,  18  S. 
W.  1094. 

Rlflrlit  to  have  Jnry  paMi  npon  evidence. 

Cited  in  Lane  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  132  Mo.  32,  33  S.  W.  645,  holding  question 
of  credibility  of  evidence  tending  to  establish  contributory  negligenoe  one  for  jury 
to  determine :  Seehom  v.  American  Nat.  Bank,  148  Mo.  265,  49  S.  W.  886,  holding 
though  fact  is  prima  facie  established  by  one  having  burden  of  proof,  and  no  evi- 
dence is  introduced  contradictory  thereto,  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  jury  pass 
upon  evidence;  Clark  v.  Shrimski,  77  Mo.  App.  172,  holding  question  of  credibility 
of  witness  testifying  to  establish  guilt  of  one  charged  with  burglary  one  for  jury 
to  determine;  Adams  County  Bank  v.  Hainline,  67  Mo.  App.  488,  holding,  even  in 
absence  of  contradictory  evidence,  party  litigant  has  right  to  have  jury  pass  upon 
credibility  of  evidence;  Homer  v.  Missouri  P.  R,  Co.  70  Mo.  App.  294,  holding 
question  of  character  of  assignment  made,  one  for  jury  to  determine  even  though 
there  was  no  contradictory  evidence  introduced;  Kenney  v.  Kansas  City,  P.  &  O. 
R.  Co.  79  Mo.  207,  holding,  though  prima  facie  case  is  made  out  against  defendant, 
he  is  entitled  to  have  jury  pass  upon  credibility  of  evidence  introduced  by  plain- 
tiff; Church  V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  119  Mo.  222,  23  S.  W.  1056,  separate  opinion 
by  Barclay,  J.,  who  holds  even  though  party  having  burden  of  proof  introduces 
evidence  establishing  fact  alleged,  credibility  of  evidence,  though  uncontradicted, 
should  be  submitted  to  jury;  Blake  v.  Sunkel,  148  Mo.  App.  134,  128  S.  W.  261, 
holding  that  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  jury  pass  upon  the  evidence,  where 
evidence  of  plaintiff's  evidence  is  only  sufficient  to  permit  inferences  by  jury; 
Link  v.  Jackson,  158  Mo.  App,  92,  139  S.  W.  588,  to  the  point  that  court  has  no 
right  to  tell  jury  that  they  shall  believe  witness,  and  when  it  undertakes  to 
pass  upon  credibility  of  witness,  it  usurps  functions  of  jury. 
Fact  aa  1»a»la  of  Inatractlon. 

Cited  in  Fahy  v.  Gordon,  133  Mo.  425,  34  S.  W.  881,  holding  instruction  may 
properly  be  based  on  fact  essential  to  plaintiff's  case  drawn  out  by  defendant  in 
his  evidenee  and  uncontradicted. 
Mnater's  liability  for  negligent  tnjnrr* 

Cited  in  Hough  v.  Grants  Pass  Power  Co.  41  Or.  541,  69  Pac.  655,  holdin<r  maa- 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 31. 
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ter  not  relieved  from  liability  for  death  of  servant  resulting  from  negligCBoe 
caused  by  fellow  workman  failing  to  perform  duty  which  master  owed  personally 
to  servant;  Jackson  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  43  W.  Va.  401,  46  L.  R.  A.  356,  27 
S.  E.  278  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  master's  liability  for  negligence  in  per- 
formance of  nonassignable  duty;  Flannegan  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  40  W.  Va. 
440,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  896,  21  S.  E.  1028,  holding  master  bound  to  nonassignable 
duty  to  establish  and  enforce  proper  rules  and  regulations  governing  servants, 
failure  of  which  renders  master  liable  for  injuries  to  servant  resulting  from  such 
neglect;  Bloyd  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  58  Ark.  72,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  86,  22  S.  W. 
1089,  holding  master  liable  for  injuries  to  servant  resulting  from  negligence  of 
master  or  vice  principal  in  directing  work  servant  engaged  in  when  injured; 
English  V.  Roberts,  J.  &  R.  Shoe  Co.  146  Mo.  App.  451,  122  S.  W.  747,  on  non- 
delegable duties  of  master. 
W^ho  are  fello'w  servant*. 

Cited  in  Haney  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  680,  18  S.  E.  748, 
holding  section  hand  riding  on  work  train  and  conductor  thereof  not  fellow 
servants  within  rule  relieving  master  of  both  from  liability  for  negligent  injury  to 
section  hand. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Dixon  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  792,  which  holds 
laborer  working  in  quarry  of  railroad  company  under  direction  of  foreman  not 
fellow  servant  of  employees  operating  passenger  train;  Parker  v.  Hannibal  &  St. 
J.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  802,  which  hold  track  repairer  and  members  of  section  gang 
under  different  management  not  fellow  servants ;  Schroeder  v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  R.  Co. 
29  L.  R.  A.  321,  which  holds  boss  of  gang  unloading  dirt  on  railroad  fellow  servant 
of  member  of  gang;  Relyea  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft*  S.  &  G.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  817, 
which  holds  brakemen  and  firemen  on  different  trains  fellow  servants;  Russ  v. 
Wnbash  Western  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  823,  which  holds  foreman  of  section  gang  not 
fellow  servant  of  members  of  gang. 

Cited  in  notes  (51  L.R.A.  546,  553,  591,  615)  on  vice  principalship  considered 
with  reference  to  superior  rank  of  negligent  servant;    (20  L.RJ^.(N.8.)   441) 
on  section  foreman  as  fellow  servant  of  members  of  crew  with  respect  to  opera- 
tion of  hand  car. 
Injury  of  •erT'ant  In  obeying  maater'a  command. 

Cited  in  Dean  v.  Kansas  City,  C.  &  S.  R.  Co.  156  Mo.  App.  639,  137  S.  W. 
603,  holding  that  if  master  knows  place  to  be  dangerous  and  orders  servant 
into  such  place  it  is  liable  if  danger  is  not  so  glaring  as  would  prevent  prudent 
man  from  obeying  order;  Pickett  v.  Quincy,  0.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  156  Mo.  App.  276, 
137  S.  W.  636,  holding  that  where  engineer  said  to  fireman  on  engine  runninfj 
fifteen  miles  per  hour:  "George  go  out  and  see  if  the  head  light  is  burning  and 
put  it  out,"  this  constituted  an  order  to  fireman;  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co. 
V.  Thornhill,  141  Ala.  228,  37  So.  412,  holding  where  section  hand  undertook 
to  remove  lever  car  from  track  before  approaching  train  at  command  of  section 
foreman  he  did  not  assume  risk  and  was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence; 
Allen  V.  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  88  Miss.  30,  40  So.  1009,  holding  demurrer  to 
declaration  in  action  for  injury  of  section  hand  sustained  in  attempting  to 
remove  hand  car  from  before  approaching  train  at  foreman's  order  improperly 
sustained. 

Cited  in  not«  (48  L.  R.  A.  757,  758,  765)  on  servant's  right  of  action  for  in- 
juries received  in  obeying  direct  command.    • 

Distinguished  in  Kane  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  C.  R.  Co.  112  Mo.  App.  664,  87 
S.  W.  571,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  where  laborer  sent  to  priw 
out  stone  in  side  of  embankment,  made  misstroke.  lost  balance,  fell  and  was 
killed. 
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Rink*  of  employment. 

('ited  in  Nickel  v.  Columbia  Paper  Stock  Co.  m  Mo.  App.  231,  68  S.  W.  055, 
holding  paper  assorter  not  presumed  to  have  assumed  extraordinary  risk  from 
poisonous  waste  matter  from  hospital;  Moss  v.  Mosely,  148  Ala.  178,  41  So.  1012, 
holding  count  in  action  for  killing  of  boy  through  negligence  of  master's  em- 
ploye under  whom  boy  working  need  not  aver  dangers  of  boy's  work  as  latent, 
or  not  obvious  or  that  he  was  not  fully  warned  and  cautioned  as  to  their 
existence;  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Turner,  99  Tex.  553,  91  S.  W.  562,  holding 
risk  of  habitual  negligence  of  employes  of  railroad  company  in  handling  cars  not 
assumed  bv  section  foreman. 

•r' 

Inenrrlnip  dan^^r  to  save  life. 

Cited  in  note   (49  L.  R.  A.  715,  718)   on  voluntarily  incurring  danger  to  save 
life  of  another  person  as  contributory  negligence. 
Contributory  neflrliarencc. 

Cited  in  Harding  v.  Ostrander  R.  &  Timber  Co.  64  Wash.  229,  116  Pac.  635, 
holding  that  contributory  negligence  is  not  imputable  to  acts  in  emergency  to 
save  human  life,  such  acts  being  measuixid  by  standard  of  ordinary  prudence  in 
like  situation;  Springer  v.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  R.  Co.  88  C.  C.  A.  619,  161  Fed. 
814  (dissenting  opinion),  on  consideration  of  circumstances  of  case  in  deter- 
mining issue  of  ordinary  care  by  person  to  avoid  injury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Neeley  v.  Southwontern  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  64  L.R.A. 
146,  which  holds  employee's  contributory  negligence  in  using  defective  ladder  to 
adjust  belt  upon  moving  machinery  after  complaining  of  the  risk,  one  for  the 
jury. 

18  L.  R.  A.  832,  STEVENS  v.  ST.  MARY'S  TRAINING  SCHOOL,  144  111.  336,  3ft 

Am.  St.  Rep.  438,  32  N.  E.  962. 
Jndlciflil   interference  -nitii   legrinlatiTe   or  nfllminliitrative  body. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  Denver  City  Waterworks  Co.  19  Colo.  230,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
248,  34  Pac.  993,  holding  board  of  trustees  of  municipality  when  acting  in  legis- 
lative capacity,  immune  from  judicial  interference;  State  ew  rel.  Rose  v.  Superior 
Court,  106  Wis.  677,  48  L.  R.  A.  829,  81  N.  W.  1046,  and  Adams  v.  Brenan,  177 
ni.  198,  42  L.  R.  A.  720,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  222.  62  N.  K.  314,  holding  equity  has 
power  to  restrain  unlawful  execution  of  power  vested  in  corporate  body  created 
to  administer  public  trust ;  Seward  v.  Liberty,  142  Ind.  652,  42  N.  E.  39,  holding 
powers  of  judiciary  do  not  extend  to  intprfering  with  discretionary  powers  vested 
by  law  in  municipal  corporations;  Tebbetts  v.  People,  31  Colo.  408,  73  Pac.  869, 
holding  court  without  power  to  enjoin  passage  of  ordinance  on  ground  that  it 
is  impolitic;  Sherburne  v.  Portsmouth,  72  N.  H.  540,  58  Atl.  38,  upholding  power 
M  court  to  enjoin  city  council  from  authorizing  building  of  base  ball  park  on 
common;  Lee  v.  McCook,  82  Neb.  30,  116  N.  W.  955,  holding  city  cannot  be 
enjoined  from  passing  resolution  or  ordinance  vacating  roadway;  Roby  v.  Chicago, 
215  III.  609,  74  N.  E.  768,  holding  passage  of  street  railway  ordinance  and  making 
of  contract  with  reference  to  use  of  streets  not  enjoinable;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co,  V.  Lincoln,  86  Neb.  735,  124  N.  W.  142,  holding  citj^  cannot  be  enjoined  from 
passing  ordinance  requiring  railway  company  to  construct,  equip  and  maintain 
viaducts  over  and  across  its  track  at  street  crossings;  Henry  v.  State,  87  Miss. 
89,  39  So.  856  (dissenting  opinion),  on  restraining  illegal  contract  when  made 
and  distinction  between  so  doing  and  control  of  discretion  of  board  in  making 
contract. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  162)  on  power  to  enjoin  passage  of  municipal 
ordinance;  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  26)  on  taxpayer's  right  to  enjoin  unlawful  munic- 
ipal expenditures;    (51  Am.  St.  Rep.  119)    on  garnishment  of  municipalities. 
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Unantborlsed  actv  of  public  olllcer** 

Cited  in  Snyder  v.  Mt.  Pulaski,  176  111.  403,  44  L.  R.  A.  409,  52  N.  E.  62, 
holding  municipality,  not  estopped  from  revoking  unauthorized  act;  Hibbard  t. 
Chicago,  173  111.  09,  40  L.  R.  A.  623,  50  N.  £.  256,  holding  license  to  erect  per 
manent  awning  in  street,  granted  without  authority,  revocable;  State  ex  rel 
Scott  V.  Hart,  144  Ind.  109,  33  L.  R.  A.  120,  43  N.  E.  7,  holding  unlawful  action 
of  county  commissioners  in  leasing  rooms  to  individual  for  private  use,  not  bind- 
ing upon  county;  People  use  of  Alton  v.  Parker,  231  111.  480,  83  N.  E.  282,  holding 
town  in  action  to  recover  amount  retained  by  collector  in  excess  of  his  legal 
commission  is  not  estopped  by  resolution  of  town  meeting  authorizing  the  satis- 
faction  for  nominal  sum  of  a  judgment  for  the  money  so  retained  recovered  against 
collector  by  town. 
Eaitoppel  of  mnntclpalltr  to  contest  tlleval  dalnta. 

Cited  in  Mutual  Irrig.  Co.  v.  Baker  City,  58  Or.  325,  113  Pac  9,  holding  that 
no  estoppel  arises  from  act  of  municipality  or  its  officers  done  in  violation  of 
law,  even  though  money  has  been  expended  on  faith  of  act. 

Cited  in  note  (137  Am.  St.  Rep.  367)  on  estoppel  of  county  or  municipal  cor- 
poration to  contest  illegal  claims  or  expenditures. 

18  L.  R.  A.  838,  STATE  v.  CALHOUN,  50  Kan.  523,  34  Am.  St.  Rep,  141,  32  Pac. 
38; 

"Writ  of  error  coram  noblai. 

Approved  in  Roberts  v.  Pratt,  152  N.  C.  737,  68  S.  E.  240,  holding  results  ob- 
tained by  writs  coram  nobis  may  be  obtained  in  modern  practice  by  motion. 

Cited  in  Dobbs  v.  State,  62  Kan.  109,  61  Pac.  408,  holding  writ  of  error  coram 
nobis  proper  remedy  by  one  convicted  of  crime  to  secure  new  trial  as  against 
state ;  Howard  v.  State,  58  Ark.  232,  24  S.  W.  8,  holding  writ  of  coram  noUs  will 
not  be  sustained  in  favor  of  one  convicted  of  crime  on  ground  of  newly  discovered 
evidence  after  time  for  new  trial  has  expired;  Asbell  v.  State,  62  Kan.  212,  61 
Pac.  690,  recognizing  right  to  common-law  writ  of  error  coram  nobis  in  proper 
case,  but  holding  it  to  be  supplementary  to  and  not  exclusive  of  Code  provision 
for  correction  of  error  in  criminal  cause;  Collins  v.  State,  66  Kan.  202,  60  L.  R. 
A.  574,  footnote  p.  572,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  301,  71  Pac.  251,  denying  right  to  writ 
from  inability  to  prepare  record  on  appeal  within  statutory  period;  Hamlin  v. 
State,  67  Kan.  727,  74  Pac.  242,  holding  writ  not  available  because  of  discover? 
that  jurors  swore  falsely  on  their  voir  dire;  Beard  v.  State,  81  Ark.  518,  99  S. 
VV.  837,  holding  writ  of  coram  nobis  will  not  lie  to  review  fact  already  submitted 
to  and  determined  by  court  or  jury;  Domitski  v.  American  Linseed  Co.  117  111. 
App.  296,  holding  negligence  and  misprison  of  clerk  resulting  in  entry  of  default 
and  rendition  of  judgments  error  of  fact  subject  at  common  law  to  correction  by 
writ  of  error  coram  nobis;  Fugate  v.  State,  85  Miss.  100,  107  Am.  St.  Rep.  268, 
37  So.  554,  3  Ann.  Cas.  326,  holding  writ  is  applicable  to  criminal  as  well  as 
civil  proceedings. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Withrow  v.  Smithson,  19  L.  R.  A.  762,  which  holds  writ 
of  error  coram  nobis  not  proper  for  reversing  judgment  against  insane  person. 

Cited  in  note  (97  Am.  St.  Rep.  367,  371,  372)   on  writ  of  error  coram  nobis 
and  coram  vobis. 
.— StAtute  of  limitation. 

Cited  in  Dobbs  v.  State,  63  Kan.  326,  65  Pac  658,  holding  Statute  of  LimiU* 
tions  does  not  run  against  application  for  writ  of  coram  nobis. 
,fl«ilt  itffainat   aitate. 

Distinguished  in  Asbell  v.  State,  60  Kan.  56,  55  Pac.  338,  holding  state  not 
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subject  to  summons  and  suit  at  instance  of  individual  to  set  aside  verdict  and 
judgment  rendered  against  him  in  criminal  cause. 
Prt^lleffed    eonnunnlcatlon    to    attorney. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Koeber  v.  Somers,  52  L.  R.  A.  512,  which  holds  conversa- 
tion authorizing  attorney  to  compromise  action  not  privileged;  Bruley  v.  Garvin, 
48  L..  R.  A.  839,  which  holds  conversation  with  attorney  in  reference  to  contem- 
plated law  suit  privileged,  although  attorney  not  retained. 

Cited  in  note   (66  Am.  St.  Rep.  238)   on  attorneys  as  witnesses. 
Pl«&  of  vnlltjr  amder  Intimidation. 

Cited  in  note  (34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  258,  259)  on  plea  of  guilty  under  intimidation. 

18  L.  R.  A.  845,  MASON  v.  RICHMOND  &  D.  R.  CO.  Ill  N.  C.  482,  16  S.  E.  698. 
Obliarntlon  of  railroad  to  Inapect  foreiirn  cars. 

Cited  in  Leak  v.  Carolina  C.  R.  Co.  124  N.  C.  457,  32  S.  E.  884,  holding  fact 
that  defective  stirrup  was  on  foreign  car,  no  defense  to  action  for  resulting 
injury;  Kiley  t.  Rutland  R.  Co.  80  Vt.  547,  68  Atl.  713,  13  Ann.  Cas.  269,  holding 
negligence  of  railroad  employe  in  inspecting  foreign  cars  is  negligence  of  railroad 
company. 

Cited  in  note   (41  L.  R.  A.  103,  139)   on  duty  as  to  inspection  of  cars  and 
engines. 
Dnty  of  maiiter  to  provide  aafe  appllanceai. 

Cited  in  Troxler  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  124  N.  C.  191,  44  L.  R.  A.  314,  70  Am.  St. 
Rep.  580,  32  S.  E.  560,  holding  failure  of  company  to  equip  cars  with  automatic 
couplers  negligence  per  «e,  entitling  brakeman  to  recover  for  injuries  sustained 
while  in  act  of  making  coupling;  Greenlee  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  122  N.  C.  978,  41 
L.  R.  A.  400,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  734,  30  S.  E.  115,  holding  railroad  liable  for  in- 
juries to  brakeman  due  to  failure  to  have  cars  properly  equipped  with  automatic 
couplers;  Chesson  v.  John  L.  Roper  Lumber  Co.  118  N.  C.  66,  23  S.  E.  926,  hold- 
ing it  duty  of  master  to  provide  safe  ways  or  appliances  and  to  inspect  same  that 
dangerous  defects  may  be  remedied,  saving  servants  from  injury;  Elmore  v.  Sea- 
board Air  Line  R.  Co.  132  N.  C.  878,  44  S.  E.  620,  Reversing  on  rehearing,  131 
N.  C.  579,  42  S.  B.  989,  holding  railroad  company  liable  for  injury  to  brakeman 
using  foot  to  kick  bumper  in  place  because  of  defective  coupling  appliance;  Wil- 
liams V.  Southern  R.  Co.  119  N.  C.  749,  26  S.  E.  32,  holding  it  question  for  jury 
whether  master  used  due  diligence  to  prevent  rope  used  in  hoisting  logs  from 
slipping. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Voelker,  70  L.R.A.  264, 
which  holds  it  actionable  negligence  for  railroad  company  to  permit  use  of  car 
whose  coupler  is  so  defective  that  it  cannot  be  prepared  for  use  without  going 
between  drawbars  of  cars  using  both  hands  and  consuming  extra  amount  of  time; 
Crawford  v.  United  R.  &  E.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  489,  which  holds  street  car  company 
liable  for  injury  to  employee  by  defect  in  car  due  to  custom  in  leaving  it  for 
several  hours  of  night  in  public  street  after  inspection,  without  rule  or  regulation 
for  guarding  from  negligent  or  wanton  injury. 

Cited  in  notes  (66  Am.  St.  Rep.  741)  on  duty  of  railroads  to  furnish  improved 
appliances;    (98  Am.  St.  Rep.  293,  322)   on  liability  to  servant  for  injuries  due 
to  defective  machinery  and  appliances;    (38  L.  ed.  U.  S.  373)   on  liability  for 
injuries  received  by  employee  in  coupling  care. 
Obedience    to    orders. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  119  N.  C.  749,  26  S.  E.  32,  holding  act  of 
servant  otherwise  negligent  not  so  if  done  suddenly  xmder  command  of  his  mas- 
ter's representative;  Shadd  v.  Georgia,  C.  &  N.  R.  Co.  116  N.  C.  970,  21  S.  E.  654, 
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holdiDg  brakenmn  entitled  to  recover  for  personal  injuries  received  while  coup- 
ling cars  under  orders  of  conductor;  Fleming  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  132  N.  C.  719, 
44  S.  E.  551  (dissenting  opinion)  as  to  whether  instruction  as  to  waiver  of  rules 
of  railroad  company  by  conductor  and  one  as  to  effect  of  fellow  servant  law  con 
stitute  only  one  instruction;  Whitfield  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  147  N.  C. 
240,  60  S.  E.  1126  (dissenting  opinion),  on  refusal  to  nonsuit  railroad  employee 
in  action  to  recover  for  injury  received  in  obeying  orders;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Morris,  76  Kan.  847,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1105,  93  Pac.  163,  on  duties  of 
railroad  company  and  its  employes  in  case  of  duty  involving  great  danger  to 
employe  in  carrying  out  orders;  Xiles  v.  Fosburg  Lumber  Co.  142  N.  C.  42,  54 
S.  E.  795,  holding  instruction  that  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  properly 
refused  wliere  plain tifT,  employe  of  lumber  company,  was  injured  in  attempt  to 
couple  cars  with  defective  coupling  at  order  of  his  superintendent;  St.  Louis, 
I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Caraway,  77  Ark.  411,  91  S.  W.  749,  holding  conductor's 
acquiescence  in  violation  of  rules  being  act  of  railroad  company,  as  to  conducCor's 
subordinates;  Hicks  v.  Naomi  Falls  Mfg.  Co.  138  N.  C.  335,  60  S.  E.  703,  on  non- 
liability of  master  for  injury  of  servant  due  to  latter's  violation  of  rules  made 
by  master. 

Cited  in  notes  (48  L.  R.  A.  760,  765,  766)  on  servant's  right  of  action  for  In- 
juries received  in  obeying  direct  command;  (47  L.  R.  A.  189)  on  fact  that  sen- 
ant's  motive  for  obedience  was  fear  of  dismissal;  (24  L  R.  A.  660)  on  disobedi- 
ence of  master*s  rules  as  contributory  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Finlcy,  12  C.  C.  A.  598,  26  TJ.  8. 
App.  16,  63  Fed.  231,  holding  master  not  liable  for  injuries  to  brakeman  received 
while  making  coupling  of  cars  in  violation  of  express  order  of  master  that  brake- 
man  should  couple  cars  with  stick,  and  under  no  circumstances  go  between  cars 
when  engine  is  attached. 
Jndleliil    notice. 

Followed  in  Mason  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  114  N.  C.  721,  19  S.  E.  362,  sec- 
ond appeal,  holding  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  relation  of  conductor  and 
brakeman  of  train. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Heniman,  46  Tnd.  App.  392,  90  N. 
E.  899,  holding  that  courts  judicially  know  that  duty  of  brakeman  includes  hand- 
ling of  cars  and  brakes  thereon. 

Burden    of   proof. 

Cited  in  note  (41  L.  R.  A.  150)  on  burden  of  proving  employer's  knowledge  of 
danger  to  which  servant  was  exposed. 

"Wlio  are  felloi^v  servanta. 

Cited  in  Means  v.  Carolina  C.  K.  Co.  126  N.  C.  429,  36  S.  E.  813,  holding  en- 
gineer in  charge  of  train  discharging  additional  duties  of  conductor  not  fellow 
servant  of  brakeman;  Ward  v.  Odell  Mfg.  Co.  126  N.  C.  954,  36  S.  E.  194,  holding 
boy  engaged  in  carrying  quills  in  spinning  mill  and  boss  of  looms  not  fellow  serv- 
ants; Turner  v.  Goldsboro  Lumber  Co.  119  N.  C.  397,  26  S.  E.  23,  holding  com- 
mon laborer  and  foreman  of  pinning  null  not  fellow  servants;  Purcell  v.  Southern 
R.  Co.  119  N.  C.  737,  26  S.  E.  161,  liolding  conductor  in  charge  of  freight  train 
and  brakeman  not  fellow  servants;  I^mb  v.  Littuian,  132  N.  C.  980,  44  S,  E.  646. 
holding  boss  of  spinning  room  not  fellow  servant  of  ten-year  old  boy  floor 
sweeper;  Beal  v.  Champion  Fiber  Co.  154  N.  (?.  155,  69  S.  E.  834,  holding  that 
when  one  in  charge  of  other  servants  is  so  empowered  tliat  others  have  just  reason 
for  believing  that  neglect  of  his  orders  will  be  followed  by  dismissal,  such  person 
is  not  fellow  servant. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  L.  R.  A.  352)  as  to  when  conductor  is  deemed  to  be  coserv- 
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ant  of  other  railway  employees;  (51  L.  R.  A.  551,  618)  on  vice  principalshlp  con- 
sidered with  reference  to  superior  rank  of  negligent  servant;  (75  Am.  St.  Rep. 
608,  609)  on  who  is  a  vice  principal. 

Distinguished  in  Pleasants  v.  Raleigh  &  A.  Air  Line  R.  Co.  121  N.  C.  496,  61 
Am.  St.  Rep.  674,  28  S.  E.  267,  holding  conductor  and  engineer  of  independent 
trains  not  fellow  servants;  Wright  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  80  Ft,'.  261,  holding  con- 
ductor and  engineer  of  passenger  train  fellow  servants  of  track  hand  riding  on 
hand  car  with  which  train  collides. 
RIfcht   to   diaietanrire  an   affect Inar   liability. 

Approved  in  Bryan  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  128  N.  C.  390,  38  S.  E.  914,  holding 
master  not  liable  for  negligence  of  **bos8"  whereby  employee  whom  he  had  no 
right  to  discharge  is  injured. 

Nenrliir^iice    per   ae. 

Cited  in  Witsell  v.  West  Asheville  &  S.  S.  R.  Co.  120  N.  C.  560,  27  S.  E.  125, 
holding  it  negligence  per  se  for  carrier  to  use  transportation  appliances  which 
ordinary  inspection  would  show  to  be  defective;  Dermid  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  148 
N.  C.  194,  61  S.  E.  657  (dissenting  opinion),  on  whether  retention  of  dangerous 
bumpers  by  railroad  company  long  after  they  are  unnecessary  is  negligence. 
C-ODtrlbutory  negrtisrcnce. 

Cited  in  Russell  v.  Monroe,  116  N.  C.  728,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  823,  21  S.  E.  550, 
holding,  in  absence  of  contributory  negligence  of  pedestrian,  municipality  liable 
for  leaving  street  in  dangerous  condition;  Lowe  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  85  S.  C.  372, 
137  Am.  St.  Rep.  904,  67  S.  £.  460,  holding  that  servant  who  exposes  himself  in 
obedience  to  order  of  master  to  danger  so  obvious  that  no  prudent  man  would 
have  exposed  himself  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence;  Jewell  v.  Kansas  City 
Bolt  &  Nut  Co.  231  Mo.  204,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  615,  132  S.  W.  703,  holding  that 
court  should  not  as  matter  of  law,  hold  servant  guilty  of  n^ligence,  if  when 
servant  complained  of  absence  of  protection  from  danger,  he  was  threatened  with 
discharge. 

Cited  in  note  (97  Am.  St.  Rep.  897)  on  right  of  recovery  by  employees  accept- 
ing extra  hazardous  duties. 

18  L.  R.  A.  850,  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  v.  BLADEN  COUNTY,  111  N.  0.  678, 

16  S.  E.  621. 
Poll   or  hlirli-firajr   taxeii. 

Cited  in  Board  of  Education  v.  Bladen  Comrs.  113  N.  C.  385,  18  S.  E.  661, 
holding  unconstitutional,  special  levy  of  poll  tax  for  school  purposes  in  excess  of 
constitutional  amount;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Mecklenburg  County,  148  N,  C.  230, 
61  S.  E.  690,  on  construction  of  constitutional  provisions  as  to  limitation  and 
equation  of  taxes. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.  R.  A.  407)  on  poll  taxes. 

Distinguished  in  Hornthall  v.  Washington  County,  126  N.  C.  32,  35  S.  E.  191, 
dissenting  opinion  per  Furches,  J.,  majority  denying  right  to  recover  on  contract 
tor  repairing  public  highways  of  county  any  sum  in  excess  of  tax  permitted  to  be 
levied. 

Overruled  in  Collie  v.  Franklin  County,  145  N.  C.  171,  69  S.  E.  44,  sustaining 
special  tax  levied  by  county  commissioners  for  support  and  maintenance  of  public 
aohools  of  county. 

18  L.  R.  A.  866,  Re  TAYLOR,  164  Pa.  183,  25  Atl.  1061. 
CompetencT   of   Trltneaia   as   to   fflft   canaa   mortlai. 

Cited  In  Conway's  Estate,  18  Lane.  L.  Rev.  140,  holding  one  to  whom  bonds 
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are  given  as  a  gift  causa  mortis  for  the  benefit  of  a  certain  church  is  a  competent 

witness. 

Baultable   aaalffi&ment. 

Cited  in  Penn  Iron  Co.  v.  Lanciister,  14  Lane.  L.  Rev.  180,  holding  order  drawn 
for  full  amount  of  particular  fund  constitutes  valid  equitable  assignment;  Adam's 
Estate,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  447,  holding  request  by  depositor  just  before  his  death  to 
cashier  of  bank  to  take  care  of  note  coming  due,  not  an  equitable  aasignment; 
Ingber  v.  Tradesmen's  Nat.  Bank,  230  Pa.  514,  79  Atl.  751,  to  the  point  that 
check  for  full  amount  of  deposit  constitutes  assignment  of  fund;  Grolf  v.  City 
Sav.  Fund  &  Trust  Co.  23  Lane.  L.  Rev.  287,  to  the  point  that  when  check  is 
drawn  for  whole  amount  of  deposit  and  drawer  intends  to  make  gift  of  whole 
fund  check  will  operate  as  equitable  assignment  of  fund;  Fett's  Estate,  39  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  252,  upholding  assignment  by  executor  to  self  of  certificate  of  depo$>it 
representing  accountable  fund  deposited  by  decedent  but  the  equitable  property 
of  executor  in  individual  capacity. 

Distinguished  in  Pennell  v.  Ennis,  126  Mo.  App.  362,  103  S.  W.  147,  holding 
bank  deposits  not  assigned  by  checks  in  excess  of  amount  of  deposits. 
Gifts. 

Cited  in  Conway's  Estate,  18  Lane.  L.  Rev.  135,  holding  delivery  of  order  for 
bonds  made  the  subject  of  gift  causa  mortis  fully  executes  gift;  Varley  v.  Sims, 
iOO  Minn.  340,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  832,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  694,  111  N.  W.  269,  10 
Ann.  Cas.  473,  holding  principle  that  check  for  entire  amount  of  deposit  operates 
as  assignment  of  whole  fund  applies  to  check  made  basis  of  gift  causa  mortis; 
Phinney  v.  State,  36  Wash.  251,  68  L.R.A.  125,  78  Pac  027,  holding  valid  donatio 
causa  mortis  of  funds  in  bank  made  where  decedent  drew  check  for  almost  all 
of  his  estate  in  favor  of  donee  and  directed  that  it  be  mailed  to  bank. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pickslay  v.  Starr,  32  L.  R,  A.  703,  which  sustains 
Christmas  gift  by  check  to  employee  according  to  habit  as  against  subsequent 
claim  of  forgetfulness  of  increase  of  salary;  Re  Wagoner,  32  L.  R.  A.  766,  which 
holds  valid,  bond  with  warrant  of  attorney  to  be  delivered  on  donor's  death; 
Re  Collins,  68  L.R.A.  119,  which  sustains  as  gift  causa  mortis  drawing  of  check 
for  part  of  deposit  under  fear  of  impending  death  and  delivered  to  drawee  with 
directions  to  forward  it  to  the  bank  with  statement  that  it  is  to  become  the 
drawee's  property  in  case  of  drawer's  death. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.R.A.  700)  on  delivery  of  bank  book  to  sustain  gift  of 
money  in  bank;  (27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  310)  on  check  or  note  as  subject  of  gift  by 
maker. 

Testimony  as  to  transaction  -nrltli  deceased  person. 

Cited  in  Alexander  v.  Ransom,  16  S.  D.  307,  92  N!  W.  418,  holding  mortgagees 
testimony  that  no  action  has  been  brought  to  recover  debt  secured  by  mortgage 
given  by  deceased  mortgagor  not  within  statutory  prohibition  against  admission 
of  testimony  of  interested  party  as  to  transaction  with  deceased  person. 

18  L.  R.  A.  859,  BERNARD  v.  TAYLOR,  23  Or.  410,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  693,  31 
Pac.  968. 

'Wagrerlngr   contracts. 

Cited  in  Himmelman  v.  Pecaut,  133  Iowa,  505,  110  N.  W.  919,  on  invalidity  of 
wagers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Specht  v.  Beindorff,  42  L.  R.  A.  429,  which  holds  void, 
note  payable  if  maker  elected  to  certain  ofldce;  Hankins  v.  Ottinger,  40  L.  R.  A. 
76,  which  upholds  agreement  between  owners  to  divide  premiums  and  stake 
moneys  offered  by  racing  associations;  Rich  v.  State,  38  L.  R.  A.  719,  which  holds* 
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putting  up  money  as  forfeit  on  agreement  to  put  up  larger  sum  put  up  by  other 
party,  not  bet;  Hopkins  v.  State,  69  L.R.A.  117,  which  holds  playing  pool  under 
agreement  that  loser  shall  pay  for  use  of  tabic  betting  at  a  pool  table. 

Cited  in  notes  (119  Am.  St.  Rep.  173)  on  defenses  to  obligations  given  for 
gambling  debts;  (12  Eng.  Rul.  Cos.  407)  on  enforceability  of  wagering  contracts. 
Conaiplmcy  as  pre-ventlnv  relief  betifreen  partners. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Morrison  v.  Bennett,  40  L.  R.  A.  159,  which  holds  part- 
nership for  horse  racing  on  bet  with  one  deceived  by  partners  into  belieying 
horse  untrained,  conspiracy  preventing  relief  between  partners. 
Valldltr   of   Illegal   contract  as   bet-vreen   parties. 

Approved  in  Bradtfeldt  v.  Cooke,  27  Or.  199,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  701,  40  Pac.  1, 
holding  mortgage  made  to  defraud  mortgagor's  creditors  valid  between  the  par- 
ties thereto  when  there  is  a  consideration  to  support  it. 
Recoverjr  of  moner  iiraffered  or  paid  on  lllciral  contract. 

Cited  in  Snyder  v.  Nelson,  101  111.  App.  622,  holding  money  paid  to  stake- 
holder as  bet  on  foot  race  may  be  demanded  back  before  race  takes  place;  Fergu- 
son v.  Yunt,  13  S.  D.  124,  82  N.  W.  509,  holding  that  money  deposited  with 
stakeholder  as  wager  on  horse  race  may  be  demanded  back  before  race  takes 
place;  Stansfield  v.  Kunz,  62  Kan.  801,  64  Pac.  614,  holding  that  illegal  con- 
tract to  sell  intoxicating  liquor  may  be  rescinded  before  execution  and  that 
money  paid  thereon  may  be  recovered;  Saunders  v.  Phelps  Co.  53  S.  C.  177,  31 
S.  E.  54,  holding  that  money  paid  to  broker  to  be  used  in  gambling  in  cotton 
futures  may  be  recovered  back  before  illegal  contract  is  consummated;  Dauler 
V.  Hartley,  178  Pa.  29,  35  Atl.  857,  holding  money  paid  to  broker  agent  to  be 
used  in  wagering  contracts  recoverable  by  principal  before  execution  of  contract; 
Urwan  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  L.  Ins.  Co.  125  Wis.  362,  103  N.  W.  1102,  holding 
premium  paid  on  illegal  insurance  contract  not  fully  executed  may  be  recovered; 
Wright  V.  Stewart,  130  Fed.  919,  holding  refusal  of  stakeholder  to  return  stake 
on  demand  of  person  putting  it  up  gives  right  of  action  to  recover. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ullman  v.  St.  Louis  Fair  Asso.  56  L.  R.  A.  606,  which 
denies  right  to  abandon  partly  executed  illegal  bookmaking  contract  for  speci- 
fied period,  and  recover  back  pro  rata  amount  of  money  paid. 

Cited  in  note   (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  491,  492)    on  right  to  recover  back  money 
paid  under  illegal  contract. 
Parol  evidence  as  to  lllevalltjr  of  contract. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  227)  on  parol  evidence  to  show  illegality  of 
contract 
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19  L.  R.  A.  33,  WYLIE  v.  GRUNDYSEN,  51  Minn.  360,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  509,  63 

N.  W.  805. 
Gxemptlona. 

Cited  in  Snow  v.  West,  37  Utah,  636,  110  Pac.  62,  holding  that  judgment  for 
ralue  of  exempt  property  wrongfully  sold  under  execution  is  exempt;  Wabash 
R.  Co.  V.  Bowring,  103  Mo.  App.  163,  77  S.  W.  106,  holding  a  judgment  recovered 
for  the  loss  of  exempt  property  is  also  exempt. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Puget  Soimd  Dressed  Beef  &  Packing  Co.  y.  Jeffs,  27 
L.  R.  A.  808,  which  holds  exemption  of  property  attaches  to  proceeds  of  insur- 
ance thereon;  Crawford  v.  Carroll,  26  L.  R.  A,  415,  which  holds  judgment  for 
value  of  exempt  property,  exempt;  Ellis  v.  Pratt  City,  33  L.  R.  A.  264,  which 
holds  proceeds  of  insurance  on  city  hall  exempt  from  garnishment,  though  new 
hall  erected;  Harrison  v.  Pepper,  33  L.  R.  A.  239,  which  holds  life  tenant  not 
required  to  use  insurance  money  in  rebuilding;  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  65  L.R.A.  332, 
which  holds  that  pension  of  soldier  must  be  considered  in  fixing  amount  of  ali- 
mony to  be  paid  by  him. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  401)  as  to  whether  homestead  exemption  at- 
taches to  surplus  upon  foreclosure  of  paramount  lien;  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  577)  on 
crops  grown  on  homestead,  or  proceeds,  as  exempt;  (45  Am.  St.  Rep.  238)  on  ex- 
emption of  proceeds  and  produce  of  homestead;  (66  Am.  St.  Rep.  383)  on  ex- 
emption of  proceeds  of  exempt  personalty. 

19  L.  R.  A.  40,  BLYTHE  v.  AYRES,  96  Cal.  532,  31  Pac.  916. 

Later  litigation  in  Blytbe  v.  Ayres,  102  Cal.  257,  36  Pac.  522;  Hinckley  v. 
Ayres,  105  Cal.  357,  38  Pac.  735;  Re  Blythe,  110  Cal.  233,  42  Pac.  643;  Re  Blythe, 
112  Cal.  693,  45  Pac.  6;  Blythe  v.  Hinckley,  127  Cal.  434,  59  Pac.  787,  Affirmed 
in  180  U.  S.  333,  45  L.  ed.  557,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  390;  Blythe  Co.  v.  Bankers' 
Invest.  Co.  147  Cal.  84,  81  Pac.  281;  Blythe  v.  Hinckley,  84  Fed.  255. 
Levi  tlm  At  ton  of.  And  Inheritance  hy,  tlleirltlniateai. 

Cited  in  Morton  v.  Morton,  62  Neb.  424,  87  N.  W.  182,  sustaining  right  of 
illegitimate  child  to  inherit  from  father,  when  he  has  been  received  into  family, 
but  never  legally  adopted;  Re  Gorkow,  20  Wash.  573,  56  Pac.  385,  holding  that 
illegitimate  child  is  entitled  to  all  statutory  rights  of  legitimate  child,  when  once 
acknowledged  as  legitimate;  Re  Rohrer,  22  Wash.  153,  50  L.  R.  A.  351,  foot- 
note p.  350,  60  Pac.  122,  holding  acknowledgment  of  illegitimate  child  by  father's 
allegation  in  sworn  pleading,  sufficient,  though  not  expressly  made  to  admit 
child  to  heirship;  Tves  v.  McNicoll,  59  Ohio  St.  418,  43  L.  R.  A.  776,  69  Am.  St. 
Rep.  780,  53  N.  E.  60,  holding  child  of  unmarried  man  and  married  woman  legiti- 
mized by  parent's  marriage  after  mother's  divorce  from  her  former  husband; 
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Robinson  v.  Ruprecht,  191  III.  433,  61  N.  £.  631,  holding  children  begotten  and 
born  while  parents  living  in  adultery  and  in  violation  of  Criminal  Code,  legiti- 
mated by  parent's  lawful  marriage;  Re  Gird,  157  Cal.  542,  137  Am.  St.  Rep.  131, 
108  Pac.  499,  holding  that  requirement  of  statute  that  father  shall  ''publicly 
acknowledge''  illegitimate  child  as  his  own  only  imports  "public  acknowledg- 
ment" in  ordinary  sense  of  words  used;  Allison  v.  Bryan,  26  Okla.  528,  30  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  154,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  988,  109  Pac.  934,  to  the  point  that  word  "adopf* 
in  statute  in  reference  to  illegitimate  child  is  used  in  sense  of  "legitimates,'' 
and  under  statute  child  is  legitimated  rather  than  adopted;  Re  DeLaveaga,  4 
Cof.  Prob.  Dec.  428,  on  tlie  sufficiency  of  the  acknowledf][ment  by  the  father  to 
legitimatize  the  child;  Miller  v.  Pennington,  218  III.  225,  1  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  773, 
75  N.  E.  919,  holding  there  must  be  public  acknowledgment;  Pederson  v.  Christ- 
ofTerson,  97  Minn.  500,  106  N.  W.  958,  holding  that  the  writing  acknowledging 
a  bastard  child  need  not  be  a  formal  one,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  the  acknowledg- 
ment be  contained  in  any  writing  in  the  presence  of  competent  witnesses :  Brisbin 
y.  Huntington,  128  Iowa,  176,  103  N.  W.  144,  5  Ann.  Cas.  931,  on  the  status  of  an 
illegitimate  child  after  acknowledgment  by  the  putative  father;  Allison  v.  Bryan. 
21  Okla.  561,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  934,  97  Pac.  282,  17  Ann.  Cas.  468,  holding  that 
a  child  acknowledged  by  the  putative  father  acquires  the  status  of  a  l^itimate 
child  from  birth;  Moen  v.  Moen,  16  S.  D.  218,  92  N.  W.  13,  holding  that  the 
acts  legitimating  a  bastard  child  give  tlie  right  to  inherit  land,  no  matter  with 
what  intent  the  acts  were  done;  Morin  v.  HoUiday,  39  Ind.  App.  213,  77  N.  £. 
861,  holding  that  statutes  providing  for  the  legitimation  of  illegitimates  should 
be  liberally  construed. 

Held  obiter  in  Re  DeLaveage,  142  Cal.  169,  75  Pac  790,  holding  instromeDt 
signed  in  presence  of  witnesses  declaring  person  named  to  be  signer's  illegiti- 
mate child,  sufficient  acknowledgment  to  make  him  an  heir. 
BxtraterrltoriAl  effect  of  learttlmlslnflr  •tatntea. 

Cited  in  Irving  v.  Ford,  183  Mass.  450,  65  L.  R.  A.  184,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  447, 
67  N.  E.  366,  holding  statute  legitimating  children  recognized  by  man  as  his, 
though  parents  ceased  to  cohabit  prior  to  passage  of  act,  not  binding  on  man 
who  has  become  domiciled  in  another  state;  Irving  v.  Ford,  179  Mass.  221,  60 
N.  £.  491,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  as  to  effect  of  legitimizing  stat- 
ute when  father  domiciled  out  of  state;  Eddie  v.  Eddie,  8  N.  D.  381,  73  Am.  St 
Rep.  765,  79  N.  W.  856,  requiring  acts  of  father  recognizing  illegitimate  child 
to  be  performed  while  both  are  domiciled  in  state;  Van  Horn  v.  Van  Horn,  107 
Iowa,  249,  45  L.  R.  A.  94,  77  N.  W.  846,  holding  that  recognition  of  ill^itimate 
child  by  father  which  will  entitle  him  to  inherit  may  be  sufficient,  though  tak- 
ing place  in  other  state;  State  v.  McDonald,  59  Or.  526,  117  Pac.  281,  to  the 
point  that  distribution  of  personal  property  is  governed  by  law  of  domicile  of 
decedent,  and  descent  of  real  property  by  lex  rei  sitae. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Williams  v.  Kimball,  26  L.  R.A.  746,  which  denies  ex- 
traterritorial force  of  legitimation  on  right  of  inheritance;  Fowler  v.  Fowler, 
59  L.  R.  A.  318,  holding  child  legitimate  everywhere  when  legitimitized  by  laws 
of  parent's  domicil  through  their  marriage. 

Cited  in  notes  (65  L.R.A.  182)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  legitimacy;    (5  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  769)  on  law  governing  status  of  legitimacy. 
Proof  of  paternity. 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  64  Neb.  586,  90  N.  W.  630,  holding  that  act  re- 
lating to  instrument  acknowledging  signer  to  be  father  of  child  is  intended  to 
provide  evidence  of  paternity;  Miller  v.  Pennington,  218  111.  225,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
776,  75  N.  E.  919,  holding  that  a  parol  acknowledgment  of  the  paternity  of  the 
child  was  sufficient  under  the  state  statutes. 
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Re-eMaetment  of  atafctiite  as  adoption   of  conMtraction. 

Cited  in  Re  Healy,  122  Cal.  164,  54  Pac.  736,  holding  that  re-enactment  of 
statute  is  legislative  adoption  of  its  own  construction;  Dixon  v,  Pluns,  98  Cal. 
388,  20  L.ItA.  700,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  180,  33  Pac.  208,  on  construction  as  adopted 
with  a  statute;  People  ex  rel.  Lynch  v.  Budd,  114  Cal.  174,  34  L.R.A.  49,  46 
Pac.  1060  (dissenting  opinion),  on  statutory  construction. 

19  L.  R.  A.  63,  JOSEPH  v.  MACOWSKY,  96  Cal.  518,  31  Pac.  914. 
Protection  of  deeeptlve  or  immoral  trade-mark. 

Approved  in  Coleman,  B.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Dannenberg  Co.  103  Ga.  784,  41  L.  R.  A. 
471,  footnote  p.  470,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  143,  30  S.  E.  639,  denying  protection  to 
trade-mark  for  shoes  falsely  indicating  place  where  made. 

Cited  in  Levy  v.  Uri,  31  App.  D.  C.  444;  Castroville  Co-op.  Creamery  Co,  6 
Cal.  App.  536,  92  Pac.  648, — ^holding  that  a  person  seeking  protection  in  the  use 
of  his  trade-mark  must  be  free  from  fraud  or  deception  in  the  use  of  the  same; 
Millbrae  Co.  v.  Taylor,  —  Cal.  — ,  25  L.R.A.  196,  37  Pac.  235,  holding  that  where 
a  person  continued  the  business  using  the  name  of  the  former  proprietors  as  a 
trade-mark,  it  was*  such  a  deception  that  he  would  not  be  protected  in  the  use  of 
it;  Lemke  v.  Dietz,  121  Wis.  108,  98  N.  W.  936,  holding  a  trade-mark  or  label 
which  falsely  designates  the  manufacturer  or  his  qualifications,  is  so  deceptive  as 
not  to  be  within  the  protection  of  the  courts. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  California  Fig  Syrup  Co.  v.  Frederick  Steams  k  Co.  33 
L.  R.  A.  56,  which  denies  protection  against  imitation  to  one  fraudulently  using 
term  "syrup  of  figs;'*  Cohn  v.  People,  23  L.  R.  A.  821,  which  upholds  validity 
of  union  label  stating  imion's  opposition  to  inferior  "rat-shop,  coolie,  prison,  or 
filthy  tenement-house  workmanship;"  Edward  Thompson  Co.  v.  American  Law 
Book  Co.  62  L.R.A.  608,  which  denies  right  to  preliminary  injunction  against 
infringement  of  copyright,  where  evidence  raises  doubt  as  to  complainant's  free- 
(lorn  from  similar  piracy. 

Cited  in  notes   (45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  376)   on  deceptive  use  of  geographical  name; 
(47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  282,  284)    on  deception  as  bar  to  relief  for  infringement  of 
trademark. 
AwlenmabllltT  of  trade  nante. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Messer  v.  The  Fadettes,  37  L.  R.  A.  721,  which  denies 
assignability  of  trade  name  of  orchestra. 
Xecesslty^  of  coming:  Into  eqnltjr  ^vfrltli  clean  hands. 

Cited  in  Ilo  Oil  Co.  v.  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  174  Ind.  637,  30  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  1059,  92  N.  E.  1,  holding  that  injunction  will  not  be  awarded  against 
pumping  oil  and  gas  wells  in  favor  of  owner  of  neighboring  wells,  if  complainant 
is  guilty  of  similar  acts  in  lesser  degree. 

19  L.  R.  A.  57,  COUGHLIN  v.  PEOPLE,  144  111.  140,  33  N.  E.   1. 
Qaallllcatlon  of  Jnror. 

Approved  in  Shepprie  v.  State,  79  Miss.  746,  31  So.  416,  holding  juror  incom- 
petent when  he  has  heard  all  facts  from  eye  witness  whom  he  believes,  and  from 
which  he  formed  fixed  opinion. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Riggins,  159  Cal.  119,  112  Pac.  862,  holding  that  in  assault 
with  intent  to  murder  case  juror  having  actual  bias,  growing  out  of  belief  that 
prisoner  was  guilty  of  prior  murder  of  which  he  was  duly  acquitted  is  disqualified 
although  he  says  he  could  lay  aside  prejudice;  Turner  v.  State,  4  Okla.  Grim. 
Hep.  183,  111  Pac.  988,  holding  that  mere  impression  not  amounting  to  opinion, 
derived  from  newspaper  does  not  disqualify  juror. 
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Cited  in  notes  (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  995,  99B)  on  opinion  gained  from  newspaper 
as  disqualifying  juror  in  criminal  ease;  (40  L.  ed.  U.  S.  239)  on  disqualification 
of  jurors  by  reason  of  previously  formed  opinions. 

Distinguished  in  Williams  v.  Supreme  Court  of  Honor,  221  111.  156,  77  N.  E. 
542,  holding  that  where  a  juror  stated  that  he  had  formed  an  opinion  from 
reading  newspapers,  but  that  sufficient  evidence  would  remove  the  same,  be  was 
not  disqualified. 

Limited  in  Baker  v.  State,  88  Wis.  151,  59  N.  W.  570,  holding  that  juiyman 
must  be  impartial  but  need  not  be  wholly  free  from  suspicion  of  bias. 
Selection    of   Jaror*. 

Cited  in  O'Fallon  Coal  Co.  v.  Laquet,  89  111.  App.  20,  holding  common-law 
practice  of  selecting  triers  for  jurors  never  adopted  in  Illinois. 

19  L.  R.  A.  77,  HOGG  v.  :MACKAY,  23  Or.  339,  37  Am,  St.  Rep.  682,  31  Pac. 

779. 
Cominattttlon  Of  taxea. 

Followed  in  Croisan  v.  Hogg,  23  Or.  346,  31  Pac.  782,  holding  act  commut- 
ing taxes  for  twenty  years,  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ew  rel.  Richards  v.  Armstrong,  41  L,  R.  A.  407, 
which  holds  void,  abatement  of  taxes  of  infirm,  insane,  or  indigent  persons; 
People's  Loan  &  Homestead  Asso.  v.  Keith,  28  L.  R.  A.  65,  which  holds  void, 
exemption  of  stock  and  notes  of  homestead  loan  association;  Wells  v.  Hyatts* 
ville,  20  L.  R.  A.  89,  which  holds  buildings,  improvements,  and  personalty  be- 
yond power  of  legislature  to  exempt;  Crafts  v.  Ray,  49  L.  R.  A.  604,  which 
sustains  exemption  of  manufacturing  companies  from  taxation  for  term  of  years; 
Knoxville  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Harris,  53  L.  R.  A.  921,  which  holds  exemption  from 
privilege  tax  not  included  in  exemption  from  ad  valorem  tax;  State,  Singer  Mfg. 
Co.,  Prosecutor,  v.  Heppenheimer,  32  L.  R.  A.  643,  which  holds  company  exempt 
from  taxation  under  exemption  of  its  shares. 
Uniformitjr   of   taxation. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Lewis  v.  Smith,  158  Ind.  572,  63  L.  R,  A.  129,  63  N. 
E.  25  (di83cnting  opinion),  majority  sustaining  statute  permitting  deduction 
of  mortgage  indebtedness  to  extent  of  $700  from  assessed  value  of  real  estate. 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  365)  on  constitutional  equality  in  the  United  States 
in  relation  to  corporate  taxation. 

19  L.  R.  A.  82,  BRASS  &  IRON  WORKS  CO.  v.  PAYNE,  50  Ohio  St.  115,  33 

N.  E.  88. 
Partnemhip  nante  and  trade-mark  as  sood-irlll. 

Approved  in  Li.stnian  Mill  Co.  v.  William  Listman  Mill.  Co.  88  Wis.  341,  43 
Am.  St.  Rep.  907,  60  N.  W.  261,  holding  that  transfer  of  good-will  also  trans- 
fers trade-mark;  Snyder  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Snyder,  54  Ohio  St,  97,  31  L.  R.  A.  659, 
43  N.  E.  325,  holding  transfer  of  good-will  of  partnership  entitles  purchaser  to 
continue  ns  successor  and  use  same  name. 

Cited  in  Burkhardt  v.  Burkhardt,  4  Ohio  N.  P.  360,  holding  that  business 
name  passed  on  sale  of  good-will  by  receiver;  Ludwig  v.  Glaviola  Co.  144  App. 
Div.  393,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  310,  to  the  point  that  where  contract  of  sale  reserves 
to  retiring  partner  no  rights  with  respect  to  firm  name  he  cannot  use  it  in 
business  of  like  kind;  Pedretti  v.  Pedretti,  6  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  117,  18  Ohio  S.  & 
C.  P.  Dec.  227,  holding  exclusive  right  to  mail  addressed  to  old  firm  is  included 
in  good  will  on  sale  of  partnership  to  continuing  partner,  and  right  may  be  estab- 
lished and  protected  by  injunction. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hutchinson     v.  Nay,  68  L.R.A.  186,  which  sustains  sur- 
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viving  partner's  right  to  enter  into  competing  business  and  solicit  trade  from 
customers  of  old  firm,  notwithstanding  sale  of  good  will  as  part  of  firm  assets 
at  instance  of  personal  representative  of  deceased. 
Sale  of  flrood-firlll. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Philbrook  v.  Newman,  34  L.  R.  A.  265,  which  holds  that 
good-will  passes  to  surviving  partners  on  purchase  of  interest  of  deceased  part- 
ner; Slater  v.  Slater,  61  L.  R.  A.  796,  which  holds  firm  name  an  asset  of  part- 
nership which  executor  of  deceased  partner  has  right  to  have  sold. 

Cited  in  note  (5  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    1079)   on  good  will  as  impliedly  passing  with 
transfer  of  business. 
Good-irlll  of  partnership  as  asset  on  dissolution. 

Cited  in  note  (96  Am.  St.  Rep.  612,  615)  on  good  will  of  partnership  as  means 
of  making  it  productive  on  dissolution. 

19  L.  R.  A.  84,  WUNDERLE  v.  WXXDERLE,  144  111.  40,  33  N.  E.  195. 

Appeal  dismissed  in  154  U.  S.  524,  38  L.  ed.  1078,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1156. 

Second  appeal  in  Schaefer  v.  Wunderle,  154  111.  577,  39  N.  E.  623. 
Forelarn  treaties. 

Cited  in  Ehrlich  v.  Weber,  114  Tenn.  722,  88  S.  W.  188,  for  comments  on  the 
abrogation   of   preceding   treaties   by    the   treaty    between    the   German    Empire 
and  the  United  States  mentioned  in  the  leading  case. 
Inheritanee  by  aliens. 

Approved  in  Bahuaud  v.  Bize,  105  Fed.  488,  holding  that  United  States  has 
power  to  make  treaties  removing  disability  of  aliens  to  inherit;  Opel  v.  Shoup, 
100  Iowa,  424,  37  L.  R.  A.  587,  69  N.  W.  560,  holding  Federal  treaty  conferring 
on  aliens  right  to  inherit  land,  superior  to  state  law  prohibiting  it;  Adams  v. 
Akerlund,  168  111.  634,  48  N.  E.  454,  holding  that  residents  of  Sweden  may  in- 
herit land  from  ancestors  dying  in  this  country;  Scharpf  v.  Schmidt,  172  III. 
259,  50  N.  £.  182,  holding  that  citizen  of  Wiirttemberg  may  inherit  land  from 
ancestors  dying  in  this  country;  De  Graff  v.  Went,  164  111.  490,  45  N.  E.  1075, 
holding  that  residents  of  Great  Britain  cannot  receive  or  transmit  real  prop- 
erty located  in  this  country;  Ryan  v.  Egan,  156  111.  226,  40  N.  E.  827,  holding 
that  resident  of  Great  Britain  cannot  take  lands  under  will  of  naturalized  citi- 
zen; Jele  V.  Lemberger,  163  111.  343,  45  N.  E.  279,  refusing  to  allow  nonresident 
alien  to  contest  validity  of  will  disposing  of  real  estate  in  absence  of  treaty  be- 
tween governments. 

Cited  in  Lehman  v.  State,  45  Ind.  App.  335,  88  N.  E.  365,  holding  that  state 
may  deny  aliens  privilege  of  inheriting  lands,  in  absence  of  constitutional  re- 
strictions. Federal  laws,  or  treaty  rights. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  L.  R.  A.  177,  179)  on  alien's  right  to  inherit;  (32  L.  R. 
A.  177,  178,  185)  on  effect  of  treaties  on  alien's  right  to  inherit;  (31  L.  R.  A, 
88)  on  effect  of  state  constitutions  and  statutes  on  question  of  inheritance  by 
or  from  an  alien. 

Distinguished  in  Schultze  v.  Schultzc,  144  111.  295,  19  L.  R.  A.  90,  footnote  p. 
90,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  432,  33  N.  E.  201,  sustaining  right  of  residents  of  Bremen 
to  inherit  land  because  of  treaty  allowing  such  inheritance;  Madden  v^  State, 
68  Kan.  662,  75  Pac.  1023,  holding  that  a  non-resident  alien  could  take  title  by 
purchase,  defeasible  only  at  the  suit  of  the  state. 
Escheat. 

Cited  in  Meadowcroft  v.  Winnebago  County,  181  HI.  511,  54  N.  E.  949,  hold- 
ing that  title  to  real  estate  devolves  upon  state  when  intestate  leaves  no  heirs 
capable  of  inheriting. 
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Cited  in  note  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)   381,  383)   on  necessity  for  judicial  proceeding 
to  effect  escheat. 
Allemaare  of  ancestor* 

Cited  in  Beavan  v.  Went,  155  111.  607,  31  L.  R.  A.  108,  41  N.  E.  91,  holding 
that  provision  that  estate  shall  descend  to  next  of  kin  does  not  make  descent  to 
collateral  kindred  immediate,  so  as  to  avoid  alienage  of  ancestors  through  whom 
kinship  traced. 
Laiir  of  altnii  of  land  controlai. 

Approved  in  Harrison  v.  Weatlierby,  180  III.  435,  54  N.  E.  237,  holding  that 
will  disposing  of  real  estate  must  be  executed  in  conformity  with  laws  of  state 
where  land  is  situated;  Smith  v.  Smith,  174  111.  68,  43  L.  R,  A.  406,  50  N.  E. 
1083,  distributing  decedent's  share  of  proceeds  of  partition  sale  according  to  lex 
loci  rei  sitOB. 

Cited  in  Harding  v.  American  Glucose  Co.  182  111.  637,  64  L.  R.  A.  772,  74 
Am.  St.  Rep.  189,  55  N.  E.  577,  holding  validity  of  transfer  of  land  to  company 
to  consolidate  interests  determined  by  law  of  place  where  land  located;  Connell 
v.  Crosby,  210  111.  388,  71  N.  E.  350,  holding  that  the  devolution  of  lands  depends 
upon,  and  is  governed  by  the  laws  of  the  state  wherein  the  land  is  situate;  Peet 
V.  Peet,  229  III.  349,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  784,  82  N.  E.  376,  11  Ann.  Cas.  492, 
holding  that  title  to  real  property  must  be  acquired  and  passed  according  to  the 
law  of  the  situs. 

Devolution  of  land. 

Cited  in  Re  Mulford,  217  111.  246,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  346,  108  Am.  St,  Rep. 
249,  75  N.  £.  345,  3  Ann.  Cas.  986,  holding  that  the  devolution  of  land  is  a 
matter  of  state  regulation,  and  exists  only  by  statute;  National  Safe  Deposit  Co. 
V.  Stead,  250  III.  596,  95  N.  £.  973,  Ann.  Cas.  1912B,  436,  to  the  point  that  right 
to  take  property  by  inheritance,  bequest  or  devise,  is  purely  statutory,  and  legis- 
lature may  regulate  and  control  devolution  of  property  after  owner's  death. 
Constrnction  of  atatntea. 

Approved  in  People  ex  rel.  Kasson  v.  Rose,  174  111.  316,  44  L.  R.  A.  127,  51 
N.  E.  246,  holding  that  "guaranty  insurance"  comes  within  meaning  of. statute 
regulating  formation  of  corporations;  People  ex  rel,  Krause  v.  Harrison,  191  111. 
271,  61  N.  E.  99  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  province  of  judiciary 
is  to  construe  laws,  not  to  make  them;  Gillett  v.  Gillett,  207  III.  145,  69  N.  E. 
942,  holding  act  relating  to  distribution  of  estates  no  bar  to  right  to  award  of 
child  having  independent  fortune. 
Meaninir  of  ^'kindred." 

Cited  in  Lockwood  v.  Moffett,  177  111.  56,  52  N.  E.  260,  construing  the  word 
"kindred"  as  meaning  the  same  as  "next  of  kin." 
Statnteai   reaitrlctlnff  contracts. 

Cited  in  note    (21  L.  R.  A.  790)    on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting 
contracts  and  business. 
Riffht  of  aliens  to  hold  realty. 

Cited  in  Hanna  v.  Kelsey  Realty  Co.  145  Wis.  282,  33  L.R.A.(N,S.)  361,  140 
Am.  St.  Rep.  1076,  129  N.  W.  1080,  to  the  point  that  statute  prohibiting  all 
non-resident  aliens  not  protected  by  the  treaty  from  holding  real  property  is  valid; 
Re  Stixrud,  58  Wash.  343,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  634,  109  Pac.  343,  Ann.  Cas.  1912A, 
850,  to  the  point  that  rights  of  aliens  to  acquire  and  hold  property  is  proper 
subject  for  regulation  by  treaty. 
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19  L.  It  A.  90,  SCHULTZE  v.  SCHULTZE,  144  El.  290,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  432, 

33  N.  E.  201. 
Rlffht  of  Allen  to  inherit. 

Approved  in  Doehrel  v.  Hillmer,  102  Iowa,  172,  71  N.  W.  204,  holding  Fed- 
eral treaty  conferring  on  aliens  right  to  inherit  land  superior  to  state  law  pro- 
hibiting it;  De  Graff  v.  Went,  164  111.  490,  45  N.  E.  1075,  holding  that  alien 
cannot  inherit  or  take  by  devise;  Scharpf  v.  Schmidt,  172  III.  259,  50  N.  E.  182, 
holding  that  alien  takes  determinable  fee  under  devise;  Adams  v.*  Akerlund,  168 
111.  638,  48  N.  E.  454,  construing  "goods  and  effects*'  which  Swedish  alien  might 
inherit  as  covering  real  estate. 

Cited  in  Re  Stixrud,  58  Wash.  347,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  636,  109  Pac.  343,  Ann. 
Gas.  1912A,  850,  holding  that  real  property  is  included  in  provision  of  treaty 
giving  naturalized  citizen  right  to  give  by  testament  his  goods  and  effects  in  favor 
of  such  parties  as  he  thinks  proper;  Ahrens  v.  Ahrens,  144  Iowa,  490,  123  N.  W. 
1G4,  Ann.  Gas.  1912A,  1098,  holding  that  interest  in  lands  vested  in  nonresident 
alien  heirs,  by  treaty  giving  them  right  to  sell  within  reasonable  time,  is  for- 
feited  upon  failure  to  exercise  right  and  title  is  vested  in  remaindermen; 
Ehrlich  v.  Weber,  114  Tenn.  725,  88  S.  W.  188,  on  the  rights  of  an  alien  to  hold 
title  to  land,  under  the  treaty  with  the  German  Empire. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wunderle  v.  Wunderle,  19  L.  R.  A.  84,  which  denies  right 
of  aliens  incapable  of  inheriting  to  hold  by  descent  until  title  assailed. 

Cited  in  notes   (31  L,  R.  A.  90)   on  effect  of  state  constitutions  and  statutes 
on  questions  of  inheritance  by  or  from  alien;    (32  L.  R.  A.   185)    on  effect  of 
treaties  on  alien's  right  to  inherit. 
Foreign  treaties. 

Cited  in  Minnesota  Canal  &  P.  Co.  v.  Pratt,  101  Minn.  232,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
119,  112  N.  W.  395,  holding  that  a  treaty  is  the  supreme  law  of  the  land  para- 
mount to  state  laws  and  constitutions. 

19  L.  R.  A.  92,  SOUTHERN  P.  R.  CO.  v.  DUFOUR,  95  Cal.  615,  30  Pac.  783. 
Rlffht  to  ainbsurf«ce  -water. 

Cited  in  Boyce  v.  Cupper,  37  Or,  260,  61  Pac.  642,  holding  that  ownership  of 
percolating  water  not  flowing  in  defined  channel  ceases  on  passing  into  stream; 
Willow  Creek  Irrig.  Co.  v.  Michaelson,  21  Utah,  257,  61  L.  R.  A.  283,  81  Am. 
St.  Rep.  687,  60  Pac.  943,  holding  that  where  marsh  forms  on  land  and  runs 
into  creek,  owner  may  dam  creek  and  retain  water;  Deadwood  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Bar- 
ker, 14  S.  D.  567,  86  N.  W.  619,  sustaining  right  of  owner  of  soil  to  dig  tunnel 
and  intercept  percolating  water  which  had  run  through  another  tunnel;  Miller 
V.  Black  Rock  Springs  Improv.  Co.  99  Va.  757,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  924,  40  S.  E. 
27,  sustaining  right  to  dig  ditch  which  intercepted  percolating  water  that  fed 
spring,  and  referring  particularly  to  annotation  in  19  L.  R.  A.  92;  Cres- 
cent Min.  Co.  V.  Silver  King  Min.  Co.  17  Utah,  456,  70  Am.  St.  Rep. 
810,  54  Pac.  244,  holding  that  where  percolating  water  ia  discharged  by  tunnel, 
adjacent  proprietor  can  obtain  no  title  thereto  by  prescription;  Case  v.  Hoffman, 
100  Wis.  327,  72  N.  W.  390,  holding  that  subsurface  waters  which  do  not  fol- 
low definite  channels  are  governed  by  same  law  as  surface  waters;  Katz  v.  Walk* 
inshaw,  141  Cal.  130,  64  L.  R.  A.  243,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  35,  74  Pac.  766,  hold- 
ing that  owner  of  portion  of  tract  of  land  saturated  below  surface  with  supply 
of  water,  cannot  remove  water  from  wells  for  sale,  if  remainder  of  track  is 
deprived  of  supply;  Re  Vanderwork,  15  "N.  M.  446,  110  Pac.  567,  holding  that 
small  quantity  of  water  percolating  to  surface  and  forming  small  basin  is  part 
of  land,  and  land  owner  can  do  with  it  as  he  chooses;  Western  Maryland  R.  Co 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.~32. 
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V.  Martin,  110  Md.  565,  73  Atl.  267,  holding  that  the  owner  of  the  land  ia  the 
owner  of  percolating  waters  therein,  but  not  as  to  water  moving  underground  in 
well  defined  streams,  annotation  also  cited  on  this  point;  Metcalf  v.  Nelson,  8  S. 
D.  89,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  746,  66  N.  W.  911;  Gould  v.  Eaton,  111  Cal.  644,  62  Am. 
St.  Rep.  201,  44  Pac.  319, — ^holding  that  water  which  is  in  the  soil  is  a  part  of 
the  soil  and  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  soil;  Hathorn  v.  Natural  Carbonic  Gas 
Co.  194  N.  Y.  352,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  450,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  555,  87  N,  E.  504,  16 
Ann.  Cas.  989  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  right  to  interfere  with  the  flow  of 
percolating  waters;  Fayter  v.  North,  30  Utah,  186,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  423,  83  Pac. 
742  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  acquisition  of  the  right  to  percolating  waters, 
by  adverse  user. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Stillwater  Water  Co.  v.  Farmer,  60  L.  R.  A.  875,  which 
sustains  right  to  injunction  against  landowner  draining,  collecting,  and  divert- 
ing percolating  waters  solely  to  waste  them;  Smith  v.  Brooklyn,  46  L.  R,  A. 
664,  which  holds  city  liable  for  draining  underground  sources  of  surface  stream 
by  pumping  water  for  city  reservoir;  Tampa  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Cline,  33  L.  R. 
A.  376,  which  authorizes  owner  of  soil  to  appropriate  subsurface  water  which 
is  without  well-defined  channel ;  Wheelock  v,  Jacobs,  43  L.  R.  A.  105,  which  holds 
as  percolating  water  which  owners  of  land  may  appropriate,  small  stream  with- 
out well-defined  channel  coming  through  hole  in  bed  rock  below  surface;  Willis 
v.  Perry,  26  L.  R.  A.  124,  which  denies  right  to  impair  use  of  water  from  flowing 
well  for  domestic  purposes  by  pumping  from  another  well  reaching  same  sub- 
terranean stream;  Vineland  Irrig.  District  v.  Azusa  Irrig.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  820, 
which  holds  subsurface  flow  of  river  through  gravelly  bed  subject  to  legal  ap- 
propriation, subordinate  to  rights  of  prior  appropriator  of  surface  flow;  For- 
bell  V.  New.  York,  61  L.  R.  A.  695,  which  authorizes  injunction  against  city 
draining  subsurface  water  by  pumping  works;  Huber  v.  Merkel,  62  L.R.A.  589. 
which  sustains  land  owner's  right  as  against  neighbor  to  sink  wells  and  use  per- 
colating water;  Gagnon  v.  French  Lick  Springs  Hotel  Co,  68  L.R.A.  175,  which 
sustains  right  to  interlocutory  injunction  against  malicious  pumping  by  owners 
of  surface  of  mineral  water  from  large  subterranean  reservoir  coming  to  surface 
in  valuable  springs  on  neighboring  property. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R.A.  186,  187)  on  appropriation  of  percolating  waters 
on  public  lands;  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  77)  on  same  point;  (64  L.R.A.  236;  23 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  331)  on  correlative  rights  in  percolating  water;  (67  Am.  St.  Rep. 
669,  672)  on  what  are  percolating  waters;  (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  69)  on  landowner's 
right  in  percolating  waters;  (1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  761)  on  nonliability  for  diminu- 
tion of  water  on  adjoining  land  by  pumping  from  well  on  one's  own  land: 
(2  Brit.  Rul.  Cas.  1002)  on  character  of  water  flowing  underground  in  defined 
but  unknown  channel. 

Distinguished  in  Los  Angeles  v.  Pomeroy,  124  Cal.  635,  67  Pac.  586,  holding 
that  owner  of  soil  cannot  intercept  subsurface  flow  of  stream;  Brosnan  v.  Har- 
ris, 39  Or.  160,  54  L.  R.  A.  629,  footnote  p.  628,  holding  that  discoverer  of  spring 
formed  by  percolation  will  be  protected  in  use  after  improving  and  appropriat- 
ing it;  Bruening  v.  Dorr,  23  Colo.  200,  36  L.R.A.  642,  47  Pac.  290,  holding  that 
where  a  spring  is  the  chief  source  of  a  stream  a  suit  at  the  instance  of  the  appro- 
priator of  the  water  of  the  stream,  will  lie  to  enjoin  the  owner  of  the  land 
upon  which  the  spring  is  situated,  from  diverting  the  watered  thereof;  Le  Quime 
v.  Chambers,  16  Idaho,  413,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  80,  98  Pac.  416,  holding  that  under 
the  statutes  of  the  state  an  appropriation  of  the  water  of  a  spring  upon  public 
lands  will  be  protected,  even  though  the  land  is  afterward  patented  as  a  home- 
stead; Gagnon  v.  French  Lick  Springs  Hotel  Co.  163  Ind.  696,  68  L.R,A.  179, 
72  N.  E.  849,  holding  that  the  pumping  of  subterranean  waters  will  be  enjoined 
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'where  the  water  pumped  is  wasted,  and  is  being  pumped  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
venting it  from  flowing  upon  the  adjoining  property;  Sullivan  v.  Northern  Spy 
Min.  Co.  11  Utah,  441,  30  L.R.A.  188,  40  Pac.  709,  holding  that  the  right  of  one 
who  has  sunk  a  well  upon  public  land  is  subject  to  the  rights  of  a  subsequent 
owner  of  the  land,  who  may  sink  another  well  alongside  though  it  dry  up  the 
one  first  located. 
"WliKt  !•  m  iirat«reoume. 

Cited  in  Dickey  v.  Maddux,  48  Wash.  414,  93  Pac.  1090,  on  what  constitutes  a 
water  course. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chamberlain  v.  Hemingway,  22  L.  R.  A.  45,  which  holds 
sluiceway  between  parts  of  bridge  not  a  watercourse;  Case  v.  Hoffman,  20  L.  R. 
A.   40,  which   holds  subterranean  and   surface  flow   between  natural   lake   and 
ereek,  a  watercourse. 
Riylit  to  divert  •tream. 

Approved  in  Copper  King  v.  Wabash  Min.  Co.  114  Fed.  993,  restraining  sink- 
ing of  shaft  to  divert  water  from  creek,  exclusive  right  to  use  which  belongs 
to  another. 
Remedy  for  Indefinite   flndlngrs. 

Cited  in  Gilbert  v.  Stephens,  6  Okla.  689,  55  Pac.   1070,  holding  that  where 
court  makes   indefinite  findings  as  to  damages,   exceptions  thereto  and  motion 
for  new  trial  bring  question  to  appellate  court;  Quinlan  v.  Calvert,  31  Mont.  119, 
77  Pac.  428,  on  the  sufficiency  of  and  remedy  for  indefinite  findings. 
Effect  of  failure  to  make  flndinffH. 

Cited  in  Downing  v.  Donegan,  1  Cal.  App.  712,  82  Pac.  1111,  holding  that 
where  the  court  failed  to  find  upon  an  equitable  defense,  it  will  be  presumed  in 
the  absence  of  any  statement  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  no  evidence  was  offered 
to  support  such  defense. 

19  L.  R.  A.  99,  PAINE  v.  CHANDLER,  134  N.  Y.  385,  32  N.  E.  18. 
Eaaements  arising:   bjr  implication. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Riggs,  27  App.  D.  C.  654,  holding  that  the  owner  of  the 
•dominant  and  servient  estates  by  conveying  the  former  raises  an  easement  over 
the  latter  by  implication;  Marshall  Ice  Co.  v.  La  Plant,  136  Iowa,  631,  12  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  1078,  m  N.  W.  1016,  holding  that  the  sale  of  land  bordering  upon  n 
stream  above  a  dam  for  an  increased  price  because  of  its  adaptability  for  har- 
vesting ice,  implies  an  easement  that  the  water  shall  be  maintained  at  the  cei- 
tain  height  by  means  of  the  dam;  Fayter  v.  North,  30  Utah,  176,  6  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  419,  83  Pac.  742,  holding  that  where  the  owner  of  land  dug  a  ditch 
across  the  same  for  the  purposes  of  irrigation,  and  subsequently  conveyed  part 
of  the  land,  charging  an  additional  consideration  for  the  right  to  take  water 
from  the  ditch,  there  was  an  implied  easement  to  maintain  the  ditch  across  the 
land  sold;  Cherry  v.  Brizzolara,  89  Ark.  318,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  612,  116  S.  W. 
C68,  on  the  doctrine  of  implied  reservations  in  deeds. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  411)  on  effect  of  division  of  tract  with  visible 
servitude  in  favor  of  one  parcel  upon  another;  (8  L.R.A. (N.S.)  331,  341,  349) 
on  implication  from  necessity  of  easement  other  than  of  way;  (26  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
334)  on  easements  created  by  severance  of  tract  with  apparent  benefit  existing; 
( 122  Am.  St.  Rep.  207 )  on  grant  of  easements  by  implication. 
Incorporeal  appurtenance*  to  land. 

Approved  in  Baker  v.  Rice,  56  Ohio  St.  477,  47  N.  E.  663,  holding  that  where 
father  partitioned  property  between  sons,  land  was  conveyed  subject  to  appar- 
ent right  of  way;  Fumer  v.  Seabury,  69  Hun«  ^79,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  12,  sustaining 
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right  of  owner  of  water  right  to  make  changes  in  spring  so  that  he  may  receive 
legal  amount  of  water;  Wilson  v.  Wightman,  36  App.  Div.  44,  55  N.  Y.  Supp. 
806,  sustaining  right  of  grantee  to  maintain  portion  of  stoop  on  grantor's  re- 
maining land;  Spencer  v.  Kilmer,  151  N.  Y.  398,  45  N.  E.  865,  restraining  gran- 
tor from  digging  upon  his  land  conduits  which  supplied  grantee's  fish  pond  with 
water. 

Cited  in  Wilmurt  v.  McGrane,  16  App.  Div.  418,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  32,  holding 
that  easement  of  light  will  not  he  implied  in  deed  by  which  grantor  oonveys  only 
portion  of  property;  Fritz  v.  Tompkins,  168  N.  Y.  629,  61  N.  E.  893,  holding 
that  deed  conveys  right  of  way,  although  not  mentioned  therein,  where  it  is 
necessary  and  has  been  used  long  time;  Katz  v.  Kaiser,  154  N.  Y.  298,  48  N.  K. 
632,  holding  that  encroachment  of  wall  ceases  when  titles  to  both  parcels  unite, 
and  conveyance  thereafter  of  servient  lot  is  subject  to  encroachment;  Smith  v, 
Cornell  University,  21  Misc.  225,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  640;  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  644,  hold- 
ing that  deed  with  provision  "reserving  right  to  take  water  from  ditch,"  not  an 
exception  but  reservation  of  easement;  Stuyvesant  v.  Early,  33  Misc.  646,  68 
N.  Y.  Supp.  903,  holding  that  easement  of  drainage  exists  by  implied  right 
when  continuous  and  apparent;  Winne  v.  Winne,  40  Misc.  437,  82  N.  Y.  Supp. 
647,  holding  that  uninterrupted  use  of  passageway  between  two  highways  for 
thirty  years  gives  grantee  right  to  continue  its  use;  Winne  v.  W^inne,  95  App. 
Div.  50,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  647,  holding  that  where  a  party  owning  land  main- 
tained a  driveway  across  part  for  access  from  his  dwelling,  and  afterward 
by  his  will  divided  it  between  his  two  sons,  each  took  their  part  subject  to  the 
easement  for  the  driveway  which  he  had  established. 

Distinguished  in  Whyte  v.  Builders'  League,  164  N.  Y.  433,  58  N.  E.  517.  Af- 
firming 23  Misc.  385,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  65,  35  App.  Div.  480,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  822, 
holding  that  implied  easements  are  not  granted  when  heirs  partition  property  by 
deeds  of  equal  dates;  Re  Rochester,  24  App.  Div.  387,  48  N.  Y,  Supp.  764,  hold- 
ing that  right  of  drainage  is  cut  off  when  portion  of  land  is  condemned  for  park 
purposes. 
Corporeal  appurtenance*  to  personal  property. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Forrest  v.  Vanderbilt,  52  L.  R.  A.  473,  which  holds  naphtha 
launch  not  appurtenance  of  yacht  with  which  it  was  used  as  tender. 
RiflrbtA   to  ^vaters   of  spring:. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Gould,  60  W.  Va.  93,  53  S.  E.  798,  holding  that  where  in 
the  partition  of  lands  a  right  to  take  waters  from  a  certain  spring  was  reserved, 
the  owner  of  the  servient  estate  could  not  interfere  with  the  flow  of  the  water, 
to  the  detriment  of  the  owner  of  the  dominant  estate. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Brosnan  v.  Harris,  54  L.  R.  A.  628,  which  sustains  right 
under  statute  to  appropriate  water  of  spring  without  natural  outlet. 
Rlgrlits  to  subterranean  craters. 

Cited  in  Charon  v.  Clark,  60  Wash.  194,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  650,  126  Am.  St. 
Rep.  896,  96  Pac.  1040,  holding  that  where  a  landowner  grants  another  the  per- 
petual right  to  a  flow  of  a  certain  amount  of  water  from  the  artesian  well  upon 
the  place,  and  afterward  sells  the  land  subject  to  all  the  existing  rights  to  take 
water,  the  grantee  will  not  be  allowed  to  divert  the  flow. 

Cited  in  note   (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)   648)   on  effect  of  grant  upon  rights  in  per- 
colating water. 
"Wltat  Is  a  ivaterconrse. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Case  v.  Hoffman,  20  L.  R.  A.  40,  which  holds  subter- 
ranean and  surface  flow  between  natural  lake  and  creek,  a  watercourse;  Cham- 
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berlain  v.  Hemingway,  22  L.  R.  A.  45,  which  holds  sluiceway  between  parts  of 
bridge  not  a  watercourse. 
M«llcioii«  ereotlon  of  fence. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  177)  on  liability  for  malicious  erection  of  fence. 
lilabtlitT  for  im$urT  In  exereise  of  lesal.  risht. 

Cited  in  note  (25  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  83)  on  liability  for  wilfully  and  intentionally 
harming  another  in  exercise  of  a  legal  right. 

19  L.  R.  A.  102,  DAVIS  v.  SPAULDING,  157  Mass.  431,  32  N.  E.  660. 
Rivlit  to  percolntins  water- 
Approved  in  Edwards  v.  Haeger,  180  111.  108,  54  N.  E.  176,  construing  deed  of 
mill  property  with  right  to  dig  ditches  on  wet  land  to  increase  amount  of  water, 
not  to  preclude  digging  well  on  high  land;  Case  v.  Hoffman,  100  Wis.  327,  72 
N.  W.  390,  holding  that  owner  of  soil  may  use  peicolating  water  thereon,  although 
damage  may  happen  to  adjacent  proprietor. 

Cited  in  King  ▼.  Chamberlin,  20  Idaho,  511,  118  Pac.  1099,  holding  that  person 
who  builds  dam  on  his  land  and  collects  surface  water  and  forms  lake,  which  in 
no  way  is  fed  from  natural  stream,  has  absolute  title  to  water  so  impounded; 
Hathom  v.  Natural  Cai:bonic  Gas  Co.  194  N.  Y.  352,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  450,  128 
Am.  St.  Rep.  555,  87  N,  E.  504,  16  Ann.  Cas.  989  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the 
right  to  intercept  the  flow  of  subterranean  waters. 

Cited  in  note  (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  69)  on  landowner's  right  in  percolating 
waters. 

Distinguished  in  Charon  y.  Clark,  50  Wash.  194,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  650,  126 
Am.  St.  Rep.  896,  96  Pac.  1040,  holding  that  where  the  landowner  grants  to 
another  the  perpetual  right  to  a  certain  flow  of  water  from  an  artesian  well,  a 
flubsequent  purchaser  of  the  land  cannot  interfere  with  the  other's  rights  to  such 
flow  of  water. 
Rlflrht   to   water  of  sprins. 

Cited  in  :srctcalf  v.  Nelson,  8  S.  D.  90,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  746,  65  N.  W.  911, 
holding  that  owner  of  soil  had  exclusive  right  to  use  water  in  spring. 

19  L.  R.  A.  105,  ROCK  ISLAND  &  P.  R.  CO.  v,  DIMICK,  144  HI.  628,  32  N. 
E.  291. 

Speeifle  performanee  of  oontraot. 

Approved  in  Godschalk  v.  Fulmer,  176  111.  68,  61  N.  E.  852,  refusing  specific 
performance  because  of  impossibility  of  determining  definitely  what  agreement 
was;  Carson  v.  Davis,  171  111.  601,  49  N.  E.  701,  refusing  specific  performance 
of  land  contract,  because  amoimt  of  consideration  was  ambiguous;  Sloniger  v. 
Sloniger,  161  111.  278,  43  N.  E.  1111,  holding  error  to  enforce  will  as  contract  to 
convey  land  when  testator's  statements  of  intention  to  devise  only  evidence  of 
contract. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Atchison,  T.  &,  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  k  W.  L  R.  Co. 
35  L.  R.  A.  167,  which  refuses  to  require  payment  of  interest  not  provided  for 
as  condition  of  specific  performance  of  contract. 
Rlffht  of  aeceMi. 

Cited  in  Rathbun  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  20  R.  I.  63,  37  Atl.  300, 
sustaining  right  of  passageway  of  grantee  of  separated  part,  when  grantor  was 
«o  entitled;  McEwan  v.  Baker,  98  111.  App.  275,  holding  grantee  entitled  to  right 
of  access  when  grantor's  land  surrounds  parcel  conveyed. 
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Injunction  asalnst  breacli  of  contimct. 

Cited  in  note    (90  Am.  St.  Rep.  635)    on  injunction  against  breach  of  con- 
tract. 
Pomemilon  of  land  as  notice. 

Cited  in  Longshore  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co,  147  Iowa,  466,  124  N.  W.  795, 
holding  that  where  right  of  way  fences  were  built  in  and  attached  to  span  of 
railroad  bridge  forming  fenced  passage  under  track,  subsequent  purchaser  of 
road  was  put  upon  inquiry  as  to  whether  there  was  agreement  between  prede- 
cessor and  land  owner  for  under-track  crossing. 

Cited  in  notes   (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)   96)   on  possession  of  land  as  notice  of  title; 
(104  Am.  St.  Rep.  334)  on  effect  of  possession  of  real  property  as  notice. 

19  L,  R.  A.  110,  PLUMMER  v.  YOST,  144  111.  68,  83  N.  E.  191. 
Rigrbt  to  -rote. 

Approved  in  Collier  v.  Anlicker,  189  111.  45,  59  N.  E.  615,  holding  that  statu 
tory  requirement  as  to  residence  applies  to  persons  voting  at  school  elections: 
Bloome  v.  Hograeff,  193  111.  198,  61  N.  E.  1071,  holding  that  registration  law 
docs  not  embrace  school  elections;  State  ex  rel.  Porter  v.  Crook,  126  Ala.  613. 
28  So.  745,  holding  words  "qualified  electors"  in  act  to  provide  for  location  of 
county  seat  not  referable  to  qualified  electors  under  statutes  and  Constitution. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Lamar  v.  Dillon,  32     Fla.  567,  22  L.  R.  A.  134,  14  So. 
383,  sustaining  law  restricting  voters  at  city  election  to  persons  entitled  to  vote 
at  preceding  general  election. 
.—  Of  -vromen. 

Approved  in  Ackerman  v.  Haenck,  147  111.  619^  35  N.  E.  381,  holding  women 
over  twenty-one  qualified  to  vote  for  president  and  members  of  board  of  educa- 
tion; Re  Woods,  5  Misc.  583,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  169,  refusing  mandamus  to  compel 
election  inspectors  to  strike  out  votes  cast  by  women  for  county  school  com- 
missioner; Harris  v.  Burr,  32  Or.  362,  39  L.  R.  A.  771,  52  Pac.  17,  declaring  con- 
stitutional, law  permitting  women  to  vote  for  school  officers;  People  ex  rel. 
Tilden  v.  Welsh,  70  111.  App.  644,  holding  that  woman  cannot  vote  upon  proposi- 
tion to  establish  township  high  school;  Garrison  v.  Little,  75  111.  App.  413, 
holding  woman's  suffrage  not  against  policy  of  the  law;  Dorsey  v.  Brigham,  177 
111.  255,  42  L.  R.  A.  810,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  228,  52  N.  E.  303,  holding  that  woman 
must  be  citizen  to  vote  for  school  officers. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  662)   on  right  of  women  to  vote. 

Distinguished  in  Coffin  v.  Election  Comrs.  97  Mich.  191,  21  L.  R.  A.  666,  sa 
N.  W.  667,  holding  unconstitutional,  law  permitting  woman  to  vote  for  all 
school,  village,  and  city  officers  and  on  all  questions  pertaining  to  school,  village, 
and  city  regulations;  Re  Gage,  141  N.  Y.  117,  25  L.  R.  A.  783,  36  N.  E.  1094, 
holding  unconstitutional,  law  permitting  women  to  vote  for  school  commissioners. 
Constitntlonal  avAUfleatlons  of  ▼oterii. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Gibson  v.  Monahan,  72  Kan.  494,  115  Am.  St.  Rep. 
224,  84  Pac.  130,  7  Ann.  Cas.  661,  holding  that  provisions  of  the  constitutions 
relative  to  qualifications  of  voters  apply  only  to  elections  and  offices  con- 
templated by  the  constitution,  and  does  not  apply  to  the  question  of  the  creation 
of  drainage  districts;  Menton  v.  Cook,  147  Mich.  542,  111  N.  W.  94,  holding 
tlmt  a  submission  of  the  proposition  to  borrow  money  by  a  city,  is  not  an 
election  within  the  contemplation  of  the  constitution  so  that  the  legislature 
may  change  the  qualifications  of  the  electors  to  vote  thereon;  Coggshall  v.  Des 
Moines,  138  Iowa,  738,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  221,  117  N.  W.  309,  on  the  right  of 
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the    legislature   to   change   the   qualifications   of    voters    in   elections   not   co/i- 
templated  by  the  constitution. 

Distinguished  in  Livesley  v.  Litchfield,  47  Or.  255,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  020,  83 
Pac.  142,  holding  that  the  legislature  had  no  power  under  the  state  constitu- 
tion to  prescribe  the  qualifications  of  voters  in  municipal  elections,  other  than 
such  as  are  prescribed  by  the  constitution. 

Riarlit  of  leslalatnre  to  create  offices  otber  tlian  tliose  proTlded  by  tlie 
•t«te  coniititiitlon. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Moodie  v.  Bryan,  50  Fla.  378,  39  So.  929,  holding  that 
where  there  was  no  inhibition  in  the  constitution  as  to  the  creation  of  other 
offices  than  those  mentioned  therein,  the  legislature  has  the  right  to  create  such 
other  <^ce8  to  be  appointive  or  elective,  provided  no  provision  of  the  constitu- 
tion is  violated;  People  ex  rel.  Wies  v.  Bowman,  247  111.  284,  93  N.  E.  244, 
holding  that  legislature  has  right  to  declare  what  officers  should  manage  sani- 
tary district,  and  how,  when  and  by  whom  they  should  be  elected  or  appointed. 

19  L.  R.  A.  114,  NIAGARA  F.  INS.  CO.  v.  SCAMMON,  144  111.  490,  28  N.  E.  919, 
32  N.  E.  914. 

Followed  in  Commercial  Union  Assur.  Co.  v.  Scammon,  144  111.  506,  32  N.  E. 
916,  without  discussion. 
Apportionment  of  Insurance. 

Approved  in  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Pacaud,  150  111.  253,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  355, 
37  N.  E.  460,  Affirming  51  111.  App.  252,  refusing  to  apportion  insurance  be- 
tween owners  of  elevator,  and  persons  holding  warehouse  receipts,  when  each 
obtained  insurance  independently;  Cannon  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  49  La.  Ann.  1373, 
22  So.  387,  refusing  to  apportion  loss  when  mortgagee  and  mortgagor  had  sep- 
arate insurance. 
Breach  of  condition. 

Cited  in  Farmers  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Newman,  58  Neb.  609,  78  N.  W.  933,  hold- 
ing that  foreclosure  was  not  violation  of  clause  avoiding  insurance,  if  property 
become  involved  in  litigation. 

19  L.  R.  A.  119,  ILLINOIS  C.  R.  CO.  v.  PEOPLE,  143  111.  434,  33  N.  E.  173. 

Reversed  in  163  U.  S.  142,  41  L.  ed.  107,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1096. 
ReajM»aableneMi  of  railroad  resnlatlons. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Gladson,  57  Minn.  390,  24  L.  R.  A.  504,  69  N.  W.  487, 
and  Cleveland  C.  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  People,  175  111.  364,  51  N.  E.  842,  sus- 
taining law  compelling  railroad  companies  to  stop  all  trains  at  county  seats; 
People  ea?  rel.  Linton  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  69  App.  Div.  558,  75  N.  Y. 
Supp.  202,  refusing  to  compel  street  railroad  company  to  operate  two  parallel 
lines  during  all  hours,  when  one  line  sufficient. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  t.  Gladson,  24  L.R.A.  502,  which  holds  valid,  act 
requiring  stopping  of  all  regular  passenger  trains  at  county  seats;  Central 
Stockyards  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  63  L.R.A.  213,  which  holds  that  state 
cannot  require  deliyery  of  interstate  freight  by  one  carrier  to  another  within 
its  borders  in  order  that  it  may  reach  a  particular  depot. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  293)  on  right  to  limit  speed,  or  require 
stopping,  of  interstate  and  mail  trains;  (54  L.  ed.  U.  S.  971)  on  state  regula- 
tion of  stops  of  interstate  passenger  and  mail  trains. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  People,  222  III.  404,  78  N.  E.  784,. 
holding   that  the   statute   requiring   railroads   to   stop   their   trains   at   county 
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seats  does  not  compel  a  company  to  stop  its  trains  at  a  certain  depot,  where  it 
already  does  so  at  another  depot  within  the  county  seat. 
'^—  As    Federal    anestlon. 

Cited  in  People  ew  rel.  Sweeney  v.  Rock  Island  &  P.  R.  CJa  71  Fed.  753,  holding 
Federal  question  involved  in  proceedings  to  compel  railroad  to  stop  interstate 
trains  at  all  stations. 
enactment   of  statute  or   ordinance  |    entries   In  Journal* 

Cited  in  Webster  v.  Hastings,  59  Neb.  568,  81  N.  W.  510,  holding  entries  in 
journal,  evidence  of  passage  of  act  superior  to  evidenoe  furnished  by  bill; 
Boyd  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  103  111.  App.  202,  holding  that  journal  shows  that 
ordinance  was  not  legally  adopted,  because  it  did  not  show  ayes  and  nays;  Chi- 
cago Teleph.  Co.  v.  Northwestern  Teleph.  Co.  199  111.  342,  65  N.  K  329,  suu- 
taining  presumption  that  ordinance  was  properly  presented  and  read,  where 
journal  is  silent  on  that  question;  Neiberger  v.  McCuUough,  253  111.  320,  97 
N.  £.  660,  holding  that  it  is  competent  to  show  by  journal  of  either  branch  of 
general  assembly  that  act  was  not  passed  in  mode  prescribed  by  constitution; 
People  ex  rel.  Partello  v.  McCuUough,  210  111.  511,  71  N.  E.  602,  on  the  right 
to  resort  to  the  legislative  journals  to  ascertain  whether  a  statute  has  been 
validly  enacted. 

Cited  in  notes   (23  L.R.A.  344)  on  conclusiveness  of  enrolled  bill;   (40  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  36)  on  same  point. 
— —  e: fleet  of  cbanarlns  section  number  or  title. 

Cited  in  Otis  v.  People,  196  111.  552,  63  N.  E.  1053,  sustaining  act  which  gave 
wrong  number  of  section  amended,  when  subject-matter  of  act  amended  was 
stated  in  title,  and  section  amended  was  inserted  in  new  act;  State  ex  rel.  Aull 
V.  Field,  119  Mo.  609,  24  S.  W.  752,  holding  validity  of  act  unaffected  by  amend- 
ment of  title  during  enactment;  Patton  v.  People,  229  111.  518,  82  N.  £.  386, 
holding  that  where  the  legislature  intended  to  amend  a  certain  section  but  by 
mistake  designated  it  as  a  different  section  which  was  nowhere  in  the  amended 
act,  such  amendment  will  be  held  to  amend  the  section  intended. 
Cbangrlngr    location    of    railroad. 

Approved  in  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  149  111.  461,  37  N.  E.  78, 
denying  railroad  company's  power  to  change  location  of  right  of  way  after 
having  once  exercised  power  to  condemn  property. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Atlantic  &  B.  R.  Co.  126  Ga.  251,  55  S.  E.  24,  7  Ann.  Csg. 
1026,  holding  that  a  railroad  which  has  been  given  the  power  to  locate  its  right 
of  way  between  two  termini  and  has  exercised  that  power,  cannot  afterward 
change  its  road  bed  without  the  express  consent  of  the  legislature;  Cairo,  V. 
A  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Woodyard,  226  111.  335,  80  N.  E.  882,  9  Ann.  Cas.  55,  holding  that  a 
railroad  company  that  has  exercised  its  power  to  locate  its  roadbed,  couM  not 
afterward  exercise  the  power  of  eminent  domain  for  the  purpose  of  straighten- 
ing it. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.  R.  A.  510)  on  right  to  relocate  railroad. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  211 
111.  361,  71  N.  E.  1017,  holding  that  a  change  of  the  road  bed  within  the  one 
hundred  foot  right  of  way  allowed  by  statute,  is  not  such  a  relocation  as  neces- 
sitates the  permission  of  the  legislature;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago 
Mechanics'  Institute,  239  111.  203,  87  N.  E.  933,  holding  that  the  building  of  a 
new  depot  is  not  such  a  relocation  as  to  require  the  consent  of  the  legislature. 
Opinion    evidence. 

Approved  in  Gundlach  v.  Schott,  192  111.  613,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  348,  61  N.  E. 
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332,  holding  expert  evidence  proper  on  question  of  danger  of  operating  machinery 
with  twisted  belt;  Roberts  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  Co.  78  111.  App.  531,  holding 
incompetent,  opinion  of  witness  whether  displacement  of  rail  was  caused  by 
train  or  third  persons;  North  Kankakee  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Blatchford,  81  111.  App. 
611,  holding  witness  having  no  experience  with  street  railways,  incompetent  to 
give  opinion  as  to  effect  of  absence  of  fenders;  Batchelor  v.  Union  Stock  Yard 
&  Transit  Co.  88  III.  App.  399,  rejecting  opinion  of  witness  as  to  whether  switch- 
man, suing  for  injuries,  could  have  performed  duties  in  safety. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Curtis,  134  111.  App.  568,  holding 
where  the  matter  inquired  about  requires  no  special  knowledge  and  all  the  facts 
upon  which  such  opinions  are  based  can  be  ascertained,  it  is  not  proper  to  admit 
expert  testimony;  Savage  v.  Hayes  Bros.  Co.  142  111.  App.  320,  holding  that 
when  the  facts  upon  which  the  opinions  are  founded  cannot  be  ascertained  and 
made  intelligible  to  the  court  and  jury,  the  opinions  of  experts  are  admissible. 
Evidence  wm   to   use   of  c«re. 

Cited  in  Quincy  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Clark,  109  111.  App.  23,  holding  evidence- 
that  deceased  was  careful  in  performance  of  his  duties  as  lineman,  inadmissible- 
in  action  for  negligent  death. 
Mandajuna  to  compel  corporation  to  perform  duty* 

Cited  .in  notes  (37  Am.  St.  Rep.  322)  on  mandamus  to  compel  private  corpora- 
tion to  perform  duty;  (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  464)  on  right  to  compel  public  service 
corporation  to  perform  its  obligations  and  to  refrain  from  exceeding  its  powers.. 

19  L.  R.  A.  127,  GENET  v.  DELAWARE  &  H.  CANAL  CO.  136  N.  Y.  593,  32: 
N.  E.  1078. 

Subsequent  appeals  in  2  App.  Div.  491,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  1087,  Reversing  13  Misc. 
409,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  147,  137  N.  Y.  626,  33  N.  E.  601,  163  N.  Y.  173,  67  N.  E. 
297.  Modifying  14  App.  177,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  689,  and  170  N.  Y.  278,  63  N.  E. 
350,  reversing  49  App.  Div.  646,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  230;  Genet  v.  Delaware  &  H. 
Canal  Co.  186  N.  Y.  423,  79  N.  E.  437. 
Implied  agri'eement. 

Approved  in  Wilson  v.  Mechanical  Orguinette  Co.  170  N.  Y.  550,  63  N.  E.  560,. 
holding  that  transferee  of  business  of  one  bound  to  pay  certain  royalties  impliedly 
agrees  to  continue  the  payment;  Jazquin  v.  Boutard,  89  Hun,  447,  36  N.  Y- 
Supp.  496,  holding  agreement  that  principal  shall  furnish  agent  with  samples 
and  price  lists  implied  in  contract  of  hiring;  Morier  v.  Moran,  58  111.  App.  239,. 
holding  that  agreement  to  take  entire  output  of  coal  mine  (from  one  to  three 
cars  per  day)  implies  obligation  to  put  out  not  less  than  one,  and  not  more  than 
three,  car  loads  per  day;  Baker  Transfer  Co.  v.  Merchants'  Refrigerating  &,  Ice 
Mfg.  Co.  1  App.  Div.  609,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  276,  holding  that  court  will  imply  cov- 
enant to  furnish  ice,  under  agreement  to  deliver  with  no  promise  to  furnish; 
Hawkes  v.  Taylor,  70  III.  App.  262,  holding  that  agreement  to  pay  vendor  out 
of  part  of  net  proceeds  of  mine,  without  requiring  operation  of  mine,  did  not 
imply  such  provision;  Genet  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  163  N.  Y.  175,  57  N.  E. 
297,  Modifying  14  App.  Div.  177,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  589,  holding  lessor  not  entitled 
to  all  coal  below  certain  size,  although  lease  only  provided  for  payment  of  large 
size;  Horton  v.  Hall  &  C.  Mfg.  Co.  94  App.  Div.  407,  88  N*  Y.  Supp.  73,  holding 
that  contract  to  employ  commission  agent  to  sell  goods  implies  agreement  to 
continue  to  manufacture  them;  Corbet  v.  Manhattan  Brass  Co.  93  App.  Div, 
220,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  677,  holding  it  not  optional  to  discontinue  manufacture 
and  sale  of  lamps,  under  agreement  to  manufacture  them  and  pay  royalties. 

Cited  in  Marvin  v.  Rogers,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App.  428,  116  S.  W.  863,  to  the  point 
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that  implied  agreement  always  exists  where  equity  and  justice  require  party 
to  do  or  refrain  from  doing  thing  in  question;  Hearn  v.  Stevens,  111  App.  Div. 
107,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  566,  on  contract  of  employment  for  a  specified  time  as  im- 
plying an  agreement  that  tlie  employer  will  continue  business  for  that  length 
of  time;  Byrns  v.  United  Telepherage  Co.  105  App.  Div.  72,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  906, 
holding  that  the  employment  of  a  salesman  on  commission  does  not  imply  an 
agreement  that  the  employer  shall  manage  its  business  in  a  reasonably  prudent 
manner;  Creamer  v.  Metropolitan  Securities  Co.  120  App.  Div.  429,  105  N.  Y. 
Supp.  28,  holding  the  purchase  of  the  property  of  a  street  railway  under  certain 
agreements  as  to  franchise  to  be  obtained  implies  that  the  franchise  would  be 
«xercised  after  it  was  acquired. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gotthelf  v.  Stranahan,  20  L.  R.  A.  455,  which  holds 
subsequent  local  assessments  not  within  vendor's  contract  to  convey  free  from 
incumbrances;  Lorillard  v.  Clyde,  24  L.  R.  A.  113,  holding  that  guaranty  of 
-dividends  for  term  of  years  implies  existence  of  corporation  during  time  specified. 

Distinguished  in  Mason  v.  Standard  Distilling  &  Distributing  Co.  85  App. 
Div.  528,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  343,  holding  on  demurrer  that  a  defense  of  disability  to 
perform  a  contract  by  a  corporation  is  good  if  under  any  circumstances  the  dis- 
ability may  be  proved  not  to  have  been  the  voluntary  act  of  the  party;  Joseph 
V.  Sulzberger,  136  App.  Div.  507,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  73,  holding  that  a  provision 
will  be  implied  into  a  contract  only  to  enforce  a  manifest  equity,  or  to  reach  a 
result  which  the  unequivocal  acts  of  the  parties  indicate  that  they  intend  to 
effect;  Security  Trust  &  L,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ellsworth,  129  Wis.  364,  109  N.  W.  125, 
holding  that  where  under  an  agency  contract  it  was  provided  that  the  principal 
was  to  pay  subordinate  agents  in  case  the  agent  resigned,  there  was  no  im- 
plied covenant  to  continue  the  agency  except  for  a  reasonable  time  to  see  if 
the  business  would  prove  profitable. 
X.eajie  of  mlnlnor  landii  as   cbattel   interest. 

Cited  in  Sanford's  Appeal,  75  Conn.  595,  64  Atl.  739,  holding  only  chattel 
interest  created  under  lease  of  land  for  forty  years  for  sole  purpose  of  digging 
and  removing  minerals;  Buck  v.  Cleveland,  143  App.  Div.  878,  128  N.  Y.  Supp. 
864,  to  the  point  that  agreement  in  form  of  lease  giving  certain  rights  to  mine 
<:oal  is  not  conveyance  of  coal  but  executory  contract  for  mining  it;  Harvey 
Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Dillon,  59  W.  Va.  615,  6  L.R.A. (N.S.)  634,  53  S.  E.  928. 
holding  that  a  mining  lease  was  a  chattel  real  under  the  statutes  relating  to 
taxation:  State  v.  Evans,  99  Minn.  227,  108  N.  W.  958,  9  Ann.  Cas.  520,  on  the 
Tights  of  the  miner  and  land  owner  as  being  governed  by  the  laws  of  tenancy 
And  not  by  the  laws  of  sales. 

Cited   in   note    (4   L.R.A.  (N.S.)    210)    as   to   when   agreement  or   instrument 
conferring  right  to  mine  coal  is  to  be  regarded  as  absolute  sale  or  conveyance 
of  coal  in  place,  as  distinguished  from  lease  or  conditional  sale. 
Conduct  of  lesaees  of  mlningr  propertjr. 

Cited  in  Chauvenet  v.  Person,  217  Pa.  475,  11  L.R.A.{N.S,)  423,  66  Atl.  855, 
holding  that  by  paying  the  minimum  royalty  on  mining  property,  the  lessee 
could  not  prevent  the  operation  of  the  forfeiture  clause  that  if  mining  opera- 
tions were  not  commenced  within  a  certain  time  that  the  lease  would  be  for- 
feited. 

19  L.  R.  A.  134,  STATE  ex  rel.  TORRYSON  v.  GREY,  21  Nev.  378,  32  Pac.  190. 
'Formalitlea  of  constltntional  amendment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cora,  ex  rel.  Elkin  v.  Griest,  50  L.  R.  A.  568,  which  holds 
governor's   approval  of   proposed  constitutional   amendment  unnecessary;    State 
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ex  rel,  Wineman  v.  Dahl,  34  L.  R.  A.  97,  which  holds  submission  to  popular  vote, 
of  proposal  for  constitutional  convention,  properly  made  by  legislature;  Wor- 
man  v.  Hagan,  21  L.  R.  A.  716,  which  holds  governor's  proclamation  of  adoption 
of  constitutional  amendment,  conclusive;  Edwards  v.  Lesueur,  31  L.  R.  A.  815, 
which  holds  proposed  constitutional  amendment  for  changing  location  of  seat 
of  state  government,  not  invalidated  by  new  conditions  imposed. 
Enactment   of   statnte. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Coffin  v.  Howell,  26  Nev.  104,  64  Pac.  466,  holding  bill 
rendered  invalid  by  failure  of  presiding  officers  to  sign  as  directed  by  Constitu- 
tion. 
Notice  of  eluirter  election. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel  Mullen  v.  Doherty,  16  Wash.  389,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  39, 
47  Pac.  958,  holding  that  provision  requiring  all  charter  elections  to  be  upon 
notice  does  not  require  posting  notice  in  each  election  district. 

19  L.  R.  A.  138,  CLARK  v.  SHELDON,  134  N.  Y.  333,  48  N.  Y.  S.  R.  279,  32 

Pvreliaalnar   tovrn   bond*   with    taxea   paid   bjr   railroad*. 

Approved  in  Ackerson  v.  Niagara  County,  72  Hun,  618,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  196, 
holding  that  town  has  a  right  to  bring  action  to  recover  amount  of  taxes  paid 
by  railroad  which  should  have  been  used  to  purchase  bonds  of  town;  Walsh  v. 
Richards,  22  Misc.  613,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  1114,  holding  that  county  treasurer  must 
use  taxes  paid  by  railroad,  to  purchase  bonds  issued  by  town  to  aid  construc- 
tion of  railroad. 
Recovery    of    railroad    tax    moneys. 

Cited  in  Ulster  County  v.  State,  177  N.  Y.  193,  69  N.  E.  370,  holding  state 
liable  to  refund  moneys  derived  from  taxes  on  railroads  in  towns  bonded  for 
their  construction  and  paid  by  counties  as  part  of  their  state  tax. 

Distinguished  in  Peirson  v.  Wayne  County,  156  N.  Y.  110,  49  N.  E.  766,  Af- 
firming 87  Hun,  611,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  568,  and  Vinton  v.  Cattaraugus  County,  89 
Hun,  587,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  285,  holding  that  recovery  by  town  in  action  against 
county  for  misappropriation  of  railroad  taxes  cannot  include  sums  of  whicli 
town  has  had  benefit. 
Taxpayer's  action  to  enforce  claim  of  mvnicijuili ty. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  299)  on  right  of  taxpayer  to  maintain  suit 
to  enforce  claim  of  municipality. 

Interest  on  funds  miaapproprlated  by  treasurer. 

Cited  in  Syracuse  v.  Roscoe,  66  Misc.  329,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  403,  holding  that 
city  is  entitled  to  interest  upon  amount  misappropriated  by  treasurer  from 
time  he  turned  over  his  office  to  successor. 

19  L.  R.  A.  141,  PEOPLE  v.  PHYFE,  136  N.  Y.  554,  32  N.  E.  978. 
Restrictions  on   riarht   of  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Julow,  29  L.  R.  A.  257,  which  holds  unlawful, 
requirement  as  condition  of  employment  that  employee  shall  not  belong  to  labor 
union;  Third  Nat.  Bank  v.  Divine  Grocery  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  446,  which  denies 
right  to  prevent  transfer  of  property  in  payment  of  debt  while  solvent. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  796,  797)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restrict- 
ing contracts  and  business;  (28  L.  R.  A.  276)  on  validity  and  eflfect  of  statutes 
requiring  wages  to  be  paid  in  lawful  money. 
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—  Hour*  of  employment. 

Followed  in  People  v.  Lochner,  73  App.  Div.  126,  76  N.  Y,  Supp.  396,  sustaiii 
ing  law  prohibiting  employment  of  bakers  more  than  sixty  hours  per  week. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  198  N.  Y.  376,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  246,  139  Am. 
St.  Rep.  828,  19  Ann.  Cas.  811,  91  N.  E.  849,  holding  provision  that  railroad 
operators  working  under  the  block  system  should  not  remain  on  duty  for  more 
than  eight  hours  at  a  time   was  constitutional. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wenham  v.  State,  68  L.  R.  A.  825,  which  sustains  stat- 
ute limiting  hours  of  work  of  women  in  certain  employments;  Re  Morgan,  47 
L.  R.  A.  52,  which  holds  void,  eight-hour  law  applying  only  to  miners  and 
smelters;  Re  Dalton,  47  L.  R.  A.  380,  'which  sustains  eight-hour  law  applicable 
only  to  employees  of  state,  mimicipality,  or  subdivision  of  state ;  Holden  v.  Hardy, 
37  L.  R.  A.  103,  which  sustains  act  prohibiting  employment  of  laborers  in  mines 
more  than  eight  hours  per  day;  Short  v.  Bullion,  B.  &  C.  Min.  Co.  45  L.  R.  A. 
603,  which  sustains  eight-hour  law  for  miners,  smelters,  and  refiners;  Cleveland 
V.  Clements  Bros.  Constr.  Co.  69  L.  R.  A.  775,  which  holds  void,  act  limiting 
work  of  laborers  on  public  contract  to  eight  hours  per  day;  State  v.  Buchanan, 
59  L.  R.  A.  342,  which  sustains  prohibition  against  employment  of  women  more 
than  ten  hours  a  day  in  certain  establishments;  Re  Ten-Hour  Law,  61  L.  R.  A. 
612,  which  sustains  limitation  of  work  of  street  railway  employees  to  ten  hours^ 
per  day;  Fiske  v.  People,  52  L.  R.  A.  291,  which  holds  void,  restriction  of  hours^ 
of  labor  on  city  contracts  to  eight  hours  per  day;  State  v.  McNally,  36  L.  R.  A. 
533,  which  denies  power  of  city  council  to  make  violation  of  ordinance,  fixing 
hours  of  labor  on  public  works,  a  misdemeanor. 

Cited  in  note   (65  L.R.A.  52)   on  legislative  limitation  of  hours  of  labor. 
■  Refniial  to  black  slioea  of  negrro. 

Cited  in  Burks  v.  Bosao,  180  N.  Y.  344,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  762,  73  N.  E.  58, 
reversing  81  App.  Div.  541,  81  N.  Y.  Supp-  384,  holding  under  a  statute 
providing  that  all  persons  shall  be  entitled  to  equal  accomodations  in  hotels 
and  other  places  of  public  accommodation,  the  refusal  to  black  the  shoes  of  a 
colored  person  does  not  subject  the  owner  of  a  public  shoe-shining  stand  to 
the  penalties  provided  by  the  statute. 
Indictment    for    T'lolatlon    of   utatnte. 

Approved  in  People  v.  Stone,  85  Hun,  135,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  519,  sustaining 
demurrer  to  indictment  for  issuing  false  certificate,  when  statute  does  not  make 
such  act  a  crime. 

19  L.  R.  A.  145,  STATE  v.  BURBEE,  65  Vt.  1,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  775,  25  Atl.  964. 
Rlfflit   of  Jnrjr   to   decide   question   of  la^vr  and   fact. 

Cited  in  Sparf  v.  United  States,  156  U.  S.  72,  39  L.  ed.  351, 15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  273, 
holding  that  jury  must  receive  its  law  from  court  in  murder  case;  People  v. 
Warren,  122  Mich.  504,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  582,  81  N.  W.  360,  holding  that  judge 
cannot  compel  verdict  of  guilty  when  jurors  are  unwilling  to  render  such  verdict; 
State  V.  Main,  69  Conn.  146,  36  L.  R.  A.  630,  footnote  p.  623,  61  Am.  St.  Rep. 
30,  37  Atl.  80,  sustaining  refusal  to  allow  jury  to  pass  on  constitutionality  of 
law  condemning  trees  affected  with  "yellows;"  State  v,  Gannon,  76  Conn.  225, 
52  Atl.  727,  holding  charge  that  "jury  are  judges  of  law  and  fact,"  under  statute 
providing  that  court  shall  state  its  opinion  to  jury  on  questions  of  law  arising 
in  criminal  case,  and  submit  to  jury  law  and  facts  without  direction  how  to  find, 
erroneous;  State  v.  Dickey,  48  W.  Va.  829,  37  S.  E.  695,  holding  jury  not  judges 
of  law  and  fact  in  criminal  cases;  Oakes  v.  State,  98  Misa.  93*  33  L.R.A.(N.S,) 
215,  54  So.  79,  holding  that  court  may  require  jury  to  consider  only  law  given 
in  its  charge  in  libel  suit;   State  v.  Daley,  54  Or.  519,  103  Pac.  502,  holding 
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that  under  constitution  jury  have  not  moral  right  in  criminal  caaes  to  dis- 
regard directions  of  court  as  to  law,  although  they  have  power  to  do  so; 
People  V.  Gardner,  143  Mich.  117,  106  N.  W.  541,  holding  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  jury  to  follow  instructions  as  to  the  law  of  the  case  and  an  instruction  to 
the  contrary  is  properly  refused. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Harney,  67  L.  R.  A.  846,  which  denies  right  under 
Constitution  to  have  jury  assess  punishment  in  criminal  cases. 

Cited  in  note  (42  Am.  St.  Rep.  291,  295,)  on  jury  as  judges  of  law  and  fact. 
Competencjr  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Welch  v.  Ricker,  69  Vt.  242,  39  Atl.  200,  holding  evidence  that  one 
defendant  hired  and  directed  laborers  on  farm,  competent  to  show  that  he  was 
interested  therein;  State  v.  Noakes,  70  Vt.  255,  40  AtL  249,  admitting  proof 
that  prisoner  at  times  slept  in  same  room  with  mother  of  murdered  illegitimate 
child,  on  ground  that  it  rendered  their  intimacy  more  probable;  Knapp  v. 
State,  168  Ind.  156,  79  N.  E.  1076,  11  Ann.  Cas.  604,  holding  that  where  the 
defendant  testified  that  he  had  heard  the  deceased  had  clubbed  an  old  man  to 
death,  it  was  competent  for  the  state  to  show  that  the  old  man  referred  to 
had  died  of  a  certain  disease. 

Cited  in  note   (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  29)   on  evidence  to  show  credibility  or  bias 
of  witness. 
Common  In-vr  aa  t^  <<boa table  ^vater**" 

Cited  in  New  England  Trout  &  Salmon  Club  v.  Mather,  68  Vt.  357,  33  L.  R.  A. 
675,  35  Atl.  323  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  "boatable  waters" 
are  equivalent  to  waters  of  "common  passage*'  within  common  law. 

19  L.  R.   A.    157,  ROSENTHAL  v.   STATE   CANVASSERS,   60   Kan.    129,   32 
Pac.  129. 


Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Dawson  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  85  Kan.  656,  118 
Pac.  872  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  to  mandamus  to  compel  performance  of 
duty  arising  in  future;  State  ex  rel.  Sullivan  v.  Schnitger,  16  Wyo.  620,  95  Pac. 
698,  holding'  that  mandamus  will  not  issue  to  coerce  the  performance  of  an 
illegal  act,  or  where  it  is  inefTectual  to  secure  the  right  sought. 

Cited  in  notes   (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1089)   on  mandamus  to  compel  officer  after 
expiration  of  term,  to  perform  official  duty;   (98  Am.  St.  Rep.  889)  on  mandamus 
as  proper   remedy  against  public  officers;    (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  495)    on  duties, 
performance  of  which  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus. 
'—To  eorreet  returns. 

Cited  in  Rice  v.  Board  of  Canvassers,  60  Kan.  154,  32  Pac.  134,  refusing  man- 
damus to  correct  returns,  when  writ,  if  issued,  would  be  unavailing;  Crouse  v. 
Nixon,  66  Kan.  845,  70  Pac.  885,  holding  board  of  canvassers  incapable  of  re- 
convening after  adjournment  sine  die;  Sharpless  v.  Buckless,  65  Kan.  842,  70 
Pac.  886,  refusing  mandamus  to  compel  board  of  canvassers  to  reconvene  and 
exclude  votes  cast  under  law  alleged  to  be  unconstitutional;  Board  of  Education 
V.  Welch,  61  Kan.  809,  33  Pac.  654,  and  Re  Gunn,  50  Kan.  177,  19  L.  R.  A.  623, 
32  Pac.  470,  granting  mandamus  to  compel  board  of  canvassers  to  reassemble  and 
<»rrect  returns;  Daniel  v.  Simms,  49  W.  Va.  578,  39  S.  E.  690,  holding  manda- 
mus remedy  to  compel  board  of  canvassers  to  reconvene  and  perform  duties 
left  unperformed  at  adjournment;  Hebb  v.  County  Court,  49  W.  Va.  740,  37 
S.  E.  676,  on  question  of  mandamus  to  correct  returns;  State  ex  rel.  Kustermann 
V.  State  Canvassers,  146  Wis.  323,  130  N.  W.  489;  Holdermann  v.  Schane,  56 
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W.  Va.  14,  48  S.  E.  512,  3  Ann.  Orb.  170, — to  the  point  that  after  canvassing 
body  ha«  once  fully  acted  it  cannot  be  reconvened  and  compelled  to  act. 
Court's  ponrer  to  determine  senator's  rlgrlit  to  office. 

Cited  in  Ellison  v.  Barnes,  23  Utah,  191,  63  Pac.  899,  denying  court's  jurisdic- 
tion to  entertain  proceedings  to  try  state  senator's  right  to  office. 

19  L.  R.  A.  161,  Re  ROCHESTER,  136  N.  Y.  83,  49  N.  Y.  S.  R.  86,  32  N.  E.  702. 
Rlgrhts  ti^  a^rard  In  condemnation. 

Cited  in  Patterson  v.  Binghaniton,  88  Hun,  278,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  416,  and  Pat- 
terson v.  Binghamton,  154  N.  Y.  406,  48  N.  E.  739  (dissenting  opinion),  majority 
holding  that  title  to  award  in  condemnation  proceedings,  as  between  owner  and 
purchaser  at  foreclosure  sale,  must  be  settled  by  procedure  provided  by  city 
charter;  Re  Washington  Ave.  34  Misc.  656,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  599,  holding  that 
mortgagee  has  right  to  award  of  damages  where  foreclosure  pending  prior  to  con- 
demnation by  city;  Re  Seventh  Ave.  59  App.  Div.  177,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  63,  holding 
that  right  of  state  to  award  did  not  pass  to  purchaser  under  patent  issued  after 
award  was  made;  United  States  v.  Baker,  183  Fed.  284,  to  the  point  that  when 
land  is  condemned  and  award  made,  lien  of  mortgage  on  land  attaches  to  and 
follows  award;  Re  Reubel,  52  Misc.  605,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  804,  holding  that  the 
award  for  a  portion  of  the  estate  did  not  pass  to  the  vendee  of  the  remainder 
of  the  land  unless  provided  in  the  deed;  Re  New  York,  118  App.  Div.  121,  103 
N.  Y.  Supp.  180,  holding  that  where  a  portion  of  the  property  covered  by  a 
mortgage  was  taken  for  street  purposes,  and  the  part  remaining  was  insufficient 
to  pay  the  mortgage,  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  attached  to  the  award  of  damages 
to  the  extent  of  the  deficiency. 

Cited  in  note  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  364)  on  mortgagee's  right  to  award. 

Distinguished  in  Kansas  City  v.  North  American  Trust  Co.  110  Mo.  App.  652, 
85  S.  W.  681,  holding  that  the  provisions  of  the  city  charter  providing  that 
pending  appeal  no  interest  shall  be  allowed  on  the  damages  awarded,  does  uot 
prevent  a  lien-holder  from  recovering  interest  on  the  debt  secured,  pending 
appeal. 
Settinor  ajilde  a^-ard. 

Cited  in  Re  Grade  Crossing,  32  Misc.  102,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  442,  holding  that 
court  will  open  award  to  ascertain  owner's  damage  because  he  was  not  party  to 
grade  crossing  proceedings. 
Foreclosure    after    award. 

Cited  in  Hill  v.  Wine,  35  App.  Div.  524,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  892,  holding  that  mort- 
gage foreclosure  cannot  be  maintained  after  city  haa  acquired  property  by  con- 
demnation. 
Exemption  of  money  paid  Into  court. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Jones  v.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  35  L.  R.  A.  698,  which 
holds  money  paid  into  court,  exempt  from  .process  of  litigant  unless  consent  of 
court  obtained. 

Effect  of  agreement  on  fund  Involved   in  suit. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lockett  v.  Robinson,  20  L.  R.  A.  67,  which  holds  that 
proceeds  of  sale  of  land  by  assignee  for  creditors  is  subject  to  lien  for  improve- 
ments under  agreement  between  assignee  and  claimant  that  money  be  held  till 
lienor's  rights  determined. 
Conclnslveness  of  Jndgrment  In  rent. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Allred  v.  Smith,  65  L.R.A.  924,  which  holds  judgment  in 
action  quasi  in  rem  binding  on  the  parties  only. 


511  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [19  L.R.A.  166 

Cited   in  note    (60  Am.  St.  Rep.  642)    on  vacation  of  judgments  on  motion 
when  not  specially  anthorized  by  statute. 
Protection  under  recordingr  acts  of  mortaraore  for  pre-exlstins  debt. 

Cited  in  note  (33  L.R.A.(X.S.)  58,  59)  on  protection  under  recording  acts  of 
mortgage  for  pre-existing  debt. 

19  L.  R.  A.  166,  RIEGEL  v.  AlilERICAN  L.  INS.  CO.  163  Pa.  134,  25  Atl.  1070. 

Appeal  from  report  making  distributions  in  Com.  ex  reL  Kirkpatrick  v.  Ameri- 
can L.  Ins.  Co.  170  Pa.  173,  2Q  Atl.  405. 
IVhat  is  a  responalTe  ana^>rer. 

Cited  in  Higgins  v.  Higgins,  216  Pa.  399,  65  Atl.  804,  holding  that  If  it  appears 
that  facts  alleged  in  the  answer  are  such  that  the  defendant  could  not  have 
personal   knowledge  of  them,  the  answer  is  not  responsive,   though  he  alleges 
that  he  has  personal  knowledge. 
Answer  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Gant  v.  Cox  &  Sons  Go.  199  Pa.  216,  48  Atl.  992,  and  Kane  y.  Schuy- 
kill  F.  Ins.  Co.  199  Pa.  201,  48  Atl.  989,  holding  that  corporation  is  entitled 
to  use  answer  as  evidence  when  responsive  and  made  by  officer  who  knew  facts; 
Savings  &,  Loan  Soc.  v.  Davidson,  38  C.  C.  A.  375,  97  Fed.  706,  holding,  that 
answer  of  corporation  is  not  evidence  when  it  is  verified  by  officer  who  has  no 
personal  knowledge  of  facts;  Bussier  v.  Weekey,  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  474,  holding 
that  answer,  to  be  evidence,  must  be  responsive  and  made  on  defendant's  own 
knowledge;  Carter  v.  Producers'  Oil  Co.  182  Pa.  658,  39  L.  R.  A.  100,  41  W.  N. 
C.  116,  38  Atl.  571,  holding  that  general  and  vague  denial  in  answer  is  not 
evidence. 
Mataal  mistake. 

Cited  in  Bible  v.  Centre  Hall,  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  142,  holding  that  belief  of 
lessee  that  spring  was  on  leased  property,  is  not  mutual  mistake;  Bayley's 
Estate,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  52,  15  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  186,  holding  assignment  of  in- 
surance policy  when  parties  assumed  insured  to  be  living,  inoperative,  when  it 
subsequently  appeared  he  was  dead;  Penn  Furniture  Co.  v.  Lumbermen's  Mut. 
F.  Jus.  Co.  47  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  82,  59  Pittsb.  L.  J.  699,  holding  that  receipt  in 
full  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  payment,  but  may  be  attached  on  ground  of 
mistake  or  fraud;  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Aachen  &  M.  F.  Ins.  Co.  150  Cal.  375,  8 
L.R.A.(X.S.)  852,  89  Pac.  109,  holding  that  where  plaintiff  had  reinsured  a  risk 
with  the  defendant,  and  then  at  the  defendant's  request  had  placed  it  with 
another  company  and  released  the  defendant  the  day  after  the  property  had 
Wn  burned,  that  the  release  was  made  under  a  mutual  mistake  for  which 
relief  would  be  granted,  the  destruction  of  the  property  not  being  known  to 
either;  Moehlenpah  v.  Mayhew,  138  Wis.  570,  119  N.  W.  826,  holding  that  where 
the  remainderman  sold  hia  remainder  and  neither  he  nor  his  vendee  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  death  of  the  life  tenant,  it  was  such  a  mistake  as  would  avoid  the 
contract  of  sale. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Duncan  v.  New  York  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  386,  which 
holds  insurer  not  relieved  by  cancelation  of  policy  without  knowledge  of  previous 
loss;  Houston  &  T.  C.  R,  Co.  v,  McCarty,  53  L.  R.  A.  507,  which  denies  right  to 
set  aside  release  in  full  because  of  internal  injuries  unsuspected  at  time;  Titus 
V.  Rochester  German  Ins.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  478,  which  holds  fraudulent  representa- 
tions inducing  compromise  through  mistake  as  to  legal  rights,  ground  for  re- 
lief; Sears  v.  Grand  Lodge,  A.  O,  U.  W.  60  L.  R,  A.  204,  which  holds  beneficiary 
entitled  to  first  payment  under  compromise  agreement,  though  insured  proves  to 
be  alive. 
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Distinguished  in  Bear's  Estate,  11  Lane.  L.  Rev.  69,  refusing  to  order  redis- 
tribution on  petition  of  omitted  heir  who  alleged  no  fraud,  or  mutual  mistake; 
Braunschweiger  v.  Waits,  179  Pa.  61,  36  Atl.  155,  holding  it  to  be  error  to  sub- 
mit to  jury  question  of  mutual  mistake  when  proceeding  was  based  on  fraud; 
New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chittenden,  134  Iowa,  620,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  237,  120 
Am.  St.  Rep.  444,  112  N.  W.  96,  13  Ann.  Cas.  408,  holding  that  where  an  insur- 
ance company  had  paid  a  policy  under  the  presumption  that  the  insured  was 
dead  because  of  his  absence  for  seven  years,  they  could  not  recover  the  money 
so  paid  voluntarily  when  he  returned  later. 

19  L.  R.  A.  171,  LINDSTROM  v.  BOARD  OF  CANVASSERS,  94  Mich.  467,  54 

N.  W.  280. 
Effect  of  Irresalarity  In  iMtllot* 

Cited  in  Grove  v.  Haskell,  24  Okla.  725,  104  Pac.  56,  holding  that  irregularity 
in  form  of  ballot  distributed  uniformly  throughout  county  will  not,  in  absence 
of  fraud,  render  election  invalid;  Kulp  v.  Railey,  99  Tex.  319,  89  S.  W.  »57, 
holding  where  the  statute  did  not  provide  for  naming  other  candidates  to  take 
the  place  of  ones  who  had  died  before  election,  if  the  majority  of  electors  cast 
their  ballots  in  favor  of  a  person  nominated  in  good  faith  to  take  the  place  of 
a  deceased  candidate,  such  ballots  should  be  counted  for  such  candidate. 
Marked  ballots. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Bleakley,  56  Kan.  9,  28  L.  R.  A.  686.  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  233, 
39  Pac.  1045,  holding  invalid,  ballots  on  which  cross  was  placed  outside  desig- 
nated square;  State  v.  Bemholtz,  106  Iowa,  160,  76  N.  W.  662,  holding  valid, 
ballots  upon  which  mayor  had  placed  word  "democratic"  without  authority; 
Boyd  V.  Mills,  53  Kan.  609,  25  L.  R.  A.  491,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  306,  37  Pac.  16, 
holding  election  valid,  although  all  voters  had  used  sample,  instead  of  official 
ballots;  Horning  v.  Board  of  Canvassers,  119  Mich.  56,  77  N.  W.  446,  holding 
valid,  ballots  inadvertently  marked  by  inspector  in  lower  right-hand  comer,  in- 
stead of  upper  left-hand  comer;  Lynip  v.  Buckner,  22  Nev.  441,  30  L.  R.  A.  358, 
41  Pac.  762,  holding  valid,  ballots  from  which  inspectors  unintentionally  omitted 
to  take  strips  containing  the  numbers;  Montgomery  v.  Henry,  144  Ala.  638,  1 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  660,  39  So.  507,  6  Ann.  Cas.  965,  holding  that  failure  to  mark 
ballots  as  required  by  law  did  not  preclude  the  ballots  so  unmarked  from  being 
counted  where  there  was  not  evidence  of  fraud  or  illegal  practices. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sego  v.  Stoddard,  22  L.  R.  A-  468,  as  to  what  constitutes 
a  distinguishing  mark  on  ballot. 

Cited  in  note  (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  248)  on  distinguishing  marks  invalidating 
ballot. 

19  L.  R,  A.  173,  HITE  v.  HITE,  93  Ky.  257,  40  Am.  St.  Rep,  189,  20  S.  W.  778. 
Rlgrlit*  mm  bet^vreen  life  tenant  and  remalndonnan. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Nones,  121  Ky.  166,  89  S.  W.  163,  holding  that  the  life 
tenant  should  be  allowed  to  convey  a  part  of  the  trust  estate  for  the  purpose  of 
compensating  persons  making  permanent  valuable  improvements  upon  the  land; 
American  Secur.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Payne,  33  App.  D.  C.  188^  holding  that  as  the 
life  tenant  was  entitled  to  the  income  less  cost  of  collection,  the  trustee  could 
not  deduct  premiums  paid  on  the  bonds,  from  the  income;  Boyer  v.  Chauncey, 
12  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  629,  Affirming  44  W.  N.  C.  630,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  34,  8  Pa,  Dist. 
R.  615,  on  the  rights  of  the  life  tenant  and  remainderman  as  to  income  to  re- 
plenish estate;  Boardman  v.  Mansfield,  79  Conn.  642,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  793,  118 
Am.  St.  Rep.  178,  66  Atl.  169,  holding  that  enhanced  value  of  principal  of  truat 
fund  belongs  to  remainderman  upon  termination  of  life  tenancy. 


513  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [19  L.R.A.  182 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  New  York  Life  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Baker,  63  L.  R.  A.  544, 
which  requires  reservation  from  life  tenant's  income  of  sinking  fund  to  offset 
premium  on  bonds  purchased;  Re  Hoyt,  48  L.  R.  A.  126,  which  denies  right  to 
recover  of  life  tenant,  premium  paid  on  bonds  in  investing  trust  funds;  Greene 
V.  Greene,  36  L.  R.  A.  790,  which  requires  apportionment  between  life  tenants 
and  remaindermen  of  portion  of  trust  fund  recovered  from  insolvent's  estate. 
—  To  utoetc  dl-vldends. 

Cited  in  McLouth  v.  Hunt,  154  N.  Y.  197,  39  L.  R.  A.  235,  footnote  p.  230, 
48  N.  E.  548,  and  Pritchitt  v.  Nashville  Trust  Co.  96  Tenn.  491,  33  L.  R.  A.  863, 
footnote  p.  856,  36  S.  W.  1064,  holding  that  stock  dividends  earned  after  death 
of  testator  is  income  which  belongs  to  life  tenant;  Thomas  v.  Gregg,  78  Md, 
555,  28  Atl.  566,  holding  that  stock  dividends  earned  before  death  of  testator 
belong  to  remainderman;  Jackson  v.  Maddox,  136  Ga.  32,  70  S.  E.  865,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912B,  1216,  holding  that  additional  shares  of  stock  issued  upon  capitalization 
of  surplus  belongs  to  remainderman;  Pabst's  Will,  146  Wis.  360,  131  N.  W.  739 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  owner  of  income  to  shares  of  stock  issued  upon 
increase  of  capital  stock;  Ex  parte  Humbird,  114  Md.  638,  80  Atl.  209,  holding 
that  dividend  paid  out  of  profits  on  sale  of  land  by  lumber  company,  is  not  in- 
come but  belongs  to  corpus  of  estate;  Holbrook  v.  Holbrook,  74  N.  H.  204,  12 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  773,  66  Atl.  124;  Kalbach  v.  Clark,  133  Iowa,  218,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
810,  110  N.  W-  599,  12  Ann.  Cas.  647,— holding  that  stock  dividends  which  rep- 
resent profits  accruing  prior  to  the  creation  of  the  trust  belong  to  the  remainder- 
man, while  those  representing^  profits  accruing  after,  belong  to  the  lifetenant; 
Goodwin  v.  McGaughey,  108  Minn.  255,  122  N.  W.  6,  holding  same  as  to  dividends 
accruing  after  creation  of  trust. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Quinn  v.  Safe  Deposit  &  T.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  169,  which 
holds  life  tenant  entitled  to  stock  dividends  made  from  sinking  fund  largely  ac- 
cumulated during  testator's  life;  Mills  v.  Britton,  24  L.  R.  A.  536,  which  holds 
new  shares  in  twice  amount  of  old  shares  at  half  the  rate  of  interest  in  settle- 
ment of  back  claims  for  dividend,  capital,  not  income,  as  between  life  tenant  and 
remainderman;  De  Koven  v.  Alsop,  63  L.R.A.  587,  which  holds  money  earned 
during  stockholder's  lifetime  and  distributed  as  dividends  after  his  death,  in- 
come going  to  life  tenant;  Smith  v.  Dana,  69  L.R.A.  76,  which  holds  life  tenants 
entitled  to  cash  dividends  on  corporate  stock  although  derived  from  sale  of  per- 
manent property  in  which  profits  had  been  invested. 

Cited  in  note    (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)   776,  797,  803,  810)   on  right,  as  between  life 
tenant  and  remainderman,  in  dividends  or  distributions  by  corporations. 
DiTldenda  after   pnrclinse,   bat   before   pajriuent. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Clark  v.  Campbell,  54  L.  R.  A.  508,  which  holds  purchaser 
of  stock  by  writing  providing  for  delivery  on  payment  by  certain  date,  not  enti- 
tled to  dividends  till  payment. 

19  L.  R.  A.  177,  GIBBENS  v.  PICKETT,  31  Fla.  147,  12  So.  17. 
Certificate    of    service    as    conferring:    Jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Walker,  32  Fla.  431,  13  So.  928,  holding  jurisdiction  not  con- 
ferred bv  certificate  of  service  bv  one  wlio  is  not  an  officer  of  court. 
Persons  In  ^rbose  name  deputy  shovld  act. 

Cited  jn  note  (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  826,  827,  828)  on  persons  in  whose  name  dep- 
uty should  aet. 

19  L.  R.  A.  182,  SCHUSTER  v.  WEISS,  114  Mo.  158,  21  S.  W.  438. 
Liability  of  snretT- 
Cited  in  State  use  of  Miller  v.  Pcterman,  66  Mo.  App.  269,  holding  surety  on 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 33. 
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guardian's  bond  not  liable  for  misappropriation  of  funds  from  sale  of  ward's 
real  estate  prior  to  date  of  bond;  State  ex  rel.  Bay  v.  Holmao,  96  Mo.  App.  202, 
68  S.  W.  965,  holding  surety  not  liable  for  default  of  public  administrator  in 
duties  imposed  by  subsequent  legislation;  Kane  v.  Thuener,  62  Mo.  App.  70. 
holding  surety  on  building  contract  discharged  by  substitution  of  architect  for 
one  named  in  contract;  Mallory  v.  Brent,  75  Mo.  App.  480,  holding  surety  for 
debts  of  one,  discharged  by  latter*s  taking  partner ;  White  v.  Smith,  174  Mo.  206. 
73  S.  W.  610,*  holding  surety  discharged  by  extension  of  time  without  her  knowl- 
edge. 
— —  On  appeal  bond* 

Cited  in  Anselm  v.  Groby,  62  Mo.  App.  425,  holding  surety  on  appeal  bond 
discharged  by  addition  of  words  "rents  now  due  and  to  stay  waste;"  Keaton  v. 
Boughton,  83  Mo.  App.  165,  holding  void,  bond  on  appeal  to  supreme  court,  re- 
citing that  appeal  was  taken  to  court  of  appeals;  Hill  v.  Keller,  157  Mo.  App. 
718,  139  S.  W.  523,  to  the  point  that  claim  against  sureties  on  appeal  bond  is 
strictissimi  juris. 

Cited  in  note  (38  Am.  St.  Rep.  708)  on  liability  of  sureties  on  appeal  bonds. 

Distinguished  in  Zellars  v.  National  Surety  Co.  210  Mo.  97,  108  S.  W.  548, 
holding  where  an  appeal  bond  was  conditioned  that  the  party  should  prosecute 
the  appeal  to  a  decision  in  the  appellate  court,  and  after  the  bond  was  given  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  case  was  changed  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  creating  a  new 
court  of  appeals,  the  sureties  were  not  discharged  by  the  transfer  of  the  ease. 

Criticized  in  Mexican  Nat.  R.  Co.  v.  Mussette,  86  Tex.  714,  24  L.  R.  A.  644, 
footnote  p.  642,  26  S.  W.   1075,  holding  that  appeal  bond  remains  effective  on 
transfer  by  statute  to  another  jurisdiction. 
SnlBcleitcy  of  bond. 

Cited  in  American  Brewing  Co.  v.  Talbot,  125  Mo.  390,  28  S.  W.  685,  holding 
supersedeas  bond  naming  wrong  court,  insufficient. 
Retroactl've  effect  of  appeal  statutes* 

Cited  in  Oppegaard  v.  Renville  County,  110  Minn.  303,  125  N.  W.  504,  holding 
that  amendment  of  statute  permitting  appeals  from  orders  pursuant  thereto  op- 
erated retroactively. 

19  L.  R.  A.  187,  ALEXANDER  v.  PARKER,  144  111.  355,  33  N.  E.  183. 
IVho  entitled  to  proceeds  of  benefit   certificate* 

Cited  in  NorAvegian  Old  People's  Home  Soc.  v  Wilson,  176  111.  97,  52  N.  E.  41, 
Affirming  73  Hi.  App.  297,  refusing  to  allow  association  for  providing  homes  for 
old  people  to  be  beneficiary,  when  charter  provides  that  benefits  are  for  members 
and  their  immediate  families;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Modern  Woodmen,  103  111.  App. 
473,  refusing  to  allow  divorced  wife  to  receive  benefit  as  affianced  wife,  where 
promise  to  remarry  was  on  condition  which  was  not  fulfilled;  Baldwin  v.  Begley, 
185  111.  191,  56  N.  E.  1005,  holding  that  benefit  goes  to  heirs  of  member  who  arc 
eligible  when  beneficiary  is  ineligible;  Wallace  v.  Madden,  168  111.  359,  48  X.  E. 
181,  sustaining  designation  of  affianced  wife  as  beneficiary  as  provided  by  statute, 
although  constitution  of  society  did  not  so  provide  and  certificate  was  not 
issued;  Ownby  v.  Supreme  Lodge  K.  of  H.  101  Tenn.  19,  46  S.  W.  758,  holding 
that  gifts  of  clothing  do  not  show  beneficiary  to  be  dependent,  when  there  is  no 
legal  or  moral  obligation  to  support;  Faxon  v.  Grand  Lodge  B.  of  L.  F.-  87  111- 
App.  266,  holding  that  "a  friend"  could  not  receive  benefit,  although  certificate 
had  been  issued  to  her;  Fisher  v.  Donovan,  57  Neb.  366,  44  L.  R.  A.  386,  77 
N.  W.  778,  refusing  to  direct  widow  to  pay  creditors  of  husband  from  proceeds  of 
certificate,  according  to  his  oral  directions;  Warner  v.  Modern  Woodmen,  67  Neb- 
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233,  61  L.R.A.  607,  93  N.  W.  397,  holding  creditors  not  within  class  which  has 
any  right  to  benefits  under  certificate  of  mutual  benefit  society ;  Martin  v.  Modern 
Woodmen,  111  111.  App.  102,  holding  divorced  Mafe  of  member  of  fraternal  order 
entitled  to  proceeds  of  certificate  when  dependent  upon  such  member;  Supreme 
Lodge,  K.  &  L.  of  H.  v.  Menkhausen,  209  111.  282,  65  L.  R.  A.  611,  101  Am.  St 
Rep.  239,  70  N.  E.  567,  holding  beneficiary  deprived  of  rights  under  policy  by 
murder  of  insured;  Taylor  v.  Hair,  112  Fed.  915,  holding  brothers  of  insured 
not  entitled  to  benefits,  when  beneficiary  is  not  eligible;  Baldwin  v.  Begley,  185 
HI.  191,  56  X.  E.  1065,  holding  heirs  entitled  to  benefit  when  beneficiary  in- 
eligible; Royal  League  v.  Shields,  251  111.  253,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  210,  96  N.  E. 
45,  to  the  point  that  direction  of  member  of  fraternal  insurance  company  to 
pay  amount  due  to  ineligible  person  is  void;  Sanders  v.  Grand  Lodge,  A.  O 
V.  \X.  \5*S  HI.  App.  13,  holding  that  brother-in-law  of  member  is  not  eligible  as 
beneficiary  under  benefit  certificate;  Wojanski  v.  Wojanski,  136  111.  App.  618, 
holding  that  one  who  has  lived  with  deceased  as  his  wife  and  believed  herself 
to  be  such  and  was  dependent  upon  him  for  support  was  entitled  to  the  proceeds 
of  a  benefit  certificate;  Murphy  v.  Xowak,  223  111.  307,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  396,  79 
X.  E.  112,  holding  a  child  who  had  been  taken  from  an  insane  asylum  and  taken 
care  of  till  she  was  twenty  years  of  age,  was  a  dependent  under  the  rules  relating 
to  beneficiaries  of  life  insurance  policies;  Pilcher  v.  Puckett  (Modern  Woodmen 
V.  Prickett),  77  Kan.  292,  17  L.R.A.(X.S.)  1090,  94  Pac.  132,  holding  that  a 
person  not  of  the  class  for  whose  benefit  a  fraternal  society  is  organized,  cannot 
become  a  beneficiary  of  the  society;  Western  Commercial  Travelers  Asao.  v.  Ten- 
nent,  128  Mo.  App.  552,  106  S.  W.  1073,  holding  that  the  mother  of  a  member 
of  a  fraternal  society  was  not  a  dependent  within  the  meaning  of  that  term 
to  be  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  the  certificate,  where  she  was  living  with  her 
husband  who  was  an  able  bodied  man,  though  he  had  recently  failed  in  business; 
Royal  League  v.  Kasey,  144  111.  App.  14,  holding  that  a  divorced  wife  who  has 
i>ea8ed  to  be  dependent  is  not  entitled  to  the  proceeds,  but  the  second  wife  is 
since  she  is  an  heir;  Supreme  Council,  R.  A.  v.  McKnight,  140  111.  App.  426, 
holding  that  a  niece  of  a  deceased  wife  is  not  a  qualified  beneficiary  under  a 
bv-law  requiring  blood-relationship  between  insured  and  beneficiary;  Caldwell  v. 
Orand  Lodge,  U.  W.  148  Cal.  198,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  656,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  219,  82 
Pac.  781,  7  Ann.  Cas.  356,  holding  where  a  man  agreed  with  a  woman  that  if 
BJie  married  a  certain  man,  he  would  take  care  of  her  while  he  lived,  and  did  so, 
Huch  woman  was  not  dependent  upon  him  so  as  to  be  a  proper  beneficiary  under 
a  fraternal  insurance  policy;  Modern  Woodmen  v.  Comeaux,  79  Kan.  497,  25 
L.R.A.(X.S.)  817,  101  Pac.  1,  17  Ann.  Cas.  865,  holding  that  a  hotel  keeper  who 
under  an  agreement  kept  the  insured,  was  not  a  dependent  as  to  be  entitled  to 
the  proceeds  of  the  policy. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  664)  as  to  who  may  be  considered  as  "de- 
pendent'' within  restrictions  as  to  beneficiaries  of  benefit  associations;  (52  Am. 
St.  Rep^  560)  on  designation  of  beneficiaries  of  mutual  or  membership  life  or 
accident  insurance. 

Distinguished  in  Wood  v.  Supreme  Ruling,  F.  M.  C.  212  111.  540,  72  X.  E.  783, 
Reversing  114  111.  App.  433,  holding  that  a  policy  issued  to  one  beyond  the  in- 
surable age  allowed  by  the  by-laws  of  the  order  was  not  void  where  the  true  date 
of  birth  was  stated. 
CoBntitwtioB  aa  part  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Polish  Roman  Catholic  Union  v.  Warczak,  82  111.  App.  360,  holding 
that  constitution  of  principal  society  becomes  part  of  members*  contract,  when 
beneficiary  society  made  up  of  subordinate  societies;  Quinn  v.  North  American 
Union,  162  111.  App.  326,  holding  that  contract  of  fraternal  insurance  consists 
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of  certificate,  laws  of  society  and  application;  Kaemmerer  v.  Kaemmerer,  231 
HI.  157,  83  N.  £.  133,  holding  that  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of  an  insurance 
company  together  with  the  statute  under  which  it  was  organized  constitutes  the 
contract  of  insurance;  Pond  v.  Royal  League,  127  HI.  App.  484,  holding  that  the 
statutes  under  which  a  fraternal  insurance  society  is  organized  are  a  part  of  the 
charter  of  the  society;  Beth  Moshav  Z'Keinim  v.  Grand  Lodge  I.  W.  S.  O.  141 
111.  App.  310,  holding  that  the  statute  and  the  laws  of  the  order  become  a  part 
of  the  insurance  contract. 
IniiTiraMe    fntereat. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Carpenter  v.  LTnited  States  L.  Ins.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  571, 
which  holds  that  girl  has  insurable  interest  in  one  sending  her  to  school ;  Trinity 
College  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  291,  which  holds  that  college  supported 
by  church  has  no  insurable  interest  in  church  member's  life;  Kurd  v.  Doty,  21 
L.  R.  A.  746,  which  denies  right  of  trustee,  receiving  proceeds  of  insurance 
policy,  to  refuse  payment  to  beneficiaries,  as  having  no  insurable  interest; 
Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  v.  Hurst,  20  L.  R.  A.  761,  which  holds  as- 
signee's insurable  interest  as  creditor,  not  condition  of  recovery  on  policy. 

Cited  in  note  (53  L.  R.  A.  825)  on  wife's  right  to  insure  husband's  life. 

Distinguished  in  Moore  v.  Chicago  Guaranty  Fund  Life  Soc.  178  111.  211,  52 
N.   E.   882,   Affirming  76  111.  App.   439,   holding  that  member  of  benefit  society 
might  assign  certificate  issued  under  law  of  1883  to  person  not  having  insurable 
interest. 
"Who  may  ime   for  tort. 

Cited  in  Willis  Coal  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Grizzell,  198  HI.  316,  65  N.  E.  74,  denyinof 
right  of  married  sister  to  bring  action  for  causing  death  of  brother,  because  she 
was  not  dependent  upon  him. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Case  v.  Smith,  31  L.  R.  A.  282,  which  denies  right  of  be- 
trothed person  to  recover  for  seduction  or  alienation  of  affections  of  affianced. 

19  L.  R.  A.  195,  FLATEN  v.  MOORHEAD,  51  Minn.  518,  63  N.  W.  807. 
Release  of  easement. 

Cited    in   Flaten   v.   Moorhead,    58   Minn.    326,   59   N.   W.    1044,   holding  that 
grantor  of  land  for  park  purposes  has  sufficient  title  to  sustain  release  of  right 
of  way  through  same. 
Grant  of  eaitement   or  fee. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Van  Rocliove,  103  IMich.  100,  61  N.  W.  342,  construing  deed 
conveying  "right  of  way"  for  railroad  by  motes  and  bounds,  as  conveying  ease- 
ment, not  fee;  Blakely  v.  Chicago,  K.  &  N.  R.  Co.  46  Neb.  277,  64  X.  \V.  972, 
holding  that  grant  of  land  to  railroad  "for  operating  railway  only"  conveys  ease- 
ment, and  conveyance  by  grantee  to  another  railway  is  abandonment;  Grjiham  v. 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  69  Ark.  570,  65  S.  W.  1048;  Uhl  v.  Ohio  River  R. 
Co.  51  W.  Va.  112,  41  S.  E.  340,  holding  that  deed  conveying  land  for  right  of 
way  and  depot  purposes  create  easement,  not  fee;  Overton  v.  Moseley,  135  Ala. 
605,  33  So.  696,  construing  deed  giving  right  of  drainage  over  another  parcel. 
as  conveying  easement,  not  fee;  Hunter  v.  Miirfee,  126  Ala.  134,  28  So.  7,  con- 
struing deed  to  trustees  "to  have  and  to  hold  aforegranted  premises  to  said  trus- 
tees and  their  successors  in  office  for  use  of  said  college,"  as  conveying  estate  in 
fee;  Shepard's  Point  Land  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Hotel,  132  N.  C.  540,  61  L.  R.  A.  945, 
44  S.  E.  39,  holding  that  grant  of  upland  by  riparian  owner,  who  obtained  from 
state  grant  of  land  under  water  in  front  of  premises,  includes  his  rights  to  land 
under  water;  Lawton  v.  Joesting,  96  Minn.  167,  104  N.  W.  830,  holding  deed 
should  be  construed  according  to  manifested  intent  and  not  technically;  McLe- 
more  v.  Charleston  &  M.  R.  Co.  Ill  Tenn.  658,  69  S.  VV.  338,  holding  the  convey- 
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ance  of  a  right  of  way  to  a  railroad  through  the  lands  of  the  grantor  operates 
to  convey  only  an  easement  therein;  State  ex  rel.  Townsend  v.  Park  Comrs.  100 
Minn.  164,  9  L.R,A.(N.S.)  1052,  UO  N.  W.  3121  (dissenting  opinion),  on  con- 
struction of  deed  'for  park  as  respects  estate  granted. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.R.A.  266)  on  condition  in  deed  that  land  is  to  be  used 
for  specified  charitable,  public,  or  quasi-public  purpose;  (79  Am.  St.  Rep.  761) 
on   what  words  create  condition  subsequent. 

Distinguished  in  Soukup  v.  Topka,  54  Minn.  69,  55  N.  W.  824,  construing  deed 
containing  words  "for  a  road"  to  certain  premises,  as  conveying  fee;  Sanborn  v. 
Van  Duyne,  90  Minn.  222,  96  N.  W.  41,  holding  only  an  easement  acquired  under 
deed  conveying  "perpetual  easement  for  purpose  of  public  levee;"  McCue  v.  Bar- 
rett, 99  Minn.  365,  109  N.  W.  594,  holding  a  grant  of  a  strip  of  land  with  a 
provision  that  the  grantee  should  maintain  a  fence  along  such  strip  was  an 
absolute  grant. 
ConatractfoB   of  tnntriiineiitM. 

Cited  in  Union  Sewer  Pipe  Co.  v.  Olson,  82  Minn.  190,  84  N.  W.  756,  holdinf* 
that  contractor's  bond  should  be  construed  so  as  to  give  force  and  effect  to  all 
parts  of  it;  Scofield  v.  Quinn,  54  Minn.  12,  55  N.  W.  745,  construing  unsealed 
instrument  executed  at  time  of  deed  as  part  of  latter. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Davenport  v.  Gwilliams,  22  L.  R.  A.  244,  holding  general 
language  of  deed  not  limited  by  recital  of  intent  to  pass  wife's  interest. 
Misuse  of  public  fnitdii* 

Cited  in  Grannis  v.  Blue  Earth  County,  81  Minn.  59,  83  N.  W.  495,  holding 
that  taxpayer  may  enjoin  performance  of  contract  by  which  county  commission- 
ers agreed  to  pay  one  discovering  untaxed  personal  property  compensation  equal 
to  one  half  of  taxes  paid  as  result  of  such  services. 
Diversion  of  park  from  purpose  of  dedication. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Riverside  v.  Maclean,  66  L.R.A.  288,  which  denies  right 
to  devote  to  establishment  of  public  highway  portion  of  tract  of  land  dedicated 
for  public  park  where  result  will  be  to  cut  the  tract  into  small  parcels  and  de- 
stroy their  utility  for  the  original  purpose  intended. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  983)  on  use  of  squares,  parks,  or  commons  for 
buildings. 

19  L.  R.  A.  196,  ORLANDO  v.  PRAGG,  31  Fla.  Ill,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  12  So. 

368. 
Abatement    of,    and    liability    for,    nuisance. 

Cited  in  Mernaugh  v,  Orlando,  41  Fla.  441,  27  So.  34,  holding  that  city  cannot 
prohibit  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  on  ground  of  nuisance;  Jacksonville  v. 
Smith,  24  C.  C.  A.  100,  41  U.  S.  App.  657,  78  Fed.  292,  holding  city  liable  for 
damages  to  persons  injured  because  street  is  not  in  good  repair;  Coverdale  v. 
Edwards,  155  Ind.  383,  58  N.  E.  495,  upholding  city's  right  to  remove  electric 
light  poles,  as  nuisance,  after  revocation  of  license  to  occupy  street;  Lowe  v. 
Conroy,  120  Wis.  157,  66  L.R.A.  910,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  983,  97  N.  W.  942,  1 
Ann.  Cas.  341,  holding  that  the  authority  of  the  board  of  health  is  based  upon 
the  actual  existence  of  the  conditions  which  the  statutes  say  they  may  abate. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Deems  v.  Baltimore,  26  L.  R.  A.  641,  which  authorizes 
destruction  of  milk  not  up  to  prescribed  standard;  Chicago  v.  Union  Stockyards 
&  Transit  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  281,  which  denies  right  of  city  to  remove  railroad 
tracks  of  stock  yard  company,  though  nuisance  created  by  mode  of  use;  Board  of 
Health  v.  Copcutt,  23  L.  R.  A.  485,  which  authorizes  board  of  health  to  enjoin 
maintenance  of  malarious  pond  in  city;   State  v.  Dupaquier,  26  L.  R.  A.   162, 
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which  holds  valid,  ordinance  requiring  milk  dealers  to  furnish  samples  to  in- 
spectors; People  ex  rel,  Copcutt  v.  Board  of  Health,  23  L.  R.  A.  481,  which  holds 
board  of  health  liable  for  destroying  private  property  in  abating  as  nuisance  of 
that  which  is  not:  Teass  v.  St.  Albans,  19  L.  R.  A.  802,  which  denies  city's 
power  to  remove  dwelling  house  as  nuisance,  without  judicial  proceeding;  Aitken 
v.  Wells  River,  41  L.  R.  A.  506,  which  denies  liability  of  village  for  trustee's 
destruction  of  property  to  avert  imminent  public  injur}';  Loesch  v.  Koehler,  35 
L.  R.  A.  682,  which  holds  act  authorizing  killing  of  neglected,  or  abandoneii 
animals  without  notice  to  owner,  unconstitutional;  Bittenhaus  v.  Johnston,  32 
L.  R.  A.  380,  which  upholds  right  to  seize  and  destroy  nets  by  officer  in  statiitorj- 
abatement  of  nuisance;  Wallace  v.  Richmond,  36  L.  R.  A.  554,  which  denies 
power  of  city  council  to  order  destruction  of  all  intoxicating  liquor  in  city,  in 
anticipation  of  riot,  and  pledge  city's  faith  to  pay  for  same;  Savannah  v.  Mulli- 
gan, 29  L.  R.  A.  303,  which  holds  one  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  destruc- 
tion, by  sanitary  inspectors,  of  bedding  used  by  one  having  scarlet  fever;  Wilson 
v.  Mitchell,  65  L.R.A.  158,  which  holds  that  municipality  cannot  ratify  act  of 
waterworks  superintendent  in  wrongfully  connecting  well  with  city  water  mains 
so  as  to  become  liable  for  water  taken  from  the  well;  Lowe  v.  Conroy,  66  L.R^. 
907,  which  holds  health  officer  individually  liable  for  destruction  of  private  prop- 
erty by  mistake  in  attempt  to  preserve  public  health. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.  R.  A.  698,  606,  608)  on  power  of  municipalities  to  de- 
fine, prevent,  and  abate  nuisances;  (38  L.  R.  A.  161)  on  municipal  power  over 
buildings  and  other  structures  as  nuisances;  (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  546)  on  quarantine 
and  health  laws  and  regulations;  (120  Am.  St.  Rep.  372)  on  power  of  municipal- 
ity to  declare  what  is  a  nuisance;  (108  Am.  St.  Rep.  140,  159)  as  to  what  mu- 
nicipal corporations  are  answerable  for  injuries  due  to  defects  in  streets  and 
other  public  places. 
Creation    of   nnlsaiiee. 

Cited  in  Tennessee  Coal,  I.  &  R.  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  100  Ala.  259,  46  Am.  St. 
Rep.  48,  14  So.  167,  holding  that  while  upper  owner  may  impair  purity  of 
water,  he  must  not  render  it  unfit  for  domestic  use  or  fill  up  channel,  or  cast 
debris  on  lower  owner. 

19  L.  R.  A.  201,  FOSBURG  v.  ROGERS,  114  Mo.  122,  21  S.  W.  82. 
Adoption  of  children. 

Cited  in  Sires  v.  Melvin,  135  Iowa,  473,  113  N.  \\\  106,  holding  that  the  omis- 
sion of  the  fathers  name  from  the  deed  of  adoption  did  not  render  the  deed  void 
under  statute  requiring  the  names  of  both  parents  to  be  given  where  it  appears 
from  the  deed  that  the  consent  of  the  mother  alone  was  necessarv. 

Cited  in  note   (39  Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  217,  223)   on  adoption  of  children. 
Inheritance   hy  adopted   children. 

Cited  in  Gray  v.  Holmes,  57  Kan.  219,  33  L.  R,  A.  208,  45  Pac.  596,  upholding 
right  of  inheritance  by  heirs  of  child  adopted  in  substantial  compliance  with 
laws  of  another  state;  Moran  v.  Stewart,  122  Mo.  299,  26  S.  W.  962,  holding  that 
adopted  child  is  ''child  capable  of  inheriting"  within  meaning  of  §  4518  of  TMo. 
Rev.  Stat.;  Clarkson  v.  Hatton,  143  Mo.  56,  39  L.  R.  A.  750,  65  x\m.  St.  Rep. 
•635,  44  S.  W.  761,  holding  that  adopted  child  does  not  inherit  land  conveyed  to 
foster  father  and  his  "bodilv  heirs,"  when  at  time  of  convevance  there  was  no 
statute  of  adoption;  Batchelder  v.  Walworth,  —  Vt.  — ,  37  L.R.A. (N.S.)  854, 
82  Atl.  7,  holding  that  use  of  word  "child"  and  "issue"  in  statute  governing 
descents  does  not  prevent  application  of  rules  of  descent  to  adopted  children  so 
as  to  permit  issue  of  deceased  ones  to  represent  them ;  Burnes  v.  Burnes,  132  Fed. 
490;  Hockaday  v.  Lynn,  200  Mo.  468,  8  L.R.A. (N.S.)  121,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  672, 
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98  S.  W.  685,  9  Ann.  Cas.  776, — on  the  right  of  inheritance  of  an  adopted  child; 
Finley  v.  Brown,  122  Tenn.  332,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1290,  123  S.  W.  369,  holding 
that  if  by  the  laws  of  the  state  where  the  child  and  the  adoptive  parent  resides, 
the  child  is  capable  of  inheriting,  he  is  capable  of  inheriting  in  another  state; 
Shick  V.  Howe,  137  Iowa,  260,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  981,  114  N.  W.  916,  holding  that 
an  adopted  child  capable  of  inheriting,  inherits  from  the  ancestors  of  the  adop- 
tive parents  under  a  statute  which  provides  that  they  shall  sustain  toward  each 
other  the  relation  of  parent  and  child. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Van  Matre  v.  Sankey,  23  L.  R.  A.  665,  which  authorizes 
inheritance  of  land  by  child  adopted  in  other  state;  Clarkson  v.  Hatton,  39  L. 
R.  A.  748,  which  holds  adopted  child  not  within  statute  giving  remainder  to 
children  or  heirs  of  life  tenant;  Butterfield  v.  Sawyer,  62  L.  R.  A.  75,  which 
holds  that  adopted  child  has  interest  under  deed  to  woman  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder  to  her  "child,"  if  any,  otherwise  to  her  "heirs  generally;"  Gray  v. 
Holmes,  33  L.  R.  A.  207,  which  sustains  right  of  inheritance  of  child  adopted  in 
lister  state. 

Cited  in  note  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  686)  on  right  of  adopted  children  to  inherit. 
Debts   of  deeedent. 

Cited  in  Keene  v.  Wyatt,  160  Mo.  i7,  63  S.  W.  116  (dissenting  opinion),  ma- 
jority holding  homestead  of  deceased  head  of  family  liable  for  his  debts  subject 
to  rights  of  widow  and  minor  children. 
Coimtncilon  of  atatutes. 

Cited  in  Moorshead  v.  United  R.  Co.  119  Mo.  App.  676,  96  S.  W.  261,  on  the 
construction  of  statutes;  Moorshead  v.  United  R.  Co.  203  Mo.  166,  100  S.  W. 
611,  on  the  interpretation  of  statutes  according  to  the  expressed  meaning  unless 
such  interpretation  would  lead  to  absurd  or  iniquitous  results. 

19  L.  R,  A.  206,  COM.  v.  WRIGHT,   158  Mass.   149,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  476,  33 

N.  E.  82. 
Rlsbt  to  try  extradited  person  for  otl&er  offense. 

Cited  in  Lascelles  v.  Georgia,  148  U.  S.  546,  37  L.  ed.  652,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
687;  State  v.  Glover,  112  N.  C.  898,  17  S.  E.  525;  State  v.  Patterson,  116  Mo. 
515,  22  S.  W.  696, —  holding  that  extradited  prisoner  may  be  indicted  and  tried  \ 

for  another  oflfense  without  being  given  opportunity  to  return  to  other  state; 
State  V.  Glover,  112  N.  C.  898,  17  S.  E.  525;  State  v.  Patterson,  116  Mo.  616, 
22  S.  W.  696;  Carr  v.  State,  104  Ala.  13,  16  So.  150,— holding  that  prisoner 
extradited  for  one  crime  may  be  tried  for  another  without  being  given  oppor- 
tunity to  return;  State  ew  rel.  Munsey  v.  Clough,  71  N.  H.  600,  53  Atl.  1086, 
holding  that  person  may  be  extradited  for  offenses  committed  in  state  demanding 
him  although  indictment  contains  counts  for  crimes  committed  elsewliere;  People 
V.  Curphey,  73  Misc.  209,  132  N.  Y.  Supp.  666,  to  the  point  that  extradited 
person  may  be  put  on  trial  for  any  offense  committed  in  state;  Rutledge  v. 
Krauss,  73  N.  J.  L.  399,  63  Atl.  988;  Knox  v.  State,  104  Ind.  234,  108  Am.  St. 
Rep.  291,  73  N.  E.  255,  3  Ann.  Cas.  539, — ^liolding  that  a  criminal  extradited 
on  a  criminal  charge  can  be  tried  for  another  charge  without  being  given  an 
opportunity  to  return  to  the  state  from  which  he  was  extradited. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Little,  67  L.  R.  A.  295,  which  holds  prisoner  trans- 
ferred from  one  state  to  another  for  trial  in  Federal  cwirt,  may  be  turned  over 
to  state  authorities,  without  being  afforded  opportunity  to  return  to  former  state. 
•—  Civil  prosecutions. 

Cited  in  Reid  v.  Ham,  54  Minn.  306,  21  L.  R.  A.  232,  footnote  p.  232,  40  Am. 
St.  Rep.  333,  66  N.  W.  36,  holding  extradited  person  not  exempt  from  civil  action 
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while  det&ined  under  such  proceedings;  Re  Walker,  61  Neb.  816,  86  N.  W.  510, 
holding  that  prisoner  extradited  in  good  faith  subject  to  arrest  in  bastardy  pro- 
ceedings witliout  being  given  opportunity  to  return. 
Rlgrht   to  arrest  iflthoiit  ifarrant. 

Cited  in  Roberson  v.  State,  43  Fla.  156,  52  L.R.A.  754,  29  So.  535,  holding  that 
officer  cannot,  without  warrant,  arrest  person  whom  he  knows  is  carrying  con- 
cealed weapons;  Palmer  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  92  Me.  409,  44  L.  R.  A.  675,  69  Am. 
St.  Rep.  513,  42  Atl.  800,  holding  that  private  individual  procuring  arrest  of 
innocent  person  by  officer  without  warrant  cannot  justify  action  by  plea  of  good 
faith;  Rich  v.  Bailey,  123  Ky.  832,  97  S.  W.  747,  on  the  right  of  an  officer  to 
make  arrests  without  a  warrant;  Com.  v.  Crowley,  26  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  135,  on  the 
right  to  resist  an  arrest  without  a  warrant. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  McCoUough  v.  Greenfield,  2  L.R.A.  906,  holding  officer's 
possession  of  warrant  not  justify  arrest  by  police  of  another  towTi  under  tele- 
phone direction  of  officer  having  warrant;  State  ex  rel.  Livingstone  v.  Williams, 
67  L.R.A.  160,  which  holds  that  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  arrest  without 
warrant  of  designated  persons  for  alleged  commission  of  a  misdemeanor. 

Cited  in  note  (84  Am.  St.  Rep.  688)  on  right  of  policeman  to  make  arrest 
Competency  of  testimony  of  public  officer  that  lie  Is  such. 

Cited  in  Barry  v.  Smith,  191  Mass.  86,  5  L.RJ^.(N.S.)    1034,  77  N.  E.  1099, 
6  Ann.  Cas.  817,  holding  that  the  testimony  of  the  officers  making  the  arrest  that 
they  were  members  of  the  board  of  health  was  competent  to  prove  them  such. 
Use  of  force  In  resisting  arrest. 

Cited  in  note   (84  Am.  St.  Rep.  700)   on  force  used  in  resisting  arrest. 

19  L.  R.  A.  211,  WRIGHT  v.  FIRE  INS.  ASSO.  12  Mont.  474,  31  Pac.  87. 
Specifying:   grronnds   for   nonsnlt. 

Cited  in  Jacobs  Sultan  Co.  v.  Union  Mercantile  Co.  17  Mont.  65,  42  Pac.  109; 
Ferguson  v.  Ingle,  38  Or.  44,  62  Pac.  760,  holding  motion  for  nonsuit  should 
state  in  what  matters  complaint  is  insufficient;  Mackel  v.  Bartlett,  33  Mont.  128, 
82  Pac.  795,  holding  that  the  statement  of  the  grounds  of  nonsuit  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  failed  to  make  out  a  case,  was  too  general  to  be  considered  on  appeal. 
Denial  of  Incorporation* 

Cited  in  McCormick  Mach.  Co.  v.  Hovey,  36  Or.  260,  59  Pac.  189,  holding  issue 
not   raised   by  denial   that  plaintiff  is   a   corporation   organized   "under   or  by 
virtue  of  the  laws  of  Illinois." 
"Warranties   as   to   encnnibrances   on    Insured   property. 

Cited  in  German  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Niewedde,  11  Ind.  App.  629,  39  N.  E.  534, 
and  Arthur  v.  Palatine  Ins.  Co.  35  Or.  31,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  450,  57  Pac.  62,  hold- 
ing insurance  not  void,  because  property  encumbered  with  chattel  mortgage  con- 
trary to  policy,  when  application  was  oral,  no  questions  asked,  and  insured  was 
ignorant  of  effect  of  mortgage  on  policy;  .^tna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Holcomb,  89  Tex.  411, 
34  S.  W.  915,  holding  insured  bound  by  warranty  as  to  existing  encumbrance, 
although  he  did  not  know  contents  of  policy;  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Holcomb,  89  Tex. 
409,  34  S.  W.  915,  holding  that  record  of  chattel  mortgage  not  notice  to  company 
so  as  to  relieve  insured  from  breach  of  warranty;  Raulet  v.  Northwestern  Nat. 
Ins.  Co.  157  Cal.  231,  107  Pac.  292,  holding  that  insured  is  not  bound  to  make 
disclosure  as  to  subsisting  mortgage  to  secure  rent  in  absence  of  inquiry  as  to  its 
existence;  Glens  Falls  Ins.  Co.  v.  Michael,  167  Ind,  674,  8  L.R.A. (N.S.)  714,  74 
N.  E.  964,  holding  that  upon  issuance  of  a  policy  upon  an  oral  application  with- 
out inquiries  as  to  the  title,  the  clause  of  the  policy  relative  to  ownership  of  the 
property  is  waived,  where  the  insured  is  unaware  of  such  clause;   Allesina  v. 
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London  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  45  Or.  444,  78  Pac.  392,  holding  that  the  acceptance 
of  the  premium  without  inquiry,  waived  the  clause  as  to  the  invalidity  of  the 
policy  in  case  the  property  insured  was  mortgaged. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fitzgibbons  v.  Merchants*  &  B.  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  70  L.R.A. 
243,  wliich  holds  that  institution  of  foreclosure  proceedings  against  real  estate 
only  will  not  work  forfeiture  of  policy  covering  real  and  personal  property  and 
providing  that  it  shall  be  forfeited  by  institution  of  foreclosure  proceedings 
against  the  ^'property  insured." 

Distinguished  in  Parsons  v.  Lane  (Re  Millers'  &  Mfrs.  Ins.  Co.)  97  Minn.  109, 
4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  237,  106  N.  W.  485,  7  Ann.  Cas.  1144,  holding  that  where  a 
policy  was  issued  upon  a  building  which  stood  upon  leased  ground,  of  which  fact 
the  company  was  ignorant,  the  company  did  not  waive  the  clause  in  the  policy 
that  it  would  be  void  if  the  conditions  as  to  ownership  were  not  complied  with; 
Collins  V.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  32  Mont.  346,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  678,  80  Pac. 
1092,  holding  that  breach  of  provision  against  mortgage  avoided  the  policy  where 
the  authority  of  the  agent  was  limited  as  to  waiving  provisions  of  the  policy, 
and  this  was  known  to  the  insured. 
SeverabllitT    of    policy. 

Cited  in  Goorberg  v.  Western  Assur.  Co.  loO  Cal.  514,  10  L.R.A.(.N.S.)  879, 
119  Am.  St.  Rep.  246,  89  Pac.  130,  11  Ann.  Cas.  801,  holding  that  if  the  risk 
on  one  item  cannot  be  affected  without  affecting  the  risk  on  the  rest  the  policy 
is  entire,  but  otherwise  is  severable;  Miller  v.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  14  Okla.  86,  65 
L.R.A.  176,  75  Pac.  1121,  2  Ann.  Cas.  17,  holding  that  where  an  insurance  policy 
is  issued  upon  several  classes  of  property,  each  one  being  separated  and  a  specific 
amount  placed  upon  each,  the  policy  is  severable;  Parsons  v.  Lane  (Re  ^lillers' 
&  Mfrs.  Ins.  Co.  97  Minn.  123,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  243,  106  N.  W.  485,  7  Ann.  Cas. 
1144,  on  what  contsitutes  a  severable  policy. 

Annotation  cited  in  Coggins  v.  ^Etna  Ins.  Co.  144  N.  C.  14,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  842, 
5G  S.  £.  506,  holding  that  the  identity  of  the  risk  is  a  determining  factor  as  to 
the  severability  of  the  policy;  Roberts,  W.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Sun  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  13 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  69,  35  S.  W.  955,  holding  that  where  a  policy  was  issued  upon 
several  classes  of  property,  each  class  being  separated  from  the  rest  and  a 
specific  amount  placed  upon  each,  the  policy  is  severable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bills  v.  Hibernia  Ins.  Co,  29  L.  R.  A.  706,  which  holds 
insurance  on  personal  property  contained  in  insured  building,  not  forfeited  by 
lack  of  title  to  real  property;  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  30  L.  R.  A. 
635,  which  holds  insurance  on  personalty,  as  well  as  on  buildings  avoided  by  non- 
occupancy  of  building;  Southern  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Knight,  52  L.  R.  A.  70,  which 
holds  policy  on  diflFerent  classes  of  property  for  premium  payable  in  gross  sum, 
indivisible;  Trabue  v.  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  719,  which  holds 
policj*  containing  clause  making  "entire  policy  void"  on  breach  of  condition  in 
any  respect,  not  indivisible  so  as  to  preclude  recovery  in  any  case;  Dumas  v. 
Northwestern  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  358,  which  holds  policy  for  certain 
amount  on  furniture  as  a  whole,  voided  fi)r  breach  of  condition  as  to  part;  Carey 
V.  German  American  Ins.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  267,  which  holds  indivisible,  insurance 
on  cranberries  insured  for  gross  sum;  Page  v.  Sun  Ins.  Office,  33  L.  R.  A.  249, 
which  holds  policy  on  two  parcels  of  property,  covers  each  to  full  amount  in  case 
of  injury  to  one  alone;  Miller  v.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  65  L.R.A.  173,  which  holds 
policy  on  a  building  and  on  fixtures  and  merchandise  therein,  specifying  a  certain 
amount  for  each,  severable  and  valid  as  to  building  and  fixtures,  notwithstanding 
breach  of  condition  as  to  inventory  avoiding  policy  as  to  merchandise. 


19  L.R.A.  211]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES,  522 

Estoppel  of  Insurer. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1245)  on  estoppel  of  insurer  to  set  up  for- 
feiture for  matters  as  to  which  no  inquiry  was  made. 

19  L.  R.  A.  221,  MEGARGEE  v.  PHILADELPHIA,  163  Pa.  340,  25  Atl.  1130. 
Municipal   liability   for   defective  slde^fvalks. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  Kohlhof,  64  111.  App.  353,  holding  that  city  not  bound 
to  keep  wooden  sidewalk,  elevated  several  feet  from  ground,  so  that  safe  may  be 
moved  over  it. 

Cited   in  note    (20  L.R.A. (N.S.)    746,   747)    on  liability  of  municipality  for 
defects  or  obstructions  in  streets. 
Private  action   for  obstruction  of  street. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Jacksonville,  T.  &  K.  W.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Thompson,  26  L.  R,  A^ 
410,  which  denies  right  to  maintain  private  action  for  inconvenience  from  ob- 
struction of  highway  suffered  in  common  with  others;  Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W.  &  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Cheevers,  24  L.  R.  A.  156,  which  denies  right  of  railway  company  to 
enjoin  congregating  of  hotel  runners,  etc.,  in  front  of  station;  O'Brien  v.  Cen- 
tral  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  508,  which  authorizes  private  action  for  per- 
manent obstruction  of  street  within  200  feet  of  abutter's  property. 
Duty  of  a  city  to  pave. 

Cited  in  Carney  v.  City,  14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  120,  holding  that  there  is  no  duty  oa 
the  part  of  a  city  to  pave  its  streets. 

19  L.  R.  A.  222,  DOLLAfAN  v.  MOORE,  70  Miss.  267,  12  So.  23. 
Garnlsbment. 

Cited  in  Duval  County  v.  Charleston  Lumber  &  Mfg.  Co.  45  Fla.  256,  60  L.R.A, 
552,  33  So.  531,  holding  county  not  subject  to  garnishment. 

Cited  in  note  (51  Am.  St.  Rep.  120)  on  garnishment  of  municipalities. 

Distinguished  in  Dollar  v.  Allen-West  Commission  Co.  78  Miss.  278,  28  So. 
876,  holding  that  board  of  supervisors  cannot  be  garnished  in  law  or  equity,, 
against  its  will ;  Blair  v.  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  76  Miss.  486,  24  So.  879, 
holding  that  unliquidated  damages  for  tort  is  not  subject  to  garnishment  in  law 
or  equity. 

Criticized  and  limited  in  Clarksdale  Compress  Co.  v.  Caldwell  Co.  80  Miss. 
347,  31  So.  700,  holding  th&t  town  cannot  be  garnished  against  its  objection. 
Attachment. 

Cited  in  Gordon  v.  Warfield,  74  Miss.  560,  21  So.  151,  holding  that  chancery 
has  jurisdiction  to  redress,  by  attachment,  wrong  committed  by  nonresident  own- 
ing lands  in  Mississippi. 

Distinguished   in   Chamberlain-Hunt  Academy   v.   Port  Gibson   Brick  &  Mfg. 
Co.  80  Miss.  527,  32  So.  116,  holding  that  personal  decree  cannot  be  rendered 
against  nonresident  defendant  in  attachment  under  §  486  of  Code. 
Corporation    as    '^person." 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fleming  v.  Texas  Loan  Agency,  26  L.  R.  A.  250,  which 
holds  corporation  a  "person"  within  statute  creating  liability  for  death  of  one 
person  by  another;  People  ex  rel.  New  York  Hotel  &  Restaurant  Co.  v.  Barker, 
23  L.  R.  A.  785,  which  holds  domestic  corporation  a  "person"  which  may  be 
prevented  "by  absence  or  illness"  from  complaining  of  assessment. 
ESqultable  action  agralnst  nonresident  -vrltl&out  exhausting:  lepral  remedleii. 

Cited  in  Gates,  D.  N.  &  S.  v.  McClenahan,  124  Iowa,  597,  100  N.  W.  479, 
holding  that  attorneys  acting  for  the  executor  of  a  foreign  will  may  maintain 
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an  equitable  suit  against  such  executor  to  enforce  an  equitable  lien  upon  the 
lands  for  their  fees  without  first  exhausting  their  legal  remedies. 

19  L.  R.  A.  227,  STATE  ea  reh  CROMELIEN  v.  BOYD,  36  Neb.  181,  54  N.  W. 
252. 

•Vnrlsdtctlon    In    mandainii*    cases. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Wright  v.  Savage,  64  Neb.  698,  90  N.  W.  898,  granting 
writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  governor  to  appoint  city  fire  and  police  com- 
missioners. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  ex  rel.  Broderick  v.  Morton,  41  L.  R.  A.  231,  which 
denies  right  to  mandamus  to  compel  performance  of  act  by  governor. 

Cited  in  notes  (58  L.R.A.  868)  on  original  jurisdiction  over  court  of  last  re- 
sort in  mandamus  case;  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  772)  on  mandamus  to  governor;  (16 
Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  787)   on  right  to  mandamus  against  a  public  officer. 

19  L.  R.  A.  231,  PEOPLE  ex  rel  ATTY.  GEN.  v.  MacCABE,  18  Colo.  186,  36  Am. 
St.  Rep.  270,  32  Pac.  280. 
Followed  without  argument  in  People  ex  rel,  Colorado  Bar  Asso.  v.  Taylor,  32 
Colo.  251,  75  Pac.  914. 

Disbarment   of   attorneT* 

Cited  in  People  ew  rel.  Carr  v.  Selig,  25  Colo.  507,  55  Pac.  722,  holding  at- 
torney's part  payment  of  amount  due  client  after  disbarment  proceedings  were 
commenced  for  wrongfully  withholding  client's  funds,  no  answer  thereto;  Re 
Schnitzer,  —  Nev.  — ,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  945,  112  Pac.  848,  holding  that  attorney 
who  advertises  for  purpose  of  attracting  citizens  of  another  state  to  this  state 
for  purpose  of  procuring  divorce  is  guilty  of  misconduct  sufficient  to  disbar 
him;  JngersoU  v.  Coal  Creek  Coal  Co.  117  Tenn.  306,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  295,  119 
Am.  St.  Rep.  1003,  98  S.  W.  178,  10  Ann.  Cas.  829,  on  what  constitutes  unpro- 
fessional conduct. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Evans,  53  L.R.A.  952,  wiiicfa  authorizes  disbarment  of 
attorney  for  champerty;  People  ex  rel.  Deneen  v.  Gilmore,  69  L.R.A.  701,  which 
holds  that  license  to  practice  law  secured  by  fraudulent  concealment  of  a 
conviction  of  embezzling  funds  from-  client  in  another  state  will  be  revoked. 

Cited  in  notes  (9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  283)  on  right  of  attorney  to  solicit  business; 
(45  Am.  St.  Rep.  82)  on  grounds  for  disbarment  of  attorneys;  (119  Am.  St. 
Rep.  1041)  as  to  when  attorneys  contract  of  employment  is  void  as  against 
public  policy  because  procured  by  solicitation  by  advertisement. 

19  L.  R.  A.  232,  WINTER  v.  FEDERAL  STREET  &  P.  VALLEY  R.  CO.  153 

Pa.  26,  25  Atl.  1028. 
Contributory  neellsence. 

Cited  in  Thayne  v.  Scranton  Traction  Co.  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  450,  holding  that 
passenger  cannot  recover  for  injury  received  while  riding  on  platform  of  car. 
— -  On  street  car  track. 

Cited  in  Gilmartin  v.  Lackawanna  Valley  Rapid  Transit  Co.  186  Pa.  195,  40 
Atl.  322,  holding  that  woman  cannot  recover  from  street  railway  company  for 
personal  injuries  received  while  walking  on  track;  Smith  v.  Philadelphia  Trac- 
tion Co.  3  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  131,  40  W.  N.  C.  503,  upholding  right  to  recover  by  one 
driving  on  car  tracks  and  struck  by  car  operated  by  motorman  who  was  not 
looking  ahead. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  508)  on  injuries  by  street  car  collisions  with  vehi- 

* 

cles  or  horses. 
Distinguished  in  Fenner  v.  Wilkes-Barre  &  W.  Valley  Traction  Co.  202  Pa. 
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370,  51  Atl.  1034,  holding  street  car  company  liable  for  death  of  driver  neces- 
sarily occupying  track  while  unloading  heavy  merchandise. 
•~—  Qnentlon   for  Jury. 

Cited  in  Holt  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  206  Pa.  360,  55  Atl.  1055,  holding  plain- 
tiff's negligence  question  for  jury  where  proof  shows  wagon  was  struck  by  loco- 
motive while  he  was  driving  with  one  wheel  between  rails  of  track  located  in 
street,  because  of  presence  of  large  number  of  teams. 

19  L.  R.  A.  233,  OREGON  IMPROV.  CO.  v.  SAGMEISTER,  4  Wash.  710,  30  Pac 

1058. 
Liability  of  cdumuiilty  property  for  debta^  etc. 

Approved  in  Strong  v.  Eakin,  11  N.  M.  119,  66  Pac.  639,  holding  that  the  pre 
sumption  is  that  all  property  acquired  by  the  husband  and  wife  during  coverture 
is  community  property  and  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  husband  and  the  com- 
munity debts,  so  that  the  burden  is  one  claiming  a  separate  estate  to  prove  it. 

Cited  in  Diamond  v.  Turner,  11  Wash.  191,  39  Pac.  379,  holding  that  judg 
ment  against  firm  may  be  satisfied  out  of  community  property  owned  by  one  mem- 
ber and  his  wife;  Bryant  v.  Stetson  &  P.  Mill  Co.  13  Wash.  694,  43  Pac.  931, 
holding  that  where  community  had  existed  seven  years  before  judgment,  debt 
was  prima  facie  community  obligation;  McDonough  v.  Craig,  10  Wash.  241,  38 
Pac.  1034,  holding  that  note  given  by  husband  in  his  business  is  prima  facie 
charge  on  community  property;  Thygesen  v.  Keufelder,  9  Wash.  467,  37  Pac.  672, 
holding  that  husband  may  assign  all  community  property  for  benefit  of  com- 
munity creditors;  Abbott  v.  Wetherby,  6  Wash.  609,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  176,  33 
Pac.  1070,  holding  that  community  debt  may  be  satisfied  out  of  wife's  savings 
from  household  allowances  and  from  wages  of  herself  and  minor  children;  Com- 
mercial Bank  v.  Scott,  6  Wash.  505,  34  Pac.  434  (dissenting  opinion),  majority' 
holding  wife  not  proper  party  to  action  on  husband's  note  although  complaint 
alleged  note  given  for  community  debt;  Bell  v.  Waudby,  4Wash.  747,  31  Pac.  18, 
holding  that  business  debt  of  husband  is  prima  facie  that  of  husband  and  wife; 
Horton  v.  Donohoe  Kelly  Bkg.  Co.  15  W^ash.  401,  46  Pac.  409,  holding  liability 
of  stockholder,  as  surety,  enforceable  against  community  property  of  himself  and 
wife;  Floding  v.  Denholm,  40  Wash.  406,  82  Pac.  738,  holding  community  prop- 
erty liable  for  debt  of  husband  contracted  as  a  surety  on  behalf  of  a  corpora- 
tion of  which  he  was  a  stockholder,  where  the  stock  was  community  property; 
Philips  &  Co.  V.  Langlow,  65  Wash.  388,  104  Pac.  610,  holding  that  the  wife  was 
liable  for  a  debt  contracted  by  the  husband  in  the  management  of  the  com- 
munity property. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Spreckels  v.  Spreckels,  36  L.  R.  A.  497,  which  holds  statu- 
tory requirement  of  wife's  written  consent  to  husband's  ^ift  of  community  prop- 
erty inapplicable  to  property  acquired  before  statute  passed;  Hooke's  Succession, 
23  L.  R.  A.  803,  which  denies  right  of  judgment  creditor  of  community  to  com- 
pel administration  of  wife's  succession;  La  Selle  v.  Woolery,  32  L.  R.  A.  73, 
which  holds  community  property  exempt  from  liability  for  husband's  individual 
debt;  Price  v.  Planters'  Nat.  Bank,  32  L.  R.  A.  214,  which  holds  liability  of 
wife's  equitable  statutory  estate  for  her  debts  not  terminated  by  her  death. 

Cited  in  notes  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  208)  on  liability  of  community  property  to 
succession  tax;  (36  L.R.A. (N.S.)  205)  on  liability  of  estate  by  entireties  for 
husband's  debts. 

19  L.  R.  A.  236,  WATKINS  v.  LANDON,  62  Minn.  389,  38  Am,  St.  Rep.  560,  54 
N.  W.  193. 
Subsequent  appeal  in  67  Minn.  136,  69  N.  W.  711. 
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Report  of  libel  suit  growing  out  of  slander  of  right  to  manufacture  liniment, 
in  61  Minn.  137,  63  N.  W.  616. 
Trade  ii««rets. 

Cited  in  Little  v.  Gallus,  4  App.  Div.  578,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  487  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  that  confidential  employee,  after  discharge,  cannot 
use  when  working  for  another  secret  process  for  manufacture  of  typewriter  rib- 
bons used  by  former  employer;  J.  R.  VVatkins  Medical  Co.  v.  Sands,  83  Minn. 
330,  86  N.  W.  340,  holding  that  person  lawfully  acquiring  knowledge  of  medical 
preparation' may  manufacture  and  sell  it;  Elaterite  Paint  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  S.  E. 
Frost  Co.  105  Minn.  241,  117  N.  W.  388,  on  right  of  person  acquiring  a  knowl- 
edge of  trade  secrets,  not  patented,  to  use  them. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Dempsey  v.  Dobson,  32  L.  R.  A.  761,  which  holds  carpet 
manufacturers  entitled  to  record  of  receipts  prepared  by  color  mixer  employed 
by  them;  Dempsey  v.  Dobson,  40  L.  R.  A.  550,  which  holds  custom  of  giving 
color  mixer,  as  against  employer  exclusive  title  to  combinations  of  color  devised, 
uni-easonable;  Stewart  v.  Hook,  03  L.R.A.  255,  which  upholds  property  right  of 
discoverer  of  medical  preparation  in  his  discovery;  Stone  v.  Goss,  63  L.R.A. 
344,  which  upholds  right  to  injunction  against  disclosure  of  trade  secret  in 
violation  of  contract. 

Cited  in  note  ( 133  Am.  St.  Rep.  762,  763 )  on  protection  of  secret  processes  and 
trade  secrets. 
Trade-mark. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Millbrae  Co.  v.  Taylor,  25  L.  R.  A.  193,  which  holds  ex- 
clusive right  to  use  name  *'Millbrae"  does  not  pass  on  division  of  milk  business 
with  partner. 

Cited  in  note  (85  Am.  St.  Rep.  96)  on  what  words  or  phrases  may  constitute 
a  valid  trademark. 

19  L.  R.  A.  240,  CLEMENS  v.  SPEED,  93  Ky.  284,  19  S.  W.  660. 
Boundary  Tvall. 

Cited  in  Bright  v.  Bacon  &  Sons,  131  Ky.  854,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  390,  116  S. 
W.  268,  holding  that  in  remodeling  a  building,  a  party  wall  must  not  be  so 
interfered  with  as  to  affect  its  use  by  the  other  party. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Putzell  v.  Drovers  &  M.  Nat.  Bank,  22  L.  R.  A.  632,  which 
upholds  right  to  remove  boundary  wall  for  erection  of  better  wall. 

Cited  in  note  (68  L.R.A.  684,  688,  697)  on  liability  for  removal  of  lateral  or 
subjacent  support  of  land  in  its  natural  condition. 

19  L.  R.  A.  242,  MARTIN  v.  FLAHARTY,  13  Mont.  96,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  415, 

32  Pac.  287. 
Dellverjr  of   deed. 

Cited  in  Payne  v.  Hallgarth,  33  Or.  437,  54  Pac.  162,  holding  that  delivery  by 
grantor  to  grantee,  with  remark  that  he  wished  land  to  go  to  grantee  at  his 
death,  sufficient;  Osborne  v.  Eslinger,  155  Ind.  364,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  240,  58 
N.  E.  439,  holding  delivery  of  deeds  after  grantor's  death,  void ;  Talbot  v.  Talbot, 
32  R.  I.  95,  78  Atl.  535,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  1221,  to  the  point  that  deposit  of  deed 
in  bank  with  directions  to  deliver  it  upon  grantor's  death  was  sufficient  delivery; 
Flynn  v.  Flynn,  17  Idaho,  161,  104  Pac.  1030,  liolding  that  the  test  of  a  de- 
livery is  whether  or  not  there  was  an  intention  to  deliver  and  whether  the  acts 
of  the  grantor  showed  such  an  intention;  Nuchols  v.  Stone,  120  Ky.  642,  87 
8.  W.  799,  holding  where  the  grantor  delivered  a  deed  to  a  depository  to  be 
delivered  to  the  grantee  after  the  former's  death,  and  tlie  deed  reserved  a  life 
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estate  in  the  grantor,  there  was  an  intention  shown  to  pass  immediate  title 
and  there  was  a  sufficient  delivery. 

Cited  in  notes  (54  L.R.A.  879,  884)  on  delivery  of  deed  to  third  person;  or 
record,  or  delivery  for  record,  by  grantor;  (53  Am.  St.  Rep.  539,  544,  553)  on 
what  is  a  delivery  of  a  deed;  (130  Am.  St.  Rep.  921)  on  escrows;  (8  Eng.  Rul. 
Cas.  596)  on  taking  effect  of  deed  from  date  of  execution;  (8  Eng.  Rul.  Gas. 
C20)  on  conditional  delivery  of  deed. 

19  L.  R.  A.  247,  BASS  v.  ROANOKE  NAV.  &  WATER  POWER  CO.  Ill  N.  C. 
439,  16  S.  E.  402. 

Distinguished  in  Roanoke  Rapids  Power  Co.  v.  Roanoke  Nav.  &  Water  Power 
Co.  152  X.  C.  492,  68  S.  E.  190,  holding  decision  in  leading  case  not  a  bar  to 
a  subsequent  action  to  enjoin  the  maintenance  of  the  canals. 
Nontiser. 

Cited  in  Union  Bank  v.  Oxford,  116  N.  C.  380,  21  S.  E.  410,  holding  that 
validity  of  bonds  cannot  be  questioned  by  plea  of  nonuser  in  action  thereon; 
Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Olive,  142  N.  C.  271,  55  S.  E.  263,  on  the  validity 
of  the  statute  providing  that  the  statute  of  limitations  shall  not  apply  to  rail- 
road rights  of  way. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Illinois  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank  v.  Doud,  52  L.  R.  A.  481,  which 
denies  right  to  forfeit  franchise  for  failure  to  exercise  all  of  granted  power. 
Ponrer  of  leflrlslatare  ^—  To  leernltme  contract. 

Cited  in  Lowe  v.  Harris,  112  N.  C.  491,  22  L.  R.  A.  387,  17  S.  E.  639,  hold- 
ing that  legislature  cannot  change  receipt  void  for  uncertainty  as  contract  for 
sale  of  land,  into  valid  contract  by  statute  admitting  parol  evidence  to  identify 
land. 
—  Over  intereHt  In  land. 

Cited  in  Springs  v.  Scott,  132  N.  C.  561,  44  S.  E.  116,  sustaining  statute 
empowering  courts  to  order  sale  of  property  in  which  there  is  vested  interest 
and  contingent  remainder  over  to  persons  not  in  being;  Anderson  v.  Wilkins, 
142  N.  C.  159,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1147,  55  S.  E.  272,  on  the  retrospective  opera- 
tion of  statutes  affecting  the  title  to  real  estate. 

Cited  in  note   (19  L.  R.  A.  259)   on  power  of  legislature  to  change  or  destroy 
estates  by  dower,  curtesy,  or  similar  estates. 
Sale  of  contingent  Interest  In  land. 

Cited  in  Hodges  v.  Lipscomb,  133  N.  C.  204,  45  S.  E.  556,  holding  that  guard- 
ian may  be  appointed  to  represent  parties  unknown  or  not  in  esse,  in  action  for 
sale  of  land  in  which  there  are  vested  and  contingent  interests. 
«ladiclal    Hale    of    corporate    property. 

Cited  in  McNeal  Pipe  &  Foundry  Co.  v.  Howland,  111  N.  C.  632,  20  L.  R.  A. 
750,  10  S.  E.  857  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  franchise  of  water- 
works company  should  be  sold  with  its  plant  on  foreclosure  of  mechanic's  lien, 
under  statute  providing  for  sale  of  franchise  of  company  authorized  to  receive 
"tolls." 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  740)  on  execution  or  judicial  sale  of  corporate  fran- 
chise or  property  necessarj'  to  its  enjoyment. 
Liability   of  lessor  for  nearllarence. 

Cited  in  Logan  v.  North  Carolina  R.  Co.  116  N.  C.  949,  21  S.  E.  959,  holding 
railroad  company  cannot  escape  liability  for  negligence  by  leasing  road  to  an- 
other. 
Hevocablllty  of  license. 

Cited  in  notes   (49  L.R.A.  500)  on  revocability  of  licence  to  maintain  a  bur* 
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den  on  land  after  licensee  has  incurred  expense  in  creating  burden;    (16  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  80)  on  revocability  of  license. 
<?OB«tniettoii  and  operation  of  canalii. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  840,  853,  867,  876)   on  construction  and  operation 
of  canals. 
Po'vrer  of  corporation;  ho\r  anentlon  raised. 

Cited  in  Barcello  v.  Hapgood,  118  N.  C.  729,  24  S.  E.  124,  holding  that  right 
of  private  foreign  corporation  to  hold  land  can  be  raised  only  by  proceeding  au- 
thorized by  state. 

19  L.  R.  A.  266,  McNEER  v.  McNEER,  142  111.  388,  32  N.  E.  681. 
E*eiirliilatlve  po^wer  over   property   rtfirltta* 

Cited  in  Butterfield  v.  Sawyer,  187  111.  601,  62  L.  R.  A.  77,  79  Am.  St.  Rep. 
246,  58  N.  E.  602,  holding  mere  expectation  of  property  in  future  not  vested  in- 
terest which  legislature  cannot  niodify;  Chilton  v.  Hannah,  107  Va.  602,  60  S. 
£.  87,  holding  that  ihe  liability  of  the  income  and  rents  of  the  wife's  separate 
realty  for  the  husband's  debts  cannot  be  changed  by  the  legislature,  except  as 
to  debts  contracted  after  the  passage  of  the  act. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Spreckels  v.  Spreckels,  36  L.  R.  A.  497,  which  holds  statu- 
tory requirement  of  wife's  written  consent  to  husband's  gift  of  community  prop- 
erty, inapplicable  to  property  acquired  before  statute  passed;  Gladney  v.  Sydnor, 
•60  L.  R.  A.  880,  which  holds  right  to  convey  or  encumber  homestead  without 
wife's  co-operation,  a  vested  one  which  cannot  be  destroyed  by  legislature;  Allen 
V.  Minnesota  Loan  &  T.  Co.  37  L.  R.  A.  679,  which  sustains  statute  authorizing 
deserted  wife  to  sue  and  recover  debts  and  property  in  husband's  name. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.  R.  A.  248)  on  legislative  power  to  defeat  contingent  in- 
terests in  property;    (30  L.R.A.  317)  on  tenancy  by  entireties;    (84  Am.  St.  Rep: 
437,  438,  440,  444,  445,  446,  447 )  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  affecting  rights 
based  on  pre-existing  marriage. 
Ooiv^er. 

Cited  in  Virgin  v.  Virgin,  91  111.  App.  202,  holding  that  where  administrator 
sells  real  estate  to  pay  debts,  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  and  homestead  only 
in  surplus  after  payment  of  mortgages;  Billings  v.  People,  189  111.  477,  59  L.  R! 
A.  811,  59  N.  E.  798,  holding  that  where  widow  renounces  provisions  of  will, 
and  takes  dower,  latter  is  subject  to  inheritance  tax;  Salem  Xat.  Bank  v.  White, 
159  111.  147,  42  N.  E.  312,  holding  that  widow  who  mortgaged  property  left 
by  her  husband  does  not  convey  li£r  unassigned  dower  in  portion  owned  by  son; 
George  v."  Hess,  48  W.  Va.  536,  37  S.  E.  564,  holding  that  wife  is  not  entitled  to 
have  set  off  frOm  surplus  on  mortgage  sale,  money  to  meet  dower  on  husband's 
death;  Burget  v.  Merritt,  155  Ind.  147,  57  N.  E.  714,  holding  that  where  chil- 
dren by  former  marriage  convey  all  except  dower  of  childless  second  wife,  they 
are  estopped  from  claiming  as  "her  forced  heirs"  under  subsequent  statute: 
Reade  v.  de  Lea,  14  N.  M.  457,  95  Pac.  131,  to  the  point  dower  under  common 
law  does  not  constitute  vested  right;  Griswold  v.  McGee,  102  Minn.  125,  112  X. 
W.  1020,  12  Ann.  Cas.  186,  holding  that  the  right  to  inchoate  doWer  given  at 
common  law  is  not  a  vested  interest  and  may  be  changed  by  the  legislature  at 
any  time  before  it  becomes  vested;  Helm  v.  Board,  114  Ky.  293,  70  S.  VV.  679, 
holding  wife's  inchoate  right  of  dower  is  not  vested  and  is  subject  to  change 
by  legislature;  Bechtol  v.  Bechtol,  2  Alaska,  400,  holding  that  the  legislature 
may  change  or  abolish  the  dower  interest  at  any  time  before  it  becomes  vested. 
Hmsband's   Interest   In  ^wife's   landii. 

Cited  in  Wright  v.  Stice,  173  111.  576,  51  N.  £.  71,  holding  that  where  wife 
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died  before  enactment  of  statute  aboliBhing  estate  by  curtesy,  husband  took  life 
estate  in  all  her  land;  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  144  111.  283,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  427, 
33  N.  E.  51,  holding  that  where  wife  died  after  passage  of  act  abolishing  estate 
by  curtesy,  husband  took  dower  in  lands  owned  by  lier;  Rose  v.  Rose,  104  Ky. 
68,  41  L.  R.  A.  359,  footnote  p.  353,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  430,  46  S.  W.  524  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  husband's  right  to  use  of  wife's  real  estate 
existing  at  time  of  marriage,  a  vested  one;  Guernsey  v.  Lazear,  51  W.  Va.  330, 
41  S.  E.  405,  holding  that  liusband  has  no  estate  by  curtesy  until  death  of  wife. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Heisen  v.  Heisen,  21  L.  R.  A.  434,  which  holds  husband's 
right  to  dower  before  assignment,  not  an  estate  in  which  leasehold  estate  will 
merge. 

Cited  in  notes   (112  Am.  St.  Rep.  572,  575;    128  Am.  St.  Rep.  475,  489)   on 
nature  and  existence  of  estates  of  tenancy  by  the  curtesy. 
Conflict    of   divorce   laTrs. 

Cited  in  note  (59  L.  R.  A.  141)  on  conflict  of  laws  on  subject  of  divorce. 

19  L.  R.  A.  262,  GREENE  v.  O'CONNOR,  18  R.  I.  56,  25  Atl.  092. 
Conatructlon    of   condltloim    In    deed. 

Approved  in  Shreve  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  109  Va.  714,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  775, 
64  S.  E.  972,  holding  that  a  grant  of  land  to  a  railroad  company  in  consideration 
that  the  company  build  and  maintain  a  depot  upon  the  land  conveyed,  is  not 
made  upon  a  condition  subsequent. 

Cited  in  Ecroyd  v.  Coggeshall,  21  R.  I.  5,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  741,  41  Atl.  260, 
holding  that  words  in  deed  that  "property  should  be  used  only  for  city  hall" 
did  not  make  estate  conditional;  Avery  v.  United  States,  44  C.  C.  A.  166,  104 
Fed.  716,  holding  that  deed  conveyed  fee,  although  it  provided  that  land  should 
be  used  as  street;  Bentley  v.  Root,  19  R.  I.  206,  32  Atl.  918,  holding  that  deed 
bounding  land  on  gangway  with  right  to  use  it  forever  conveys  fee  to  center 
of  gangway;  Pawtuxet  Baptist  Soc.  v.  Johnson,  20  R.  I.  552,  40  Atl.  417,  hold- 
ing that  deed  conveyed  fee  simple  although  it  provided  for  use  of  property^ 
amount  on  sale,  and  use  of  proceeds;  Los  Angeles  University  v.  Swarth,  54 
L.  R.  A.  266,  footnote  p.  262,  46  C.  C.  A.  651,  107  Fed.  803,  holding  covenant, 
not  condition,  created  by  deed  conditioned  that  land  shall  be  used  exclusively  for 
college  campus;  Carroll  County  Academy  v.  Gallatin  Academy  Co.  104  Ky.  626.. 
47  S.  W.  617,  holding  that  deed  conveyed  fee,  although  it  provided  that  land 
should  be  used  for  school;  Sherman  v.  Sherman,  23  S.  D.  497,  122  N.  W.  439^ 
to  the  point  that  without  express  words  relating  to  forfeiture  or  re-entry  con- 
veyance for  valuable  consideration  is  not  conditional,  because  of  recital  that  land 
conveyed  shall  be  used  only  for  special  purpose;  Quinlan  v.  Green  County,  ]1> 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  857,  84  C.  C.  A.  537,  157  Fed.  40;  Union  Stockyards  Co.  v.  Nash- 
ville Packing  Co.  72  C.  C.  A.  195,  140  Fed.  704,— holding  that  the  recital  that 
a  deed  was  made  upon  condition  is  not  conclusive  upon  that  point  if  the  deed 
shows  an  intention  not  to  make  a  grant  upon  condition;  Ashuelot  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Keene,  74  N.  H,  153,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  761,  65  Atl.  826,  holding  that  a  conveyanc«r 
pursuant  to  an  agreement  on  condition  that  the  land  be  forever  used  for  park 
purposes  and  for  no  other  purpose,  conveys  the  land  not  upon  a  condition  subse- 
quent but  upon  a  trust;  Adams  v.  First  Baptist  Church,  148  Mich.  145,  11  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  523,  111  N.  W.  757,  12  Ann.  Cas.  224,  holding  a  devise  to  a  church  to 
be  used  as  a  parsonage  and  nothing  else,  there  being  no  devise  over,  was  not  an 
estate  upon  condition;  Thornton  v.  Natchez,  63  C.  C.  A.  526,  129  Fed.  86;  Thorn- 
ton V.  Natchez,  88  Miss.  17,  41  So.  498, — holding  that  a  deed  reciting  as  a  part 
of  the  consideration  that  the  land  should  be  held  by  the  city  as  a  burial  place 
and  for  no  other  purpose  did  not  impose  a  condition  subsequent;  Huron  v.  Wil- 
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cox,  17  S.  D.  628,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  788,  98  N.  W.  88,  holding  that  a  recital  in 
a  deed  to  a  city  that  the  property  was  conveyed  for  city  hall  purposes  only, 
did  not  impose  a  condition  subsequent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Flaten  v.  Moorhead,  19  L.  R.  A.  195,  which  holds  intent 
to  qualify  or  attach  condition  to  grant  to  municipality  shown  by  clause,  fol- 
lowing description,  that  tract  must  always  be  held  and  used  as  public  park; 
Upington  v.  Corrigan,  37  L.  R.  A.  794,  which  holds  condition  subsequent  in  con- 
veyance of  land,  that  grantee  shall  consecrate  property  for  church  purposes, 
not  personal  with  grantee;  Kilpatrick  v.  Baltimore,  27  L.  R.  A.  643,  which  holds 
condition  not  created  by  habendum  clause,  stating  that  land  is  to  be  kept  as 
public  highway;  Rowzee  v.  Pierce,  40  L.  R.  A.  402,  which  sustains  right  to  in- 
junction against  erecting  schoolhouse  on  land  dedicated  for  ornamental  public 
park;  Mills  v.  Davison,  35  L.  R.  A.  113,  which  holds  enforceable,  trust  created 
by  grant  to  religious  society  with  condition  against  use  except  for  church  pur- 
poses; First  Baptist  Church  v.  Fort,  49  L.  R.  A.  617,  which  denies  implied  trust 
for  promulgation  of  tenets  and  doctrines  of  particular  religious  denomination 
arises  en  acquisition  of  property  by  church;  Newark  v.  Watson,  24  L.  R.  A.  843, 
which  holds  title  of  city  to  land  granted  for  "burial  purposes"  reverts  when  such 
use  prohibited  by  ordinance;  Davenport  v.  Gwilliams,  22  L.  R.  244,  holding 
general  language  of  deed  not  limited  by  recital  of  intent  to  pass  wife's  interest; 
Wakefield  v.  Van  Tassell,  65  L.R.A.  511,  which  upholds  condition  in  deed  of 
land  that  no  grain  shall  ever  be  handled  thereon. 

Cited  in  notes  (9  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  759)  on  creation  of  trust  by  words  "upon  con- 
dition" in  deed  or  will;    (79  Am.  St.  Rep.  760)  on  what  words  create  condition 
subsequent. 
Cal  de  Mic  a«  Itlirlftway. 

Cited  in  note  (12  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  558)  on  public  highway  in  cul  de  sac. 

19  L.  R.  A.  269,  CHILTON  v.  ST.  LOUIS  &  L  M.  R.  CO.  114  Mo.  88,  21  S.  W. 

457. 
Reasonableness   of   carrier's   resralatlons* 

Cited  in  Gregory  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  100  Iowa,  351,  69  N.  W.  632, 
holding  question  whether  regulation  that  dogs  could  be  carried  only  in  baggage 
car,  at  additional  charge,  was  reasonable,  one  of  law ;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Watson, 
110  Ga.  690,  36  S.  E.  209,  holding  it  to  be  question  of  law  whether  regulation, 
limiting  period  within  which  ticket  may  be  used,  is  reasonable;  McLain  v.  8t. 
Louis  &  G.  R.  Co.  131  Mo.  App.  737,  111  S.  W.  835,  holding  that  a  carrier  may 
make  reasonable  regulations  for  the  seating  of  passengers;  Pullman  Car  Co.  v. 
KrauBS,  145  Ala.  403,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  106,  40  So.  398,  8  Ann.  Cas.  218,  holding 
that  the  reasonableness  of  a  regulation  of  a  sleeping  car  company  that  persons 
known  to  be  inflicted  with  contagious  or  infectious  diseases  or  to  be  insane  would 
be  excluded  from  their  cars,  was  a  question  of  law. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Smith  v.  Chamberlain,  9  L.  R.  A.  710,  which  authorizes 
separate  waiting  rooms  for  white  and  colored  passengers;  Smith  v.  State,  41 
L.  R.  A.  432,  which  upholds  state  statute  providing  for  equal,  but  separate  ac- 
commodations, for  negroes  on  railroads;  Bowie  v.  Birmingham  R.  &  Electric  Co. 
50  L.  R.  A.  632,  which  sustains  rule  ol  street  railway  company  requiring  colored 
and  white  passengers  to  occupy  different  ends  of  car. 

Cited    in   notes    (11    L.R.A. (N.S.)    268;    54   L.   ed.   U.   S.   936)    on   right   of 
carrier  to  separate  passengers  on  account  of  race. 
PrlTllefires  and  Immanltles  as  affected  by  tlte  fonrteentlt  amendment. 

Cited  in  Hammer  v.  State,  173  Ind.  204,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)    798,  140  Am.  St. 
Hep.  248,  89  N.  E.  850,  21   Ann.  Cas.  1034,  holding  that  a  law  prohibiting  a 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 34. 
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person  not  a  member  of  any  fraternal  society  from  wearing  the  badge  of  such 
society  was  not  unconstitutional  as  granting  privileges  and  immunities  to  a  classi 
of  persons;  Hart  v.  State,  100  Md.  602,  60  Atl.  457,  holding  a  statute  requiring 
railroad  companies  to  furnish  separate  coaches  for  white  and  colored  passengers, 
was  valid,  but  did  not  apply  to  interstate  commerce. 
Clvtl   rlgrlttfi  act. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cecil  v.  Green,  32  L.  R.  A.  566,  which  holds  drug  store 
where  soda  water  is  sold  not  place  of  accommodation  and  amusement  within  civil 
rights  act. 

19  L.  R.  A.  271,  STATE  ex  rel,  COVENANT  MUT.  BEN.  ASSO.  ▼.  ROOT,  83 

Wis.  667,  54  N.  W.  33. 
Rlgrbtfi   and   llabilitleii   of   foretcn   corporattonii  — —  Insnranoe    companies. 

Cited  in  State  v.  National  Acci.  Soc.  103  Wis.  215,  79  N.  W.  220,  holding  that 
mutual  foreign  insurance  company  is  not  entitled  to  benefit  of  statutes  of  limi- 
tations ;  WjTnan  v.  Kimberly-Clark  Co.  93  Wis.  559,  67  N.  W.  932,  holding  right 
of  receiver  of  foreign  insolvent  insurance  company  to  sue  on  note,  dependent  upon 
statute  where  suit  brought;  Daggs  v.  Orient  Ins.  Co.  136  Mo.  391,  35  L.  R.  A. 
229,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  638,  38  S.  W.  85,  holding  law  compelling  foreign  insurance 
companies  to  pay  full  amount  of  policy,  valid;  Seamans  v.  Knapp-Stout  &  Co. 
89  Wis.  179,  27  L.  R.  A.  364,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  825,  61  N.  W.  757,  holding  note 
given  within  state  to  mutual  company  to  insure  property  out  of  state,  enforce- 
able, although  company  not  authorized  to  do  business  in  other  state ;  State  ex  rel. 
Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  v.  Vandiver,  222  Mo.  231,  121  S.  W.  45,  holding  that 
the  state  has  the  authority  to  prohibit  foreign  insurance  companies  from  doing 
business  in  the  state  or  to  regulate  their  admission;  State  ex  rel.  Equitable  Lif^ 
Assur.  Soc.  V.  Vandiver,  222  Mo,  231,  121  S.  W.  45,  holding  that  the  terms  upon 
which  a  foreign  corporation  may  be  permitted  to  do  business  within  a  state  is 
entirely  a  matter  of  legislative  discretion. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fort  v.  State,  23  L.  R.  A.  86,  which  holds  it  no  offense 
for  agents  to  assist  Accident  Lloyds  in  transacting  business  without  license. 

Cited  in  note   (24  L.  R.  A.  303)   on  restrictions  on  business  of  foreign  insur- 
ance companies. 
'•^  Loan  amociatlons. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  American  Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  98  Wis.  221,  39  L.  R.  A.  666,  73 
N.   W.  793,  holding  that  securities  deposited  by  foreign  loan  association  with 
state  treasurer  for  benefit  of  resident  members,  will  be  retained  for  their  bene- 
fit, in  case  of  insolvency. 
^Wbat   \m  an   Influranec   company. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Com.  ex  rel.  Herisel  v.  Provident  Bicycle  Asso.  36  L,  R.  A. 
580,  which  holds  association  guaranteeing  to  clean  and  repair  bicycles  and  re- 
place when  stolen  not  an  insurance  company. 

Cited  in  notes   (38  L.R.A.  45,  55)  on  whether  benefit  association  is  an  insur- 
ance company;    (52  Am.  St.  Rep.  548,  552)   on  same  point. 
Orlgrlnal    Jarlndictlon    of    unpreme    court. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Fourth  Nat,  Bank  v.  Johnson,  103  Wis.  627,  51  L.  R.  A. 
70,  79  N.  W.  1081,  holding  that  the  supreme  court  will  compel  by  mandamus 
inferior  court  to  act;  Re  Court  of  Honor,  109  Wis.  628,  85  N.  W.  412,  refusing 
to  entertain  original  petition  to  compel  commissioner  of  insurance  to  grant 
license. 

Cited  in  note  (58  L.  R.  A.  850)  on  original  jurisdiction  of  court  of  last  resort 
in  mandamuB  case. 
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10  L,  R.  A.  279,  MILNER  v.  NELSON,  86  Iowa,  452,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  606,  63 

N.  W.  405. 
OmlBBlon  of  grwintor'm  najne  In  aokno'vrledinnent* 

Cited  in  Tennis  v.  Gifford,  133  Iowa,  373,  IIQ  N.  W.  586,  holding  that  the  omis- 
sion of  the  name  of  the  mortgagor  in  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  to  a 
chattel  mortgage  did  not  render  the  acknowledgment  insufficient;  Larson  v.  Eis- 
ner, 93  Minn.  307,  101  N.  W.  307,  2  Ann.  Cas.  989,  holding  same  as  to  an  ac- 
knowledgment to  assignment  of  a  mortgage. 

Cited  in  note  (108  Am.  St.  Rep.  539,  640)  as  to  when  omission  of  grantor's 
name  in  certificate  of  acknowledgment  is  fata! 

19  L.  R.  A.  283,  COPELAND  v.  DRAPER,  167  Mass.  668,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  314, 

32  N.  E.  944. 
IflipUed  -ynrnwrmntY  of  mmtety* 

Cited  in  Garnett  v.  Phoenix  Bridge  Co.  98  Fed.  194,  holding  implied  warranty 
of  master  that  tools  are  fit  and-  safe,  not  applicable  to  ordinary  wrench;  The 
Tresco,  67  C.  C.  A.  465,  134  Fed.  823  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  implied  war- 
ranty of  safety  in  supplying  implements  for  use. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Tyler  v.  Moody,  54  L.  R.  A.  417,  which  denies  necessity 
of  alleging  knowledge  of  falsity  of  warranty  of  safety  of  acetylene  gas  machine 
in  action  for  breach. 
-»-  Of  ll-veryman. 

Cited  in  Lynch  v.  Richardson,  163  Mass.  163,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  444,  39  N.  E. 
801,  holding  livery  keeper  liable  who  knowingly  rents  horse  that  kicks  and  runs 
away. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Budd  v.  United  Carriage  Co.  27  L.R.A.  279,  which  holds 
running  and  kicking  of  team  on  public  carriage  makes  prima  facie  case  of  negli- 
gence; Stanley  v.  Steele,  69  L.R.A.  661,  which  holds  liability  of  livery  stable 
keeper  to  patron  for  injury  due  to  defect  in  neck  yoke  furnished  dependent  on 
ability  to  discover  the  defect  by  exercise  of  ordinary  prudence. 

Cited  in  note    (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)    373)    on  duty  of  livery  stable  keeper  as  to 
character  of  horse. 
~-  Decree  of  care. 

Cited  in  Stanley  v.  Steele,  77  Conn.  693,  69  L.R.A.  563,  60  Atl.  640,  2  Ann. 
Cas.  342,  holding  that  livery  stable  keepers  who  care  for  the  horses  and  car- 
riages of  others  and  let  out  for  hire  their  own  carriages  and  horses,  with  or 
without  drivers,  are  not  common  carriers  of  passengers,  so  as  to  be  held  to  the 
highest  degree  of  care;  Trout  v.  Watkins  Livery  &  Undertaking  Co.  148  Mo. 
App.  635,  130  S.  W.  136,  holding  that  liveryman  in  transporting  passenger  is 
bound  to  exercise  ordinary  care  and  not  high  degree  of  care  required  of  common 
carrier. 

19  L.  R.  A.  285,  WYLLIE  v.  PALMER,  137  N.  Y.  248,  50  N.  Y.  S.  R.  706,  33 

N.  E.  381. 
Wken  relation  of  master  and  servant  exists. 

Cited  in  Cunningham  v.  Syracuse  Improv.  Co.  20  App.  Div.  176,  46  N.  Y, 
Supp.  954,  holding  that  teamster,  although  paid  by  another,  is  servant  of  per- 
son directing  his  movements;  Higgins  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  156  N.  Y.  79, 
66  Am.  St.  Rep.  537,  50  N.  E.  500,  prior  report  in  8  Misc.  440,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
676,  holding  conductor  moving  elevator  so  that  contractor  may  work  on  top, 
servant  of  contractor;  Howard  v.  Ludwig,  171  N.  Y.  515,  64  N.  E.  172  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  that  where  truck  company  delivers  goods  for 
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merchant,  driver  is  servant  of  company  only  when  company  is  responsible  for 
safe  delivery;  Diehl  v.  Robinson,  72  App.  Div.  22,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  252,  holding 
contractor  not  liable  for  act  of  his  servant  in  operating  elevator  under  tem- 
porarily exclusive  control  of  subcontractor;  Flinn  v.  World's  Dispensary  Medi- 
cal Asso.  64  App.  Div.  493,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  243,  holding  master  not  liable  for 
act  of  servant,  in  grounding  printing  press  with  live  wire,  when  he  was  seot  to 
repair  rheostat;  Connor  v.  Koch,  63  App.  Div.  263,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  836,  holding 
owner  of  building  not  liable  for  negligence  of  his  elevator  man,  who  that  day 
was  working  under  direction  and  pay  of  company  putting  in  fire  apparatus; 
O'Leary  v.  Muldoon,  56  App.  Div.  627,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  511,  holding  jury  justified 
in  finding  on  contradictory  evidence  that  negligent  driver  was  employed  by  de- 
fendant; Murray  v.  Dwight,  161  N.  Y.  307,  48  L.  R.  A.  675,  55  N.  E.  901,  hold- 
ing servant  of  truckman  who  is  sent  with  horse  by  master,  who  pays  him,  to  use 
horse  in  operating  tackle  which  is  under  direction  of  foreman  of  warehouseman, 
not  fellow  servant  with  warehouseman's  servants;  Deane  v.  Buffalo,  42  App. 
Div.  206,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  810,  holding  teamster  servant  of  person  who  had  con- 
tract with  city  to  remove  garbage;  Reed  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  58  App- 
Div.  89,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  530,  holding  driver  servant  of  teacher  hiring  from 
liveryman  horse  and  driver  to  convey  children  to  school;  Hurlbut  v.  Wabash 
R.  Co.  130  Mo.  665,  31  S.  W.  1051,  holding  brakeman,  although  working  on  an- 
other road,  servant  of  defendant  who  employed  him;  Jones  v.  St.  Louis  South- 
western R.  Co.  125  Mo.  674,  26  L.  R.  A.  720,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  514,  28  S.  W.  883, 
holding  palace  car  porter,  engineer,  and  conductor  not  coservants;  Mickee  v. 
Walter  A.  Wood  Mowing  &  Reaping  Mach.  Co.  77  Hun,  56£,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
918,  and  Callan  v.  Pugh,  54  App.  Div.  548,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  1118,  holding  that 
owner  of  building  owes  to  employee  of  independent  contractor  duty  to  commit  no 
affirmative  act  of  negligence;  Fish  v.  Coolidge,  47  App.  Div.  160,  62  N.  Y.  Supp. 
238,  holding  owner  not  liable  for  negligent  act  of  servant  who  was  driving  team 
for  his  own  pleasure;  Baldwin  v.  Abraham,  57  App.  Div.  75,  67  N.  Y.  Supp- 
1079,  holding  shopkeeper  liable  for  negligence  of  driver  of  delivery  wagon  hired 
for  holiday  season;  Callahan  v.  Munson  S.  S.  Line,  141  App.  Div.  796,  126  X- 
Y.  Supp.  538,  holding  that  relationship  of  master  and  servant  may  depend  upon 
parties'  connection  with  special  or  limited  service  in  which  men  may  be  engaged 
at  time  of  accident;  Wo'fe  v.  Mosler  Safe  Co.  139  App.  Div.  851,  124  X.  Y- 
Supp.  541,  holding  that  where  master  loans  his  men,  with  their  consent,  to 
another  to  perform  certain  work,  latter  for  time  being  is  master  of  men  bo 
loaned  to  him;  Ca«ey  v.  Davis  &  F.  Mach.  Co.  138  App.  Div.  399,  122  N.  Y. 
Supp.  804;  Freibaum  v.  Brady,  143  App.  Div.  222,  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  121,— holding 
that  servants  who  are  employed  and  paid  by  one  person  may  nevertheless  be 
ad  hoc  servant  of  another  in  particular  transaction;  Hartley  v.  Miller,  165 
Mich.  119,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  83,  130  N.  W.  336,  to  the  point  that  doctrine  of 
respondeat  superior  applies  only  when  relation  of  master  and  servant  exists 
in  respect  to  very  transaction  out  of  which  injury  arose;  Westover  v.  Hoover, 
88  Neb.  206,  ■—  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  129  N.  W.  285,  holding  that  person  who  is  in 
general  employment  of  one  person  may  be  temporarily  in  service  of  another  in 
respect  to  particular  work,  so  that  relation  of  master  and  servant  arises,  even- 
though  general  employer  is  interested  in  special  work;  The  Elton,  73  C.  C.  A, 
467,  142  Fed.  375;  Koenitsky  v.  Matthews,  64  Misc.  170,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  366,— 
holding  that  the  test  as  to  the  existence  of  the  relation  of  master  and  servant 
is  whether  the  master  has  the  right  to  control  the  actions  of  the  servant  while 
employed  in  the  master's  service;  Doran  v.  Thompson,  76  N.  J.  L.  768,  9  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  338,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  677,  71  Atl.  296,  holding  that  the  daughter  of  the 
automobile  owner  was  not  his  servant  where  she  was  driving  the  automobile  for 
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her  own  pleasure  with  her  friends,  though  slie  was  accustomed  to  drive  the  ma- 
chine for  her  father;  Cunningham  v.  Castle,  127  App.  Div.  582,  111  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1057,  holding  tliat  the  master  was  not  liable  where  his  servant  while  operating  the 
former's  automobile  for  the  latter's  own  purposes,  since  the  latter  was  not  at  the 
time  acting  in  the  former's  employment;  McCarthy  v.  McCabe,  131  App.  Div.  397, 
115  X.  Y.  Supp.  829,  holding  a  person  not  liable  as  a  master  where  he  loaned  his 
servants  and  teams  to  aid  a  sheriff  in  making  a  levy  under  an  execution,  where 
the  sheriff  had  the  control  of  the  servants  and  teams;  Muldoon  v.  City  Fire- 
proofing  Co.  134  App.  Div.  456,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  320,  holding  that  the  relation 
of  master  and  servant  existed  where  a  driver  was  told  by  a  truckman  to  go 
to  tlte  manufacturer's  establishment,  and  there  was  given  a  load  to  be  delivered, 
and  afterward  delivered  another  load,  in  doing  which  the  plaintiff  was  injured  ; 
Vandeymark  v.  Corbett,  131  App.  Div.  395,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  911,  holding  that 
the  master  was  not  liable  for  conversion  where  a  sheriff  left  with  the  former's 
hervant  certain  goods  which  he  had  levied  on,  and  the  servant  refused  to  de« 
liver  the  same  upon  demand;  Wirth  v.  General  R.  Signal  Co.  136  App.  Div. 
539,  121  X.  Y.  Supp.  66,  holding  an  employee  of  a  railroad  company  a  servant 
of  an  independent  contractor  who  w^a  installing  a  new  signal  system  where  the 
employee  was  working  with  the  contractor  in  order  to  learn  how  the  signals 
worked;  Sherwood  v.  Warner,  27  App.  D.  C.  66,  4  L.R.A.  653,  holding  that  in 
endeavoring  to  release  a  person  sent  to  repair  an  elevator,  the  janitor  was  not 
the  servant  of  the  owner  of  the  building,  but  was  the  servant  of  the  repairers; 
Quinn  v.  Xational  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  102  App.  Div.  49,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  95,  holding 
that  unity  of  service  and  control  is  the  test  of  coemployment  although  one  of 
the  servants  is  in  the  general  employ  of  another;  Williams  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
118  App.  Div.  559,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  1031  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  existence 
of  the  relation  of  master  and  servant. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Swackhamer  v.  Johnson,  54  L.  R.  A.  625,  which  holds 
hirer  of  workmen  furnished  to  third  person  not  liable  for  their  trespass  in  cutting 
stranger's  timber. 

Distinguished  in  Hallett  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  167  N.  Y.  546,  60 
N.  E.  653,  Reversing  42  App.  Div.  123,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  943,  holding  brakeman 
servant  of  telegraph  company  from  which  he  temporarily  receives  pay  and  orders ; 
Consolidated  Fireworks  Co.  v.  Koehl,  206  111.  287,  68  N.  E.  1077,  holding  men, 
whose  negligence  caused  explosion,  servants  of  fireworks  company  who  sent 
them,  paid  them  and  their  expenses,  and  not  servants  of  committee  who  located 
stand;  Deyo  v.  Kingston  Consol.  R.  Co.  94  App.  Div.  581,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  487, 
holding  independent  contractor  setting  off  fireworks,  and  not  owner  of  park 
giving  entertainment,  liable  for  injury  to  spectator  from  rocket  striking  him  in 
eye;  The  Slingsby,  57  C.  C.  A.  56,  120  Fed.  752,  holding  company  of  stevedores, 
engaged  in  unloading  vessel,  not  liable  to  employee  injured  by  negligence  of 
seamen,  detailed  by  captain  to  operate  winch  which  latter  furnished;  Bohan 
V.  Metropolitan  Exp.  Co.  122  App.  Div.  593,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  530,  holding  tliat 
where  an  express  company  hired  an  automobile  to  deliver  packages,  and  after 
such  work  was  completed  the  driver  while  on  his  way  to  meals  ran  over  a  per- 
son, such  driver  was  not  at  the  time  a  servant  of  the  express  company  so  that 
they  would  be  liable;  Thomas  v.  Springer,  134  App.  Div.  643,  119  N.  Y.  Supp. 
460,  holding  that  the  servants  of  a  theatrical  company  were  not  the  servants 
of  the  manager  of  the  opera  house,  where  the  opera  house  was  rented  upon  a 
percentage  basis,  and  the  manager  retained  control  of  it;  Standard  Oil  Co.  v. 
Anderson,  212  U.  S.  225,  53  L.  ed.  485,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  252,  holding  that  a 
winchman  in  the  general  employ  of  the  shipper  remains  a  servant  of  the  shipper 
so  as  to  make  the  latter  liable  for  his  injury  to  a  longshoresman  employed  by  a 
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master  stevedore,  though  the  winchman's  hours  of  labor  are  controlled  by  the 
hours  the  longshoremen  worked,  and  he  was  subject  to  the  orders  of  the  gang- 
man  representing  the  stevedore.  • 
Nesrliffence   of   manufacturer. 

Cited  in  Favo  v.  Remington  Arms  Co.  67  App.  Div.  416,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  788, 
holding  tliat  manufacturer  of  gun  is  liable  for  negligence  in  its  manufacture. 

Cited  in  notes  (10  L.R.A. (N.S.)  382)  on  liability  for  injury  by  servant  to  third 
person  in  use  of  explosives;    (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  934)  on  liability  of  manufacturer, 
packer,  or  vendor  to  persons  not  in  privity  of  contract,  for  injury  from  defect*  in 
article. 
IVbat  la  Mile. 

Cited  in  note  (94  Am.  St.  Rep.  233)  on  distinction  between  contract  for  work 
and  materials  and  contract  of  sale. 

19    L.    R.   A.    289,    BOOK  AGENTS  OF  M.  E.  CHURCH  SOUTH  v.  HINTOK, 

92  Tenn.   188,  21  S.  W.  321. 
Bxemptton  from   taxation. 

Cited  in  Ridgeley  Lodge,  No.  23,  I.  O.  0.  F.  v.  Redus,  78  Miss.  355,  29  So.  163. 
holding  block  owned  and  rented  by  Odd  Fellows  liable  to  taxation;  Fitterer  v. 
Crawford,  157  Mo.  61,  50  L.  R.  A.  194,  footnote  p.  191,  57  S.  VV.  532,  denying 
exemption  of  Masonic  lodge  building,  first  and  second  stories  of  which  are 
rented,  to  pay  debt  and  current  expenses  of  lodge;  Hibernian  Benev.  Soo.  v. 
Kelly,  28  Or.  192,  30  L.  R,  A.  169,  footnote  p.  167,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  769,  42  Pac. 
3,  holding  that  only  portion  of  building  occupied  by  benevolent  society  is  exempt 
from  taxation;  Barbee  v.  Dallas,  26  Tex.  Civ.  App.  573,  64  S.  W.  1018,  holding 
personal  property  of  branch  of  Methodist  Publishing  House,  consisting  of  books 
and  periodicals,  not  exempt  from  taxation;  Grand  Lodge  v.  Burlington,  84  Vt 
210,  78  Atl.  973,  holding  that  masonic  temple  of  grand  lodge  of  masons  is  not 
exempt  from  taxation,  where  whole  building  is  let  to  tenants  who  pay  rent  to 
grand  lodge,  which  has  no  intention  ever  to  use  building  directly  for  charitable 
uses;  Vanderbilt  University  v.  Cheney,  116  Tenn,  203,  94  S.  W.  90,  holding  that 
the  property  of  a  university  rented  for  residence  purposes,  the  income  being 
used  for  educational  purposes,  was  exempt  from  taxation  under  the  statute 
providing  that  property  used  for  such  purposes  was  exempt;  State  v.  Amana 
Soc.  132  Iowa,  309,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  912,  109  X.  W.  894,  11  Ann.  Cas.  23J,  on 
the  exemption  of  property  of  certain  corporations,  from  taxation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  American  Sunday  Scliool  Union  v.  Taylor,  23  L.  R.  A. 
095,  which  holds  American  Sunday-School  Union  not  exempt  from  taxation  on 
property  used  in  carrying  on  book  store;  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  v.  Prioleau, 
57  L.  R.  A.  606,  which  holds  exempt,  church  parsonage  which  is  rented  to  pro- 
vide means  to  procure  other  residence  for  parson;  Philadelphia  v.  Public  Schools. 
29  L.  R.  A.  600,  which  denies  exemption  to  school  as  charity,  where  tuition  paid 
by  all  pupils;  Young  Men's  Christian  Asso.  v.  Douglas  County,  52  L.  R.  A.  123, 
which  denies  exemption  to  part  of  Y.  M.  C.  A.  building  rented  for  business  pur- 
poses; Harvard  College  v.  Assessors,  48  L.  R.  A.  547,  which  holds  exempt  from 
taxation,  houses  occupied  by  college  presidents  and  professors,  and  dormitories 
and  dining  halls  for  students;  Yale  University  v.  New  Haven,  43  L.  R.  A. 
490,  which  holds  college  dormitories  and  dining  halls  exempt  from  taxation; 
Kentucky  Female  Orphan  School  v.  l^uisville,  40  L.  R.  A.  119,  which  holds 
school  for  free  education  of  female  orphans  exempt  from  taxation;  Montana 
Catholic  Mission  v.  Lewis  k  C.  County,  22  L.  R,  A.  684,  which  holds  unused 
property  of  charitable  institution  not  exempt;   All  Saints  Parish  v.  BrooklinCr 
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52  L.  R.  A.  778,  which  denies  exemption  of  lot  procured  for  erection  of  church, 
before  commencement  of  work. 

Cited  in  notes  (35  L.RA..  36,  38)  on  liability  to  local  assessments  for  benefits 
of  property  exempt  from  general  taxation;  (3  L.R.A. (N.S.)  837)  on  special 
assessment  as  tax;  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  830,  844)  on  effect  of  devotion  of  property 
otherwise  nontaxable  to  purposes  of  particular  society. 

Disapproved  in  Willamette  University  v.  Knight,  36  Or.  43,  56  Pac.  124, 
holding  that  campus  leased  for  agricultural  purposes  not  exempt  from  taxation. 
Wltat  mre  oltarltable  naeii. 

Cited  in  note  (63  Am.  St.  Rep.  266)  on  what  are  charitable  uses  or  trusts. 

19  L.  R.  A.  297,  BURT  v.  ONEIDA  COMMUNITY,  137  N.  Y.  346,  50  N.  Y.  8.  R. 
722,  33  N.  E.  307. 
Motion  for  reargument  denied  in  138  N.  Y.  649,  34  N.  E.  288. 
Rishtfi  of  voluntary  rellfflomi  societies  to  bold  property. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Amana  Soc.  132  Iowa,  318,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  915,  109  N.  W. 
894,  11  Ann.  Cas.  231,  holding  that  the  mere  holding  of  large  properties  by  & 
communistic  religious  society  is  not  contrary  to  public  policy. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  910)  on  public  policy  as  related  to  communistic 
life  or  tenure  of  property;    (68  Am.  St.  Rep.  864)  on  jurisdiction  of  equity  over 
voluntary  unincorporated  associations. 
RiKhfa  of  membem  In  property  of  commniilstlc  rellflrloiis  societies. 

Cited  in  Benziger  v.  Steinhauser,  154  Fed.  154,  holding  that  a  member  of  re- 
ligious association  who  was  to  transfer  all  his  property  to  the  association  in  re- 
turn for  his  support  for  life,  having  accepted  the  benefits,  the  association  was- 
the  equitable  owner  of  the  copyright  of  books  written  by  him;  Order  of  St. 
Benedict  v.  Steinhauser,  179  Fed.  145,  holding  under  the  same  membership 
agreement  that  the  property  acquired  by  the  member  which  he  was  allowed  to 
keep  to  spend  for  charitable  purposes  belonged  to  the  association  and  not  to 
the  heirs  upon  his  death. 
-^  Membersblp. 

Cited  in  Branagan  v.  Buckman,  67  Misc.  247,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  610,  holding 
that  the  membership  in  an  unincorporated  voluntary  association  is  not  trans- 
ferable, and  may  be  withheld  at  pleasure. 

19  L.  R.  A.  302,  DEAN  v.  DRIGGS,  137  N.  Y.  274,  50  N.  Y.  S.  R.  690,  33  Am. 
St.  Rep.  721,  33  N.  E.  326. 

Report  of  action  for  storage  in  167  N.  Y.  125,  60  N.  E.  336. 
Wareboase  receipts. 

Cited  in  Fletcher  v.  Great  Western  Elevator  Co.  12  S.  D.  650,  82  N.  W.  184, 
holding  elevator  company  liable  to  purchaser  of  receipt  for  grain  never  received; 
Baumeister  v.  Fink,  141  111.  App.  473,  holding  that  where  a  warehouse  receipt 
showed  on  its  face  that  the  contents  of  the  boxes  stored  was  unknown,  the  ware> 
houseman  may  show  the  true  contents  of  the  same  in  an  action  on  the  receipt; 
Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Commonwealth  Cotton  Mfg.  Co.  146  Ala.  400,  42  So. 
406,  holding  that  a  bill  of  lading  was  not  a  warranty  that  the  goods  shipped 
weighed  the  sum  stated  in  the  bill  where  the  bill  was  marked,  contents  and  con- 
dition of  contents  unknown,  so  that  the  railroad  company  was  not  liable  to  a- 
person  purchajsing  with  reliance  upon  the  weight  stated. 

Cited  in  tootnotes  to  Franklin  Nat.  Bank  v.  Whitehead,  39  L.  R.  A.  725,  which 
holds  invalid,  warehouse  receipts  issued  by  corporation  on  own  property  to  secure 
own  debt;   Commercial  Bank  v.  Hurt,  19  L.  R.  A,  701,  which  holds  pledge  of 
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warehouse  receipts  by  factor  not  invalidated  by  statute;  Anderson  t.  PortlaDd 
Flouring  Mills  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  235,  wMch  holds  parol  evidence  of  contract  under 
which  grain  delivered  competent  though  negotiable  warehouse  receipts  given 
therefor. 

Cited  in  notes  (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  250)  on  duty  of  warehouseman  to  inspect 
goods  stored;  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  123)  on  estoppel  of  warehouseman  or  bailee  by 
giving  receipt;    (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  233)  on  parol  evidence  to  contradict  receipt 

19  L.  R  A.  310,  OHIO  VALLEY  R.  CO.  v.  WATSON,  93  Ky.  654,  40  Am.  St 

Rep.  211,  21  S.  W.  244, 
lilabillty  for  injury  to  passenflrem  on   frelflrbt  tralnn. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Bell,  100  Ky.  211,  38  S.  W.  3,  holding  rail- 
road company  liable  to  passenger  riding  in  freight  caboose  for  injury  resulting 
from  negligence  in  pushing  car  against  it. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Arnol,  19  L.  R.  A.  313,  which  holds 
carrier  liable  to  passenger  on  freight  train  for  injuries  from  violent  jerking  of 
train  without  warning. 

Cited  in  note   (7  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    1078)   on  res  ipsa  loquitur  as  applied  to  jolts 
or  jerks  causing  injury  to  passengers. 
'•^  Contracts  aural nst  liability. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Richmond  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  616,  which 
holds  unenforceable,  agreement  by  purchaser  of  mileage  ticket  at  reduced  rate, 
not  to  hold  carrier  liable  for  injury  on  freight  train;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Lipp- 
man,  50  L.  R.  A.  673,  which  denies  carrier's  right  to  contract  against  liabilities 
for  injuries  to  passenger  on  freight  train. 
Riskii   assamed   by   pasnenffer  on   frelffbt   train. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hailey,  27  L.  R.  A.  549,  ^hich 
holds  risk  of  accidents  assumed  by  passenger  riding  on  freight  train  with  vt)n- 
ductor's  permission ;  Purple  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  700,  which  hc'da 
one  riding  on  train  prohibited  from  carrying  passengers;  a  trespasser:  Illincis 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Beebe,  43  L.  R.  A.  210,  which  denies  negligence  of  stock  ovmer  u 
remaining  in  stock  car  of  train  starting  while  he  is  attending  to  stock. 
Adnilanlblllty  of  evidence  of  anrronndlnflr  condition*  to  prove  neffllKcnce. 

Cited  in  Emporia  v.  Kowalski,  66  Kan.  69,  71  Pac.  232,  holding  evidence  of 
the  condition  of  poles  near  the  place  of  the  accident  was  admissible  in  an  action 
for  injuries  because  of  the  falling  of  an  electric  light  pole,  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  the  general  condition  of  the  poles  in  the  city. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1140)  on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  condi- 
tion before  and  after  accident  of  property  whose  defects  alleged  to  have  caused 
injury. 

19  L.  R.  A.  313,  CHICAGO  &  A.  R.  CO.  v.  ARNOL,  144  111.  261,  33  N.  E.  204 
Carrier's    liability    to    paMenarerii. 

Cited  in  Smitson  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  37  Or.  80,  60  Pac.  907,  sustaining  right 
of  recovery  by  passenger  injured  by  sudden  start  of  train,  after  stopping  fifteen 
seconds  at  station;  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Chancellor,  165  111.  442,  46  K.  K. 
269,  holding  evidence  that  one  killed  at  station  by  train  intended  to  become  a 
passenger,  material  in  action  for  death;  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Polkey, 
106  111.  App.  105,  sustaining  right  to  recover  for  death  of  passenger  struck  by 
wall  of  tunnel  while  standing  on  footboard;  North  Chicago  Street*  R.  Co.  v. 
Cook,  145  111.  557,  33  N.  E.  958,  holding  railroad  liable  for  starting  car,  on 
signal  of  stranger,  before  passenger  is  on  board;   Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
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Weeks,  90  111.  App.  523,  holding  railroad  not  liable  for  injury  to  prospective 
passenger  crossing  track  at  improper  place;   Metropolitan  West  Side  Elev.  R. 
Co.  V.  Kersey,  80  111.  App.  304,  sustaining  right  of  recovery  by  child  five  years 
old,  injured  by  sudden  start  of  car  while  entering;  Elwood  v.  Chicago  City  R* 
Co.  90  111.  App.   399,  sustaining  refusal  to  charge  that  carrier  must  exercise 
highest  care,  skill,  and  diligence  "proper  and  consistent  with  efficient  operation 
of  cars;"  West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Luka,  72  111.  App.  64,  holding  erroneous, 
charge  that  street  railway  company  is  insurer  of  passenger's  safety;   Moore  v- 
Saginaw,  T.  &  H.  R.  Co.  115  Mich.  107,  72  N.  W.  1112,  holding  erroneous,  charge 
that  responsibility  of  railroad  for  safety  of  passengers  does  not  depend  on  kind 
of  cars  used;  Chicago,  P.  &  St.  L.  R,  Co.  v.  Lewis,  145  111.  77,  33  N.  E.  960,. 
holding  instruction  to  jury  that  carriers  are  held  to  highest  care  and  prudence 
but  are  not  insurers,  correct;  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Polkey,  203  IIU 
233,  67  N.  E.  793,  holding  carrier  bound  to  do  all  that  human  care^  vigilance^ 
and  foresight  can  do  to  protect  passengers;  Dallas  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  144  Ky. 
743,  139  S.  W.  958,  holding  that  railroad  is  liable  for  injury  to  passenger  caused 
by  fall  as  result  of  sudden  jerking  of  train  after  invitation  to  alight;   Moore 
V.  Aurora,  E.  &  C.  R.  Co.  246  111.  60,  92  N.  E.  573,  holding  that  after  street  car 
lias  stopped  at  crossing,  passenger  who  has  signaled  for  stop  may  assume  that 
car  will  not  start  until  he  has  had  reasonable  time  to  alight  in  safety;  West 
Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Winters,  107  111.  App.  226,  holding  that  the  degree  of 
care  required   of   a  carrier  is   that  care  whichr  is   consistent  and  practicable; 
Colorado  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  McGeorge,  46  Colo.  19,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  43,  102  Pac. 
747,   17   Ann.   Cas.   880,   holding  an   instruction  erroneous   which    in   substance 
stated  that  a  carrier  was  an  insurer  of  a  passenger;  Math  v.  Chicago  City  R» 
Co.  148  111.  App.  391;  Hickey  v.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  148  111.  App.  210,— holding 
that  where  a  carrier  carries  a  passenger  by  a  means  other  than  its  usual  one  ita 
duty  toward  the  passenger  is  not  relaxed  except  as  necessitated  by  such  unusual 
means;  Cleary  v.  Bloomington,  P.  &  J.  Electric  R.  Co.  150  111.  App.  423,  holding 
it  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  use  the  highest  care  within  human  power,  vigilance 
and  foresight  as  is  consistent  with  the  mode  of  conveyance  and  the  practical 
operation  of  the  road;   Sandy  v.  Lake  Street  E.  R.  Co.  235  111.  202,  85  N.  E. 
300,  holding  that  a  carrier  was  liable  for  an  injury  to  a  passenger  resulting 
from   an   act   of   God,    if  the   negligence   of   the   carrier   concurred   in   the   in- 
jury; Baltimore  &  0.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Mullen,  217  111.  212,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)   119,  75 
N.  £.  474,  3  Ann.  Cas.  1015,  holding  that  it  was  the  duty  of  a  carrier  to  allow 
the  passenger  a  reasonable  time  within  which  to  alight  from  a  train,  and  his 
negligence  in  alighting  from  a  moving  train  is  a  question  for  the  jury;  Crauf 
V.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  235  111.  264,  85  N.  E.  235,  holding  a  street  railway  com- 
pany  liable  for  injuries  to  a  passenger  while  alighting  from  a  car  caused  by 
starting  the  car  without  allowing  a  reasonable  time  to  alight  therefrom;  Inter- 
national k  G.  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Cruseturner,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  186,  98  S.  W.  423, 
holding  carrier  liable  in  not  warning  a  passenger  about  to  leave  the  car,  of  the 
attendant  special  dangers. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  L.R.A.  315)  on  duty  of  railroad  carrier  as  to  furnishing 
proper  cars  for  passengers;  (4  L.R.A.(N.8.)  141)  on  time  allowed  passenger  to 
alight. 

Distinguished  in  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Wingate,  143  Ind.  133,  37 
N.  E.  274,  and  Townsend  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  106  Tenn.  165,  61  S.  W. 
56,  holding  railroad  not  liable  for  injury  received  by  passenger  alighting  before 
ears  had  stopped. 
—  On   f relfflftt   train** 

Cited  in  New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Blumenthal,  160  111.  48,  43  N.  E.  909, 
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sustaining  verdict  for  drover  caught  between  cars  while  inspecting  cattle;  Illinois 
C.  K  Co.  V.  Beebe,  174  111.  21,  43  L.  R.  A.  213,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  253,  50  N.  E. 
1019,  Affirming  69  111.  App.  377,  sustaining  recovery  for  death  of  drover  killed 
by  violent  jerking  of  train,  while  in  stock  car;  Chicago  k  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Winters, 
175  111.  303,  51  N.  E.  901,  sustaining  recovery  by  drover  who  was  injured  while 
walking  from  caboose  in  which  he  was  riding  to  caboose  of  new  train;  Pennsyl- 
vania Co.  V.  Greso,  79  III.  App.  132,  holding  that  railroad  cannot  by  contract 
limit  liability  for  injury  to  drover  traveling  on  pass;  Western  Maryland  R.  Co. 
V.  State,  95  Md.  648,  53  Atl.  969,  sustaining  recovery  for  death  of  drover,  killed 
by  jumping  after  derailing  of  caboose;  Wait  v.  Omaha,  K.  C.  &  E.  R.  Co.  165 
Mo.  621,  65  S.  W.  1028,  and  Olds  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  172  Mass. 
77,  51  N.  E.  450,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  injury  to  passenger 
^n  freight  train,  by  ordinary  jolting;  Steele  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  56  S.  C.  394, 
74  Am.  St.  Rep.  756,  33  S.  E.  509,  sustaining  recovery  by  passenger  on  freight 
train  injured  by  caboose  breaking  away  and  colliding  with  balance  of  train; 
Erwin  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  94  Mo.  App.  297,  68  S.  W.  88,  denying 
company's  liability  to  passenger  on  freight  train,  injured  by  being  thrown  from 
seat  on  which  he  was  lying,  by  ordinary  jerk  of  train;  Portuchek  v.  Wabash  R. 
Co.  101  Mo.  App.  55,  74  S.  W.  368,  holding  that  passenger  riding  on  freight  train 
assumes  extra  hazards  incident  to  jerking  of  train;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Cox,  26  Okla.  334,  109  Pac.  511,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  to  passenger 
on  freight  train  for  injury  caused  by  sudden  jerking  of  train  after  stopping  at 
etation  platform  and  while  passenger  is  attempting  to  alight;  Rodgers  v.  Choc- 
taw, O.  &  G.  R.  Co.  76  Ark.  523,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1147,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  102,  89 
S.  W.  469,  holding  that  the  carrier  is  not  held  to  the  same  degree  of  care  as  to  a 
passenger  on  a  freight  train  as  on  a  passenger  train  but  the  passenger  assumes 
the  reasonable  risks  of  such  means  of  carriage;  Campbell  v.  Duluth  k  N.  £. 
R.  Co.  107  Minn.  361,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  193,  120  N.  W.  375;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Gosnell,  23  Okla.  591,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  893,  101  Pac.  1126;  Chicago,  R.  L  & 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Ralston,  77  Kan.  200,  93  Pac.  592, — holding  that  a  carrier  must  ex- 
ercise the  highest  degree  of  care  possible  for  the  safety  of  a  passenger  on  a  freight 
train,  considering  the  character  of  such  a  conveyance ;  Tinkle  v.  St.  Louis  k  S.  F. 
R.  Co.  212  Mo.  466,  110  S.  W.  1086,  holding  that  a  passenger  on  a  freight  train 
assumes  the  reasonable  additional  risks  attendant  upon  that  method  of  travelling: 
Chicago,  B.  k  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Troyer,  70  Neb.  300,  103  N.  W.  680,  holding  same  as  to 
atock-shipper  traveling  with  stock;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Teeters,  166 
Ind.  351,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  432,  77  N.  E.  599,  holding  a  carrier  liable  for  injuries 
to  a  stockman  riding  in  the  car  with  the  stock,  where  the  injury  was  the  result 
of  the  carrier's  negligence;  Hedrick  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  195  Mo.  117,  93  S. 
W.  268,  6  Ann.  Cas.  793,  holding  that  a  railroad  company  was  not  liable  for 
injuries  to  a  passenger  on  a  freight  train  caused  by  the  ordinary  jar  of  stopping 
the  train. 

Cited  in  not«  (19  L.  R.  A.  311)  on  what  risk  is  assumed  by  passenger  on 
freight  train. 

'— •  On   elevators. 

Cited  in  Field  v.  French,  80  111.  App.  91,  holding  person  operating  elevator 
owes  duty  to  common  carrier  to  passenger;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Woods,  88 
111.  App.  381,  denying  liability,  to  boy  who  was  injured  by  putting  band  through 
^ill  work  of  elevator  car;  Springer  v.  Ford,  189  111.  437,  52  L.  R.  A.  932,  82 
Am.  St.  Rep.  464,  59  N.  E.  953,  Affirming  88  111.  App.  539,  sustaining  recovery 
by  passenger  on  freight  elevator  injured  by  unexplained  giving  away  of  ma- 
chinery; Beidler  v.  Branshaw,  102  111.  App.  192,  sustaining  right  to  recover  for 
death  of  passenger  in  freight  elevator  by  being  struck  by  lintel  of  window. 
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19  L.  R.  A.  316,  MERCHANTS'  NAT.  BANK  v.  JAFFRAY,  36  Neb.  218,  54 

N.  W.  258. 
Lamr  as  to  Sunday*  and  Itolldaya. 

Cited  in  Whipple  v.  Hill,  36  Neb,  726,  20  L.  R.  A.  316,  footnote  p.  313,  38 
Aui.  St.  Rep.  742,  55  N.  W.  227,  authorizing  issuance  of  attachment  order  on 
holiday;  Davidson  v.  Munsey,  27  Utah,  91,  74  Pac.  431,  holding  the  hearing 
of  contempt  proceedings  on  a  legal  holiday  is  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
«ourt. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Havens  v.  Stiles,  56  L.  R.  A.  736,  which  authorizes  filing 
complaint  and  issuing  summons  on  Sunday  by  clerk  of  court;  State  v.  Thomas, 
48  L.  R.  A.  459,  which  sustains  indictment  found  by  grand  jury  impaneled  on 
holiday;  Pepin  v.  Societe  St.  Jean  Baptiste,  60  L.  R.  A.  626,  which  authorizes 
hearing  and  determination  on  Sunday  of  charges  against  member  of  benefit  so- 
4-iety  resulting  in  expulsion;  Bennett  v.  Pulaski,  47  L.  R.  A.  278  which  sustains 
ordinance  for  closing  saloons  between  ten  and  four  at  night  and  on  Sundays, 
but  not  requirement  for  removing  curtains  on  front  doors  and  windows;  People  v. 
Thielman,  39  L.  R.  A.  218,  which  holds  keeping  open  of  saloon  on  Monday,  July 
5,  prohibited  by  statute;  Page  v.  Shainwald,  57  L.  R.  A.  173,  which  denies  right 
to  exercise  option  on  day  succeeding  holiday  on  which  it  matures;  Occumpaugh 
V.  Norton,  68  L.R.A.  272,  which  holds  that  aggregate  of  half  holidays  shall  be 
added  in  computing  time  for  taking  appeals  under  statute  excluding  holidays 
from  number  of  days  specified. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Walter  v.  Superior  Ct.  49  Wash.  4,  17  L.R.A. 
iN.S.)  259,  94  Pac.  665,  holding  that  a  judgment  will  not  be  set  aside  where 
the  court  inadvertently  heard  and  tried  the  case  upon  a  legal  holiday,  and 
rendered  his  decision  thereon  without  objection  from  either  party. 

19  L.  R.  A.  321,  CHANDOS  v.  AMERICAN  F.  INS.  CO.  84  Wis.   184,  64  N. 

W.  b90. 
Iiumrance  for  benefit  of  mortcacee. 

Cited  in  Williamson  v.  Michigan  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  86  Wis.  396,  39  Am.  St.  Rep. 
906,  57  N.  W.  46,  holding  that  mortgagee  cannot  maintain  action  as  sole  plaintiff 
on  fire  insurance  policy;  Wunderlich  v.  Palatine  F.  Ins.  Co.  104  Wis.  402,  80 
N.  W.  471,  holding  that  policy  making  loss  payable  to  third  party  as  his  interest 
may  appear  does  not  give  him  independent  right  of  action;  Scania  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Johnson,  22  Colo.  478,  45  Pac.  431,  holding  that  sale  of  property  to  mortgagee 
invalidated  policy;  Fred  Miller  Brewing  Co.  v.  Capital  Ins.  Co.  Ill  Iowa,  595, 
82  Am.  St.  Rep.  520,  82  N.  W.  1023,  holding  that  judgment  may  be  awarded  to 
mortgagee  under  policy  stipulating  "loss  payable  to  mortgagee." 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  308)  on  rights  of  mortgagee  to  benefit  of  insurance 
taken  in  mortgagor's  name;  (18  L.H.A. (N.S.)  201)  on  effect  of  breach  of  in- 
surance policy  by  mortgagor  on  rights  of  mortgagee;  (135  Am.  St.  Rep.  760) 
on  fire  insurance  as  security  for  a  mortgagee  or  other  lien  holder. 

Disapproved  in  Lowry  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  75  Miss.  45,  37  L.  R.  A.  779, 
46  Am.  St.  Rep.  587,  21  So.  664,  sustaining  right  of  mortgagee  to  sue  alone  on 
policy  where  his  debt  exceeds  value  of  property  destroyed,  and  referring  with 
approval  to  annotation  in  main  case. 
Appointment  and  airard  of  appraisers. 

Cited  in  Guild  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  57  Kan.  80,  33  L.  R.  A.  82,  57 
Am.  St.  Rep.  312,  45  Pac.  82,  holding  that  appointment  of  appraisers  according 
to  valid  contract,  cannot  be  revoked;  Montgomery  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co. 
108  Wis.  159,  84  N.  W.  175,  sustaining  award  rendered  according  to  agreement 
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made  by  married  woman  after  fire;  Travelers  Ins.  Co.  v.  Pierce  Engine  Co.  141 
Wis.  108,  123  N.  W.  643,  holding  that  an  audit  of  an  arbitrator  was  final  if 
honestly  made  though  and  error  was  made  in  the  same. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1075)  on  arbitration  as  condition  precedent 
to  action  on  insurance  policy. 

Distinguished  in  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  McLead,  57  Kan.  100,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  320, 
45  Pac.  73,  holding  inoperative,  indefinite  provision  in  policy  as  to  appointment 
of  arbitrators. 
*—  As  to  B&ortfrafiree. 

Cited  in  Erie  Brewing  Co.  v.  Ohio  Farmers*  Ins.  Co.  81  Ohio  St.  25.  25  L.K.A. 
(N.S.)  747,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  735,  89  N.  E.  1072,  18  Ann.  Cas.  265,  holding  that 
a  mortgagee  to  whom  a  fire  insurance  policy  was  payable  as  his  interest  may 
appear,  was  bound  by  the  award  of  the  arbitrators  though  he  was  not  a  party 
to  the  arbitration  proceedings;  Eau  Claire  v.  Eau  Claire  Water  Co.  137  Wiss. 
533,  119  N.  W.  555,  holding  that  an  award  of  the  arbitrators  was  not  invalid 
because  the  mortgagor  to  whom  the  insurance  was  payable,  was  not  notiticil 
of  the  proceedings  of  the  arbitrators;  Atlas  Reduction  Co.  v.  New  Zealand  In$. 
Co.  9  L,R.A.(N.S.)  439,  71  C.  C.  A.  21,  138  Fed.  506,  on  the  affect  of  arbi- 
tration upon  the  rights  of  a  mortgagee  for  whose  benefit  the  insurance  vas 
procured. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  743)  on  effect  of  award  under  terms  of  in- 
surance policy  upon  mortgagee  not  a  party. 

19  L.  R.  A.  327,  ROSEMAN  v.  CAROLINA  C.  R.  CO.  112  N.  C.  709,  34  Am. 

St.  Rep.  524,  16  S.  E.  766. 
Carrier'*  doty  to  panaenfirera. 

Cited  in  liansley  v.  Jamesville  &  W.  R.  Co.  115  N.  C.  612,  32  L,  R.  A.  548, 
44  Am.  St.  Rep.  474,  20  S.  E.  628,  holding  railroad  not  liable  for  punitive  daraagw 
on  account  of  failure  from  inability  to  run  train  on  return  trip  at  stipulated 
time;  Bragg  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  110  Va.  872,  67  S.  E.  593,  holding  tlmt 
railroad  must  exercise  its  right  to  eject  passenger  with  due  regard  to  life 
and  safety  of  such  passenger;  Ilabeck  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  146  Wis.  6nl. 
132  N.  W.  618,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  485,  on  right  of  railroad  to  eject  passenger 
who  is  in  helpless  condition. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Tarin,  54  L.  R.  A.  240,  which  holds 
carrier  liable  for  injury  to  unwarned  passenger  in  car  left  till  tracks  under- 
mined by  freshet;  Bageard  v.  Consolidated  Traction  Co,  49  L.  R.  A.  424,  whitli 
denies  carrier's  liability  for  injury  to  sick  passenger,  supposed  to  be  intoxicated, 
while  going  towards  back  of  station  after  being  helped  to  front  where  way  open 
to  street. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.  R.  A.  130)  on  place  where  one  refusing  to  pay  fare  may 
be  ejected;    (69  L.R.A.  513)    on  care  due  to  sick,   infirm,  or  helpless  persons, 
with  whom  no  contract  relation   is  sustained. 
——  IVhen    Intoxicated. 

Cited  in  Haug  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  8  N.  D.  30,  42  L.  R.  A.  670,  footnote 
p.  664,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  727,  77  N.  W.  97,  sustaining  right  to  recover  for  death  of 
drunken  passenger  ejected  from  depot  on  stormy  night;  Fagg  v.  Ixiuisville  & 
N.  R.  Co.  Ill  Ky.  39,  54  L.  R.  A.  922,  footnote  p.  919,  63  S.  W.  580,  which  holds 
carrier  liable  for  injury  tp  drunken  trespasser  ejected  in  cut  with  knowlcdiZ  • 
that  other  train  will  soon  pass. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Saulsberry,  56  L.  R.  A.  580, 
which  denies  liability  to  drunken  passenger  ejected  at  station  where  ticket  ex- 
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pi  res,  for  injuries  in  attempting  to  reenter  train;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
.Johnson,  31  L.  R.  A.  372,  which  holds  carrier  liable  for  death  of  ejected  drunken 
passenger  by  another  train;  Wheeler  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  955, 
which  holds  carrier  liable  for  fall  of  drunken  passenger  permitted  to  dance  and 
stagger  near  door  of  baggage  car;  Fisher  v.  West  Virginia  &  P.  R.  Co.  23  L,  R. 
A.  758,  which  holds  carrier  not  liable  for  injury  to  drunken  passenger  while 
coming  down  car  step  without  conductor's  knowledge,  and  falling  off;  Korn  v. 
Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.  63  L.R.A.  872,  which  denies  liability  of  carrier  for 
death  of  intoxicated  passenger  expelled  from  train  within  village  limits  when 
temperature  was  near  the  freezing  point;  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Marrs's  Admrx.  70  L.R.A.  292,  which  holds  railroad  company  finding  asleep 
in  its  switch  yard  drunken  trespasser  who  has  recently  left  train  of  another 
company  at  its  station  required  to  either  see  him  safely  out  of  yard  or  exercise 
ordinary  care  to  avoid  injuring  him  in  operation  of  switch  engine. 

Cited  in  note   (40  L.  R.  A.  136)   on  intoxication  as  affecting  negligence  with 
relation  to  passengers. 
Railroad   company's  duty   to  provide  safe   crosslns** 

Cited  in  Tankard  v.  Roanoke  R.  &  Lumber  Co.  117  N.  C.  562,  23  S.  E.  46, 
sustaining  right  to  recover  for  injury  to  mule  caused  by  stepping  into  hole  be- 
tween rails  at  crossing. 

19  L.  R.  A.  331,  FIFTH  AVE.  BANK  v.  FORTY-SECOND  STREET  &  G.  STREET 
FERRY  R.  CO.  137  N.  Y.  231,  50  N.  Y.  S.  R.  712,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  712, 
33  N.  E.  378. 

Liability  of  corporation  for  acts  of  asrents. 

Cited  in  Jarvis  v.  Manhattan  Beach  Co.  148  N.  Y.  657,  31  L.  R.  A.  778,  foot- 
note p.  776,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  727,  43  N.  E.  68,  Affirming  75  Hun,  103,  26  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1061,  holding  corporation  liable  for  transfer  clerk's  fraudulent  issue  of 
stock  certificates;  Hellman  v.  Forty-second  Street  &  G.  Street  Ferry  R.  Co.  148 
N.  Y.  727,  42  N.  E.  723,  and  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Forty-second  Street  &  G. 
Street  Ferry  R.  Co.  74  Hun,  609,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  545,  holding  valid,  stock  fraudu- 
lently issued  by  treasurer  and  transfer  agent  who  forged  name  of  one  ofiicer; 
Hanover  Nat.  Bank  v.  American  Dock  &  T.  Co.  148  N.  Y.  621,  51  Am.  St.  Rep. 
721,  43  N.  £.  72,  holding  valid,  warehouse  receipts  issued  by  ofiicer  to  himself, 
contrary  to  express,  but  in  accordance  with  implied,  authority;  Nowack  v.  Met- 
ropolitan Street  R.  Co.  166  N.  Y.  440,  54  L.  R.  A.  595,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  691, 
60  N.  E.  32,  holding  admissible,  evidence  that  agent  employed  by  corporation 
to  interview  witnesses,  attempted  to  bribe  them;  Murphy  v.  Braker,  89  Hun,  389, 
69  N.  Y.  S.  R.  774,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  387,  holding  corporation  liable  to  innocent 
purchaser  for  fraudulent  overissue  of  stock;  Rochester  &  K.  F.  Land  Co.  v.  Roe, 
7  App.  Biv.  369,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  72,  holding  corporation  bound  by  representation 
of  directors  that  capital  stock  was  fully  paid;  Wile  &  B.  Co.  v.  Rochester  &  K. 
F.  Land  Co.  4  Misc.  574,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  794,  holding  corporation  bound  by  rep- 
resentation of  secretary  as  to  validity  of  corporate  note;  Electric  Power  Co.  v. 
Metropolitan  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  75  Hun,  73,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  93,  holding  cor- 
poration liable  for  servant's  cutting  wires  of  electric  power  company  under  claim 
that  latter  had  no  right  to  do  business;  Benedict  v.  Guardian  Trust  Co.  58  App. 
Div.  303,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  1082,  holding  corporation  liabje  for  false  representations 
contained  in  prospectus  of  corporation;  First  Ave.  Land  Co.  v.  Parker,  111 
Wis.  8,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  841,  86  N.  W.  604,  holding  corporation  liable  for  secre- 
tary's illegal  issue  of  stock;  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &,  T.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Citizens'  Nat. 
Bank,  56  Ohio  St.  387,  43  L.  R.  A.  786,  footnote  p.  777,  47  N.  E.  249,  holding 
purchaser  in  open  market  of  stock  certificates  fraudulently  issued  by  officers, 
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entitled  thereto  as  against  corporation;  The  Normannia,  62  Fed.  480,  holding 
shipowner  liable  for  misinformation  given  by  agent  to  passenger  holding  ticket; 
Ring  V.  Long  Island  Real  Estate  Exch.  &  Invest.  Co.  93  App.  Div.  449,  87  X.  Y. 
Supp.  682,  holding  investment  company  liable  for  money  given  secretary  for 
mortgage  which  proved  to  be  forgery;  Havens  v.  Bank  of  Tarboro,  132  N.  C. 
222,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  627,  43  S.  E.  639,  holding  bank  liable  to  pledgee  of  slock 
certificates  signed  by  president  in  blank,  and  left  with  cashier,  who  fraudu- 
lently issued  them  to  himself  and  pledged  them  from  for  his  own  debts;  Pena^ 
v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  112  Minn.  217,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  633,  140  Am. 
St.  Rep.  470,  127  N.  W.  926,  to  the  point  that  secretary  of  corporation  entrust- 
ed with  its  seal  and  authorized  to  sign  certificates  of  stock,  may  bind  co^[K^ 
ration  though  improperly  exercises  his  powers;  Eliot  Nat.  Bank  v.  Woonsockei 
Electric  Mach  &  P.  Co.  31  R.  I.  71,  76  Atl.  782,  to  the  point  that  to  counter- 
sign an  instrument  is  to  sign  what  has  already  been  signed  by  superior;  Jennie 
Clarkson  Home  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R,  Co.  182  N,  Y.  57,  70  L.R.A.  792,  74  N. 

E.  671,  on  the  liability  of  the  corporation  for  the  acts  of  its  agents;  Fein  v. 
Weir,  129  App.  Div.  308,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  426,  holding  that  a  carrier  was  liable 
for  the  conversion  of  goods  delivered  to  it  and  which  were  stolen  by  its  agent; 
Lane  v.  Fenn,  65  Misc.  353,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  237,  holding  officers  and  managers 
of  a  holding  company  are  liable  for  the  wrongful  acts  of  other  officers  and 
managers  who  issued  a  fraudulent  prospectus  since  the  former  recognized  the 
prospectus  though  they  were  innocent  of  any  wrongdoing;  Merchants  &  F. 
Cotton  Oil  Co.  V.  Lufkin  Nat.  Bank,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App.  556,  79  S.  W.  651,  hold- 
ing a  corporation  liable  upon  a  forged  note,  to  which  the  treasurer  had  af- 
fixed his  signature  in  attestation  to  the  signature  of  the  general  manager, 
whose  name  had  been  forged  by  the  treasurer. 

Cit«d  in  footnotes  to  Pennsylvania  Co.  for  Ins.  on  Lives  k  G.  A.  v.  Franklin 

F.  Ins.  Co.  37  L.  R.  A.  780,  which  holds  corporation  liable  for  transferring  shares 
of  stock  on  surrender  of  original  certificates  with  forged  powers  of  attorney  by 
son  of  executor  intrusted  with  key  to  box  where  shares  kept;  Knox  v.  Eden 
Musee  American  Co.  31  L.  R.  A.  779,  Reversing  74  Hun,  492,  26  N.  Y.  Supp. 
842,  which  denies  corporate  liability  for  fraudulent  use  of  uncanceled  stock  cer- 
tificates; Farmers'  Bank  v.  Diebold  Safe  &  Lock  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  620,  which 
holds  corporation  not  bound  by  representation  of  officer  as  to  his  ownership 
of  stolen  certificate,  negotiated  as  security  for  his  own  debts;  The  Jennie  Clark- 
son  Home  for  Children  v.  Missouri  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  787,  which  holds 
corporation  canceling  registration  of  bonds  and  making  them  payable  to  bearer 
contrary  to  agreement  liable  to  owner  for  their  value,  although  transfer  agent 
was  deceived  by  forgeries  of  owner's  agent  while  acting  outside  scope  of  au- 
thority. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  175)  on  right  of  taker  of  commercial  paper 
of  corporation  for  officer's  individual  debt;  (87  Am.  St.  Rep.  852)  on  fraudulent 
and  over-issued  corporate  stock;  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  783,  795)  on  liability  of 
principal  for  unauthorized  acts  of  agent;  (12  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  308)  on  imputing 
fraud  of  servant  or  agent  to  master  or  principal. 

Distinguished  in  Bank  of  New  York  v.  American  Dock  &  Trust  Co.  70  Hun, 
153,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  406,  holding  invalid,  warehouse  receipt  issued  by  president 
of  company  to  himself  and  transferred  to  another;  Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Forty-second  Street  &  G.  Street  Ferry  R.  Co.  139  N.  Y.  150,  34  N.  E.  776,  deny- 
ing liability  for  fraudulent  issue  of  stock  by  president;  Van  Wagenen  v.  Genesee 
Falls  Permanent  Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  88  Hun,  48,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  491,  holding  pay- 
ment of  dues  to  secretary  of  loan  association  not  payment  to  association;  Second 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Curtiss,  2  App.  Div.  512,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  1028,  denying  corporate 
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liability  for  attestation  of  forged  assignment  of  stock  by  president  and  treasurer; 
Rankin  v.  Colonial  Bank,  31  Misc.  230,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  32,  holding  bank  having 
two  branches  not  liable  for  innocent  certification  of  check  at  one  branch  after 
certification  of  similar  check  at  another  branch. 
Premiinptionfi  from  face  of  paper*. 

Cited  in  Watson  v.  Boston  Woven  Cordage  Co.  75  Hun,  116,  26  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1101,  holding  that  purchaser  has  right  to  assume  that  note  was  made  at  place 
stated  thereon;  American  Press  Asso.  v.  Brantingham,  76  App.  Div.  438,  78 
X.  Y.  Supp.  305,  holding  that  stock  certificates  are  not  entitled  to  same  protec- 
tion as  negotiable  instruments. 

Cited  in  note  (53  L.  R.  A.  154,  155)  on  implied  warranty  on  sale  of  corporate 
stock. 
Burden  of  proof  as  to  bona  lldes. 

Cited  in  Printing  Teleg.  News  Co.  v.  Brantingham,  77  App.  Div.  283,  79  N.  Y. 
Supp.   190,  holding  burden  of  showing  good  faith  on  transferee  of  certificates 
after  proof  of  defect  in  assignor's  title. 
Xearotlability  of  atoclc  eertlllcates. 

Cited  in  American  Exch.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Woodlawn  Cemetery,  120  App.  Div. 
129,  105  N.  Y.  Supp,  305;  American  Exch.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Woodlawn  Cemetery, 
194  N.  Y.  126,  87  N.  E,  107, — on  the  negotiable  character  of  stock  certificates. 
— -  Parc]fta«er  In  sbod  faltlt. 

Cited  in  Treadwell  v.  Clark,  114  App.  Div.  506,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  1,  holding 
that  where  nothing  appeared  upon  the  face  of  a  stock  certificate  to  estop  the 
owner  from  asserting  his  title,  he  could  set  up  his  title  against  a  person  pur- 
chasing in  good  faith  from  the  pledgee  of  the  same. 

19  L.  R,  A.  337,  SMALL  v.  KENNEDY,  137  Ind.  299,  33  N.  E.  674. 
Appellate  procedure. 

Cited  in  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Treadway,  143  Ind.  704,  41  N.  E.  794, 
reprinting  with  corrections  of  syllabus  142  Ind.  489,  41  N.  E.  794,  holding  that 
case  may  be  affirmed  as  to  some  appellants  and  reversed  as  to  others. 
False  representation*. 

Cited  in  Gardner  v.  Mann,  36  Ind.  App.  698,  76  N.  E.  417,  holding  that  if  a 
party  makes  a  statement  upon  which  the  other  party  to  the  contracts  relies 
and  acts,  the  latter  may  rescind  the  contract  because  of  the  falsity  of  such 
statement  whether  the  party  making  it  knew  it  was  false  or  not. 

19  L.  R,  A.  339,  CLEVELAND,  C.  C.  &  ST.  L.  R,  CO.  v.  KETCHAM,  133  Ind. 

346,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  550,  33  N.  E.  116. 
Carrier's  liability  —  To  persons  lairfnlly  on  train. 

Cited  in  International  &,  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Davis,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  343,  43 
S.  W.  540,  holding  railway  company  liable  to  postal  clerk  for  not  properly  heat- 
ing car;  Russell  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  157  Ind.  313,  55  L.  R.  A. 
256,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  214,  61  N.  E.  678,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for 
injury  to  Pullman  porter,  when  his  employer  and  himself  had  released  company; 
Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Voigt,  176  U.  S.  518,  44  L.  ed.  569,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  385,  Reversing  79  Fed.  562,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  to  express 
messenger,  when  he  and  his  employer  had  released  it  from  liability;  Southern 
B.  Co.  V.  Harrington,  166  Ala.  637,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  59,  52  So.  57,  holding  that 
postal  clerk  on  train  on  which  they  are  riding  while  at  work  are  passengers; 
Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Coyer,  163  Ind.  635,  72  N.  E.  875,  holding  that  the  carrier 
owed  ordinary  care  to  a  person  allowed  to  ride  gratuitously  in  the  caboose  of 
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a  freight  train;  Gabbert  v.  Hackett,  135  Wis.  90,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1072,  116 
N.  VV.  345,  holding  that  a  policeman  who  entered  a  street  car  believing  that 
an  ordinance  allowing  policemen  to  ride  free  was  valid,  was  a  passenger  though 
the  ordinance  was  void;  Davis  v.  Chesapeake  A,  O.  R.  Co.  122  Ky.  536,  5  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  460,  121  Am.  St.  Rep.  481,  92  S.  W.  339,  12  Ann.  Cas.  723,  hoWing 
an  express  messenger  a  passenger  for  hire  and  entitlel  to  the  same  care;  Yarrin<;- 
ton  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  143  Fed.  567;  Hoskins  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  39  Mont. 
400,  102  Pac.  988, — holding  that  a  railway  mail  clerk  while  in  charge  of  njail 
upon  a  train  is  a  passenger;  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Jellison,  124  111.  App.  662; 
Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Patton,  23  App.  D.  C.  121, — ^holding  that  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  a  railway  mail  clerk  is  a  passenger  for  hire;  Malott  t. 
Central  Trust  Co.  168  Ind.  434,  79  N.  £.  369,  11  Ann.  Cas.  879,  holding  by 
weight  of  authority  that  railroads  owe  to  mail  clerks  and  agents  the  same  degree 
of  care  as  to  passengers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Southern  R.  News  Co. 
45  L.  R.  A.  380,  which  sustains  contract  by  news  company  to  indemnify  carrier 
against  liability  for  injuries  to  news  agents  carried  on  trains;  Blake  v.  Bur- 
lington, C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  21  L.  R.  A.  659,  which  holds  hazard  not  assumed  perse 
by  member  of  theatrical  troupe  riding  in  show  car;  Jones  v.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  R- 
Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  718,  which  holds  palace  car  porter  not  fellow  servant  of  engineer 
and  trainman;  Atchison,  T.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Headland,  20  L.  R.  A.  822,  which 
holds  presumption  that  person  on  train  is  a  passenger,  not  applicable  to  one 
riding  in  caboose  attached  to  freight  train. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.  R.  A.  797)  on  right  of  person  riding  on  pass  or  eon- 
tract  for  free  passage;  (30  L.  R.  A.  161)  on  railroad  companies  as  private  car- 
riers in  drawing  special  trains  or  special  cars;  (3  L.R.A. (N.S.)  219)  on  liabilitv 
of  carrier  to  postal  clerk  for  failure  to  keep  car  in  proper  condition;  (5  L.R.A. 
(N.  S.)  721)  on  degree  of  care  owed  to  free  passenger  in  absence  of  contract 
stipulation;  (26  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1058)  on  carrier's  liability  for  injury  to  mail 
clerk;  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  87,  99,  100)  on  who  are  passengers  and  when  they  be- 
come such. 
—  For  neffltfrence  off  mail  agr^nt. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Russ,  26  L.  R.  A.  283,  which  de- 
nies carrier's   liability   for  mail   agent's  negligence  in   throwing  off   mail  bag; 
Galloway  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  442,  which  holds  carrier 
liable  for  injury  by  mail  agent  throwing  mail  sack  on  platform. 
»—  For  deatmctiom  off  mall. 

Distinguished  in  Boston  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  L  &  P.  R.  Co.  118  Iowa,  434, 
69  L.  R.  A.  801,  92  N.  W.  88,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  to  sender  of 
registered  mail  destroyed  by  negligence  of  its  servants. 

19  L.  R.  A.  342,  PEOPLE  ex  rel.  HODSON  v.  MINER,  144  111.  308,  33  N.  E.  40. 
Rtflrht  off  state  to  appeal. 

Cited  in  People  v.  John  York  Co.  80  111.  App.  163,  denying  right  of  people  to 
appeal  from  acquittal  of  charge  of  violating  pharmacy  act;  Portland  v.  Erickson, 
39  Or.  10,  62  Pac.  753,  holding  that  city  cannot  appeal  from  acquittal  of  charge 
of  violating  ordinance  punishable  by  fine  or  imprisonment;  St.  Paul  v.  Stamm, 
106  Minn.  82,  118  N.  W.  154,  holding  that  the  city  had  no  right  of  appeal  in  a 
prosecution  for  a  violation  of  the  ordinance  against  the  furnishing  of  food  in 
connection  with  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors;  Com.  v.  Hudson,  17  Pa.  Dist 
R.  1014,  35  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  176,  holding  that  the  state  had  no  right  of  appeal  from 
a  conviction  for  dynamiting  fish  in  violation  of  the  statute;  Kepner  v.  United 
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States,  195  U.  S.  131,  49  L.  ed.  125,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  797,  1  Ann.  Cas.  655,  hold- 
in  that  the  government  in  the  Philippine  Islands  had  no  right  to  appeal  in  a 
prosecution  for  embezzlement. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  v.  Raymond,  19  L.  R.  A.  649,  which  holds  state 
not  entitled,  under  statute,  to  sue  out  writ  of  error;  State  v.  Savery,  49  L.  R. 
A.  585,  which  denies  right  of  state  to  appeal  from  general  verdict  of  not  guilty, 
entered- on  defendant's  motion  because  warrant  issued  without  affidavit;  State  v. 
Lee,  27  L.  R.  A.  498,  which  holds  valid,  act  giving  state  right  of  appeal  in  crim- 
inal cases;  State  v.  Myer,  52  L.  R.  A.  346,  which  sustains  state's  right  to  writ 
of  error  to  review  judgment  reversing  conviction. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Kelly,  187  111.  335,  58  N.  E.  373,  upholding  right 
of  people  to  appeal  from  judgment  in  action  for  fines  under  dentistry  act. 
Plea,  off  fformer  Jeopardy. 

Cited  in  note  (92  Am.  St.  Rep.  104)  on  identity  of  offenses  on  plea  of 
former  jeopardy. 

19  L.  R.  A.  349,  CORTESY  v.  TERRITORY,  6  N.  M.  682,  30  Pac.  947. 

Cited  in  Territory  v.  Cook,  7  N.  M.  252,  33  Pac.  1022,  for  part  of  statement 
of  facts;  Cortesy  v.  Territory,  7  N.  M.  99,  32  Pac.  504,  overruling  motion  for 
rehearing. 
Smnday  Trork  tn  violation  of  an  ordinance. 

Cited  in  Topeka  v.  Crawford,  78  Kan.  590,  17  L.R.A.(X.  S.)  1160,  96  Pac.  862, 
16  Ann.  Cas.  403,  holding  that  the  opening  of  a  ticket  office  of  a  theatre  and 
selling  tickets  on  Sunday  was  engaging  in  labor  contrary  to  ordinance. 
Repeal  off  atatntea  by  inaplication. 

Cited  in  Hagerman  v.  Weeks,  13  N.  M.  577,  86  Pac.  801,  to  the  point  that 
statute  will  not  be  deemed  repealed  by  implication  unless  there  is  positive  re- 
pugnance between  old  and  new. 

19  L.  R.  A.  367,  ARP  v.  STATE,  97  Ala.  5,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  137,  12  So.  301. 
Grounds   ffor   anaahingr   venire. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  State,  104  Ala.  32.  16  So.  135;  Bowen  v.  State,  119  Ala.  9, 
24  So.  551,  refusing  to  quash  venire  because  jurors  had  served  within  l^-st 
twelve  months;  Caddell  v.  State,  129  Ala.  63,  30  So.  76,  refusing  to  quash  venire 
because  one  juror  was  not  summoned  or  not  at  trial ;  Webb  v.  State,  100  Ala. 
62,  14  So.  865,  refusing  to  quash  venire  on  ground  that  two  special  jurors  were 
not  summoned,  when  sheriff  had  made  diligent  search  for  them;  Childs  v.  State, 
97  Ala.  62,  12  So.  44.  holding  alleged  invalidity  of  act  under  which  jurors 
drawn,  insufficient  ground  for  quashing  venue;  Peel  v.  State,  144  Ala.  133,  39 
So.  261,  holding  that  it  is  no  grounds  for  quashing  venire  that  some  of  the 
jurors  serving  at  the  special  term,  also  served  at  the  regular  term  preceding. 
Competency  off  Jnrors. 

Cited  in  Ragsdale  v.  State,  134  Ala.  31,  32  So.  674,  sustaining  competency  of 
juror  who  says  he  has  opinion  of  guilt,  but  that  it  would  not  influence  verdict. 
Crinae  committed  under  dnre»«. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Fisher,  23  Mont.  557,  59  Pac.  919,  holding  one  guilty  of  mur- 
der who  killed  another  at  command  of  third  person;  Murphy  v.  State,  108  Ala. 
13,  18  So.  667,  holding  that  one  compelled  to  be  an  accomplice  is  guilty  of  mur- 
der, if  shot  fired  by  him,  although  it  kills  person  not  intended;  People  v.  Martin, 
13  Cal.  App.  103,  108  Pac.  1034,  to  the  point  that  person  has  right  to  kill  as- 
sailant in  defense  of  his  own  life;  Ross  v.  State,  169  Ind.  391,  82  K.  E.  781, 
on  sufficiency  of  duress  to  justify  the  commission  of  a  crime;  Brewer  v.  State. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 35. 
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72  Ark.  153,  78  S.  W.  773,  holding  that  it  was  not  a  suflScient  justification  for 
murder  that  it  was  done  under  duress,  to  save  the  murderer's  life;  State  v. 
Xargashian,  26  R.  I.  304,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  715,  58  Atl.  953,  3  Ann.  Cas.  1026, 
holding  that  it  was  not  error  to  refuse  a  requested  instruction  to  the  effect  that 
duress  was  a  justification  for  murder  sufficient  to  reduce  it  to  the  crime  of 
manslaughter. 

Cited  in  note    (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  722,  723,  724)    on  coercion  as  defense   to 
crime. 
Common  la.'w  and  Mtatntory  mmrder. 

Cited  in  McMahan  v.  State,  168  Ala.  73,  53  So.  89,  holding  that  every  com- 
mon law  murder  is  murder  under  existing  statute. 

19  L.  R.  A.  362,  STATE  v.  BREWER,  38  S.  C.  263,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  752,  16  S. 

E.    1001. 
Criminal   nature   of   baatardy   proceedinfrs. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Bridgforth,  77  Miss.  420,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  532,  27  So.  622. 
holding  that  putative  father  may  be  imprisoned  on  failure  to  give  bond;  Statt; 
V.  Edens,  88  S.  E.  307,  70  S.  E.  609,  to  the  point  that  bastardy  is  criminal 
offense. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Ostwalt,  32  L.  R.  A.  396,  which  holds  uncon- 
stitutional, provision  for  appeal  by  mother  from  acquittal  of  putative  father  in 
bastardy  case. 
—  Failure  to  pay  Judinaent. 

Annotation  cited  in  Campion  v.  Gillan,  79  Neb.  369,  11  L.R.A.(K.S.)    868, 
126  Am.  St.  Rep.  667,  112  N.  W.  585,  16  Ann.  Cas.  319,  on  the  failure  to  pay 
the  judgment  in  bastardy  proceedings  as  contempt  of  court. 
Imprisonment   for  debt. 

Cited  in  Carr  v.  State,  106  Ala.  38,  34  L.  R.  A.  647,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  17 
So.  350,  holding  constitutional  provision  "that  no  person  shall  be  imprisoned 
for  debt,"  violated  by  act  making  it  misdemeanor  for  banker  to  receive  deposit 
when  insolvent;  Exparte  Berry,  85  S.  C.  244,  67  S.  E.  226,  20  Ann.  Cas.  1344, 
holding  that  judgment  for  damages  for  battery  may  be  enforced  against  defend-^ 
ant  by  imprisonment,  where  execution  against  property  is  returned  unsatis- 
fied; Land  v.  State,  84  Ark.  201,  105  S.  W.  90,— holding  that  the  imprisonment 
of  a  putative  father  for  a  failure  to  pay  the  sum  fixed  in  bastardy  proceedings, 
for  the  support  of  his  child,  is  not  imprisonment  for  debt,  in  violation  of  the 
constitution;  Ex  parte  Hollman,  79  S.  C.  12,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  245,  60  S.  E.  19, 
14  Ann.  Cas.  1105,  holding  that  a  statute  providing  that  a  laborer  who  shall 
secure  an  advance  of  wages  then  quit  the  service  before  they  are  earned 
shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  is  unconstitutional  as  providing  imprisonment 
for  debt. 

Cited  in  note  (34  L.  R.  A.  669)  on  constitutionality  of  imprisonment  for  debt. 

19  L.  R.  A.  365,  GIBNEY  v.  STATE,  137  N.  Y.  1,  33  Am,  St.  Rep.  690,  33  N. 
E.  142. 

Action  for  death  of  son  in  same  accident,  in  137  N.  Y.  529,  33  N.  E.  143. 
Proximate    canve   of    injury. 

Cited  in  Travell  v.  Bannerman,  71  App.  Div.  444,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  866,  holding 
deposit  of  caked  gunpowder  on  lot,  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  boy  wlio 
exploded  it  after  it  had  been  carried  from  lot  by  another  boy;  Browning  v. 
Wabash  Western  R.  Co.  124  Mo.  71,  24  S.  W.  731,  holding  loading  cars  and 
removing  brakes,  proximate  cause  of  death  of  engineer  due  to  collision  with 
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such  cars;  Lynn  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Meriden  F.  Ins.  Co.  158  Mass.  575,  20  L. 
R.  A.  303,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  540,  33  N.  E.  090,  holding  fire  causing  short  circuit 
proximate  cause  of  destruction  of  electric  machinery  in  remote  part  of  build- 
ing; Sheltrawn  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  128  Mich.  673,  87  N.  W.  893,  holding  de- 
fective brake   proximate   cause   of   injury   to   brakeman   resulting   from   falling 
of  log  from  car  caused  by  sudden  stoppage  of  car  by  blocking;   Leeds  v.  New 
York  Teleph.  Co.  79  App.  Div.   126,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  114,  holding  negligence  in 
securing;^  wire  by  passing  it  around  chimney,  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  pedes- 
trian  due  to  fall   of  chimney  caused  by  derrick   striking  wire;    Whitworth   v. 
Shreveiiort  Belt  R.  Co.   112  La.  373,  65  L.  R.  A.   132,  36  So.  414,  holding  de- 
fective insulation  of  trolley  wire  cause  of  death  of  one  who  grabbed  telephone 
wire,  which  was  lying  over  former,  to  draw  it  away  from  helpless  coemployee; 
Pittsfield  Cottonwear  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pittsfield  Shoe  Co.  72  N.  H.  548,  58  Atl.  242, 
holding  omission  of  heating  company  to  foresee  result  of  lessor's  failure  to  pre- 
vent escape  of  water,  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  lessee  due  to  escape  of  water 
from  frozen  pipes;  Louisville  &  X.  R.  Co.  v.  Morgan,  165  Ala.  421,  51  So.  827, 
to  the  point  that  if  absence  of  railing  was  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  licensee 
on  railroad  right  of  way  railroad  is  liable;  Sehell  v.  German  Flats,  54  Misc.  453, 
104  N.  Y.  Supp.  116,  on  what  constitutes  proximate  cause. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  20  L.  R.  A. 
582,  as  to  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  shipper  while  stepping  from  stock  car  to 
caboose;  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Mutch,  21  L.  R.  A.  316,  which  holds  excessive  speed 
not  proximate  cause  of  death  of  boy  attempting  to  catch  on  train;  Mueller  v. 
Milwaukee  Street  R.  Co.  21  L.  R.  A.  721,  which  holds  sudden  stopping  of  street 
car  in  front  of  funeral  procession,  cause  of  injury  to  first  carriage  by  pole  of 
second. 
Cited  in  note  (30  Am.  St.  Rep.  849)  on  proximate  and  remote  cause. 
Distinguished  in  HoUenbeck  v.  Johnson,  79  Hun,  506,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  945, 
holding  escape  of  cow  from  pasture  and  entry  into  neighbor's  bam  causing  floor 
to  give  way,  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  owner  of  bam,  who  fell  into  hole 
made  by  cow;  Laible  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  13  App.  Div.  582,  43 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1003,  holding  unreasonable  blocking  of  crossing  proximate  cause  of 
injury  caused  by  horse  becoming  frightened  at  another  train;  Chattanooga  Light 
k  P.  Co.  V.  Hodges,  109  Tenn.  336,  60  L,  R.  A.  460.  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  844,  70  8. 
W.  616,  holding  employer's  construction  of  combustible  building,  not  proximate 
cause  of  death  of  employee  who  re-entered  burning  building  to  telephone  alarm.. 
InJvirT   from   attempt   to   rescue   another*. 

Cited  in  Manthey  v.  Rauenbuehler,  71  App.  Div.  176,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  714,  hold- 
ing that  driver's  failure  to  tie  horse  renders  owner  liable  for  death  of  one- 
killed  by  seizing  horse  to  save  children  in  street;  Chicago  Terminal  Transfer 
R.  Co.  V.  Kotoski,  101  111.  App.-  306,  holding  not  negligence  to  delay  one's  own 
escape  to  rescue  girl  from  railroad  trestle;  Corbin  v.  Philadelphia,  195  Pa.. 
470,  49  L.  R.  A.  724,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  825,  45  Atl.  1070,  holding  going  intO' 
trench  filled  with  deadly  gas  negligently  left  uncovered,  to  rescue  child  who  was- 
overcome,  not  such  negligence  as  will  bar  recovery;  IMorrissey  v.  Westchester 
Electric  R.  Co.  18  App.  Div.  72,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R.  447.'  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  444,  holding^ 
workman  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  by  removing  plank  from  track 
in  front  of  approaching  car;  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R,  Co.  v.  Lynch,  69  Ohio. 
St.  136,  63  L.  R.  A.  507,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  654,  68  N.  E.  703,  holding  railroad 
company  liable  for  "kicking"  .car  over  crossing,  injuring  one  who  was  attempt- 
ing to  rescue  woman;  Dixon  v.  New  York,  X.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  207  Mass.  130^ 
92  N.  E.  1030;  Bracey  v.  Northwestern  Improv.  Co.  41  Mont.  346,  137  Am.  St^ 
Rep.  738,  109  Pac.  706;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Cline,  136  Ga.  866,  72  S.  E^ 
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405, — to  the  point  that  exposure  to  danger  for  purpose  of  saving  human  life, 
is  not  negligent,  unless  it  is  such  as  to  be  regarded  as  rash  or  reckless;  O'Brien  v. 
Erie  R.  Co.  139  App.  Div.  294,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  1040,  to  the  point  that  person 
is  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  attempting  to  save  human  life  unless 
such  attempt  is  rash  or  reckless;  Mobile  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Ridley,  114  Tenn.  733. 
86  S.  W.  606,  4  Ann.  Cas.  925,  holding  railroad  company  liable  for  the  death  of 
a  person  in  attempting  to  rescue  another  from  a  dangerous  position  in  front  of 
a  rapidly  moving  train. 

Cited  in  note  (49  L.  R.  A.  718)  on  voluntarily  incurring  danger  to  save  life 
of  another  person  as  contributory  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  Sann  v.  H.  W.  Johns  Mfg.  Co.  16  App.  Div.  257,  44  N.  Y. 
Supp.  641,  holding  master  who  was  free  from  negligence,  not  liable  for  death 
of  servant  caused  while  attempting  to  rescue  coservant;  Iklaryland  Steel  Co.  v. 
Marney,  88  Md.  496,  42  L.  R.  A.  847,  footnote,  p.  842,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  441,  42 
Atl.  60,  holding  voluntarily  incurring  danger  to  save  another  person's  life  not 
contributory  negligence;  White  v.  Chicago,  120  111.  App.  610,  holding  that  volun- 
tary exposure  to  danger  to  aid  another  in  danger  is  contributory  negligence 
where  the  person  aided  brought  about  his  own  danger  voluntarily. 
Conatmctive   notice   of   defect. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Thomas  v.  Flint,  47  L.  R.  A.  499,  which  holds  mere 
existence  of  defect  in  bridge  for  two  or  three  days  not  constructive  notice  to  city. 
Claim  oflrainat  state. 

Cited  in  note   (42  L.  R.  A.  37,  69)   on  what  claims  constitute  valid  demands 
against  a  state. 
l^tthdrairal  of  case  from  Jury. 

Cited  in  note  (15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  74)   on  right  to  withdraw  civil  action  from 
jury  for  insufficiency  of  proof. 
Injury  to  child. 

Cited  in  note  (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  425)  on  injury  to  child  occasioned  by  openings. 

19  L.  R.  A.  367,  PENDERY  v.  ALLEN.  50  Ohio  St.  121,  33  N.  E.  716. 

Appeal  from  order  for  distribution  of  assets,  in  53  Ohio  St.  251,  41  N.  E.  255. 
Creditor's  rlfrbt  to  property  pledged  a«' Indemnity. 

Cited  in  Hendcrson-Achert  Lithographing  Co.  v.  John  Shillito  Co.  64  Ohio 
St.  251,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  745,  60  N.  E.  295,  Affirming  6  Ohio  N.  P.  30,  and  Meeker 
V.  Waldron,  62  Neb.  095,  87  N.  W.  539,  holding  creditor  upon  insolvency  of  debtor 
and  surety  in  replevin,  entitled  by  subrogation  to  benefit  of  property  pro- 
vided for  surety's  indemnity. 
Xote  an  extlnirnlahntent  of  debt. 

Distinguished  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lcise,  3  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  221,  13-23  Ohio 
C.  C.  55,  holdinsj  where  creditors  of  assignor  for  benefit  of  creditors  to  whom  he 
had  purchased  goods  before  assignment  had  negotiated  notes  and  applieil  proceeds 
to  their  business,  but  notes  were  not  paid,  the  maker's  indebtedness  thereon  was 
not  extinguished. 
Validity   of   mortflraflre   by    Insolvent. 

Cited  in  Brinkerhoff  v.  Tracy,  55  Ohio  St.  571,  45  N.  E.  1100,  holding  mortgage 
in  trust  for  preferred  creditors,  void  under  insolvency  act,  when  property  mort- 
gaged largely  in  excess  of  claims  of  such  creditors;  Re  Schuh,  2  Ohio  N.  P. 
381,  holding  mortgage  to  two  creditors,  executed  just  prior  to  assignment  for 
benefit  of  creditors,  inures  to  benefit  of  all  creditors;  Walker  v.  Walker,  4 
Ohio  N.  P.  325,  declaring  mortgages  given  without  consideration  to  merobera 
of  family  just  prior  to  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors,  void. 
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DiBtinguished  in  Wylly-Gabbett  Co.  v.  Williams,  53  Fla.  930,  42  So.  910,  hold- 
ing that  an  insolvent  debtor  under  the  state  laws  may  in  good  faith  mortgage 
the  whole  of  his  property  to  secure  the  payment  of  one  or  more  bona  fide  debts 
due  to  preferred  creditors,  and  it  will  not  operate  as  an  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  all  the  creditors. 

lATluit   constitute*   general    aaatgrninent    for    creditors. 

Cited  in  Maas  v.  Miller,  58  Ohio  St.  498,  51  N.  E.  158,  holding  that  insolvent 
makes  general  assignment  when  he  conveys  property  to  pay  debts;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  F.  C.  Trebein  Co.  59  Ohio  St.  330,  52  N.  E.  834,  holding  transfer  of 
all  insolvent  debtor's  property  to  corporation,  in  exchange  for  stock,  which 
he  assigns  to  certain  creditors  as  collateral  security  for  their  claims,  amounts 
to  general  assignment;  Case  v.  Hewitt,  7  Ohio  N.  P.  612,  10  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec. 
370,  holding  trust  deed  for  benefit  of  particular  creditors,  balance,  if  any,  on 
sale  to  go  to  grantor,  is  assignment  for  benefit  of  all  creditors. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sandwich  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Max,  24  L.  R.  A.  524,  which  holds 
conveyance  in  absolute  payment  of  •debt  not  unlawful  preference,  which  will 
justify  other  creditors  in  asking  that  it  be  declared  a  general  assignment. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.  R.  A.  354)  on  whether  preference  by  mortgage  or  sale 
is  an  assignment  for  creditors;  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  332)  on  conveyance  to  in- 
demnify -sureties  or  indorsers  as  voluntary  assignment  for  creditors. 

Distinguished  in  Hegler  v.  Grove,  63  Ohio  St.  425,  59  N.  E.  162,  sustaining  as 
equitable  mortgage,  deed  given  to  creditor  and  received  in  good  faitli  to  secure 
creditor  as  surety  and  for  future  indorsements. 

19  L.  R.  A.  371,  GOODRICH  v.  TENNEY,  144  111.  422,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  459, 

33  K.  E.  44. 
Contracts   contrary   to   public   policy. 

Cited  in  Cisna  v.  Sheibley,  88  111.  App.  393,  holding  void,  contract  to  obtain 
insurance  on  life  of  person  in  w^hom  parties  have  no  insurable  interest;  Fields 
V.  Brown,  188  111.  115,  58  N.  E.  977,  Reversing  89  111.  App.  290,  holding  lessee 
of  property  to  be  used  as  house  of  ill-fame,  entitled  to  defend  against  enforce- 
ment of  provisions  of  lease,  though  in  pari  delicto  with  lessor; 
Shortall  v.  Fitzsimons  &.  C.  Co.  93  111.  App.  233,  holding  void, 
contract  to  build  wall  in  Lake  Michigan  and  on  land  belonging  to  state;  Bermu- 
dez  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  Critchfield,  62  111.  App.  228,  denying  right  to  recover 
for  services  under  contract  to  pay  for  procuring  paving  contracts;  Missouri, 
K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Bowles,  1  Ind.  Terr.  261,  40  S.  W.  899,  holding  contract  of 
shipment  violating  interstate  commerce  law  as  to  rates,  void;  Sheppey  v. 
Stevens,  185  Fed.  156,  to  point  that  agreement  to  procure  testimony  for.  share 
of  proceeds  of  litigation  is  void  as  against  public  policy;  Zeigler  v.  Illinois 
Trust  &  Sav.  Bank,  150  111.  App.  103,  holding  a  contract  to  furnish  medical 
services  for  life  to  be  paid  for  after  the  death  of  the  person  to  whom  rendered 
is  not  against  public  policy  as  a  wagering  contract;  Smith  v.  Hartsell,  150  N. 
C.  80,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  207,  63  S.  E.  172,  holding  an  agreement  by  a  party 
having  a  valid  enforceable  claim  agatnst  an  estate  to  give  testimony  in  con- 
sideration of  the  payment  thereof  to  enable  the  parties  to  recover  the  estate, 
was  not  against  public  policy;  Perry  v.  United  States  School  Furniture  Co.  232 
111.  110,  83  N.  E.  444,  holding  that  courts  of  equity  will  not  lend  their  aid  to 
the  enforcement  of  contracts  contrary  to  public  policy. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brown  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  24  L.  R.  A.  206,  which  holds 
contract  by  justice  to  secure  arrest  of  person  over  whom  he  has  no  juris- 
diction, with  compensation  contingent  on  recovery  of  property,  void;   Quirk  v. 
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MuUer,  25  L.  R.  A.  87,  which  holds  void,  contract  to  procure  testimony  that 
will  win  lawsuit;  Brooks  v.  Cooper,  21  L.  R.  A.  617,  which  holds  void,  contract 
between   newspapers    for   alternate   selection    and    division   of   profits   of    public 

printing. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  ^278)  on  validity  of  contracts  to  procure 
testimony;  (33  L.R.A. (X.S.)  88)  on  validity  of  contract  to  pay  physician  per- 
centage of  damages  recovered  for  personal  injury;  (97  Am.  St.  Rep.  147)  on 
validity  of  contracts  to  furnish  evidence;  (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  326,  329)  on  ac- 
counting by  illegal  partnership. 

Di.stinguished  in  Johnson  v.  Pietsch,  94  111.  App.  460,  sustaining  contract  to 
pay  $500  for  testimony  of  expert  in  condemnation  proceedings;  Casserlei^^h  v. 
Wood,  14  Colo.  App.  279,  59  Pac.  1024,  upholding  contract  to  furnish  evi- 
•dence  in  party'6  possession  and  employ  counsel  to  enforce  another's  rights: 
^IcDonald  v.  Lund,  13  Wash.  421,  43  Pac.  348,  sustaining  right  to  recover  money 
<lue  partner  on  gambling  contract. 

19  L.  R.  A.  377,  HUNT  v.  KINGSTON,  3  Misc.  309,  61  N.  Y.  S.  R.  505,  23  N. 
Y.  Supp.  352. 

19  L.  R.  A.  379,  HASKETT  v.  MAXEY,  134  Ind.  182,  33  N.  E.  358. 
Childless  aecond  yrwlte*u  tntereat  In  linsb«nd'«  property. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  McClain,  146  Ind.  83,  45  N.  E.  41,  and  Thompson  v.  Henry, 

153  Ind.  58,  54  N.  E.  109,  holding  that  decedent's  childless  widow  takes  fee  of 
one  third  of  land,  of  which  children  by  former  wife  are  "forced  heirs;"  Byrum 
V.  Henderson,  151  Ind.  105,  51  N.  £.  94,  holding  claim  of  childless  second 
wife  to  property  of  deceased  husband,  superior  to  that  of  next  of  kin  of  child  of 
jformer  marriage  who  died  without  descendants  before  widow;   Bell  v.  Shaffer, 

154  Ind.  424,  56  N.  £.  217,  holding  that  children  of  former  marriage  have  no 
present  estate  in  interest  of  childless  second  wife  in  real  estate  of  their  father; 
Burget  V.  Merritt,  165  Ind.  145,  57  N.  E.  714,  holding  that  children  by  former 
marriage  conveying  real  estate  in  1883  except  life  interest  of  childless  sec- 
ond wife,  estopped  from  claiming  title  to  her  third  interest  as  her  "forced  heirs" 
after  her  death  in  1897;  Helt  v.  Kelt,  152  Ind.  145,  52  N.  E.  699,  holding  plain- 
tiflf  entitled  to  fee  in  one  third  of  husband's  real  estate,  where  he  left  children 
fby  former  wife  and  child  by  plaintiflf  by  former  marriage;  Stephenson  v.  Boody, 
139  Ind.  65,  38  N.  E.  331,  holding  that  conveyances  made  previous  to  May,  1881, 
l)y  children  of  first  marriage  conveyed  fee  of  childless  widow's  third;  Myers  v, 
Boyd,  144  Ind.  498,  43  N.  E.  567,  holding  that  conveyance  made  previous 
to  ftlay,  1881,  by  child  of  first  marriage  conveyed  fee  of  widow's  third;  Bate- 
man  V.  Bennett,  31  Ind.  App.  280,  67  N.  E.  713,  denying  right  of  childless  sec- 
ond wife  to  recover  land  devised  by  husband  to  his  stepmother;  Fry  v.  Lawson, 
32  Ind.  App.  375,  69  N.  E.  1038,  on  the  interest  of  childless  second  wife  in  the 
real  estate  of  the  husband;  Herring  v.  Keneipp,  46  Ind.  App.  426,  92  N.  E.  742, 
to  the  point  that  lands  inherited  by  widow  from  deceased  husband,  may  during 
subsequent  marriage  be  sold  on  execution  upon  judgment  recovered  after  subse- 
quent marriage  upon  debts  contracted  during  widowhood. 

IVhen  atatnte  of  Itmitatlona  befftna  to  mn. 

Cited  in  Irey  v.  Mater,  134  Ind.  248,  33  N.  E.  1018,  holding  that  statute  of 
limitations  does  not  operate  against  right  of  action  of  children  of  decedent  as 
to  lands  to  which  widow  succeeded,  until  widow's  death. 
^Ivltclalm  deed  «•  bar  to  after-acquired  title. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  59  L.  R.  A.  748,  which  holds  grantee 
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in   quitclaim   deed   vested  with   title   acquired   by   warrantor   to  gprantor   after 
warranty  deed  delivered. 

Cited   in   note    (35   L.R.A.(N.S.)    1182)    on   effect  of   quitclaim  upon   after- 
.acquired  title. 
Advcrac  poaaeaaion  aarainat  oivnera  off  ffutnre  eatatea. 

Cited  in  note   (19  L.  R.  A.  847)   on  adverse  possession  against  remaindermen 
and  owners  of  future  estates. 
ITtIaI  of  title  In  partition  action. 

Cited  in  Fordice  v.  Lloyd,  27  Ind.  App.  419,  60  N.  E.  367,  holding  that  title 
will  not  be  tried  in  partition  when  title  not  in  issue. 

Distinguislied  in  Irvin  v.  Buckles,  148  Ind.  393,  47  N.  E.  822,  holding  decree 
in  partition  res  judicata  as  to  interests  of  parties. 
"Wbat  Imyn  flroverna  partition  action. 

Cited  in  Mickels  v.  Ellsesser,  149  Ind.  419,  49  N.  E.  373,  holding  that  widow 
and  daughter  partitioning  land  by  deed  are  bound  by  law  then  in  force;  Hill 
V.  Brown,  144  N.  C.  119,  56  S.  E.  693,  holding  that  a  construction  of  a  statute 
at  the  time  a  contract  is  made,  enters  into  and  becomes  a  part  of  such  con- 
tract. 
Declaiona  of  covrta  aa  llxlngr  rlarlata  of  partlea. 

Cited  in  Lamson  v.  Coffin,  102  Minn.  500,  114  N.  W.  248,  holding  that  de- 
cision aa  to  the  validity  of  the  assignment  of  a  soldier's  additional  homestead 
right  fixed  the  liabilities  of  the  parties  thereto  under  an  indemnity  contract  to 
make  good  the  money  if  the  title  was  defective. 
Cluinflre   In   deelalon   aa   Impalrlngr   contract. 

Cited  in  Center  School  Twp.  v.  State,  150  Ind.  173,  49  N.  E.  961,  holding  that 
last  decision  of  court  of  last  resort  must  be  construed  to  be  the  law;  United 
States  Sav.  Fund  k  Invest.  Co.  v.  Harris,  142  Ind.  243,  40  N.  E.  1072,  holding 
that  where  contract  is  affected  by  statute,  decision  of  court  construing  statute 
before  execution  of  contract  must  control  decision  in  action  on  contract;  State 
▼.  CNeil,  147  Iowa,  527,  33  L.R.A.(N.  S.)  790,  126  N.  W.  454,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B, 
691,  to  the  point  that  change  of  decision  with  reference  to  interpretation  of 
statute  is  to  all  intents  same  as  amendment  of  statute. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gross  v.  Whitley  County,  58  L.  R.  A.  394,  which  denies 
•county  treasurer's  right  to  compensation  under  statute  in  force  during  first  term 
for   services  during  second  term  under  different   statute. 

Cited  in  notes  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  862;  44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  887)  on  change  of  de- 
•cision  of  state  court  as  impairing  obligation  of  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Hardinsburg  v.  Cravens,  148  Ind.  9,  47  N.  E.  153,  holdin^^ 
-that  change  in  construction  of  statute  requiring  notice  to  owner  of  application 
to  lay  out  road  applies  to  proceedings  previous  to  change  when  no  contract  has 
been  made  relying  on  former  construction;  Falconer  v.  Simmons,  51  W.  Va.  177, 
41  S.  E.  193,  holding  decision  which  overrules  former  decision  construing  con- 
tract does  not  retroact  so  as  to  invalidate  such  contract;  Crigler  v.  Shepler,  79 
Kan.  837,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  504,  101  Pac.  619,  holding  that  a  person  who  is  not 
a  party  or  a  privy  to  an  action  cannot  have  a  vested  right  in  the  decision 
-therein. 
^ndflrment   reveraed   aa   to  one  and   afflrmed    aa   to   another.' 

Cited  in  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Treadway,  142  Ind.  489,  41  N.  E.  794, 
folding  that  case  may  be  reversed  as  to  some  and  Affirmed  as  to  other  appellants ; 
Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Treadway,  143  Ind.  704,  41  N.  E.  794,  holding 
that  judgment  on  special  verdict  may  be  reversed  as  to  some  and  aflirmed  as  to 
other  appellants. 
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Q,iiestton«  considered  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Dowell  v.  Talbot  Paving  Co.  138  Ind.  676,  38  N.  E.  389,  holding  it 
unnecessary  to  examine  sufficiency  of  complaint,  when  some  question  is  pre- 
sented in  conclusions  of  law. 

19  L.  R.  A.  382,  COEUR  D'ALEXE  CONSOL.  &  MIN.  CO.  v.  MINERS'  UNION, 

51   Fed.  260. 
Rlgrht   to   tnjnnctton. 

Cited  in  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  Bradley,  108  Wis.  489,  84  N. 
W.  870,  holding  that  court  may  enjoin  commencement  of  several  civil  and  crim- 
inal actions  to  test  street  car  company's  right  to  collect  more  than   one   fare. 

Distinguished  in  Everett  Piano  Co.  v.  Bent,  60  111.  App.  378,  refusing  injunc- 
tion restraining  issue  of  circulars  that  "'orchestral  attachment"  was  infringement 
and  suit  was  to  be  commenced  therefor. 
*—  AgTAlnvt   boycott. 

Cited  in  Barr  v.  Essex  Trades  Council,  53  N.  J.  Eq.  112,  30  Atl.  881,  granting 
injunction  restraining  workingmen  from  boycotting  newspaper  by  threats  or 
circulars;  Longshore  Printing  Co.  v.  Howell,  26  Or.  548,  28  L.  XL  A.  474,  46  Am. 
St.  Rep.  640,  38  Pac.  547,  holding  that  injunction  will  not  be  granted  to  re- 
strain continuance  of  boycott  by  printers*  union  because  of  single  act  of  trefr 
pass;  Lohse  Patent  Door  Co.  v.  Fuelle,  215  Mo.  459,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  621,  108 
Am.  St.  Rep.  492,  114  S.  W.  997 ;  J.  F.  Parkinson  Co.  v.  Building  Trades  Council, 
154  Cal.  621,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  570,  98  Pac.  1027,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1165  (dissenting 
opinion)— on  the  restraining  of  a  boycott;  Walsh  v.  Association  of  Master 
Plumbers,  97  Mo.  App.  290,  71  S.  W.  455,  holding  that  injunction  will  lie  to 
dissolve  an  illegal  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  to  be  enforced  by  means  of  a 
boycott;  American  Federation  of  Labor  v.  Buck's  Stove  &  Range  Co.  33  App. 
D.  C.  105,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  761,  on  the  form  of  an  injunction  to  restrain  prose 
cution  of  boycott. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Marx  &  H.  Jeans  Clothing  Co.  v.  Watson,  56  L.  R.  A. 
951,  which  denies  power  to  enjoin  publication  of  circular  letter  and  solicitation 
of  merchants  not  to  deal  with  boycotted  firm;  Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Nprthw^estern 
Lumbermen's  Asso.  21  L.  R.  A.  337,  which  denies  right  to  enjoin  sending  no- 
tice to  other  members  of  combination  of  one  member's  violation  of  agreement 
to  refrain  from  dealing  with  certain  persons;  Gray  v.  Building  Trades  Council, 
63  L.R.A.  753,  which  holds  that  boycott  by  combination  of  labor  unions  against 
firms  placed  by  them  on  "the  unfair  list,"  because  of  the  employment  of  non- 
union men,  by  threatening  customers  and  prospective  customers  with  inability 
to  employ  men  if  they  deal  with  such  firms  will  be  enjoined;  My  Maryland  Lodge 
V.  Adt,  68  L.R.A.  752,  which  sustains  right  to  injunction  against  boycott.  « 
— —  Avainat   atrilceM  and  vae   of  violence. 

Cited  in  Toledo,  A.  A.  &  N.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  19  L.  R.  A.  395, 
5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  522,  54  Fed.  744,  sustaining  temporary  injunction  restrain- 
ing chief  of  locomotive  engineers  from  ordering  strike;  Arthur  v.  Oakes,  25  L. 
R.  A.  430,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  756,  11  C.  C.  A.  224,  24  U.  S.  App.  239,  63  Fed. 
324,  Modifying  25  L.  R.  A.  419  note,  60  Fed.  810,  sustaining  injunction  restrain- 
ing employees  of  receiver  of  railroad  from  disabling  rolling-stock  during  strike; 
Cumberland  Glass  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Glass  Bottle  Blowers'  Asso.  59  N.  J.  Eq.  56,  46 
Atl.  208,  granting  injunction  against  picketing  factory  when  acts  are  co- 
ercive; Vegelahn  v.  Gunter,  167  Mass.  98,  35  L.  R.  A.  723,  57  Am.  St,  Rep.  443, 
44  N.  E.  1077,  granting  injunction  against  strikers  maintaining  patrol  in  front 
of  factory;  American  Steel  &  Wire  Co,  v.  Wire  Drawers'  &  Die  Makers'  Unions 
Nos.  1  &  3,  90  Fed.  615,  granting  injunction  restraining  striking  workmen  from 
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congregating  in  street  near  factory;  Davis  v.  Zimmerman,  91  Hun,  492,  36  N. 
Y.  Supp.  303,  sustaining  injunction,  pendente  lite,  restraining  strikers  from  pre- 
venting persons  by  threats  and  force  from  entering  service;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ruef,  120  Fed.  105,  authorizing  injunction  restraining  striking  employees  on 
picket  duty,  from  interfering  with  workmen  by  means  of  threats  and  violence; 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ruef,  120  Fed.  105,  holding  that  a  court  will  restrain  the 
illegal  interference  with  another's  business  by  means  of  violence  and  intimidation 
of  other  workers;  Rocky  Mountain  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Montana  Federation  of 
T^bor,  156  Fed.  819,  holding  same  and  also  where  business  was  interfered  with 
by  means  of  circulars  urging  the  public  not  to  patronize  the  company  boycotted. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  National  Protective  Asso.  v.  Cumming,  58  L.  R.  A.  135, 
which  denies  injunction  against  members  of  labor  organization  for  threatening 
to  stop  work  unless  nonunion  men  are  discharged;  Employing  Printer's  Club  v. 
DeBlosser  Co.  69  L.R.A.  90,  which  holds  actionable  a  combination  to  injure 
person  in  his  trade  in  inducing  employees  to  break  contract  or  to  decline  to  con- 
tinue longer  in  his  employment. 

Cited  in  notes   (28  L.  R.  A.  465)   on  injunction  against  strikes;    (61  Am.  St. 
Rep.  710)  on.  what  is  an  unlawful  interference  or  intimidation  by  strikers. 
•^  Aarainiit  combination  off  enaployera. 

Cited  in  Walsh  v.  Association  of  Master  Plumbers,  97  Mo.  App.  290,  71  S.  W. 
455.  holding  that  injunction  will  lie  to  dissolve  agreement  not  to  sell  goods  to 
others  than  members  of  association. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cote  v.  Murphy,  23  L.  R.  A.  135,  which  holds  lawful,  com- 
bination of  employers  to  prevent  advance  in  wages. 
-^  AgraluMt    blackllatlngr* 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  342)  on  injunctions  against  blacklisting. 
Llabiltty  for  damasre  to  bn»lneM. 

Cited  in  note  (64  L.  R.  A.  94)  on  liability  for  damage  to  business  by  injuring 
tangible  property  of  other  party. 

19  L.  XL  A.  387,  TOLEDO,  A.  A.  &  N.  M.  R.  CO.  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  CO.  5 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  522,  54  Fed.  730. 

Attachment  for  contempt  in  disobeying  injunction  in  19  L.  R.  A.  395,  5  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  557,  54  Fed.  746. 

Order  denying  application  for  writ  of  habeas  corpus  for  violation  of  injunc- 
tion affirmed  in  Ea?  parte  Lennon,  12  C.  C.  A.  139,  22  U.  S.  App.  561,  64  Fed. 
324,  which  was  affirmed  in  166  U.  S.  App.  548,  41  L.  ed.  1110. 

Appeal  to  Supreme  Court  from  same  order  previously  dismissed  in  150  U.  S. 
393,  37  L.  ed.  1123. 
Riffbt  to  tnjnnctton. 

Cited  in  Averill  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  75  Fed.  737,  refusing  injunction  to  receiver 
re<ttraining  unreasonable  rate  cutting,  because  lessees  of  roads  not  made  parties; 
lift  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  123  Fed.  793,  denying  injunction  restraining  railroad 
company's  enforcing  increase  of  rate  for  shipment  of  yellow  pine;  Wiemer  v. 
Louisville  Water  Co.  130  Fed.  256,  sustaining  injunction  restraining  water  com- 
pany from  refusing  to  supply  water  to  consumer,  when  such  refusal  is  an  imlaw- 
ful  discrimination;  Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Northwestern  Lumbermen's  Asso.  21  L.  R. 
A.  337,  which  denies  right  to  enjoin  sending  notice  to  other  members  of  combina- 
tion, of  one  member's  violation  of  agreement  to  refrain  from  dealing  with  certain 
persons;  Mercantile  Nat.  Bank  v.  Benbow,  150  N.  C.  781,  64  S.  E.  891,  holding 
a  mandatory  injunction  lies  to  compel  a  corporation  to  transfer  stock  and  to 
compel  election  of  officers;  Gates  v.  Detroit  &  M.  R.  Co.  151  Mich.  551,  115  N. 
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W.  420,  holding  when  ever  courts  find  a  mandatory  injunction  eesential  to  the 
preservation  of  the  status  quo  it  will  l>e  granted;  Bachman  v.  Harrington,  1B4 
N.  Y.  4C4,  77  X.  E.  C57,  holding  where  case  shows  that  affirmative  action  by  the 
defendant,  of  a  tepmorary  character,  is  necessary  to  preserve  the  status  of  tlie 
parties,  then  a  mandatory  injunction  may  be  granted;  Rock  Island  v.  Central  U. 
Teleph.  Co.  132  111.  App.  200,  on  the  propriety  of  a  mandator^'  injunction;  Pow- 
hatan Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Ritz,  60  W.  Va.  403  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1230,  56  S.  E.  257, 
holding  preliminary  injunction  in  mandatory  form  proper  to  preserve  an  active 
status  quo. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  623)  on  injunction  against  commission  of 
crime  when  property  right  involved;  (90  Am.  St.  Rep.  647)  on  injunction  against 
breach  of  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Everett  Piano  Co.  v.  Bent,  60  111.  App.  378,  refusing  injunc- 
tion restraining  issue  of  circulars  that  "orchestral  attachment"  was  infringe- 
ment and  suit  was  to  be  commenced  therefor;  Central  Stock  Yards  Co.  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  R.  Co.  112  Fed.  827,  refusing  injunction  to  compel  railroad  company 
to  deliver  interstate  freight  at  complainant's  yards,  when  right  to  injunction  not 
clear. 
■»-  Aaralnat    ofllcer    of    court. 

Cited  in  Chattanooga  Terminal  R.  Co.  v.  Felton,  69  Fed.  283,  granting  injunc- 
tion restraining  receiver  from  using  and  requiring  removal  of  tracks  laid  by  him. 
— •  Afrainnt  atrllcea  and   nae   of   violence. 

Cited  in  Arthur  v.  Oakes,  25  L.  R,  A.  426,  11  C.  0.  A.  218,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep- 
756,  24  U.  S.  App.  239,  63  Fed.  310,  modif^'ing  60  Fed.  810,  sustaining  injunction 
restraining  employees  of  receiver  of  railroad  from  disabling  rolling-stock  during 
strike;  Davis  v.  Zimmerman,  91  Hun,  402,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  303,  sustaining  injunc- 
tion, pendente  lite,  jrestraining  strikers  from  preventing  persons  by  threats  and 
force  from  entering  service;  Vegelahn  v.  Gunter,  167  Mass.  09,  35  L.  R.  A.  724,. 
57  Am.  St.  Rep.  443,  44  N.  E.  1077,  granting  injunction  against  strikers  main- 
taining patrol  in  front  of  factory;  American  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  v.  Wire  Drawers' 
Si  Die  Makers*  Unions  Nos.  1  &  3,  90  Fed.  615,  granting  injunction  forbidding 
striking  employees  from  congregating  in  street  in  front  of  mill;  Thomas  v.  Cin- 
cinnati, N.  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  797,  62  Fed.  821,  restraining 
employees'  organization  of  combination  to  arrest  operation  of  railroad  until  cer- 
tain demands  are  granted;  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Hannahan,  121  Fed.  565,  holding 
statement  by  officials  of  labor  organization  that  strike  will  be  ordered  unless  de- 
mand relating  to  wages  is  granted,  insufficient  ground  for  injunction;  Union  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Ruef,  120  Fed.  105,  sustaining  injunction  restraining  striking  employees 
on  picket  duty,  from  interfering  with  workmen  by  means  of  threats  and  violence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  National  Protective  Asso.  v.  Cumming,  58  L.  R.  A.  135, 
which  denies  injunction  against  members  of  labor  organization  for  threatening  to 
stop  work  unless  non-union  men  are  discharged;  Employing  Printers'  Club  v. 
DeBloRser  Co.  69  L.R.A.  90,  which  liolds  actionable  a  combination  to  injure 
person  in  his  trade  in  inducing  employees  to  break  contract  or  to  decline  to 
continue  longer  in  his  employment. 

Cited  in  notes   (28  L.  R.  A.  468)   on  injunction  against  strikes;    (61  Am.  St 
Rep.  711)  on  what  is  an  unlawful  interference  or  intimidation  by  strikers. 
-—  Aflralnat    boycott. 

Cited  in  Oxley  Stave  Co.  v.  Coopers'  International  Union,  72  Fed.  699,  grant- 
ing injunction  against  employees  declaring  boycott  against  employer  because  of 
his  use  of  machinery  to  manufacture  barrels;  Beck  v.  Railway  Teamsters*  Pro- 
tective Union,  118  Mich.  618,  42  L.  R.  A.  415,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  421,  77  N.  W.  13, 
authorizing  injunction  against  circulation  of  boycotting  circulars  for  purpose  of 


555  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [10  L.R.A.  381 

intimidating  and  preventing  public  from  trading  with  employer;  Continental  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Board  of  Fire  Unde^^\T iters,  C7  Fed.  319,  suntaining  injunction  restraining 
agent  of  combination  of  insurance  companies  from  threatening  to  boycott  agent» 
and  customers  of  outside  companies  unless  they  withdraw  their  patronage;  Ban* 
V.  Essex  Trades  Council,  53  X.  J.  Eq.  11(3,  30  Atl.  881,  granting  injunction  re- 
straining workingmen  from  boycotting  newspaper  by  tlireats  or  circulars;  Long- 
shore Printing  Co.  v.  Howell,  20  Or.  548,  28  L.  R.  A.  474,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  040,  3S 
Pac.  547,  holding  that  injunction  will  not  be  granted  to  restrain  continuance  of 
boycott  by  printers'  union  because  of  single  act  of  trespass;  A.  B.  Farquhnr  Co. 
V.  National  Harrow  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  756,  42  C.  C.  A.  001,  102  Fed.  715,  authorize 
ing  injunction  restraining  sending  of  notices  by  owner  of  patent  for  purpo.«e  of 
destroying  another's  business  by  threatening  lattcr's  agents  and  customers  witb 
suits  for  infringement;  Baldwin  v.  Eseanaba  Liquor  Dealers*  Asso.  105  Mich.. 
110,  130  N.  W.  214,  holding  that  boycott  may  be  restrained  by  injunction;  Loliso- 
Patent  Door  Co.  v.  Fuelle,  215  Mo.  464,  22  L.R.A.(X.S.)  619,  128  Am.  St.  Rep. 
492,  114  S.  W.  997,  holding  injunction  accepted  remedy  for  unlawful  boycott;- 
American  Federation  of  Labor  v.  Buck's  Stove  &  Range  Co.  23  App.  D.  C.  105,  32 
L.R.A.  (X.S.)  761,  holding  boycott  which  amounts  to  threat  against  persons  deal- 
ing with  boycotted  person  is  unlawful  and  may  be  enjoined;  My  Maryland  Lodge 
Xo.  186  of  Machinists  v.  Adt,  100  Md.  251,  68*  L.R.A.  758,  59  Atl.  721,  holding  a 
court  of  equity  will  grant  relief,  enjoining  a  combination  from  boycotting  an  in- 
dividual and  intimidating  persons  dealing  with  him;  Chicago  Federation  of 
Musicians'  Local  Xo.  10  v.  American  Musicians'  Union,  139  111.  App.  71,  holding 
a  fine  imposed  upon  a  member  for  purpose  of  coercing  him  into  injurying  another 
in  person  or  property  is  unlawful  and  a  violation  of  an  injunction  against  such 
injury. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Marx  &.  H.  Jeans  Clothing  Co.  v.  Watson,  56  L.  R.  A.  951, 
which  denies  power  to  enjoin  publication  of  circular  letter  and  solicitation  of 
merchants  not  to  deal  with  boycotted  firm;  Gray  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  91 
Minn.  179,  63  L.  R.  A.  758,  97  N.  W.  663,  sustaining  injunction  restraining  strik- 
ing employees  from  declaring  boycott  against  firm  of  electrical  contractors,  un- 
less demands  of  union  granted. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.fX.S.)  825)  on  liability  of  members  of  trade  combi- 
nation for  injury  to  boycotted  dealer;  (16  L.R.A. (X.S.)  85)  on  legality  of 
^•secondary  boycott"  by  labor  union;  (103  Am.  St.  Rep.  489,  495,  502,  503)  on 
boycotting. 

—  A^almit  nmltlpltclty  of  actions. 

Cited  in  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  Bradley,  108  Wis.  489,  84  X.  W. 
870,  holding  that  court  may  enjoin  bringing  of  several  civil  and  criminal  actionn 
to  test  street  car  company's  right  to  collect  more  than  one  fare;  Marshall  Field 
&  Co.  V.  Becklenberg,  1  111.  C.  C.  67,  holding  mandatory  injunction  proper  to  pre- 
vent multiplicity  of  suits  at  law  between  carrier  and  large  shipper;  Lough  v» 
Outerbridge,  143  X.  Y.  270,  25  L.R.A.  077,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  712,  38  X.  E.  292, 
on  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits  at  law. 
AToidinflT  obedience  to  injunction. 

Cited  in  Dadirrian  v.  Gullian,  79  Fed.  787,  holding  that  workman  may  avoid 
obedience  to  mandatory  injunction  by  actually  ceasing  to  be  employee  of  com- 
pany. 

Combination  off  employers  to  reflrnlate  ymgem. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cote  v.  Murphy,  23  L.  R.  A.  135,  which  holds  lawful  com- 
bination of  employers  to  prevent  udvance  in  wages. 
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Acts  tn  restraint  off  tmde. 

Cited  in  People  v.  McFarlin,  43  Misc.  600,  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  527,  holding  that  de- 
mand of  labor  organization  that  materials  be  purchased  only  of  shops  approved 
by  union  is  in  restraint  of  trade. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  United  States  v.  Workingmen's  Amalgamated  Council,  26 
L.  R.  A.  158,  which  holds  stopping  of  transportation  between  states  by  strike  in 
certain  city  unlawful  restraint  of  commerce. 

Distinguished  in  ^:tna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Com.  106  Ky.  889,  45  L.  R.  A.  361,  51  S.  W. 
624,  holding  combination  to  maintain  rates  of  insurance  not  an  indictable  offense. 
I'ofver  of  court  to  arrant  injnnctton. 

Cited  in  Love  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  107  C.  C.  A.  403,  185  Fed.  338, 
holding  that  courts  of  equity  have  power  to  enjoin  continuous  operation  of  confis- 
catory fare  and  rates  of  railroad,  which  had  changed  la^vful  status  in  existence 
before  they  took  effect;  Taylor  v.  Sauer,  40  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  232,  holding  that  a 
preliminary  injunction  may  be  made  mandatory. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  106)  on  power  of  equity  to  grant  mandatory  injunc- 
tions. 
Jnriadtctton    of   ctrcnlt    conrt. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  63  Fed.  485,  holding  action  by 
United  States  to  quiet  title  within  jurisdiction  of  circuit  court  of  district  where 
land  lies;  Macon  Grocery  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  215  U.  S.  507,  54  L 
ed.  303,  30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  184,  holding  that  circuit  court  of  United  States  has 
jurisdiction  over  action  to  enjoin  railroad  from  putting  tariff  schedule  which 
violates  interstate  commerce  act;  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Pacific  Coast  Lumber 
Mfrs.  Asso.  91  C.  C.  A.  39,  165  Fed.  9,  holding  where  purpose  of  suit  is  to  compel 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  interstate  commerce  act  the  federal  court 
has  exclusive  jurisdiction;  Leggett  v.  Great  Xorthern  R.  Co.  180  Fed.  315,  hold- 
ing fact  that  the  alleged  facts  brought  the  suit  within  the  employer's  liability 
act  is  not  sufficient  to  give  the  circuit  court  jurisdiction  in  absence  of  dispute  be- 
tween parties  as  to  construction  of  the  act. 
Bad  motive  as  alTectinflr  acts  othcrivlse  legral. 

Cited  in  Dunshee  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  152  Iowa,  624,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  266,  132 
N.  W.  371,  holding  that  wholesaler  of  oil,  entering  retail  business  solely  to  drive 
out  of  business  customer  buying  from  rival,  is  liable  in  damages;  Lohse  Patent 
Door  Co.  V.  Fuelle,  215  Mo.  464,  22  L.R.A.(X.S.)  623,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  492. 
114  S.  W.  997,  on  combinations  as  wrongs  because  of  means  used  to  their  other- 
wise lawful  ends. 

Cited  in  note  (62  L.  R.  A.  696,  699)  on  effect  of  bad  motive  to  make  actionable 
what  would  otherwise  not  be. 
Sympathetic  strikes. 

Cited  in  Kemp  v.  Division  No.  241,  A.  A.  8.  &  E.  R.  E.  153  111.  App.  378,  to  the 
point  that  right  of  laborers  to  strike  is  limited  to  strikes  on  persons  with  whom 
organization  has  trade  dispute;  Pickett  v.  Walsh,  192  Mass.  588,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1081,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  272,  78  N.  E.  753,  7  Ann.  Cas.  638,  holding  organized 
labor's  right  of  coercion  and  compulsion  is  limited  to  strikes  against  persons 
with  whom  the  organization  has  a  trade  dispute. 

Cited  in  note  (6  L.R.A.  (X.S.)   1070)  on  lawfulness  of  sympathetic  strike,  or 
of  threat,  or  act,  tending  thereto. 
Conspiracies. 

Cited  in  Iluskie  v.  Griffin,  75  N.  H.  360,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  970,  139  Am.  St.  Rep. 
718,  74  Atl.  595,  explaining  reason  why  acts  done  in  concert  may  be  wrong  though 
legal  if  singly  done,  and  holding  late  employer  liable  for  maliciously  persuading 
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another  not  to  employ  servant;  Thomas  v.  United  States,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)   725, 
84  C.  C.  A.  477,  156  Fed.  903,  holding  one  conspiring  to  defeat  the  provisions  o£ 
the  interstate  commerce  law  may  be  held  amenable  for  the  conspiracy  to  commit 
a  crime  against  the  United  States. 
PrtMclpalM  In  crtme. 

Cited  in  Rosencranz  v.  United  States,  83  C.  C.  A.  634,  155  Fed.  43,  holding 
where  a  statute  has  done  away  with  former  distinctions  between  principal  and 
accessory  before  the  fact,  a  charge  against  one  formerly  known  as  an  accessory 
Is  good  against  him  as  principal. 
Federal   qiie«tloii«  under  intemtate  comnterce  act. 

Cited  in  Sunderland  Bros.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  168  Fed.  879,  holding  a 
bill  to  enjoin  and  restrain  putting  reconsignment  rules  and  charges  into  effect 
within  meaning  of  interstate  commerce  act  presents  a  federal  question. 
PederaJ  control  of  interstate  trafllc. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  146  Fed.  411,  holding  con- 
necting carriers  loaded  with  interstate  freight  destined  to  points  on  their  re- 
spective lines  are  not  subject  to  attachment  under  laws  of  a  state  of  cars  carried 
into  such  state. 

19  L.  R,  A.  395,  TOLEDO,  A.  A.  &  N.  M.  R.  CO.  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  00.  5  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep.  545,  54  Fed.  746. 

Appeal  from  order  denying  writ  of  habeas  corpus  dismissed  in  150  U.  S.  393, 
37  L.  ed.  1120,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  123. 

Subsequent  appeal  to  circuit  court  of  appeals  from  same  order  affirmed  in  12 
C.  C.  A.  134,  22  U.  S.  App.  561,  64  Fed.  324,  which  was  affirmed  in  166  U.  S. 
548,  41  L.  ed.  1110,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  658. 
Riirl^t  to  InJnnctloB. 

Cited  in  American  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  v.  Wire  Drawers*  k  Die  Makers*  Unions, 
Nos.  1  &  3,  90  Fed.  605,  refusing  to  dismiss  suit  for  injunction  on  ground  that  all 
members  of  voluntary  association  were  not  served;  Walsh  v.  Association  of  Mas- 
ter Plumbers,  97  Mo.  App.  290,  71  S.  W.  455,  authorizing  injunction  to  annul 
contract  whereby  one  party  agreed  not  to  sell  to  others  than  members  of  associa- 
tion, and  other  party  to  boycott  dealers  who  sell  to  nonmember  j  Stillwater  Water 
Co.  V.  Farmer,  89  Minn.  65,  60  L.  R.  A.  878,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  541,  93  N.  W.  907,  au- 
thorizing injunction  against  interference  with  spring  by  diverting  percolating 
waters;  Southern  California  R.  Co.  v.  Rutherford,  62  Fed.  797,  granting  injunc- 
tion restraining  railroad  employees  from  violating  contract  to  operate  Pullman 
cars  which  company  is  under  contract  to  carry;  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
McCoiinell,  82  Fed.  76,  granting  injunction  against  brokers  dealing  in  nontrans- 
ferable tickets;  Moser  v.  Philadelphia,  H.  &  P.  R.  Co.  35  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  60,  up- 
holding bill  in  equity  to  enforce  performance  of  duty  by  a  corporation. 
—  A^ainat  atrtkea  or  nse  of  ▼tolene^.. 

Cited  in  Farmers'  Loan  &,  T.  Co.  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  419  note,  60 
Fed.  803,  granting  injunction  restraining  strike,  threatened  because  of  proposed 
reduction  in  wages;  American  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  v.  Wire  Drawers'  &  Die  Makers' 
Unions,  Nos.  1  A  3,  90  Fed.  615,  granting  injunction  forbidding  striking  working- 
men  to  congregate  in  street  barring  access  to  building. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  National  Protective  Asso.  v.  dimming,  68  L.  R.  A.  136, 
which  denies  injunction  against  members  of  labor  organization  for  threatening  to 
stop  work  unless  nonunion  men  are  discharged;  Employing  Printer's  Club  vl 
DeBIosser  Co.  69  L.R.A.  90,  which  holds  actionable  a  combination  to  injure 
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person  in  his  trade  in  inducing  employees  to  break  contract  or  to  decline  to 
continue  longer  in  his  employment. 

Cited  in  note  (28  L.  R.  A.  468,  469)  on  injunctions  against  strikes. 
—  Aaralnat  boycott. 

Cited  in  Matthews  v.  Shankland,  25  Misc.  611,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  123,  refusing  to 
vacate  temporary  injunction  restraining  boycott  by  means  of  placards,  and  ar- 
ticles in  newspaper;  Barr  v.  Essex  Trades  Council,  53  K.  J.  £q.  121,  30  Atl.  SSI, 
granting  injunction  restraining  workingmen  from  boycotting  newspaper  br 
threats  or  circulars. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Marx  k  H.  Jeans  Clothing  Co.  v.  Watson,  66  L.R.A.  951, 
which  denies  power  to  enjoin  publication  of  circular  letter  and  solicitation  of 
merchants  not  to  deal  with  boycotted  firm;  Gray  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  63 
L.R.A.  753,  which  holds  that  boycott  by  combination  of  labor  unions  against 
firms  placed  by  them  on  "the  unfair  list,**  because  of  the  employment  of  non- 
union men  by  threatening  customers  and  prospective  customers  with  inability  to 
employ  men  if  they  deal  with  such  firms  will  be  enjoined;  My  Maryland  Lodge 
V.  Adt,  68  L.R.A.  752,  which  sustains  right  to  injunction  against  boycott. 
— —  Aaralnst  blackliMttnir. 

Cited  in  note  (20  I^  R.  A.  342)  on  injunctions  against  blacklisting. 
•—  Relatina:  to  realty. 

Cited  in  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Hussey,  9  C.  C.  A.  468,  15  U.  S.  App.  391,  61 
Fed.  236,  authorizing  injunction  restraining  cuttincr  of  timber;  Olive  Land  &  De- 
velopment Co.  V.  Olmstead,  103  Fed.  580,  holding  that  entryman,  before  issue  of 
patent,  may  protect  equitable  interest  by  enjoining  one  against  boring  for  oil; 
Pokepama  Sugar-Pine  Lumber  Co.  v.  Klamath  River  Lumber.  &  Improv.  Co.  86 
Fed.  535,  refusing  to  modify  temporary  injunction  requiring  unqualified  surren- 
der of  will;  State  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co.  150  Ind.  43,  47  L.  R.  A.  636,  49  N.  E.  809, 
granting  injunction  restraining  company  from  wasting  natural  gas;  Cox  v.  Grar- 
rett,  7  Okla.  381,  54  Pac.  546,  sustaining  injunction  restraining  unsuccessful  con- 
testants from  interfering  with  entrymnn's  possession. 
Violation   of   injanction   am   affected   by   motive. 

Citpd  in  Indianapolis  Water  Co.  v.  American  Strawboard  Co.  76  Fed.  975,  hold- 
ing that  violation  of  injunction  against  allowing  deleterious  matter  to  escape 
from  factory  into  reservoir  is  a  contempt  punishable  by  fine  regardless  of  motive. 
Ac  til   in   restraint   of   trade. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  United  States  v.  Workingraen's  Amalgamated  Council,  26 
L.  K.  A.  158,  which  holds  stopping  of  transportation  between  states  by  strike  in 
certain  city  unlawful  restraint  of  commerce. 
vCoinlilnation   of  em  ploy  em  to  reflrnlate   wnisem, 

vCited  in  footnote  to  Cote  v.  Murphy,  23  L.  R.  A.  135,  which  holds  lawful  codi- 
"bination  of  employers  to  prevent  advance  in  wages. 
Rtffht  to  compel  railroad  to  n^lve  oonneetfon«. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Stillwater  &  M.  Street  R.  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  489,  which 
holds  electric  railways  entitled  to  track  connections  with  intersecting  steam 
loads. 

19  L.  R.  A.  403,  WATERHOi:'SE  v.  COMER,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  564,  55  Fed.  149. 
Riflrht   to   injunction  —  Amrainiit   utrikea. 

Cited  in  Farmers*  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Northern  R.  R.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  429  note, 
60  Fed.  823,  authorizing  injunction  restraining  strike,  threatened  because  of  pro- 
posed reduction  in  wages. 

Cited   in   footnote   to   National   Protective   Asso.   ▼.   Cumming,   58   L.   VL  A. 
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135,  which  denies  injunction  against  members  of  labor  organization  for  threat- 
ening to  stop  work  unless  nonunion  men  are  discharged. 

Cited  in  note  (28  L.  R.  A.  470^  471)  on  injunctions  against  strikes. 
—  Aflrainst  boycott. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Northwestern  Lumbermen's  Asso.  21  L. 
R.  A.  337,  which  denies  right  to  enjoin  sending  notice  to  other  members  of  com- 
bination, of  one  member's  violation  of  agreement  to  refrain  from  dealing  with 
certain  person;  Marx  &  H.  Jeans  Clothing  Co.  v.  Watson,  56  L.  R.  A.  951,  which 
denies  power  to  enjoin  publication  of  circular  letter  and  solicitation  of  merchants 
not  to  deal  with  boycotted  firm;  Gray  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  63  L.  R.  A. 
753,  which  holds  that  boycott  by  combination  of  labor  unions  against  firms 
placed  by  them  on  "the  unfair  list,"  because  of  the  employment  of  nonunion 
men  by  threatening  customers  and  prospective  customers  with  inability  to 
employ  men  if  they  deal  with  such  firms  will  be  enjoined;  My  Maryland  Lodge 
v.  Adt,  68  L.R.A.  752,  which  sustains  right  to  injunction  against  boycott. 
violation   of   Injnnction. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Debs,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  211,  64  Fed.  724,  holding 
members  of  railway  union  engaged  in  conspiracy  to  boycott  Pullman  cars,  guilty 
of  contempt  by  violating  injunction  requiring  them  to  desist. 
Acts   In   reiitralnt   of   trade. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  United  States  v.  Workingmen's  Amalgamated  Council,  26 
L.  R,  A.  158,  which  holds  stopping  of  transportation  between  states  by  strike  in 
certain  city  unlawful  restraint  of  commerce;  Gibbs  v.  McNeeley,  60  L.  R.  A.  152, 
which  holds  anti-trust  act  violated  by  combination  of  manufacturers  to  limit  pro- 
duction and  raise  price  of  product  of  a  state,  market  for  four  fifths  of  which  is 
in  other  states. 
Validity  of  act  creating  conrt  of  visitation. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Godard  v.  Johnson,  61  Kan.  854,  49  L.  R.  A.  678,  60  Pac. 
1068  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  act  creating  court  of  visitation,  un- 
constitutional as  conferring  legislative,  judicial,  and  administrative  functions. 

Receiver'*  management   of   railroads. 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  62  Fed.  18,  holding  re- 
ceiver's reduction  of  employee's  wages  made  necessary  by  depression  in  business 
not  unreasonable  exercise  of  discretion. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Morley  v.  Snow,  41  L.  R.  A.  817,  which  holds  manner  of 
collecting  fares  adopted  by  street  railway  receiver,  detail  in  management  not  con- 
trolled by  courts. 

Illegal  tm«t«. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Montague  v.  Lowry,  63  L.R^.  58,  which  holds  unlawful 
combination  created  by  association  to  unite  all  acceptable  dealers  engaged  in 
certain  business  within  200  miles  of  designated  city;  Employing  Printer's 
Club  V.  DeBloBser  Co.  69  L.R.A.  00,  which  holds  actionable  a  combination  to 
injure  person  in  his  trade  in  inducing  employers  to  break  contract  or  to  de- 
cline to  continue  longer  in  his  employment. 

Cited  in  note  (64  L.  R.  A.  708)  on  illegal  trusts  under  modern  anti-trust  laws. 
ConiiplracT   to  violate  intemtate  commerce  act. 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  United  States,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  725,  84  C.  C.  A.  477,  156 
Fed.  903,  holding  fact  that  punishment  for  off'ense  of  violating  interstate  com- 
merce act  is  less  than  that  for  the  conspiracy  to  commit  that  offense,  does  not 
afTect  provisions  of  the  conspiracy  act. 
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19  L.  R.  A.  408,  LUCKE  v.  CLOTHING  CUTTERS*  &  T.  ASSEMBLY,  NO.  7507, 

K.  OF  L.  77  Md.  396,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  421,  26  AtL  505. 
Rlsht  to  Injunction. 

Cited  in  Barr  v.  Essex  Trades  Council,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  116,  30  Atl.  881,  granting 
injunction  restraining  labor  union  from  declaring  boycott  against  buying,  or  ad- 
vertising in,  newspaper;  Patterson  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  11  Kulp,  24,  en- 
joining trades  unions  from  declaring  boycott  against  member  for  refusal  to  be 
bound  by  rules  of  union;  Plant  v.  Woods,  176  Mass.  503,  51  L.  R.  A.  344,  79  Am.  St. 
Rep.  330,  57  N.  E.  1011,  holding  members  of  labor  union  entitled  to  injunction  re- 
straining members  of  another  union,  from  which  they  have  withdrawn,  from  con- 
spiring to  compel  reinstatement  by  appeals  to  employers  to  threaten  discharge 
unless  they  return;  Brown  v.  Jacobs*  Pharmacy  Co.  115  Ga.  442,  67  L.  R.  A.  554, 
90  Am.  St.  Rep.  126,  41  S.  E.  553,  sustaining  injunction  against  conspiracy  of 
retailers  to  force  dealer  to  sell  at  fixed  price,  by  preventing  wholesalers  from  sell- 
ing to  him;  Walsh  v.  Association  of  Master  Plumbers,  97  Mo.  App.  290,  71  S. 
W.  455,  authorizing  injunction  to  annul  contract  whereby  one  party  agreed  not 
to  sell  to  others  than  members  of  association,  and  other  party  to  boycott  dealers 
who  sell  to  nonmembers;  Kemp  v.  Division  No.  241,  A.  A.  S.  &  E.  R.  E.  153 
111.  App.  366,  holding  that  injunction  lies  against  labor  union  and  officers  to 
restrain  them  from  conspiring  to  intimidate  complainant's  employer  from  pur- 
pose of  securing  discharged  complaints. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Marx  &  H.  Jeans  Clothing  Co.  v.  Watson,  56  L.  R.  A.  951, 
which  denies  power  to  enjoin  publication  of  circular  letter  and  solicitation  of 
merchants  not  to  deal  with  boycotted  firm;  Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Northwestern  Lum- 
bermen's Asso.  21  L.  R.  A.  337,  which  denies  right  to  enjoin  sending  notice  to 
other  members  of  combination,  of  one  member's  violation  of  agreement  to  refrain 
from  dealing  with  certain  persons;  Gray  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  63  L.R.A. 
763,  which  holds  that  boycott  by  combination  of  labor  unions  against  firmit 
placed  by  them  on  "the  unfair  list,"  because  of  the  employment  of  nonunion 
men  by  threatening  customers  and  prospective  customers  with  inability  .to  em- 
ploy men  if  they  deal  with  such  firms  will  be  enjoined;  My  Maryland  Lodge  v. 
Adt,  68  L.R.A.  752,  which  sustains  right  to  injunction  against  boycott. 

Cited  in  note   (103  Am.  St.  Rep.  492)  on  boycotting. 
Liiablllty  for  interfering  vritli  bnainess  or  avocation. 

Cited  in  Lohse  Patent  Door  Co.  v.  Fuelle,  215  Mo.  463,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  623, 
128  Am.  St.  Rep.  492,  114  S.  W.  997;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Chambers,  128  Ga.  400, 
7  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  928,  65  S.  E.  37, — holding  malicious  injury  to  the  business  of 
another  gives  a  right  of  action  to  the  injured  party;  Walsh  v.  Association  of 
Master  Plumbers,  97  Mo.  App.  290,  71  S.  W.  455,  holding  courts  will  interfere 
to  afford  remedial  relief,  as  between  artisan  and  laborer  when  by  fraud  intimi- 
dation, or  molestation  the  one  hinders  the  other  in  his  business  or  his  avocation 
as  an  artisan  or  laborer. 
— —  For  interfering  vrith  contract  of  another. 

Cited  in  J.  F.  Parkinson  Co.  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  154  Cal.  608,  21 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  664,  98  Pac.  1027,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1166  (dissenting  opinion),  on  lia- 
bility for  act  of  interference  with  contractual  parties;  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  v. 
Gardiner  Dairy  Co.  107  Md.  560,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  752,  69  Atl.  405,  holding  one 
who  knowingly  and  without  just  cause  interferes  between  third  parties  and 
causes  breach  of  contract  is  liable  for  the  injuries  resulting. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Employing  Printer's  Club  v.  DeBlosser  Co.  69  L.R.A.  90, 
which  holds  actionable  a  combination  to  injure  person  in  his  trade  in  inducing 
employees  to  break  contract  or  to  decline  to  continue  longer  in  his  employment. 
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Cited  in  notes  (97  Am.  St.  Rep.  926)  on  action  for  inducing  one  to  brekk  his 
contract;    (17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  356)    on  liability  for  inducing  breach  of  contract 
of   service;    (1    Brit.  Rul.   Cas.   515,   518,   526)    on  liability   of   labor   union   to 
persons  "with  whose  employment  it  has  interfered. 
For  CAvalns  discli&rse  of   employee. 

Cited  in  London  Guarantee  &  Acci.  Co.  v.  Horn,  206  111.  506,  99  Am.  St.  Rep. 
185,  69  N.  £.  526,  Affirming  101  111.  App.  366,  holding  that  action  lies  against  one 
procuring  discharge  of  another  whose  service,  but  for  such  interference,  would 
have  continued  indefinitely;  Hollenbeck  v.  Ristine,  105  Iowa,  491,  67  Am.  St.  Rep. 
306,  75  N.  W.  355,  holding  defendant  liable  for  plaintiff's  discharge,  caused  by 
malicious  false  statement  that  he  owed  debt;  Perkins  v.  Pendleton,  90  Me.  174, 
60  Am.  St.  Rep.  252,  38  Atl.  96,  holding  person  liable  for  procuring,  by  fraud  or 
intimidation,  discharge  of  another  from  employment;  National  Protective  Asso. 
V.  Cumming,  170  N.  Y.  348,  58  L.  R.  A.  148,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  648,  63  N.  E.  309 
(dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  members  of  one  union  not  liable  for  dis- 
charge of  members  of  another,  caused  by  threats  and  strikes  of  former;  Ruddy 
V.  United  Asso.  79  N.  J.  L.  470,  75  Atl.  742,  holding  that  labor  union  and  oflTicerei 
are  liable  for  damages  caused  by  complainant's  discharge,  which  was  brought 
about  by  such  union  and  officers  conspiring  to  intimidate  complainant's  employer; 
Carter  v.  Oster,  134  Mo.  App.  154,  112  S.  W.  995,  holding  means  used  by  a  col- 
lection or  order  of  men  to  cause  discharge  of  other  workmen,  must  not  pass 
beyond  persuasion  and  take  a  coercive  or  punitive  character;  Chambers  v. 
Probst,  145  Ky.  388,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1211,  140  S.  W.  572;  Berry  v.  Donovan, 
188  Mass.  360,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  904,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  499,  74  N.  E.  603,  3  Ann. 
Cas.  738, — ^holding  fact  of  laborer's  contract  being  terminable  at  will  of  employer, 
instead  of  ending  at  a  stated  time,  does  not  affect  his  right  to  recover;  London 
Guarantee  &  Acci.  Co.  v.  Horn,  206  III.  506,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  185,  69  N.  E.  526, 
holding  action  lies  in  favor  of  employee  whose  discharge  was  procured  by  a 
third  party  without  just  cause. 

Cited  in  note    (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)    899)    on  liability  for  procuring  discharge  of 
workman  as  non-union. 

Distinguished  in  Bottomly  v.  Bottomly,  80  Md.  163,  30  Atl.  706,  holding  one 
not  liable  for  causing  discharge  of  another  from  employment  by  means  of  letter, 
malicious  but  not  false. 
—  For  malicious  Injury. 

Cited  in  Allis-Chalmers  Co.  v.  Iron  Molders'  Union  No.  125,   150  Fed.   178, 
holding  a  malicious  injury  to  another,  inflicted  without  just  cause  or  excuse, 
causing  damage  is  actionable  as  well  as  a  combination  of  persons  to  so  injure. 
Combination   of  employera  to   prevent   advance   In   vraflrea. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cote  v.  Murphy,  23  L.  R.  A.  135,  which  holds  lawful  com- 
bination of  employers  to  prevent  advance  in  wages. 
Interference  tvlth  ovrnerahlp  of  land. 

Cited  in  Gore  v.  Condon,  87  Md.  376,  40  L.  R.  A.  384,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  352,  39 
Atl.  1042,  holding  that  interference  with  ownership  of  land  by  advertising  and 
selling  it  under  fraudulent  mortgage  and  notifying  tenants  not  to  pay  owner,  con- 
stitutes actionable  wrong. 
Eifect  of  bad  motive  on  acts  otber^vlse  learal. 

Cited  in  Patterson  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  11  Pa.  Dist.  R.  606,  11  Kulp, 
24,  on  when  a  boycott  by  a  labor  union  is  illegal  and  actionable. 

Cited  in  note   (62  L.  R.  A.  717)   on  effect  of  bad  motive  to  make  actionable 
what  would  otherwise  not  be. 

L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 36. 
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19  L.  R.  A.  413,  KELLY  v.  NICHOLS,  18  R.  I.  62,  25  Atl.  840. 
GirtM   for   charitable   uses. 

Cited  in  Wood  v.  Fourth  Baptist  Church,  26  R.  I.  601,  61  Atl.  279,  holding 
a  gift  for  the  benefit  of  a  particular  Christian  church,  or  for  the  advancement  of 
religion,  is  charitable;  Re  Gay,  138  Cal.  555,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  70,  71  Pae.  707; 
Re  VValdron,  57  Misc.  286,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  681 ;  Sherman  v.  Baker,  20  R.  I.  449, 
40  L;R.A.  719,  40  Atl.  11, — ^holding  a  gift  for  the  care  of  the  testator's  burial 
lot  is  invalid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Crerar  v.  Williams,  21  L.  R.  A.  454,  which  holds  gift  of 
free  public  library  in  great  city,  charitable;  Re  John,  36  L.  R.  A.  242,  which  sus- 
tains bequest  for  maintenance  of  free  public  schools. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.R.A. (N.S.)  60,  65,  69,  73,  75,  78,  84,  90,  96,  103,  150) 
on  enforcement  of  general  bequest  for  charity  or  religion;  (63  Am.  St.  Rep. 
257,  265,  268)  on  what  are  charitable  uses  or  trusts;  (1  Brit.  Rul.  Cas.  934)  on 
testamentary  provision  for  monument  or  care  of  tomb,  etc. 

Distinguished  in  Smith  v.  Westcott,  17  R.  I.  369,  13  L.R.A.  219,  22  Atl.  280, 
holding  that  a  trust  for  care  of  burial  lot  especially  authorized  by  statute  is  a 
public  charitable  trust  and  subject  to  the  will  of  the  legislature. 
—  As  affected  hy  Qncertalnty. 

Followed  in  Mason  v.  Perry,  22  R.  I.  491,  48  Atl.  671,  holding  where  trust 
permits  of  expenditure  of  indefinite  portion  of  fund  for  purposes  not  charitable 
the  trust  fails. 

Cited  in  Mason  v.  Perry,  22  R.  I.  491,  48  Atl.  671,  holding  that  bequest  to  in- 
corporated Masonic  lodge  for  needy  members,  and  general  purposes,  void;  Wood 
v.  Paine,  66  Fed.  809,  on  indefiniteness  of  beneficiary  as  affecting  a  charitable 
trust;  Rhode  Island  Hospital  Trust  Co.  v.  Warwick,  29  R.  I.  395,  71  Atl.  644,  on 
validity  of  a  legacy  to  a  town  council. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Harrington  v.  Pier,  50  L.  R.  A.  307,  which  holds  bequest 
for  promotion  of  temperance  work  in  certain  city  not  fatally  indefinite;  People 
v.  Powers,  36  L.  R.  A.  502,  which  holds  trust  to  dispose  of  property  among  such 
charitable  and  benevolent  in^3titutions  as  trustee  shall  choose  void  for  indefinite- 
ness; Woman's  Foreign  Missionary'  Soc.  v.  Mitchell,  53  L.  R.  A.  711,  which  holds 
legacy  to  missionary  society  to  educate  six  girls  in  India,  and  to  purchase  build- 
ing for  educational  purpose,  not  void  for  uncertainty;  Bird  v.  Merklee,  27  L  R. 
A.  423,  which  holds  bequest  to  churches  "to  buy  coal  for  poor,"  valid;  Thompson 
v.  Brown,  62  L.  R.  A.  398,  holding  bequest  of  fund  to  be  distributed  by  executor 
**to  poor,"  in  his  descretion  valid. 

Cited  in  notes   (64  Am.  St.  Rep.  761,  762)  on  certainty  and  unity  required  in 
charitable  trusts;    (5   Eng.   Rul.  Cas.  578)    on  invalidity  of  charitable  bequest 
for  indebtedness. 
Exemption  of  cemetery  assoclatton  as  ckarltable  Institution. 

Cit^d  in  George  v.  Cypress  Hills  Cemetery,  32  App.  Div.  303,  52  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1097  arguendo  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  cemetery  association 
cannot  claim  exemption  from  liability  to  one  injured  by  poison  ivy,  on  ground 
that  it  is  a  charitable  institution. 

19  L.  R.  A.  433,  SMITH  v.  PEDIGO,  145  Ind.  361,  33  N.  E.  777,  44  N.  E.  363. 

Report  of  later  appeal  in  145  Ind.  392,  32  L.  R.  A.  838,  44  N.  E.  363. 
TTliO  ill  entitled  to  charcli  property. 

Cited  in  Reorganized  Church  of  Jesus  Christ  of  L.  D.  S.  v.  Church  of  Christ, 
60  Fed.  953,  and  True  Reformed  Dutch  Church  v.  Iserman,  64  N.  J.  L.  508.  45 
Atl.  771,  holding  that  after  schism  in  church,  title  to  reill  estate  is  in  division 
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abiding  by  doctrines  accepted  when  property  was  acquired;  Rodgers  v.  Burnett, 
108  Tenn.  183,  66  S.  W.  408,  liolding  property  deeded  to  church  while  member  of 
•certain  synod,  forfeited  by  withdrawal;  Cape  v.  Plymouth  Cong.  Church,  117 
Wis.  155,  93  N.  W.  449,  holding  minority  of  church  adhering  to  original  society 
entitled  to  property  held  in  trust  for  such  society;  Franke  v.  Mann,  106  Wis. 
132,  48  L.  R.  A.  861,  footnote  p.  856,  81  N.  W.  1014,  denying  right  of  majority 
of  members  of  church  to  devote  its  property  to  uses  inconsistent  with  purpose 
of  corporation,  by  employing  pastor  whose  teachings  are  contrary  to  those  of 
local  church;  Yanthis  v.  Kemp,  43  Ind.  App.  205,  85  N.  E.  976,  holding  an  action 
would  lie  by  trustees  representing  the  minority  of  the  members  of  a  certain 
•congregation  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  church  property  and  the  church 
funds  from  the  hands  of  trustees  representing  the  majority  of  the  congregation 
who  have  violated  the  rules  of  the  church  and  Christian  morality  by  the  immoral- 
ity and  inebriety  of  themselves  and  pastor;  Landrith  v.  Hudgins,  121  Tenn.  657, 
120  S.  W.  783,  holding  property  conveyed  to  the  trustees  of  a  church  by  its 
denominational  name  did  not  on  the  affiliation  of  the  majority  of  the  members 
of  that  church  with  another  pass  to  such  other  church  but  remained  the  prop- 
erty of  the  congregation  continuing  the  old  organization;  Marien  v.  Evangelical 
Creed  Cong.  132  Wis.  655,  113  N.  W.  06,  holding  where  property  was  acquired 
by  a  church  of  a  particular  denomination  and  the  officers  thereof  changed  the 
name  of  the  corporation  and  joined  another  religious  organization  relief  will  be 
granted  in  the  way  of  preserving  the  property  for  the  uses  of  the  original 
church;  Mack  v.  Kime,  129  Ga.  21,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  687,  58  S.  E.  184,  on  a  seced- 
ing portion  of  a  congregation  which  teaches  doctrines  and  practices  not  taught 
by  the  original  congregation  as  abandoning  their  interests  in  the  property  of 
the  former  congregation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Schlichter  v.  Keiter,  22  L.  R.  A.  161,  which  holds  that  ad- 
herents to  new  constitution,  and  not  dissenters,  constitute  the  church  which  is 
entitled  to  possess  church  property. 

Disapproved  in  First  Baptist  Church  v.  Fort,  93  Tex.  224,  49  L.  R.  A.  621,  54 
S.  W.  892,  holding  that  trustees  of  incorporated  church  having  no  superior,  own 
real  estate  although  doctrines  have  been  changed. 
Conrt'ii  control  over  clunrcli  property. 

Cited  4n  Hatfield  v.  De  Long,  156  Ind.  209,  51  L.  R.  A.  753,  83  Am.  St.  Rep. 
194,  59  N.  E.  483,  holding  that  courts  may  be  called  upon  to  settle  disputes  re- 
lating to  church  property;  Bentle  v.  Way,  46  Ind.  App.  662,  93  N.  E.  459,  hold- 
ing that  courts  have  jurisdiction  to  determine  civil  rights  of  claimants,  in  action 
by  church  to  secure  real  estate  owned  by  another  church,  consolidation  of  latter 
with  former  being  alleged. 

Cited  in  note  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  702)  on  property  rights  on  division  in  religious 
fiociety. 
Court's  Jurladlctlon  In  ecclenlastical  matters. 

Cited  in  Ramsey  v.  Hicks,  174  Ind.  444,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  672,  91  N.  E.  344, 
holding  that  member  of  church  has  no  right  to  invoke  supervisory  power  of  civil 
courts  so  long  as  none  of  his  civil  rights  are  invaded;  State  ex  rel.  Hatfield  v. 
Cummins,  171  Ind.  116,  36  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  950,  85  N.  E.  3.59,  holding  the  courts 
have  no  jurisdiction  to  restore  a  minister  to  his  clerical  rights  and  functions 
from  which  he  has  been  wrongfully  excluded  by  the  officials  of  the  church  where 
he  has  no  temporal  right  in  the  office;  Boyles  v.  Roberts,  222  Mo.  649,  121  S.  \Y, 
805;  Loudrith  v.  Hudgins,  121  Tenn.  657,  320  S.  W.  783;  Yanthis  v.  Kemp,  43 
Ind.  App.  209,  86  N.  E.  453, — on  civil. courts  as  not  concerning  themselves  with 
matters  of  church  discipline  or  creed,  except  when  necessary  to  the  detcrmina- 
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tion  of  property  rights;  Bonacum  v.  Murphy,  71  Neb.  477,  98  N.  W.  1030,  hold- 
ing secular  court  may  inquire  whether  ecclesiastical  decision  was  by  lawful 
ecclesiastical  power. 

Cited  in  notes   (24  L.R.A.(X.S.)    698,  701,  704)    on  litigation  growing  out  of 
schism  in  religious  society;   (68  Am.  St.  Rep.  867)  on  jurisdiction  of  equity  over 
voluntary  unincorporated  associations;    (100  Am.  St.  Rep.  744,  745)  on  jurisdic- 
tion of  civil  courts  over  church  controversies. 
PoMrer  of  local  chnrcli  to  -vritlidraw. 

Cited  in  note   (32  L.  R.  A.  96)   on  power  of  local  church  society  to  withdraw 
from  general  body  of  church. 

Internal   dispntes   in   ■emi-pnblic   bodies. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Gam  v.  Marshall  County,  167  Ind.  286,  78  N.  E.  1016, 
holding  where  the  nominees  of  two  factions  of  a  political  party  claim  to  be  the 
regular  nominees  of  such  party  preference  will  be  given  to  the  nominees  of  the 
convention  called  by  the  regular  county  committee  of  the  party. 
ronclasiveneMi  of  decisions  of  tribnnals  of  corporations. 

Cited  in  note  (49  L.  R.  A.  400)  on  conclusiveness  of  decisions  of  tribunals  of 
flAsociations  or  corporations. 

Creation  of  trnst  in  property  deeded  to  cbnrcb  orfranlsatlon. 

Cited  in  Ramsey  v.  Hicks,  44  Ind.  App.  512,  87  N.  E.  1091,  holding  that  prop- 
erty conveyed  to  trustees  for  use  of  certain  church  must  be  held  in  trust  for 
promulgation  of  tenets  and  doctrines  of  such  church;  Marien  v.  Evangelical 
Creed  Congregation,  132  Wis.  663,  113  N.  W.  66,  holding  property  acquired  by 
a  religious  denomination  for  the  uses  of  that  particular  denomination  becomes 
charged  with  a  trust  for  the  uses  of  that  denomination. 

10  L.  R.  A.  441,  MUIR  v.  JONES,  23  Or.  332,  31  Pac.  646. 

Klfect  of  agrreeinent  to  prevent  fixtures  becominar  part  of  realty* 

Cited  in  Chalifoux  v.  Potter,  113  Ala.  219,  21  So.  322,  holding  that  tenant  may 
remove  trade  fixtures  as  provided  in  written  lease;  Thomson  v.  Smith,  111  Iowa, 
720,  50  Lk  R.  A.  781,  footnote  p.  780,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  541,  83  N.  W.  789,  sustaining 
right  of  purchaser  at  sheriff's  sale  to  wagon  scales  constituting  fixture  bought 
on  conditional  sale;  Landigan  v.  Mayer,  32  Or.  250,  51  Pac.  649,  holding  that 
bona-fide  mortgagee  will  take  title  to  sawmill  treated  as  chattel  between  vendor 
and  mortgagor;  James  Leo  Co.  v.  Jersey  City  Bill  Posting  Co.  78  N.  J.  L.  152,  73 
Atl.  1046,  holding  that  innocent  purchaser  of  land  to  which  fence  has  been 
annexed  is  not  affected  by  agreement  between  tenant  of  grantor  and  owner  of 
fence  by  terms  of  which  latter  was  to  have  right  of  removal;  Washburn  v. 
Inter-Mountain  Min.  Co.  56  Or.  584,  109  Pac.  382,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  357,  hold- 
ing that  stamp  mill  afiixed  to  realty  under  unrecorded  conditional  contract  of 
sale,  is  covered  by  lien  of  innocent  third  party  against  premises;  Blanchard  v. 
Eureka  Planing  Mill  Co.  68  Or.  41,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  134,  113  Pac.  55,  holding 
that  agreement  between  seller  and  purchaser  of  machinery  that  title  shall  re- 
main in  seller  is  binding  on  mortgagee  of  realty;  McCrillis  v.  Cole,  25  R.  I. 
161,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  875,  55  Atl.  196,  holding  that  as  between  the  owner  of  land 
and  one  who  sold  to  one  having  contract  for  deed  an  engine  for  use  upon  the 
land  the  engine  became  part  of  the  realty  when  afiixed  to  the  soil  notwithstanding 
secret  agreement  between  vendor  and  vendee  of  engine  that  ^title  remain  in 
vendor;  Mahaffey  v.  J.  L.  Rumbarger  Lumber  Co.  61  W.  Va.  583,  8  L,R.A.(N.S.) 
1268,  56  S.  E.  893,  holding  parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  show  certain  build- 
ings were  excepted  from  operation  of  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Peaks  v.  Hutchinson,  59  L.  R.  A.  279,  which  holds  build- 
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in|y  on  stone  posts  erected  under  parol  agreement  that  it  shall  remain  builder's, 
iiot  pass  to  bona-fide  purchaser  of  land;  Beeler  v.  C.  C.  Mercantile  Co.  60  L.  R 
A.  283,  which  holds  ]iotel  building  affixed  to  and  conveyed  with  land  cannot  aftei 
ward  become  a  chattel  by  mere  agreement  of  parties;  Schellenberg  v.  Detroit 
Heat.  A  Light.  Co.  67  L.  R.  A.  632,  which  holds  heating  apparatus  bought  under 
contract  reserving  title  in  seller  not  fixture  though  permanently  placed  in  build- 
ing; German  Sav.  A  L.  Soc.  v.  Weber,  38  L.  R.  A.  267,  which  holds  standing 
finish  placed  in  mortgaged  building  under  contract  that  title  shall  remain  in  con- 
tractor until  paid,  not  part  of  real  estate;  Morey  v.  Hoyt,  19  L.  R.  A.  611,  which 
a.uthorizes  levy,  as  on  personal  property,  on  fixtures  which  tenant  has  right  to 
remove;  McFadden  v.  Allen,  19  L.  R.  A.  446,  which  holds  character  of  chattels 
cannot  be  fixed  by  agreement,  on  improvements  made  to  realty  by  mortgagor's 
Bon ;  Fuller-Warren  Co.  v.  Harter,  53  L.  R.  A.  603,  which  denies  right  of  vendor 
and  vendee  of  personalty  permanently  annexed  to  land,  to  agree  that  it  shall  re- 
tain character  of  personalty  as  against  owner  of  existing  mortgage  on  land;  An- 
derson V.  Creamery  Package  Mfg.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  554,  which  holds  mortgage  to 
seller  of  machinery  purchased  for  use  in  permanent  building  superior  to  exist- 
ing real-estate  mortgage;  Schmaltz  v.  York  Mfg.  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  907,  holding 
that  failure  to  record  contract  of  conditional  sale  reserving  title  to  machine  will 
make  it  of  no  effect  as  against  subsequent  bona  fide  mortgagee;  Gartlan  v.  Hick- 
man, 67  L.R.A.  694,  which  holds  that  machinery  placed  on  property  for  prosecu- 
tion of  work  under  oil  and  gas  lease  giving  lessees  provilege  of  removing  all 
machinery  and  fixtures  placed  on  premises  do  not  become  part  of  the  freehold. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  120;  1  Brit.  Rul.  Cas.  665)  on  rights  of  seller 
of  fixtures  retaining  title  or  lien,  as  against  purchasers  or  encumbrancers  of 
realtj'. 

Annotation  in  19  L.  R.  A.  441  referred  to  particularly  in  Paine  v.  McDowell, 
71  Vt.  34,  41  Atl.  1042,  declaring  as  chattel,  sawmill  placed  on  mortgaged  prop- 
erty under  agreement  with  mortgagor  reserving  right  of  removal. 
M ortvAfres  of  bnlldlnir*  on  leased  property. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  349)  on  mortgages  on  buildings  on  leased  premises. 

19  L.  R.  A.  446,  McFADDEN  v.  ALLEN,  134  N.  Y.  489,  32  N.  E.  21. 
Rliirlit  to  fixtures. 

Cited  in  Homestead  Land  Co.  v.  Becker,  96  Wis.  213,  71  N.  W.  117,  holding 
that  as  to  judgment  creditor,  fixtures  did  not  become  chattels  by  being  included 
in  chattel  mortgage. 
——  Of   iaortiriiflr««   or   parekaaer. 

Cited  in  Scobell  v.  Block,  82  Hun,  225,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  975,  holding  that  store 
•casks  in  brewery  did  not  pass  to  purchaser  under  foreclosure  deed;  Pfluger  v. 
Carmichael,  54  App.  Div.  153,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  417,  holding  that  mortgage  covering 
improvements  did  not  include  stepping  stone  and  vases  weighing  200  or  300 
pounds ;  Monticello  Bank  v.  Sweet,  64  Ark.  503,  43  S.  W.  500,  holding  lien  of  mort- 
gage superior  to  lien  for  lumber  subsequently  furnished  for  barn;  Duffus  v. 
Howard  Furnace  Co.  15  Misc.  172,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  19,  holding  that  purchaser  at 
foreclosure  can  recover  for  removal  of  furnace  sold  under  unfiled  conditional  con- 
tract; Jaycox  V.  Smith,  17  App.  Div.  149,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  299,  holding  that  title 
of  purchaser  on  foreclosure  relates  back  to  date  of  record;  Gunderson  v.  Swarth- 
out,  104  Wis.  191,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  860,  80  N.  W.  465,  holding  that  as  to  purchaser 
under  foreclosure  dynamo  was  fixture,  although  vendee  had  right  to  exchange 
for  another;  Fuller- Warren  Co.  v.  Harter,  110  Wis.  87,  53  L.  R.  A.  607,  footnote 
p.  603,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  867,  85  N.  W.  698,  holding  that  as  to  purchaser  under 
foreclosure,    furnace    with    right   of    removal    in    vendor,    was    fixture;    Gibson 
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V.  American  Loan  &  T.  Co.  58  Hun,  448,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  444,  denying  right  o{ 
trustee  to  consent  on  foreclosure  that  improvements  added  after  giving  of  mort- 
gage should  be  superior  thereto;  Berliner  v.  Piqua  Club  Asso.  32  Misc.  473,  60 
N.  Y.  Supp.  791,  denying  right  of  assignee  of  judgment  to  enforce  lien  agaioitt 
gas  and  electrical  chandeliers,  water  filter,  and  boilers  as  against  purchaser  at 
foreclosure;  Evans  v.  Kister,  35  C.  C.  A.  37,  92  Fed.  836,  holding  agreement  b(*- 
tween  buyer  and  seller  of  personal  property  that  title  shall  remain  In  seller,  with- 
out effect  unless  mortgagee  party  to  agreement:  East  New  York  Refrigerator  & 
Woodworking  Co.  v.  Halpern,  140  App.  Div.  202,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  Ill,  holding 
that  lien  of  building  loan  mortgage  on  mantelpieces  subsequently  sold  to  owner 
under  conditional  sale  and  annexed  to  realty,  is  superior  to  lien  of  conditional 
vendor;  Wetherill  v.  Gallagher,  211  Pa.  311,  107  Am.  St.  Rep.  575,  60  Atl.  905. 
on  title  of  an  innocent  purchaser  to  chattels  annexed  to  realty  by  lessee;  Tippett 
V.  Barham,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)   127,  103  C.  C.  A.  430,  180  Fed.  81,  holding  a  mort- 
gage of  all  property  now  owned  or  thereafter  acquired  by  a  water  company  covered 
a  standpipe  erected  on  land  and  bolted  to  a  concrete  foundation  though  vendorh 
reserved  title  until  purchase  price  was  paid;  Kinnear  v.  Scenic  R.  Co.  223  Pa. 
400,  72  Atl.  808,  holding  same  rule  as  to  ownership  of  property  in  chattels  an- 
nexed  to   realty   prevails   between    a  mortgagor   and   mortgagee   as   between  a 
grantor  and  grantee;  Great  Western  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bathgate,  15  Okla.  112,  79  Pac. 
903,  holding  after  attached  mill  machinery  became  part  of  mortgaged  property: 
Washington   Trust  Co.   v.  Morse  Iron   Works  &  Dry  Dock  Co.  106   App.  Div. 
200,  94  X.  Y.  Supp.  496,  holding  after  acquired  property  under  conditional  sale 
comes  under  the  mortgage  subject  to  terms  of  such  sale;  McMillan  v.  Leaman. 
101  App.  Div.  439,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  1065,  holding  plumbing  material,  as  regardti 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  or  mortgagor,  could  not  be  reserved  as  personalty  without 
consent  or  notice. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Anderson  v.  Creamery  Package  Mfg.  Co.  66  L.  R,  A.  554, 
which  holds  mortgage  to  seller  of  machinery  purchased  for  use  in  permanent 
building  superior  to  existing  real-estate  mortgage;  Peaks  v.  Hutchinson,  59  L 
R.  A.  279,  which  holds  building  on  stone  posts  erected  under  parol  agreement 
that  it  shall  remain  builder's,  not  pass  to  bona-fide  purchaser  of  land;  Neufelder 
V.  Third  Street  &  Suburban  R.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  001,  which  holds  machinery  stead- 
ied by  bolts  and  screws  fastening  it  to  building,  not  a  fixture  as  to  mortgagee. 

Distinguished  in  Duntz  v.  Granger  Brewing  Co.  41  Misc.  182,  83  N.  Y.  Supp. 
957,  holding  vendors  lien  on  chattels  to  remain  such  till  paid  for,  not  afi'ected  by 
subsequent  real-estate  mortgage  including  them  as  fixtures. 
IVhnt  In  a.  ftxtare. 

Cited  in  Chandler  v.  Hamell,  57  App.  Div.  308,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  1068,  holding 
house  resting  on  posts  erected  under  license  from  vendee  under  land  contract,  iix: 
ture;  Phipps  v.  State,  69  Misc.  298,  127  N.  Y.  Supp.  260,  holding  that  engine 
placed  in  factory  resting  upon  foundation  of  concrete  sunk  in  earth  and  firmly 
connected  with  metal  bars  laid  below  foundation  is  fixture. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Schellenberg  v.  Detroit  Heat.  &  Light.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  632, 
which  holds  heating  apparatus  bought  under  contract  reserving  title  in  seller  not 
fixture  though  permanently  placed  in  building. 

Distinguished  in  Paine  v.  McDowell,  71  Vt.  34,  41  Atl.  1042,  declaring  as  chat- 
tel sawmill  placed  on  mortgaged  premises  under  agreement  with  mortgagor  of 
right  of  removal. 
Agreement  to  prevent  llxtare  becomlna:  part  of  realty. 

Cited  in  Mechanics'  &  T.  Bank  v.  Bergen  Heights  Realty  Corp.  137  App.  Div. 
48,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  33,  holding  that  lien  of  mortgage  covers  all  that  was  realty 
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when  mortgage  was  accepted,  and  all  accessions  except  where  hy  valid  agreement 
to  which'  mortgagee  is  party,  character  of  chattels  is  impressed  upon  occasion. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Beeler  v.  C.  C.  Mercantile  Co.  60  L.R.A.  283,  which  holds 
hotel  building  affixed  to  and  conveyed  with  land  cannot  afterward  become  a  chat- 
tel by  mere  agreement  of  parties;  Gartlan  v.  Hickman,  67  L.R.A.  694,  wliich 
holds  that  machinery  placed  on  property  for  prosecution  of  work  under  oil  and 
gas  lease  giving  lessees  privilege  of  removing  all  machinery  and  fixtures  placed 
on  premises  do  not  become  part  of  the  freehold. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.R.A.  444)  on  efifect  of  agreement  to  prevent  fixtures  from 
becoming  part  of  realty;    (84  Am.  St.  Rep.  888)  on  fixtures  retaining  by  agree- 
ment the  character  of  personal  property. 
Part  performance  Tvitlnln  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  Young  v.  Overbaugh,  76  Hun,  154,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  553,  holding  that 
promisee's  occupation  of  land  upon  faith  of  oral  promise  of  owner  to  convey,  and 
expenditure  for  improvements,  takes  agreement  out  of  statute  of  frauds. 
Collateral  attack  upon  Jadgrment. 

Cited  in  Trowbridge  v.  Hayes,  21  Misc.  237,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R.  635,  45  N.  Y.  Supp. 
635,  holding  judgment  not  subject  to  collateral  attack  for  mere  irregularity  in 
proceedings. 
Bstoppel  by  deed* 

Cited  in  Van  Husen  v.  Omaha  Bridge  A,  Terminal  R.  Co.  118  Iowa,  377,  92  N.  W. 
47,  holding  grantor  estopped  by  deed  from  claiming  he  had  no  interest  in  prem- 
ises at  time  of  conveyance. 
Parol  evidence  to  altovr  nature  of  conveyance. 

Cited  in  Richardson  v.  Beaber,  62  Misc.  544,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  821,  holding  parot 
evidence  admissible  to  show  conveyance  was  intended  security  only. 

19  L.  R.  A.  449,  STATE  v.  LEWaS,  60  Ohio  St.  179,  33  N.  E.  405. 
Liability  for  arreiit  -without  ^varrant. 

Cited  in  Palmer  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  92  Me.  408,  44  L.  R.  A.  675,  69  Am.  St. 
Rep.  513,  42  Atl.  800,  holding  railroad  company  liable  for  conductor's  causing 
arrest  without  warrant  of  passenger  for  alleged  refusal  to  pay  fare;  Burch  v. 
Franklin,  7  Ohio  N.  P.  155,  holding  complaint  alleging  arrest  for  forgery,  with- 
out warrant  or  affidavit  but  upon  mere  demand  ol  complainant,  not  demurrable; 
Percival  v.  Bailey,  70  S.  C.  74,  49  S.  E.  7,  holding  an  arrest  without  warrant 
and  for  a  misdemeanor  not  committed  within  view  of  officer  was  unlawful  where 
no  such  emergency  existed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  McCuUough  v.  Greenfield,  62  L.R.A.  906,  holding  officer's 
possession  of  warrant  not  justify  arrest  by  police  of  another  town  under  telephone 
direction  of  officer  having  warrant;  State  ex  rel.  Livingstone  v.  Williams,  67 
L.R.A.  166,  which  holds  that  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  arrest  without  war- 
rant of  designated  persons  for  alleged  commission  of  a  misdemeanor. 

Cited  in  note  (84  Am.  St.  Rep.  687,  688,  690)  on  right  of  policeman  to  make 
arrest  without  warrant. 

19  L.  R.  A.  452,  BARRON  v.  DETROIT,  94  Mich.  601,  34  Am.  St  Rep.  366,  64 

N.  W.  273. 
Liability  of  mnnicipality. 

Cited  in  Stevens  v.  Muskegon,  111  Mich.  79,  36  L.  R.  A.  780,  69  N.  W.  227, 
holding  action  at  law  cannot  be  maintained  against  city  for  preventing  connec- 
tions with  private  sewer  in  public  street  by  passage  of  ordinance  which  interferes 
with  vested  contract  right. 
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<^—  For   neflrliflrence. 

Cited  in  Ostrander  v.  Lansing,  111  Mich.  695,  70  X.  W.  332,  holding  city  lUble 
to  workingnian  injured  by  caving  in  of  sewer  ditch;  Lenzen  v.  New  BraunfeU. 
13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  362,  35  S.  W.  341,  holding  city  liable  for  property  destroyed  bj 
fire  because  water  was  negligently  allowed  to  become  low  in  standpipe;  Nichol- 
son V.  Detroit,  129  Mich.  256,  56  L.  R.  A.  605,  footnote  p.  601,  88  N.  W.  695,  hold- 
ing city  not  liable  for  death  of  unwarned  employee  from  smallpox  contracted  in 
tearing  down  smallpox  hospital;  Bigelow  v.  Kalamazoo,  97  Mich.  127,  56  N.  W. 
339  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  city  not  liable  for  injury  caused  by 
slipping  on  crosswalk  which  was  reasonably  safe  for  travel;  Kilts  v.  Kent  Coun- 
ty, 162  Mich.  649,  —  L.R.A.(X.S.)  — ,  127  N.  W.  821,  holding  that  board  of 
supervisors  in  constructing  water  system  for  poor  farm  of  county  are  exempt 
from  liability  for  negligent  construction;  Hoek  v.  Allendale  Twp.  161  Mich. 
578,  126  N.  W.  987,  21  Ann.  Cas.  118,  holding  that  municipality  is  not  liable 
for  action  of  officers  who  perform  governmental  function  imposed  on  them  by 
statute,  whether  for  negligence  or  trespass;  McKvoy  v.  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  136 
Mich.  188,  98  N.  W.  1006,  holding  a  municipality  in  erecting  a  market  building 
is  subject  to  the  same  degree  of  care  as  private  individuals  would  be  in  its  con- 
struction. 

Annotation  cited  in  Dalton  v.  Wilson,  118  Ga.  102,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  101,  44  S. 
K.  830,  holding  municipal  corporations  not  liable  for  failure  to  perform,  or 
for  errors  in  performing,  their  legislative  or  judicial  powers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Col  well  v.  Waterbury,  57  L.  R.  A.  218,  which  denies  city's 
liability  for  injury  to  employee  through  defect  in  machine  for  crushing  stone  for 
highways ;  Corning  v.  Saginaw,  40  L.  R.  A.  526,  which  denies  city's  liability  for 
damage  caused  by  bridge  tender's  failure  to  open  draw;  Peterson  v.  Wilmington, 
56  L.  R.  A.  959,  which  denies  city's  liability  for  injury  to  fireman  from  negli- 
gence in  permitting  apparatus  to  get  out  of  repair ;  McFadden  v.  Jewel,  60  L.  R. 
A.  402,  which  denies  city's  liability  for  injury  to  child  caused  by  negligence  of 
one  employed  to  clear  alley  of  weeds;  Dudley  v.  Flemingsburg,  60  I^  R,  A.  575, 
which  denies  city's  liability  for  injuries  caused  by  failure  to  prevent  coasting  in 
streets;  Rhobidas  v.  Concord,  51  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  sustains  city's  liability  for 
failure  to  furnish  servant  reasonably  safe  place  to  work;  Hall  v.  Concord,  58  L. 
R.  A.  455,  which  denies  city's  liability  for  negligent  management  of  steam  roller 
in  repairing  city  street  under  supervision  of  state  superintendent;  Fox  v. 
Philadelphia,  65  L.R.A.  214,  which  holds  city  liable  for  injuries  due  to  negli- 
gence of  operator  of  elevator  in  public  building,  although  he  was  employed  by  a 
legislative  commission;  Bowden  v.  Kansas  City,  66  L.R.A.  181,  which  holds  that 
city  is  performing  ministerial  public  duty  in  maintaining  fire  station  so  as  to  be 
liable  in  damages  to  employee  for  personal  injuries  resulting  from  neglect  of 
city  to  furnish  reasonably  safe  place  to  work;  Kelly  v.  Boston,  66  L.R.A.  429, 
which  holds  portion  of  city  building  devoted  to  housing  of  executive  departments 
which  collect  money  for  city  within  rule  that  city  is  not  liable  for  negligence  of 
those  to  whom  are  entrusted  care  and  custody  of  buildings  used  exclusively  for 
performance  of  municipal  duties. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  205)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  torts  in 
connection  with  waterworks;  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  88,  96)  on  liability  of  munici- 
pality for  tort  in  connection  with  buildings  used  by  it;  (38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  152} 
on  liability  of  municipality  for  death  caused  by  negligence  in  the  performance  of 
a  governmental  function. 
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19  L.  R,  A.  456,  WALLIS  IRON  WORKS  v.  MONMOUTH  PARK  ASSO.  55  Nc 

J.  L.  132,  39  Am,  St.  Rep.*626,  26  Atl.  140. 
Liquidated  damage*  or  penalty. 

Cited  in  Kelly  v.  Fejervary,  111  Iowa,  697,  83  N.  W.  791,  holding  extraneous 
evidence  proper  to  determine  whether  liquidated  damages  or  penalty  intended  in 
building  contract;  Monmouth  Park  Asso.  v.  Warren,  55  N.  J.  L.  604,  27  Atl.  932, 
holding  sums  retained  for  failure  to  perform  several  undertakings,  penalty,  not 
liquidated  damages;  New  Britain  v.  New  Britain  Teleph.  Co.  74  Conn.  333.  54 
Atl.  1015,  holding  liquidated  damages  intended  in  bond  conditioned  for  mainte- 
nance of  control  of  telephone  business  and  of  competition  with  rival ;  Robinson  v. 
Centenary  Fund,  68  N.  J.  L.  724,  64  Atl.  416,  holding  agreement  not  to  start 
newspaper  in  certain  city  for  twenty-five  years  under  penalty  of  $1,200,  sum- 
named  to  be  construed  as  liquidated  damages,  and  not  penalty;  Moore  v.  Dur- 
nan,  63  N.  J.  £q.  99,  51  Atl.  449,  holding  deposit  of  check  for  less  than  one  tenth 
of  consideration  as  forfeit  in  case  of  failure  to  perform  agreement  and  take  deed,- 
stipulated  damages;  VanBuskirk  v.  Board  of  Education,  78  N.  J.  L.  653,  75- 
Atl.  909;  Charleston  Lumber  Co.  v.  Friedman,  64  W.  Va.  155,  61  S.  E.  815; 
Stratton  v.  Fike,  166  Ala.  210,  51  So.  874, — holding  that  building  contract  stipu- 
lating damages  for  failure  to  complete  within  given  time  will  be  construed  as 
liquidated  damages,  unless  clearly  disproportionate  to  probable  loss;  Stillwell 
V.  Paepcke-Leicht  Lumber  Co.  73  Ark.  436,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  42,  84  S,  W.  483, 
holding  the  damages  stipulated  for  must  be  such  as  to  amount  to  compensation 
only ;  Coen  v.  Birchard,  124  1[owa,  398,  100  N.  W.  48,  holding  courts  of  equity 
will  always  relieve  if  the  damages  agreed  upon  are  grossly  and  unreasonably 
disproportionate  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  injury;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co, 
V.  Gaba,  78  Kan.  436,  97  Pac.  435,  holding  where  possible  loss  and  resulting  dam- 
ages are  uncertain  a  fixed  amount  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  may  be  claimed 
as  liquidated  damages;  Resnick  v.  Campbell,  68  N.  J.  Eq.  349,  59  Atl.  452,  on 
effect  to  be  given  stipulation  to  forfeit  a  fixed  sum  upon  failure  of  either  party 
to  perform  provisions  of  agreement;  Jersey  City  v.  Flynn,  74  N.  J.  Eq.  128,  70 
Atl.  497,  upholding  as  liquidated  damages  an  amount  per  day,  agreed  upon  be- 
tween contractor  and  city,  for  failure  to  complete  water  supply  works  by  a 
certain  fixed  date;  Davidson  v.  Hughes,  76  Kan.  250,  91  Pac.  913,  upholding  as 
liquidated  damages  a  stipulation  to  forfeit  $500  upon  failure  to  complete  three 
oil  wells  upon  leased  property  within  one  year  where  consideration  for  lease 
was  nominal. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kilboume  v.  Burt  k  B.  Lumber  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  275, 
which  holds  provision  for  retaining  15  cents  per  100  feet  for  logs  not  delivered 
by  specified  date,  one  for  liquidated  damages;  Chicago  House-Wrecking  Co.  v. 
United  States,  53  L.  R.  A.  122,  which  holds  stipulation  for  certain  sum  as  dam- 
ages for  failure  to  remove  building  by  certain  time,  penalty,  when  actual  dam- 
ages easily  assessable;  Salem  v.  Anson,  56  L.  R,  A.  169,  which  holds  stipulated 
amount  to  be  paid  to  city  for  failure  to  complete  electric  light  plant  within  speci- 
fied time,  liquidated  damages;  Meyer  v.  Estes,  32  L.  R.  A.  283,  which  holds  con- 
tract that  in  case  of  wrongful  use  of  electrotype  plates,  purchaser  shall  be  re- 
sponsible for  damages  "equal  to  tenfold  price  of  electrotypes,"  provides  for  pen- 
alty. 

Cited  in  notes  (34  L.R.A.(N.S.)   589,  591,  596,  599,  600)  on  damage  provision 
in  building  contract  as  penalty  or  liquidated  damages;    (108  Am,  St.  Rep.  48, 
52)   on  agreements  purporting  to  liquidate  damages;    (6  Eng.  Rul.   Cas.  561) 
as  to  when  stipulation  in  contract  is  for  a  penalty  and  when  for  liquidated  dam- 
ages. 
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Snpplyina:  omitted  'vrords. 

Cited  in  Charleston  Lumber  Co.  v.  Friedman,  *64  W.  Va.  154,  61  S.  E.  815, 
holding  parol  evidence  admissible  to  supply  a  word  omitted  from  contract  by 
clerical  mistake;  Irwin  v.  Nichols,  87  Ark.  100,  112  S.  W.  209,  holding  an  omis 
sion  of  the  word  "not"  before  word  "promise"  where  clearly  appearing  as  an 
•omission  upon  reading  of  letter  may  be  supplied;  Schroeder  v.  Griggs,  80  Ean. 
361,  102  Pac.  469,  holding  written  contract  should  be  construed  according  to 
obvious  intention  of  the  parties,  notwithstanding  clerical  omissions  or  errors 
that  may  be  corrected  by  perusal  of  whole  instrument. 

19  L.  R.  A.  460,  SARGENT  v.  ST.  LOUIS  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  114,  Mo.  348,  21  S.  W. 

823. 
Evidence  admlMible   onder  ar^neral   denUil. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Rush,  156  Mo.  371,  57  S.  W.  118,  holding  that  under  general 
•denial,  any  evidence  tending  to  contradict  statements  in  petition  is  admissible. 
Carrier's  liability   for  neflrllarence   of   postal   clerk. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis,  C.  &  St.  P.  R.  CO.  v.  Waggoner,  90  111.  App.  558,  hoIdini(  that 
railroad  was  not  liable  for  negligent  act  of  postal  clerk  in  throwing  mail  pouch 
against  passenger. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Russ,  26  L.  R.  A.  283,  which  denies 
•carrier's  liability  for  mail  agent's  negligence  in  throwing  off  mail  bag. 
Carrier**  daty  as    to   station. 

Cited  in  Gerhart  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  110  Mo.  App.  108,  84  S.  W.  100,  holding  a 
railroad  company  liable  for  injuries  sustained  where  it  discharged  passengers 
from  cars  upon  a  platform  not  lighted. 

Cited  in  notes  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  589)  on  liability  of  railroad  for  negligent  in- 
jury to  passenger  at  station  by  persons  there  to  transact  business;    (33  L.RA 
(N.S.)  858,  861)  on  degree  of  care  toward  passenger  at  station. 
Iftlgrht  to  assame  safety  of  footuvay. 

Distinguished  in  Stout  v.  Columbia,  118  Mo.  App.  442,  94  S.  W.  307,  holding 
in  absence  of  knowledge  to  the  contrary  one  may  presume  that  a  sidewalk  is  rea- 
sonably safe  to  walk  on. 
Effect  of  death   on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Coulter  v.  Phoenix  Brick  Constr.  Co.  131  Mo.  App.  236,  110  S.  W. 
655,  holding  where  party  to  a  suit  pending  an  appeal  dies  after  its  submission  to 
the  court,  judgment  may  be  entered  as  of  the  day  of  submission. 

19  L.  R.  A.  463,  NATIONAL  BANK  OF  COM^IERCE  v.  MORRIS,  114  Mo.  255, 
35  Am.  St.  Rep.  754,  21  S.  W.  511. 

Subsequent  appeal  in  action  for  conversion,  in  125  Mo.  345,  28  S.  W.  602. 
JBffect   of  mortflraipe  on  property  carried  ont  of  state. 

Cited  in  Shapard  v.  Hynes,  52  L.  R.  A.  678,  45  O.  C.  A.  275,  104  Fed.  453,  and 
Blythe  v.  Crump  Bros.  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  329,  66  S.  W.  885,  holding  that  lien  of 
mortgage  on  chattels  duly  recorded  where  property  located,  follows  property 
when  taken  into  another  state;  Scaling  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  39  Tex.  Civ.  App.  158. 
;87  S.  W.  715,  holding  one  converting  mortgaged  cattle  is  charged  with  notice  of 
a  duly  recorded  lien  though  he  received  and  sold  stock  in  another  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  940)  on  mortgagee's  consent  to  removal  of 
property  from  state  as  affecting  lien;  (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  454)  on  right  of  mort- 
gagee to  recover  property  or  damages  on  removal  of  property  to  another  state. 
(ESxtraterritorlal  force  of  chattel-mortgragre  record. 

Cited  in  Alferitz  v.  Ingalls,  83  Fed,  971,  holding  that  chattel  mortgage  prop- 
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*.'rly  executed  in  California  may  be  recorded  and  enforced  in  Nevada  with- 
out statutory  affidavit;  Brown  v.  Koenig,  99  Mo.  App.  657,  74  S.  W.  407,  holding 
chattel-mortgage  property  executed  for  record  in  Iowa  valid  for  same  purpose  in 
Missouri. 

Cited   in  footnote  to  McFadden  v.  Blocker,  58  li.  R.  A.  879,  which  requires 
chattel  mortgage  to  be  executed,  acknowledged^  and  recorded  according  to  law 
of  place  where  property  located. 
Lf ability  for  conversion. 

Cited  in  Mohr  v.  Langan,  162  Mo.  500,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  503,  63  S.  W.  469, 
sustaining  right  to  recover  against  warehouseman  and  auctioneer  for  goods 
stored  and  sold  for  unsuccessful  claimant;  Chrisman-Sawyer  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Stra- 
hom-Hutton-Evans  Commission  Co.  80  Mo.  App.  444,  sustaining  mortgagee's 
right  to  maintain  action  for  conversion  upon  mortgagor  remortgaging  property 
to  another,  and  possession  taken  by  the  latter;  Bank  of  Houston  v.  Kirkman, 
156  Mo.  App.  317,  137  S.  W.  38,  holding  that  person  holding  collateral  with 
4igreement  to  turn  it  over  to  subsequent  creditor  of  owner  of  collateral,  may  be 
liable  for  conversion  where  he  turns  same  over  to  owner;  Everett  v.  Barse  Live 
Stock  Commission  Co.  115  Mo.  App.  488,  88  S.  W.  165,  holding  a  conmiission  firm 
in  selling  cattle  seized  upon  a  mortgage  were  guilty  of  conversion  where  an 
■adjusters  lien  prior  to  such  mortgage  existed. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dean  v.  Cushman,  55  L.  R.  A.  959,  which  denies  lia- 
bility for  conversion  without  demand,  of  purchaser  in  good  faith  of  mortgaged 
•chattels  from  mortgagor  in  possession. 

Cited  in  note  (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  441,  444)  on  right  of  mortgagee  to  maintain 
•conversion  against  third  person. 

Distinguished  in  Dawes  v.  Rosenbaum,  179  HI.   119,  53  N.  E.  585,  Affirming 
77  111.  App.  306,  holding  that  conversion  by  brokers,  of  cattle  covered  by  mort- 
.gage  recorded  in  another  state,  not  proved  by  evidence  that  when  mortgagee  made 
demand,  he  knew  brokers  had  accounted  to  mortgagor  for  profits. 
Conflict   of   laura  as   to  chattel   mortsascM. 

Cited  in  note  (64  L.  R.  A.  358)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  chattel  mortgages. 
Conatrnctive    notice    of   title. 

Cited  in  Creek  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  v.  Davis,  28  Okla.  584,  115  Pac.  468,  holding 
that  purchaser  of  land  takes  them  with  constructive  notice  of  whatever  appears 
in  conveyance  which  constitutes  chain  of  title. 

19  L.  R.  A.  467,  PITTSBURGH,  FT.  W.  &  C.  R.  CO.  v.  PEET,  152  Pa.  488,  25 

Atl.  612. 
Interest    acquired    by   condemnation    proceedinsa. 

Cited  in  Philadelphia  v.  Ward,  174  Pa.  49,  34  Atl.  458,  holding  that  in  land 
condemned  for  bridge,  municipality  has  fee  in  surface  and  amount  necessary 
for  support;  Philadelphia  v.  Ward,  174  Pa.  50,  34  Atl.  458,  holding  that  in  con- 
demnation for  bridge,  municipality  may  take  land  for  prospective  needs;  Gil- 
lespie v.  Buffalo,  R.  &  P.  R.  Co.  226  Pa.  33,  74  Atl.  738,  33  J»a.  Co.  Ct,  514,  38 
Pittftb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  42,  holding  the  only  right  vested  in  the  public  is  that  of 
free  and  unobstructed  travel  over  the  land  condemned  for  a  public  highway; 
Pittock  v.  Central  District  A  Printing  Teleph.  Co.  31  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  594,  holding 
land  condemne<l  for  public  use  cannot  thereafter  be  diverted  to  private  use  with- 
out consent  of  original  owner. 

Cited  in  note  (22  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  164,  167)  on  amount  of  land  corporation 
may  take  under  power  of  eminent  domain. 

Distinguished  in  Carter  v.  Ridge  Turnp.  Co.  22  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  167,  holding 
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that  corporation  with  power  of  condemnation  may  acquire  land  by  adverse  pos- 
session. 
— —  By    railroad. 

Cited  in  Trenton  Cut-Off  R.  Co.  v.  Newtown  Electric  Street  R.  Co.  8  Pa.  Dist. 
R.  551,  holding  that  street  railway  may  not  cross  lands  of  railroad  without  iu 
consent;  Northern  Coal  &,  I.  Co.  v.  Scranton,  6  Lack.  Legal  News,  266,  holding 
that  right  of  railroad  company  to  land  is  fixed  by  original  taking,  not  by  sub- 
sequent deed  and  map;  Speese  v.  Schuylkill  River  E.  S.  R.  Co.  44  W.  N.  C.  49.v 
23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  20,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  586,  holding  that  owner  on  both  sides  oi 
railroad  cannot  construct  overhead  bridge;  State,  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  Prosecu- 
tor, V.  National  Docks  &  N.  J.  Junction  Connecting  C.  Co.  57  N.  J.  L.  90,  30 
Atl.  183,  holding  that  land  may  be  taken  by  railroad  in  condemnation  proceed- 
ing for  prospective  needs;  Loughin  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  19  Montg.  Co.  L. 
Rep.  101,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  as  to  company's  title  to  land  on 
which  their  coal  bins  are  located;  Brown  v.  Title  Guaranty  k  Surety  Co.  23^ 
Pa.  342,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  699,  81  Atl.  410,  holding  that  guarantor  of  damages 
for  taking  of  land  by  railroad  is  not  released  by  agreement  between  railroad  and 
owner  for  conveyance  of  fee ;  McCully  v.  Pittsburg  R.  Co.  44  Pa.'  Super.  Ct.  322. 
to  the  point  tliat  title  acquired  by  railroad  in  condemnation  of  land  is  ratlier 
to  be  considered  as  baae  or  conditional  fee  than  as  easement;  Speese  v.  Schuylkill 
River  East  Side  R.  Co.  10  Pa.  Dist.  R.  521,  holding  that  on  condemnation  pro 
ceedings  railroad  acquires  conditional  fee  and  right  to  exclusive  possession  and 
not  subjctct  to  right  of  adjoining  owner  to  bridge:  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  195  U.  S.  570,  49  L.  ed.  323,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  133,  1  Ann. 
Cas.  517,  holding  a  railroad  right  of  way  is  private  property  as  to  the  public 
in  all  else  but  an  interest  and  benefit  in  its  appropriate  uses. 
Tacking  riarlit  of  adverse  lioldera. 

Cited  in  Loughlin  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  12  Pa.  Dist.  R.  774,  on  adverse 
possession  of  portion  of  right  of  way  of  railway  by  successive  claimants. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  Budzisz,  48  L.  R.  A.  830,  which  holds 
parol  transfer  of  right  of  adverse  holder  sufTicient  to  authorize  transferee  to  tack 
two  possessions. 
ESJcGtiuent    by    posaessory    rigrlit. 

Cited  in  Kansas  &  C.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Burns,  70  Kan.  633,  79  Pac.  238  (dissenting 
opinion ) ,  on  right  of  railroad  company  to  maintain  ejectment  to  recover  right 
of  way. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cahill  v.  Cahill,  60  L.  R.  A.  706,  which  holds  possessory 
rights  only  will  not  sustain  ejectment  without  showing  legal  title. 
Nonnser  as  affectlna:  title  by  eminent  don&aln. 

Cited  in  Hummel  v.  Cumberland  Valley  R.  Co.  175  Pa.  540,  34  Atl.  848,  hold- 
ing that  abandonment  by  railroad  cannot  be  presumed  from  temporary  nonuser: 
Smith  V.  Pittsburg  R.  Co.  57  Pittsb.  L.  J.  311:  Shields  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  39 
Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  176, — to  the  point  that  right  of  railroad  to  use  of  land  ob- 
tained by  condemnation  is  not  lost  by  nonuser;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Inland 
Traction  Co.  25  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  126;  Wilmington  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Walker,  15  Pa- 
Dist.  R.  376, — on  right  of  railway  to  condemn  for  future  needs;  Carr  v.  Phila- 
delphia, 14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  36,  31  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  173,  holding  mere  non-user  is  not  aban- 
donment of  public  easement;  Canton  Co.  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  99  Md.  217,  57 
Atl.  637,  holding  mere  non-user  of  land  condemned  for  railroad  purposes  should 
not  operate  as  an  abandonment,  without  proof  of  acts  inconsistent  with  con- 
tinual existence  of  the  easement;  Nicomen  Boom  Co.  v.  North  Shore  Boom  & 
Driving  Co.  40  Wash.  329,  82  Pac.  412,  holding  boom  companies  may  anticipate 
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future  necessities  and  hold  territory  acquired  by  appropriation  but  not  in  actual 
use  to  the  exclusion  of  other  companies. 
Ja«liei«.l  poTver  over  eatinent  domain. 

Cited  in  Washington  Water  Power  Co.  v.  Waters,  19  Idaho,  611,  115  Pac.  682, 
holding  that  necessity  of  taking  particular  property  must  be  left  in  some  meas- 
ure to  discretion  of  agency  on  which  state  has  conferred  power  of  eminent  do- 
main. 

Cited  in  notes  (11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  947)  on  necessity  of  taking  particular  land 
by  eminent  domain,  as  a  judicial  question;  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  69,  61,  127)  on 
judicial  power  over  eminent  domain. 

19  L.  R.  A.  469,  Re  KINDERGARTEN  SCHOOLS,  18  Colo.  234,  32  Pac.  422. 
Kindergrarten  am  part  of  school. 

Cited  in  Sinnott  v.  Colombet,  107  Cal.  190,  28  L.  R.  A.  595,  footnote  p.  594, 
40    Pac.    329,    sustaining    power    to    establish    kindergarten    as    part    of    school 
system;  Schwartz  v.  People,  46  Colo.  274,  104  Pac.  92,  on  power  of  legislature  to 
provide  for  kindergarten  department  in  public  school  system. 
,  .\iitliiorlty  of  leslslatnre  to  aappleineBt  constltatfoa. 

Cited  in  Schwartz  v.  People,  46  Colo.  268,  104  Pac.  92,  holding  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  legislate  upon  the  subject  of  pure  liquors  is  not  restricted  by  a 
•constitutional  prohibition  against  importation  of  impure  liquors. 

19  L.  R,  A.  470,  McGOUGH  v.  SWEETZER,  97  Ala.  361,  12  So.  162. 
Redemption  from  mortsraare  sale*. 

Cited  in  McQueen  v.  Whetstone,  127  Ala.  427,  30  So.  548,  holding  that  one 
tenant  in  common  may  redeem  entire  property  and  may  have  account  for  en- 
tire  rent. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Elliott,  47  L.  R.  A.  742,  which  holds 
balance  of  mortgage  debt,  where  land  sold  for  less,  not  required  to  be  paid 
■  on  redemption. 

Cited  in  note  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1040)  on  dower  as  basis  of  redemption  from 
mortgage  after  husband's  death. 

Distinguished  in  Johns  v.  Anchors,  15^  Ala.  502,  45  So.  218,  upholding  redemp- 
tion by  a  wife  who  signs  husband's  mortgage  to  secure  his  debt,  though  the  prop- 
erty redeemed  sold  for  less  than  mortgage  debt. 

19  L.  R.  A.  472,  PEARCE  v.  RICKARD,   18  R.  I.   142,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  755, 
26  Atl.  38. 
'  ConMtructlon   of  ivord   ''iMine." 

Cited  in  Hartwell  v.  TeiTt,  19  R.  I.  646,  34  L.  R.  A.  502,  35  Atl.  882,  holding 
adopted  child  is  entitled  to  take  under  devise  made  in  1869,  to  foster  mother 
and  her  "lawful  issue;"  Holden  v.  Wells,  18  R.  I.  805,  31  Atl.  265,  holding  that 
devisee  took  estate  tail  where  devise  over  was  in  case  she  died  without  lineal 
heirs;  Gammell  v.  Ernst,  19  R.  1.  295,  33  Atl.  222,  holding  that  ''issue"  in  will, 
imrestricted,  includes  all  descendants;  Re  Winchester,  140  Cal.  469,  74  Pac. 
10,  holding  children  of  adopted  daughter  not  ''issue"  subject  to  col  lateral- in- 
heritance tax;  Schmidt  v.  Jewett,  127  App.  Div.  381,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  680,  hold- 
ing the  word  "issue"  must  be  deemed  to  mean  "descendants"  unless  a  contrary 
intention  appears;  Bartlett  v.  Sears,  81  Conn.  39,  70  Atl.  33,  holding  its  usual 
meaning  when  used  as  a  word  of  purchase,  is  descendants  of  every  degree;  Brisbin 
V.  Huntington,  128  Iowa,  173,  103  N.  W.  144,  5  Ann.  Cas.  931,  construing  the 
.words  "lawful  issue"  to  mean  lawful  children. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  Mcllhinny  v.  Mcllhinny,  24  L.  R.  A.  489,  which  holds 
word  "iBsue"  a  word  of  purchase,  and  not  of  limitation. 
IVben  benellclarlea  take  per  capltiu 

Cited  in  Ridley  v.  McPherson,  100  Tenn.  404,  43  S.  W.  772,  holding  that  re- 
maindermen take  per  capita  in  deed  to  life  tenant  with  remainder  to  her 
"issue." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Collins  v.  Feather,  61  L.  R.  A.  660,  which  holds  legatees 
take  per  capita  under  bequest  to  one  or  more  persons  living  and  children  of 
one  who  is  dead. 

19  L.  R.  A.  475,  NATIONAL  PARK  BANK  v.  LEVY  BROS.  17  R.  I.  746,  24 

Atl.  777. 
Acceptance  of  cbeck  as  extlnaratalainent  of  debt. 

Cited  in  Prewitt  v.  Brown,  101  Mo.  App.  259,  73  S.  W.  897,  holding  garnish- 
ing creditor  entitled  to  proceeds  of  garnishee's  clieck  drawn  on  22d,  although  gar- 
nishment not  served  till  25th,  but  before  check  cashed ;  Larsen  v.  Allan  Line  S.  S. 
Co.  46  Wash.  412,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  261,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  926,  88  Pac.  753,  hold- 
ing where  a  check  is  given  and  accepted  as  payment  the  original  liability  for 
which  the  check  was  given  is  extinguished  and  hence  not  subject  to  garnishment: 
Parker-Fain  Grocery  Co.  v.  Orr,  1  Ga.  App.  632,  57  S.  E.  1074,  holding  that  pay- 
ment by  check  discharges  a  debt  and  places  it  beyond  the  reach  of  garniahment  un- 
less the  check  is  dishonored. 

19  L.  R.  A.  478,  GREEN  v.  WILLIAMS,  92  Tenn.  220,  21  S.  W.  520. 
Liten  of  materialman. 

Cited  in  Phillips  &  B.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Campbell,  93  Tenn.  475,  26  S.  W.  961,  hold- 
ing that  lien  of  ''furnisher"  or  materialman  is  mechanic's  lien;  Bassett  v.  Ber- 
torelli,  92  Tenn.  551,  22  S.  W.  423,  holding  that  materialman  has  statutory  lien 
for  materials  furnished  for  house  although  he  relied  ui)on  contractor's  respon- 
sibility instead  of  upon  lien;  Hanks  v.  Barron,  95  Tenn.  278,  32  S.  W.  195,  hold 
ing  that  claims  of  materialmen  arise  as  soon  as  building  material  is  furnished 
— —  Aa   aaperlor    to    mortflrasc. 

Cited  in  Bristol-Goodson  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Bristol  Gas,  Electric  Light 
&,  P.  Co.  99  Tenn.  382,  42  S.  W.  19,  holding  that  lien  for  materials  commenced 
to  be  furnished  before  record  of  mortgage  is  superior  thereto;  New  Memphis 
Gaslight  Co.  Cases,  105  Tenn.  302,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  880,  60  S.  W.  206,  holding 
that  recorded  mortgage  is  superior  to  liens  for  materials  furnished  under  con- 
tract subsequent  to  recording. 

Perfecting  Hen.  ' 

Cited  in  Hercules  Powder  Co.  v.  Knoxville  L.  F.  &  J.  R.  Co.  113  Tenn.  402,  67 
L.R.A.  494,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  836,  83  6.  W.  354,  holding  that  a  contract  to  furnish 
materials  may  be  regarded  as  entire  and  hence  notice  of  materialman's  lien  is 
timely  if  given  within  the  statutory  period  after  the  last  delivery. 
Sabcontractor'a  lien. 

Cit€<l  in  Cole  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Falls,  92  Tenn.  609,  22  S.  W.  856,  holding  subcon- 
tractor's lien  filed  seventy  days  after  completion  of  work,  but  before  comple- 
tion of  improvement,  void;  Prince  v.  Neal-Millard  Co.  124  Ga.  887,  63  S.  E.  761, 
4  Ann.  Cas.  616,  holding  a  subcontractor's  lien  under  statute,  is  not  dependent 
on  perfecting  of  lien  of  principal  contractor. 
Payment   to  contractor  aa  affectlnar  anbcontractor'a   lien. 

Cited  in  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Condon,  14  C.  C.  A.  323,  31  U.  S.  App.  387, 
67  Fed.  93,  holding  lien  of  subcontractors  not  affected  by  subsequent  agreement 
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of  contractor  with  mortgagee;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Richmond,  N.  I.  &  B.  R.  Co. 
41  L.  R.  A.  462,  16  C.  C.  A.  279,  31  U.  S.  App.  675,  68  Fed.  96,  holding  that  sub- 
contractor may  file  lien  although  contractor  has  agreed  to  receive  pay  in  bonds; 
Jones  V.  Great  Southern  Fireproof  Hotel  Co.  30  C.  C.  A.  122,  58  U.  S.  App. 
397,  86  Fed.  384,  sustaining  act  giving  subcontractor  lien  regardless  of  amount 
due  principal  contractor. 

Distinguished  in  McCrary  Bros.  v.  Bristol  Bank  &  T.  Co.  97  Tenn.  473,  37  S. 
W.  543,  holding  that  subcontractor  may,  before  time  of  payment  to  contractor, 
recover  for  debt,  and  decree  that  lien  be  enforced  when  payment  is  due  con- 
tractor. 
PrIorItT  of  lien  of  day  laborera. 

Cited  in  Ruston  v.  Perry  Lumber  Co.  104  Tenn.  644,  68.  S.  W.  268,  holding  that 
liens  of  day  laborers  are  superior  to  previous  attachment. 

19  L.  R.  A.  481,  HOLDEN  V.  DUNN,  144  111.  413,  33  N.  E.  413. 
Dofver. 

Cited  in  Virgin  v.  Virgin,  91  111.  App.  202,  holding  widow  entitled  to  one 
third  of  real  estate  after  deductions  of  mortgages  and  her  homestead  interest. 

Cited  in  note  (19  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  724)  on  character  of  surplus  on  foreclosure  of 
realty  after  mortgagor's  death,  as  realty  or  personalty. 
Procedure  for  ataylnar  execiatlon. 

Cited  in  Woolley  v.  Louisville,  118  Ky.  903,  82  S.  W.  608,  holding  proper  pro- 
ceeding for  purpose  of  preventing  execution  of  a  judgment  is  by  motion. 

19  L.  R,  A.  485,  STATE  v.  GEORGIA  CO.  112  N.  C.  34,  17  S.  E.  10. 
Jurisdiction   of  anperior  court. 

Cited  in  Barcello  v.  Hapgood,  118  N.  C.  726,  24  S.  E.  124,  holding  that  su- 
perior courts  have  jurisdiction  formerly  exercised  by  courts  of  equity. 
Salt   to   enforce   collection   of   taxea. 

Cited  in  Worth  v.  Wright,  122  N.  C.  336,  29  S.  E.  361,  holding  action  for  li- 
cense tax  for  selling  pianos  is  properly  brought  in  name  of  state  treasurer; 
Wilmington  v.  Sprunt,  114  N.  C.  312,  19  S.  E.  348,  sustaining  garnishee  pro- 
ceedings for  collection  of  poll  tax  due  city;  Davie  v.  Blackburn,  117  N.  C.  385, 
23  S.  E.  321,  dismissing  attachment  of  uncollected  taxes  for  debt  of  sheriff, 
although  he  has  paid  state  in  full;  Darnell  v.  State,  174  Ind.  150,  90  N.  E.  769, 
holding  that  tax  is  debt  for  collection  of  which  creditor's  bill  may  be  brought; 
State  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  132  Wis.  363,  112  N.  W.  515,  holding  the  power 
of  the  state  to  employ  the  usual  judicial  processes  and  proceeding  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  public  revenue  is  incident  to  the  exercise  of  tne  taxing  power ;  Wilming- 
ton V.  Bryan,  141  N.  C.  679,  54  S.  E.  543  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  to  set 
up  counter  claim  in  suit  brought  for  recovery  of  taxes. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Marye  v.  Diggs,  51  L.  R.  A.  902,  which  denies  jurisdic- 
tion in  equity  of  suit  for  collection  of  taxes. 

Distinguished  in  Henry  County  v.  Stevens,  120  111.  App.  349,  holding  by  reason 
of  statute  the  county  board  may  cause  an  action  of  debt  to  be  instituted  to  re- 
cover personal  property  taxes  shown  by  collector's  return  to  be  delinquent. 
<*Debtor>'  and  ''creditor." 

Cited  in  Lothrop  v.  Parke,  202  Mass.  106,  88  N.  E.  666,  holding  the  word 
*'debts"  within  meaning  of  statute  providing  for  payment  of  all  debts  and 
legacies  of  a  testator  by  an  executor  who  is  also  a  residuary  legatee,  compre- 
licnds  all  enforceable  claims  against  the  estate;   Boston  v.  Turner,  201  Mass. 
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103,  87  N.  E.  634,  holding  the  word  ^'creditor"  signifies  one  who  holds  some 
contractual  obligation  against  another. 

19  L.  R.  A.  487,  WATSON  v.  CAMDEN  &  A.  R.  CO.  56  N.  J.  L.  126,  39  Am.  St. 

Rep.  624,  26  Atl.  136. 
Contributory    nearllflTciice. 

Cited  in  Whalen  v.  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  61  N.  J.  L.  608,  41  L.  R.  A. 
837,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  723,  40  Atl.  645,  holding  passenger  not  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  by  standing  on  running  board  of  crowded  trolley  car;  Menger 
V.  Laur,  55  N.  J.  L.  216,  20  L.  R.  A.  65,  26  Atl.  180,  holding  surveyor  guilty 
of  negligence  by  leaving  transit  unguarded  in  road  where  traffic  is  heayy; 
Hoboken  Ferry  Co.  v.  Feiszt,  58  N.  J.  L.  201,  36  Atl.  299,  holding  it  to  be  neg- 
ligence for  passenger  in  common  exit  from  ferry  suddenly  to  change  his  coune. 
J>iit7  of  ferry-boAt  o^vner  to  provide  rmlllnir. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sturgis  v.  Kountz,  27  L.  R.  A.  390,  which  requires  ferry- 
boat owner  to  provide  sufficient  bar  to  driveway. 

19  L.  R.  A.  489,  RILEY  v.  CARTER,  76  Md.  681,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  443,  26  Atl 
667. 
Report  of  later  appeal  in  81  Md.  24,  31  Atl.  585. 
Powers  of  •arv^lv^lnar  partner. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Cody,  93  Ga.  165,  19  S.  E.  831,  holding  that 
surviving  partner  may  convey  partnership  real  estate  to  pay  renewed  part- 
nership  note. 

Cited  in  note  (28  L.  R.  A.  133)  on  position  of  surviving  partners  in  partner- 
ship real  estate. 
Real  eatate  aa  partnemlalp  property. 

Cited  in  notes   (27  L.  R.  A.  451)   as  to  when  real  estate  will  be  considered 
partnership  property;   (19  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  407)  on  same  point. 
•General  asBtsninent  for  benefit  of  credltom. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Deford,  83  Md.  310,  34  Atl.  788,  holding  that  general 
;assignee  cannot  contest  claim  for  goods  in  hands  of  assignor  for  sale  on  com- 
mission; Miller  v.  Matthews,  87  Md.  477,  40  Atl.  176,  sustaining  general  assign- 
ment which  was  attacked  by  attaching  creditors  five  months  after  date  of  deed; 
Willison  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  80  Md.  213,  30  Atl.  749,  setting  aside  general  as- 
signment because  of  previous  illegal  preferences. 

Distinguished  in  Pfaff  v.  Prag,  79  Md.  372,  29  Atl.  824,  holding  general  as- 
signment without  preferences  not  act  of  insolvency  within  meaning  of  Code. 
^Contract   and   deed   by   Insane   person   or   eommlttee. 

Cited  in  Gerling  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  39  W.  Va.  700,  20  S.  E.  691,  holding 
that  deed  by  insane  grantor  did  not  avoid  insurance  policy  which  forbade  trans- 
fers; Flach  V.  Gottschalk,  88  Md.  371,  42  L.  R.  A.  746,  footnote  p.  745,  71  Am. 
-St.  Rep.  418,  41  Atl.  908,  holding  lunatic  liable  on  contract  for  goods  sold 
before  inquisition;  Robinson  v.  Kind,  25  Nev.  291,  62  Pac.  705,  holding  that 
■deed  of  person  non  compos  mentiSf  not  under  guardianship,  is  voidable,  not 
void;  Wolcott  v.  Connecticut  General  L.  Ins.  Co.  137  Mich.  312,  100  N.  W.  589, 
holding  an  insane  person's  conveyance  is  merely  voidable  where  he  is  not  under 
guardianship. 

Annotation  cited  in  Ratliff  v.  Baltzer,  13  Idaho,  161,  89  Pac.  71,  holding  an 
insane  person's  deed  conveys  title,  and  is  voidable  only. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hotchkiss  v.  Middlekauf,  43  L.  R.  A.  806,  which  holds 
4K>nveyance  by  committee  of  lunatic  invalid  only  when  authorized  by  court  of 
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other  state;  Atwell  v.  Jenkins,  28  L.  R.  A.  604,  which  denies  right  of  action 
against  attorney  for  money  sent  by  third  person  in  answer  to  telegram  from  in- 
sane client;  Foote  y.  De  Poy,  68  L.R.A.  302,  which  holds  that  surrender  of 
bulk  of  property  by  one  mentally  infirm  for  benefit  of  child  of  divorced  wife  to 
secure  withdrawal  of  proceedings  by  wife  to  place  him  under  guardianship  will 
be  set  aside. 

Cited  in  note   (16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  739)   on  lunacy  disqualifying  person  to  act 
as  a  free  agent. 
blablllty   of   bank   for   paylnar   Insane   person's   cheek. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  American  Trust  &  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Boone,  40  L.  R.  A.  250, 
which  holds  bank  liable  for  paying  check  of  one  judged  insane  in  other  state 
though  insanity  not  known  to  bank. 
Relief  as  bet^reen  co-defendants. 

Cited  in  Horner  v.  Nitsch,  103  Md.  507,  63  Atl.  1052,  holding  court  may  grant 
relief  to  one  defendant  against  another  in  other  than  equity  actions  of  account, 
even  where  no  relief  is  granted  plaintiff. 

19  L.  R.  A.  500,  KIXG  COUNTY  v.  FERRY,  5  Wash.  536,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  880, 
32  Pac.  538. 

Klfeet  on   liability  of  surety   of   failure  of  some    to  slsrn   or   erasure   of 
name. 

Cited  in  Sullivan  v.  Williams,  43  S.  C.  509,  21  S.  E.  642,  sustaining  right  to 
recover  against  sureties  who  signed  on  agreement,  which  was  not  performed, 
that  all  principals  should  sign;  State  v.  Welbes,  12  S.  D.  341.  81  N.  W.  629,  hold- 
ing sureties  of  county  treasurer  not  liable  when  obligee  knew  that  they  signed 
on  unfulfilled  condition  that  others  would  sign;  Hendry  v.  Cartwright,  14  N. 
M.  85,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1060,  89  Pac.  309,  holding  a  noticeable  erasure  may  put 
the  obligee  on  notice  of  conditions  which  may  release  surety. 

Cited  in  note  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  107)  on  unauthorized  alteration  of  written 
instruments. 

Distinguished  in  Eureka  Sandstone  Co.  v.  Long,   11  Wash.  170,  39  Pac.  446, 
holding  sureties  liable  on  contractor's  bond  not  signed  by  him;    Fairhaven  v. 
Cowgill,  8  Wash.  690,  36  Pac.  1093,  holding  that  erasure  of  name  of  one  surety 
on  marshaPs  bond,  and  procuring  another,  releases  original  sureties. 
Ejiablllty  of  sureties. 

Cited  in  Gritman  v.  United  States  Fidelity  &  Guaranty  Co.  41  Wash.  82,  83 
Pac.  6,  holding  a  bond  company  bound  on  a  building  contract  delivered  by  it 
to  the  contractor  in  absence  of  anything  tending  to  put  owner  upon  inquiry; 
Baker  County  v.  Huntington,  46  Or.  282,  79  Pac.  187,  holding  same  where  sureties 
upon  an  official  bond  entrust  its  possession  and  control  with  the  principal  after 
affixing  their  signature  thereto;  Cass  County  v.  American  Exch.  State  Bank, 
11  N.  D.  244,  91  N.  W.  69,  holding  in  absence  of  a  violation  of  duty  by  others 
one  trusting  an  agent  who  exceeds  his  authority  should  suffer  for  agent's  act 
in  delivering  bond. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Greenville  v.  Ormand,  39  L.  R.  A.  847,  which  holds  sure* 
ties  released  by  payee's  mere  indorsement  of  note  without  recourse  and  discount 
at  other  bank  than  that  provided  for. 

Cited  in  note  (90  Am.  St.  Rep.  195,  203)  as  to  when  official  bond  binds  sure- 
ties and  what  irregularities  fail  to  relieve  them  from  liability. 
— ..  Wben  terminates. 

Cited  in  Baker  City  v.  Murphy,  30  Or.  410,  35  L.  R.  A.  95,  42  Pac.  133,  sustain- 
ing right  to  recover  against  sureties  for  defalcations  of  city  treasurer  holding 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 37. 
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over  pending  election  of  successor;  Ballard  v.  Thompson,  21  Wash.  670,  59  Pac 
617,  holding  sureties  for  city  treasurer  not  liable  for  deficiencies  occurring  after 
expiration  of  present  term;  Spokane  County  v.  .4 lien,  9  Wash.  236,  43  Am.  St. 
Rep.  830,  37  Pac.  428,  holding  sureties  for  district  attorney  not  liable  for  moneys 
retained  by  him  in  tax  proceedings  imposed  as  duties  subsequent  to  bond; 
Mitchell,  L.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Beeson,  47  Wash.  652,  92  Pac.  426,  holding  sureties  liable 
for  liens  after  termination  of  lease  of  vessel  where  lessees  failed  to  return  ves- 
sel upon  termination  of  lease  as  was  guaranteed  in  bond. 

Cited  in  note   (103  Am.  St.  Rep.  937,  939)   on  liability  of  sureties  on  official 
bond  after  expiration  of  term  of  office. 
Extension  of  term  of  office. 

Cited  in  Sparks  v.  Cherokee  County,  76  Kan.  283,  91  Pac.  89,  13  Ann.  Gas. 
1064,  holding  sureties  on  the  official  bond  of  a  county  officer,  whose  term  is  by 
act  of  legislature  extended  one  year,  cannot  be  held  for  the  added  year;  State 
v.  Gormley,  53  Wash.  550,  102  Pac.  435,  holding  sureties  upon  official  bonds  are 
not  liable  for  acts  of  an  incumbent  after  the  expiration  of  the  tei*m  as  it  would 
expire  in  the  usual  course  of  events  by  the  election  and  qualification  of  a  suc- 
cessor. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Meredith  v,  Tallman,  24  Wash.  431,  64  Pac.  759. 
holding  that  where  law  changed  time  of  taking  office  from  January  to  August^ 
present  superintendent  of  public  instruction  acts  till  August. 
Antltorl ty  to  deliver  bond. 

Cited  in  Paxton  v.  State,  69  Neb.  470,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  689,  81  K  W.  383,  hold- 
ing that  state  treasurer  has  implied  agency  from  his  sureties  to  deliver  bond. 
Rlgrltt  to  ntAke  starnatare  of  anotlter  enaentlnl  to  validity  of   note. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hurt  v.  Ford,  41  L.  R.  A.  823,  which  denies  right  to  make 
subsequent  signature  of  another  person  essential  to  validity  of  note  delivered  to 
payee  or  his  agent. 

19  L.  R.  A.  610,  COLUMBUS  GASLIGHT  &  COKE  CO.  v.  COLUMBUS,  50  Ohio 

St.  65,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  648,  33  N.  E.  292. 
Disability  of  municipality  to  renounce  or  limit  ita  poifrers. 

Cited  in  Grand  Trunk  Western  R.  Co.  v.  South  Bend,  174  Ind.  216,  36  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  855,  89  N.  E.  885,  holding  that  delegation  of  exclusive  right  of  control 
over  street  to  city  does  not  empower  city  to  surrender  or  alienate  such  right: 
State  ex  rel.  Ginn  v.  Wilson,  121  Wis.  525,  99  N.  W.  336,  holding  where  charter 
of  city  imposed  the  duty  of  establishing  the  text  books  to  be  used  on  a  school 
board  such  power  and  duty  it  cannot  disable  itself  of  without  legislative  au- 
thority; Edwards  v.  Goldsboro,  141  N.  C.  69,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  580,  53  S.  E.  662,  8 
Ann.  Cas.  479,  holding  any  contract  which  tends  to  restrain  the  unbiased  judg- 
ment of  public  officers  will  be  declared  illegal. 
Municipal  control  of  afreets. 

Cited  in  Fayetteville  &  S.  R.  &  Turnp.  Co.  v.  Fayetteville,  37  Misc.  227,  75  N. 
Y.  Supp.  180,  denying  right  of  village  to  change  grade  of  street  without  notiofr 
to  turnpike  company;  Grant  v.  Hyde  Park,  67  Ohio  St.  175,  65  N.  E.  891,  holding^ 
that  common  council  cannot  permanently  fix  grade  of  street  so  that  future  grade 
will  not  be  an  element  in  condemnation  proceedings;  Snouffer  v.  Cedar  Rapids  & 
M.  G.  R.  Go.  118  Iowa,  307,  92  N.  W.  79,  holding  that  city's  right  to  control 
streets  cannot  be  abrogated  by  ordinance  or  contract;  New  Orleans  Gaslight  Co. 
V.  Drainage  Commission,  197  U.  S.  4#2,  49  L.  ed.  836,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  471, 
holding  rights  of  a  gas  company  acquired  in  streets  was  subject  so  far  as 
location  of  pipes  was  concerned,  to  such  future  regulation  as  might  be  required. 
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in  the  interest  of  the  public  health  and  welfare;  New  Orleans  Gaslight  Co.  v. 
Drainage  Commission,  111  La.  841,  35  So.  929,  holding  a  gas  company's  right 
to  lay  pipes  in  streets  was  subject  to  right  of  city  to  improve  streets  and  where 
tliese  rights  oppose  each  other  the  gas  company  must  give  way;  Scranton  Gas. 
&  Water  Co.  v.  Scranton,  14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  707,  holding  rights  of  gas  company 
so  far  as  location  of  pipes  was  subject  to  such  future  regulations  as  might  be 
required  in  the  interest  of  the  public  health  and  welfare;  Miller  v.  Kalamazoo, 
140  Mich.  496,  103  N.  W.  845,  holding  a  city  is  not  liable  in  damages  by  reason 
of  damages  due  to  change  of  grade  of  street;  Dayton  v.  City  R.  Co.  12  Ohio  S. 
&  C.  P.  Dec.  285,  holding  city  has  general  power  to  use  streets  for  maintenance 
of  waterworks. 
Paramonnt  rlarltts  of  public  In  pablte  blirltway. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Illinois,  200  U.  S.  591,  60  L.  ed.  609,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  341,  4  Ann.  Cas.  1175,  holding  where  a  railroad  bridge  over  a 
navigable  stream,  though  adequate  to  pass  all  water  becomes  insufficient  after 
drainage  of  swamp  lands  under  state  laws,  the  company  may  be  compelled  to 
adapt  the  bridge  .to  the  changed  conditions;  Union  Bridge  Co.  v.  United  States, 
204  U.  S.  395,  51  L.  ed.  537,  27  Sup.  Ct.  .Rep.  367,  holding  a  bridge  over  a 
navigable  stream  lawfully  erected  may  be  forbidden  maintenance  by  congress 
where  it  tends  to  become  an  obstruction  to  navigation. 
Unbillty  for  cbanffe  of  tgrmdc  Injarloaa  to  pipes  or  conveyors  In  street. 

Cited  in  Nampa  v.  Xampa  &  M.  Irrig.  Dist.  19  Idaho.  787,  115  Pac.  979, 
holding  that  destruction  of  irrigation  ditch  by  city  in  lawfully  changing  grade  of 
its  streets  is  not  destruction  of  ditch  owner's  easement  or  right  of  way  in 
street:  Xampa  v.  Xampa  &  M.  Irrig.  Dist.  19  Idaho,  787,  115  Pac.  979,  holding 
a  city  which  in  changing  the  grade  of  a  street  destroyed  an  irrigation  ditch  was 
not  liound  to  rebuild  or  contribute  to  cost  of  pipe  line  in  lieu  thereof. 

Cited  in  note  (6  L.R.A. (X.S.)  1027)  on  reimbursement  by  municipality  of 
public-service  corporation  for  expenses  entailed  by  street  improvements. 

19  L.  R.  A.  513,  CHAMBERLAIN  v.  OSHKOSH,  84  Wis.  289,  36  Am.  St.  Rep. 

928,  54  N.  W.  618. 
Liability   for  accnmnlatlon   of   Ice. 

Cited  in  Gardner  v.  Wasco  County,  37  Or.  397,  61  Pac.  834,  holding  county  not 
liable  for  accident  caused  by  horses  slipping  on  ice  allowed  to  accumulate  at  short 
turn  on  down  grade. 
— >  On   Tvalkn. 

Cited  in  Mueller  v.  Milwaukee,  110.  Wis.  625,  86  N.  W.  162,  denying  liability 
for  damages  for  injury  received  by  fall  on  ioe  near  trough,  30  feet  from  crosswalk ;-. 
Beaton  v.  Milwaukee,  97  Wis.  418,  73  X.  W.  63,  holding  city  not  liable  for  in- 
jury to  person  slipping  on  icy  walk  built  of  three  boards  8  inches  wide;  Hyer 
V.  Janesville,  101  Wis.  375,  77  X.  W.  729;  Dapper  v.  Milwaukee,  107  Wis.  91,  82: 
K  W.  725,  denying  city's  liability  for  injury  caused  by  slipping  on  crosswalk,, 
which  was  free  from  structural  defects,  but  on  which  there  were  ridges  of  ice  and 
snow;  Stanke  v.  St.  Paul,  71  Minn.  52,  73  X.  W.  629,  holding  failure  to  remove 
smooth  ice  from  walk  formed  there  because  gutter  full,  not  negligence;  Evans 
V.  Concordia,  74  Kan.  72,  7  L.R.A.(X.S.)  937,  85  Pac.  813,  holding  city  not  liable 
for  injuries  resulting  from  fall  on  thin  ice  formed  from  natural  causes  on  side- 
walk. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  273)  on  liability  of  municipalities  for  ice  on 
streets  or  sidewalks;  (7  L.R.A. (X.S.)  034)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  in- 
juries  from  simooth,  level  ice  or  snow  on  sidewalk  not  otherwise  defective. 
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Distinguished  in  Salzer  v.  Milwaukee,  97  Wis.  473,  73  N.  W.  20,  holding  city 
liable  for  person  slipping  on  walk,  covered  for  long  time  by  uneven  and  danger- 
ous ice. 
— —  On  railroad. 

Cited  in  Orttell  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  89  Wis.  132,  61  N.  W.  289,  deny- 
ing railroad  company's  liability  to  switchman  who  was  injured  by  slipping  on  ice 
left  on  outside  of  track  after  its  removal  from  flanges  of  rail. 
Proximate  canae  of  accident. 

Cited  in  Fehrman  v.  Pine  River,  118  Wis.  153,  95  N.  W.  105,  holding  doctrine 
of  proximate  cause  applicable  to  injuries  caused  by  defects  in  highways. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Mutch,  21  L.  R.  A.  316,  which  holds 
excessive  speed  not  proximate  cause  of  death  of  boy  attempting  to  catch  on 
train;  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  20  L.  R.  A.  682,  as  to  proxi- 
mate cause  of  injury  to  shipper  while  stepping  from  stock  car  to  caboose;  Muel- 
ler V.  Milwaukee  Street  R.  Co.  21  L.  R.  A.  721,  which  holds  sudden  stopping  of 
street  car  in  front  of  funeral  procession  cause  of  injury  to  first  carriage  by  pole 
of  second. 

Cited  in  notes  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  739)  on  defects  or  obstructions  in  streets 
as  proximate  cause  of  injury;  (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  822,  836)  on  proximate  and 
remote  cause. 

19  L.  R.  A.  515,  ST.  SURE  v.  LINDSFELT,  82  Wis.  346,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  50,  52 

N.  W.  308. 
Jarladlctlon. 

Cited  in  Jordan  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  125  Wis.  591,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  890, 
110  Am.  St.  Rep.  865,  104  N.  W.  803,  4  Ann  Cas.  1113   (dissenting  opinion),  on 
necessity  of  existence  of  a  jurisdictional  fact  to  render  a  decision  conclusive. 
— -  O^er  nonresident*. 

Cited  in  Moyer  v.  Koontz,  103  Wis.  25,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  837,  79  N.  W.  50,  hold- 
ing that  in  order  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  nonresidents,  cause  of  action  must 
be  one  aflfecting  property  or  status  of  resident;  Frame  v.  Thormann,  102  VVii*. 
072,  79  N.  W.  39,  holding  that  on  probate  of  will,  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
legitimatize  adult  children  residing  elsewhere.  | 

Cited  in  note   (53  Am.  St.  Rep.  182)  on  jurisdiction  over  absent  citizens. 
Validity"  of  divorce  obtained  ovt  of  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Felt  v.  Felt,  47  L.  R.  A.  546,  which  holds  divorce  on  sub- 
stituted service  in  other  state  where  complainant  domiciled  entitled  to  recojjni* 
tion  by  interstate  comity;  Arrington  v.  Arrington,  52  L.  R.  A.  201,  which  holds 
foreign  decree  for  alimony  after  defendant's  appearance  entitled  to  full  faith  and 
credit. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.  R.  A.  814)  on  validity  of  divorce  decree  obtained  on  pub- 
lication or  service  out  of  state,  where  defendant  did  not  appear. 
Conflict  of  laws  a«  to  divorce. 

Cited  in  note  (59  L.  R.  A.  144)  on  conllict  of  laws  on  subject  of  divorce. 
Action  for  alimony  after  divorce. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  679)  on  suit  for  alimony  after  legislative  divorce. 
Presumption  a«  to  aintllarlty  of  Rtatntes. 

Cited  in  MacCarthy  v.  Whitcomb,  110  Wis.  122,  85  N.  W.  707,  holding  law  of 
Illinois  on  subject  of  negligence  of  coemployee  of  railroad  preoumed  to  be  same 
as  that  of  Wisconsin;  Schoenberg  v.  Adler,  105  Wis.  649,  81  N.  W\  1055,  holding 
presumption  that  statutes  of  another  state  are  similar  to  those  of  Wisconsin  not 
apply  to  penal  statutes;  Elmergreen  v.  Weimer,  138  Wis.  117,  119  N.  W.  83i», 
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holdiog  where  a  foreign  law  is  not  pleaded  the  presumption  is  that  it  is  the 

same  as  local  law. 

CondoslTeneMi  of  foreiflrn  Jndarment. 

Cited   in  notes    (20  L.  R.  A.  671,  682)    on  conclusiveness  of  judgment  ren- 
dered in  foreign  country;   (94  Am.  St.  Rep.  534,  535,  554)  on  foreign  judgments; 
(5    Eng.   Rul.   Cas.   745)    on   conclusiveness  and   enforceability   of  judgment  of 
foreign   court  having  jurisdiction. 
Contnidictlon  of  ofllcial  records. 

Cited  in  Toepfer  v.  Lampert,  102  Wis.  469,  78  N.  W.  779,  holding  that  assignee 
for  creditors  may  show  mistake  in  sheriff's  return  as  to  time  of  execution 
against  assignor;  Johnson  v.  Turnell,  113  Wis.  472,  89  N.  W.  515,  holding  parol 
evidence  competent  to  show  that  action  was  not  commenced  at  time  shown  in 
justice's  docket. 

19  L.  R,  A.  519,  Re  GUN^N,  50  Kan.  155,  32  Pac.  470,  948. 
Po'wer  of  learlslati've  committee. 

Cited  in  Re  Davis,  58  Kan.  377,  49  Pac.  160,  denying  power  of  investigating 
conunittee,  appointed  by  legislature,  to  imprison  witness  who  refuses  to  appear 
or  testify;  Ex  parte  Parker,  74  S.  C.  473,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  1011,  55  S.  E.  122, 
7  Ann.  Cas.  874,  holding  that  a  legislative  committee  had  the  power  to  summon 
witnesses  and  commit  them  for  refusal  to  appear. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Commercial  &  F.  Bank,  v.  W^orth,  30  L.  R.  A.  261,  which 
denies  right  of  legislative  committee  to  draw  per  diem  or  mileage  after  legis- 
lature adjourns. 
l^eflrialatl've  JonrnAls  aa  evidence  of  leirlalatlve  acts. 

Cited  in  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Simons,  75  Kan.  133,  88  Pac.  551,  on 
resort  to  the  legislative  journals  to  overthrow  bill  properly  approved. 
Poorer  of  court  to  decide  riarltt  to  office. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel,  Werts  v.  Rogers,  56  N.  J.  L.  634,  23  L.  R.  A.  379,  28  Atl. 
726    (dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying  jurisdiction  of  Judicial  department 
to  decide  which  of  two  rival  bodies  each  claiming  to  be  senate,  is  the  constitu- 
tional body. 
— —  To  pasa  on  leisallty  of  leylalatlve  acts. 

Cited  in  McConaughy  v.  Secretary  of  State,  106  Minn.  416,  119  N.  W.  408, 
holding  that  the  supreme  court  can  determine  whether  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment has  been  legally  adopted  as  that  is  a  judicial  question. 

» 

Appointment  to  office  not  -vacant. 

Cited  in  Somerset  v.  Somerset  Bkg.  Co.  109  Ky.  553,  60  S.  W.  5,  holding  that 
appointment  of  councilman  when  de  jure  officer  was  filling  position  supposed  to 
be  vacant,  does  not  render  appointee  de  fact  officer;  Com.  v.  Bush,  131  Ky.  393,. 
115  S.  W.  249,  holding  that  a  usurper  is  not  an  officer  for  any  purpose,  since 
there  cannot  be  a  de  facto  officer  while  there  is  a  de  jure  one. 

Mandamna  to  compel  canvaaalns  board   to  act. 

Cited  in  Board  of  Education  v.  Welch,  51  Kan.  809,  33  Pac.  654, -holding  that 
city  council,  as  canvassing  board,  may  be  compelled  to  reconvene  where  it  haa 
adjourned  sine  die  without  acting. 

19  L.  R.  A.  558,  HACKETT  v.  HACKETT,  18  R.  I.  155,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  762, 

26  Atl.  42. 
Dead  body  — —  Poiit-ntortem  examination. 

Cited  in  Bumey  v.  Children's  Hospital,  169  Mass.  60,  38  L.  R.  A.  415,  footnote 
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p.  413,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  273,  47  N.  E.  401,  sustaining  action  by  father  against 
hospital  for  unauthorized  autopsy  on  body  of  infant  child;  Medical  College  v. 
Rushing,  1  Ga.  App.  469,  57  S.  E.  1083,  holding  that  the  medical  college  of  the 
state  university  not  being  a  public  institution  but  treating  patients  for  com- 
pensation, was  liable  for  the  mutilation  of  the  dead  body  of  a  patient  who  died 
at  the  hospital;  Koerber  v.  Patek,  123  Wis.  459,  68  L.R.A.  959,  102  X.  W. 
40,  holding  that  in  the  absence  of  a  suniving  spouse  a  son  has  the  right  tc 
maintain  an  action  for  the  mutilation  of  the  dead  body  of  the  parent. 

Cited  in  notes   (31  L.  R.  A.  540)   on  power  of  coroner  to  order  post-mortem 
examination;    (75  Am.  St.  Rep.  425,  428)   on  rights  in  and  to  dead  bodies  and 
remedies  for  their  enforcement;    (8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  477)  on  rights  in,  and  duties 
as  to,  dead  bodies. 
-—  Sale  of. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Thompson  v.  State,  51  L.  R.  A.  883,  which  holds  attempt 
to  make  unauthorized  sale  of  dead  body  of  human  being  a  misdemeanor. 
•—  Burial  of. 

Cited  in  O'Donnell  v.  Slack,  123  Cal.  290,  43  L.  R.  A.  390,  footnote  p.  388,  55 
Pac.  906,  which  holds  widow  entitled  to  dispose  of  corpse  as  against  stranger  in 
blood;  Pettigrew  v.  Pettigrew,  207  Pa.  316,  64  L.  R.  A.  181,  footnote  p.  179,  99 
Am.  St.  Rep.  795,  5^  Atl.  878,  holding  that  widow  does  not  waive  her  right  of 
control  over  interment  of  husband's  bo^y  by  waiving  right  to  administer  upon 
estate;  Neighbors  v.  Neighbors,  112  Ky.  164,  65  S.  W.  607,  holding  that  widow 
has  right,  in  preference  to  brothers  and  sisters,  to  select  husband's  burial  place: 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  123  Ga.  66,  51  S.  E.  24,  3  Ann.  Cas.  128,  on 
the  right  of  the  widow  to  the  control  of  the  dead  body  of  the  husband;  Litteral 
V.  Litteral,  131  Mo.  App.  312,  111  S.  W.  872,  holding  that  the  widow  has 
a  quasi-property  right  in  the  control  and  burial  of  the  body  of  her  husband  as 
against  his  next  of  kin;  McGann  v.  McGann,  28  R.  I.  134,  66  Atl.  52,  holding 
that  as  the  widow  primarily  had  the  control  of  the  dead  body  of  the  husband, 
and  being  his  administratrix,  she  had  the  right  to  choose  the  monument  for  his 
:grave;  Waldron's  Petition,  26  R.  I.  86,  67  L.R.A.  123,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  688,  58 
Atl.  453,  holding  that  a  burial  lot  does  not  pass  under  a  general  residuary  de- 
Tise  but  passes  to  the  heirs  as  intestate  property,  because  of  the  right  of  the 
'^'idow  and  next  of  kin  to  the  control  of  the  corpse;  Butterworth  &  Sons  v. 
Teale,  54  Wash.  18,  102  Pac.  768,  18  Ann.  Cas.  854;  Anderson  v.  Acheson,  132 
Iowa,  758,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  223,  110  N.  W.  335,--on  the  right  to  the  custody 
and  the  control  of  a  deed  body  before  burial;  Beaulieu  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
103  Minn.  52,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  569,  114  N.  W.  353,  14  Ann.  Cas.  462,  on  the 
interference  with  the  possession  of  a  dead  body  as  being  an  actionable  wrong. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  McEntee  v.  Bonacum,  60  L.  R.  A.  440,  which  holds  next  of 
kin  of  unmarried  person  entitled  to  custody  of  body  and  to  decide  on  place  of 
burial;  Enos  v.  Snyder,  53  L.  R.  A.  221,  which  holds  next  of  kin  entitled  to  de- 
'Cedent's  body  for  burial,  as  against  disposition  by  will;  Wright  v.  Hollywood 
'Cemetery  Corp.  52  L.  R.  A.  621,  which  sustains  right  of  grandmother  of  orphan 
child  living  with  her,  to  determine  place  of  burial;  Pettigrew  v.  Pettigrew,  64 
L.R.A.  179,  which  sustains  widow's  right  to  control  interment  of  interstate  hus- 
band's corpse;  Koerber  v.  Patek,  68  L.R.A.  956,  which  holds  that  legal  right  to 
bury  corpse  vests  in  nearest  relative  of  decedent  so  situated  as  to  be  able  and 
willing  to  perform  the  duty. 

Cited  in  note   (3  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   489)   on  injunctive  relief  as  to  cemetery  prop- 
ifirty,  burials,  or  removal  of  remains. 
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«—  Removal  of. 

Cited  in  Re  Richardson,  29  Misc.  370,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  539,  granting  petition  of 
wife  for  removal  of  body  of  husband  to  another  cemetery ;  Gardner  v.  Swan  Point 
Ometery,  20  R.  I.  649,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  897,  40  Atl.  871,  holding  that  buried 
body  should  remain  undisturbed,  and  it  is  dut}'  of  next  of  kin  to  protect  this 
right;  Wilson  v.  Read,  74  N.  H.  326,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  336,  122  Am.  St.  Rep. 
973,  68  Atl.  37,  holding  that  disputes  as  to  the  removal  of  dead  bodies  must  be 
settled  by  a  court  of  equity. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Choppin  v.  Dauphin,  33  L.  R.  A.  133,  which  denies  right 
of  owner  of  tomb  to  require  removal  of  remains  of  dead;  Thompson  v.  Deeds,  35 
L.  R.  A.  56,  which  denies  widow's  right  to  remove  husband's  body  from  lot  owned 
by  daughter,  though  sustaining  right  to  erect  monument  thereon. 

Cited  in  note  (42  L.  R.  A.  722,  723)  on  liability  for  disinterment  of  dead 
bodies  and  actions  relating  thereto. 

19  L.  R.  A.  560,  ELLIS  v.  DE  GARMO,  17  R.  I.  715,  24  Atl.  579. 
Exemption   of  nonrealdents  from  arreat  or  aerTice  of  proeeaa   i^vlalle  at- 
tendlnar  court. 

Cited  in  Eliason's  Petition,  19  R.  I.  118,  32  Atl.  166,  holding  nonresident  upon 
discharge  from  arrest  in  assumpsit  by  taking  poor  debtor's  oath,  exempt  from 
arrest  in  another  action;  Murray  -v.  Wilcox,  122  Iowa,  190,  64  L.  R.  A.  536,  97 
X.  W.  1087,  holding  one  coming  into  state  to  attend  trial  as  required  by  bail 
bond,  exempt  from  service  of  process  in  civil  action. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Parker  v.  Marco,  20  L.  R.  A.  45,  which  holds  exempt  from 
service,  nonresident  sued  in  Federal  court;  Holyoke  &  S.  H.  F.  Ice  Co.  v.  Amsden, 
21  L.  R.  A.  319,  which  holds  party  or  witness  not  exempt  from  service  of  process 
in  passing  through  other  state  to  attend  court. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  721)  on  privilege  of  nonresident  witness  from 
suit;  (14  L.R.A. (N.S.)  667)  on  privilege  of  suitor  or  witness  from  process  as 
afTected  by  route  taken  or  time  consumed;  (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  537)  on  exemption 
from  service  of  civil  process. 

Disapproved  in  Dickinson  v.  Farwell,  71  N.  H.  215,  51  Atl.  624,  holding  arrest 
in  civil  suit  of  one  attending  reference  as  witness  and  before  he  had  finished  his 
testimony,  void. 

19  L.  R.  A.  563,  NEWHARD  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  R.  CO.  153  Pa.  417,  26  Atl. 

105. 
Dvtjr    of   railroad    company   at   croaalnga  — —  To    arlve   alflrnala. 

Cited  in  Faust  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  191  Pa.  423,  43  Atl.  329,  holding 
railroad  company  not  relieved  from  duty  to  give  signals  at  crossing  by  fact  that 
rumbling  of  engine  could  be  heard  mile  away;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Roberts, 
3  Neb.  (Unof.)  429,  91  N.  W.  707,  holding  that  a  railway  train  has  the  right 
of  way  over  a  country  highway  crossing,  and  if  the  trainmen  are  not  negligent, 
the  company  is  not  liable  for  the  frightening  of  a  team  by  a  train  crossing  in 
front  of  the  same. 
<— Aa   to  apeed  of  traina. 

Cited  in  Knox  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  202  Pa.  506,  52  Atl.  90,  Affirming 
17  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  178,  holding  that  passenger  train  need  not  slacken  speed 
at  country  crossing;  Carman  v.  Central  R.  Co.  10  Kulp,  88,  holding  it  not  negli- 
gence to  run  trains  over  country  crossing  without  checking  speed;  Custer  v. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  206  Pa.  533,  55  Atl.  1130,  sustaining  right  of  railroad 
company  to  nm  its  trains  at  rate  of  60  miles  per  hour  over  cro8.sing  in  populous 
suburb,  where  crossing  protected  by  gates  and  watchman;   Custer  v.  Baltimore 
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&  0.  R.  Co.  9  Del.  Co.  Rep.  57,  holding  that  there  is  no  limit  to  rate  of  speed 
at  which  railroad  may  run  trains  over  crossings  of  country  roads,  so  long  as 
hounds  of  safety  are  not  transgressed;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Barnes,  166 
Ind.  11,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  781,  76  N.  E.  629,  holding  that  in  the  absence  of 
statutory  regulations  it  is  not  negligence  per  se  to  run  a  train  over  a  country- 
highway  crossing  at  a  high  rate  of  speed,  consistent  with  the  safety  of  the 
persons  and  property  entrusted  to  their  charge. 

Cited  in  note    (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)    780)    on  speed  of  train  at  country  crossing 
as  negligence. 
Contributory  nearllflrence  of  traveler  at  croaslnar. 

Cited  in  Shufelt  v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  R.  Co.  96  Mich.  345,  55  N.  W.  1013  (dis* 
senting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  traveler  must  look  both  ways  before 
crossing  railroad;  Ames  v.  Waterloo  &  C.  F.  Rapid  Transit  Co.  120  Iowa,  662, 
95  N.  W.  161  (dissenling  opinion),  majority  holding  traveler  struck  by  trolley 
car  at  crossing  presumed  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  when  he  has  full  view 
of  track  and  might  have  seen  car  if  he  had  looked;  Kline  v.  Philadelphia  &  R. 
R.  Co.  20  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  193,  holding  that  one  about  to  cross  railroad  must 
seek  place  to  look  where  he  can  see,  if  that  can  be  done  or  he  will  be  deemed  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence;  Newman  r.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  203  Pa.  534, 
53  Atl.  345,  holding  that  the  question  whether  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence  in  not  stopping  the  second  time  nearer  the  track  to  look 
and  listen,  was  a  question  for  the  jury;  Anspach  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co. 
225  Pa.  532,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  384,  74  Atl.  373,  holding  that  the  railroad  com- 
pany was  not  liable  for  injuries  to  a  person  injured  at  a  crossing,  where  he 
drove  upon  the  crossing  without  stopping  to  look  or  listen,  where  the  train- 
men were  not  guilty  of  any  n^ligence;  Per  jus  v.  Citizens'  Electric  Light  &  Gas 
Co.  131  Iowa,  713,  109  N.  W.  280,  holding  that  where  the  evidence  as  to  con- 
tributory negligence  of  the  plaintiff  was  such  that  reasonable  minded  men 
would  differ  in  their  opinions  upon  it,  it  was  proper  to  submit  it  to  the  jury: 
Schwarz  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  218  Pa.  197,  67  Atl.  213,  Reversing  12 
Luzerne  Leg.  Reg.  Rep.  70,  on  the  rate  of  speed  as  affecting  the  negligence  of 
tlie  company  where  signals  are  given  for  highway  crossing. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Keenan  v.  Union  Traction  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  217,  which 
holds  failure  to  look  for  train  when  within  36  feet  of  track,  negligence;  Woehrle 
v.  Minnesota  Transfer  R.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  349,  which  holds  traveler's  failure  to 
look  and  listen  when  watchman  absent  not  negligence  per  se;  Oleson  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M,  S.  R.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  149,  which  holds  it  negligent  to  attempt  to 
cross  immediately  after  passage  of  train  whose  smoke  obstructs  view;  Lorenz  v. 
Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  753,  which  holds  negligence  of  one 
pursuing  cow,  in  not  looking  and  listening  before  crossing  railroad  track,  for 
jury;  Colorado  &  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Thomas,  70  L.R.A.  681,  which  holds  failure 
to  look  and  listen  before  crossing  track  not  excused  by  existence  of  building  ad- 
joining highway  which  would  obstruct  view  of  tracks  and  by  noise  created 
therein  which  would  prevent  hearing  approaching  train. 

Cited  in  note   (116  Am.  St.  Rep.  126)   on  presumption  of  exercise  of  care  by 
traveler  at  crossing. 
ControTerted   evidence   treated  as   faet. 

Cited  in  Safe  Deposit  Bank  v.  Schuylkill  County,  190  Pa.  194,  42  Atl.  539, 
holding  that  certain  degrees  of  proof,  though  controverted,  are  so  important  that 
court  will  treat  it  as  fact;  Boyle  v.  Mahanoy  City,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  196,  holding 
that  evidence  of  all  witnesses,  except  plaintiff,  that  street  crossing  was  not  icy 
will  be  treated  as  fact;  Harvey  v.  Schuylkill  Real  Estate  Title,  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  24 
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Pa.  Ck>.  Ct.  594,  holding  that  court  will  acc<:pt  as  fact  that,  under  by-laws,  solic- 
itor for  title  and  trust  company  is  not  eni])owerea  to  sell  or  receive  money  for 
securities;  Hurwitz  v.  Schuykill  Valley  Traction  Co.  20  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep,  33; 
Walter  v.  Philadelphia,  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  11  Del.  Co.  Rep.  503,— to  the  point  that 
where  several  witnesses  testify  warning  was  given,  and  opposing  witnesses  say 
they  did  not  hear  warning  given,  and  opportunities  for  hearing  by  such  wit- 
nesses were  indifferent,  legal  conclusion  is  warning  was  given;  Landis  v.  Curtis 
A  J.  Co.  224  Pa.  403,  73  Atl.  424,  on  treating  uncontroverted  evidence  as  a  fact. 
Distinguished  in  McGibeny  v.  Realty  Co.  20  Pa.  Dist.  R.  1061,  holding  that 
where  application  for  judgment  relies  upon  existence  of  fact  which  is  neither 
distinctly  admitted  nor  so  conclusively  established  that  court  must  treat.it  as 
fact,  application  will  be  refused. 
Reservation    of   qaestlon   of   layfv. 

Cited  in  Suter  v.  Findlay,  27  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  351,  13  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  74, 
19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  11,  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  253,  holding  reservation  "whether  there  is  any 
evidence  that  would  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover"  proper;  Koons  v.  McNamee,  42 
W.  N.  C.  24,  6  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  451,  holding  question  *' whether  plaintiff  under  all 
evidence  adduced  has  an  easement  in  defendant's  land"  not  pure  question  of  law; 
Scott  V.  Dewey,  23  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  403,  holding  reservation  "whether  or  not  there 
is  any  evidence  to  submit  to  jury  of  want  of  probable  cause  in  bringing  criminal 
prosecution"  sufficient,  in  action  for  malicious  prosecution;  Boyle  v.  Mahanoy 
City,  187  Pa.  6,  42  W.  N.  C.  425,  40  Atl.  1093,  holding  reservation  "whether  there 
is  any  evidence  which  entitles  plaintiff  to  recover,"  good  in  action  for  personal 
injuries;  Fisher  v.  Scharadin,  186  Pa.  589,  40  Atl.  1091,  Affirming  42  W.  N.  C. 
396,  holding  reservation  "whether  there  is  any  evidence  which  entitles  plaintiff 
to  recover"  sufficient  in  ejectment  action  without  statement  of  facts  on  which 
point  is  based;  Williams  v.  Crystal  Lake  Water  Co.  191  Pa.  101,  43  Atl.  206. 
Affirming  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  459,  holding  reservation  "that  under  all  the  evidence, 
verdict  should  be  for  defendant,"  improper  in  action  of  trespass  for  taking  stone ; 
Casey  v.  Pennsylvania  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  198  Pa.  354,  47  Atl.  1128,  upholding 
reservation,  in  action  for  personal  injuries  "whether  under  the  disputed  testi- 
mony the  relation  of  person  named  to  defendant  company  was  such  as  to  make 
it  responsible  for  results  of  its  improper  order;*'  W>lls  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  232  Pa. 
334,  81  Atl.  330,  holding  that  reservation  in  following  form  is  good:  "We  re- 
serve as  question  of  law  whether  or  not  there  is  any  evidence  in  case  upon 
which  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover;"  Bauschard  County  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co. 
21  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  371,  holding  a  reservation  of  a  question  of  law  as  follows, 
"whether  there  is  any  evidence  in  the  case  that  will  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a 
verdict,"  is  a  good  reservation. 

Distinguished  in  Mayne  v.  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.  198  Pa.  491,  48  Atl.  469, 
holding  reservation  "whether  there  is  any  evidence  entitling  plaintiff  to  recover" 
insufficient  in  action  of  assumpsit  on  bond. 

Cited,  as  overruled  in  effect,  in  Alcorn  v.  Christian,  4  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  597,  hold- 
ing reservation  "whether  there  is  any  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  jury  upon 
which  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover"  sufficient. 

19  L.  R,  A.  568,  COM.  ew  rel.  McKIRBY  v.  MACFERRON,  152  Pa.  244,  25  Atl. 

556. 
Repeal  of  apeclal  by  general  act. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Moir,  199  Pa.  552,  53  L.  R.  A.  844,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  801,  49 
Atl.  351,  holding  local  laws  not  repealed  by  general  ones  unless  such  intent  is 
expressed  or  unavoidably  implied;  Re  Contested  Election,  20  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  615, 
holding  that  general  act  relating  to  election  in  boroughs  not  divided  into  wardR 
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repeals  act  iBcorporating  certain  borough,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  election  of  coiin 
cilman;  Com.  ex  rel.  Mullahey  v.  Straughas,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  149,  holding  that 
general  act  regulating  boroughs  repeals  special  act  so  far  as  it  relates  to  trea^ 
urer;  Com.  use  of  Camljria  County  v.  Lloyd,  2  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  15,  38  W.  X.  C. 
294,  holding  special  law  not  affected  by  subsequent  general  act,  when  latter  con 
tains  provision  exempting  former  from  its  application;  Bruce  v.  Pittsbui^,  100 
Pa.  161,  30  Atl.  831,  and  Chalfant  v.  Edwards,  38  W.  N.  C.  262,  34  Atl.  922. 
holding  local  statute  limiting  indebtedness  of  Pittsburg  repealed  by  general  act 
allowing  cities  to  increase  their  indebtedness  2  per  cent  upon  assessed  value  of 
property;  Com.  ex  rel.  Scliweyer  v.  Dimer,  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  507,  holding  tliat  gen- 
eral statute  regulating  election  of  burgesses  repeals  act  relating  to  election  in  par- 
ticular borough ;  Com.  V.  Kempsmith,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  671,  holding  act  authorizing 
chief  burgess  to  preside  over  town  council  not  repealed  by  subsequent  general  act 
which  is  silent  on  question  as  to  presiding  officers;  Fraim  v.  Lancaster  County, 
171  Pa.  439,  37  W.  N.  C.  157.  33  Atl.  339,  holding  general  act  making  fees  of 
constables  uniform  repealed  local  act;  Weaver  v.  Schuylkill  Coimty,  23  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  509,  9  Pa.  Dist.  R.  468,  holding  general  act  providing  salary  for  policenim 
repeals  former  8i)ecial  act  allowing  fees;  Grubb  v.  Weaver,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  61 K 
and  Graeff  v.  Felix,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  650,  holding  special  act  creating  municipal 
board  of  water  works  repealed  by  subsequent  general  act  relating  to  municipal 
water  works;  Jadwin  v.  Hurley,  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  110,  holding  that  act  provid- 
ing for  appointment  of  appraisers  by  county  commissioners  repeals  special  act 
authorizing  appointment  by  council  of  certain  city;  Quinn  v.  Cumberland 
County,  162  Pa.  61,  34  W.  X.  C.  431,  29  Atl.  289,  Reversing  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  607, 
holding  that  act  authorizing  establishment  of  boards  of  health  in  everj-  borough 
repeals  act  relating  to  one  borough;  Fayette  County  v.  Fayette  County.  IB 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  56,  35  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  503,  holding  a  general  law  fixing  the  salaries 
of  directors  of  the  poor  repealed  a  statute  applicable  to  one  county;  Re  Second 
Class  Twp.  15  Pa.  Dist.  R.  643,  32  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  5,  holding  an  act  providing  for 
the  election  of  road  officials  with  the  intent  to  establish  a  uniform  svstem  of 
roads  repeals  all  special  laws  on  the  subject;  Sun  &  B.  Pub.  Co.  v.  Bennett.  20 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  248,  holding  an  act  revising  and  consolidating  the  laws  relativv» 
to  granting  liquor  licenses,  repealed  a  local  statute  as  to  one  county;  Scrantoii 
City  V.  Ansley,  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  137,  holding  that  a  statute  making  laws  ap- 
plicable to  a  certain  class  of  cities  apply  when  they  become  of  a  higher  class, 
does  not  repeal  inconsistent  laws  applicable  to  such  higher  class;  Heyler  v. 
Watertown,  16  S.  D.  29,  91  N.  W.  334,  holding  that  an  act  providing  that  any 
city  could  construct  a  system  of  sewerage  and  providing  means  of  payment 
therefor,  applied  to  all  cities  whether  incorporated  under  a  special  charter  or 
not. 

Cited  in  note   (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  284,  286)  on  implied  repeal  of  statutes. 

Distinguished  in  Shroder  v.  Lancaster,  170  Pa.  139,  36  W'.  N.  C.  573,  32  Atl. 
587,  Reversing  15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  469,  11  Lane.  L.  Rev.  391,  holding  that  general  act 
authorizing  condemnation  of  property  for  water  supply  does  not  repeal  local  act 
establishing  water  works  in  certain  city;  Com.  use  of  Cambria  County  v.  Dillon, 
17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  233,  holding  that  act  regulating  compensation  of  county  coraniis- 
sioners  does  not  repeal  by  implication  special  act  relating  to  particular  county; 
Com.  V.  Allis,  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  134,  holding  that  general  act  relating  to  settling 
township  treasurers'  accounts  did  not  repeal  special  act  relating  to  settlement  of 
accounts  in  particular  county;  Com.  v.  Brown,  210  Pa.  37,  59  Atl.  479,  holding 
that  an  act  to  regulate  the  letting  of  contracts  in  certain  counties  is  not  re- 
pealed by  a  general  act  regulating  the  letting  of  contracts  for  the  erection  of 
public  buildings;  Nissley  v.  Lancaster  County,  215  Pa.  567,  64  Atl.  794,  27  Pa- 
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Sup«r.  Ct.  410,  22  Lane.  L.  Rev.  205,  holding  that  an  act  to  fix  the  salaries  of 
the   county  directors  of  the  poor  in  counties  of  over  150,000  inhahitants  does 
not  repeal  the  acts  creating  the  office  of  and  fixing  the  salaries  of,  directors  of 
poor  of  Lancaster  county,  they  not  being  county  officers. 
^—  Relatlnar  to   taxes   and  collectom. 

Cited  in  Com.  ex  rel.  Schweyer  v.  Wunch,  167  Pa.  188,  31  Atl.  551,  holding  that 
act  authorizing  election  of  tax  collectors  in  all  townships  repeals  act  relating  to 
one;  Com.  ex  rel.  Garman  v.  McDonnell,  7  Kulp,  361,  3  Pa.  Dist.  R.  769;  Com. 
V.  Middletown,  3  Pa.  Dist.  R.  640;  Com.  ex  rel.  Hendrickson  v.  Benson,  15  Pa* 
Co,  Ct.  237, — holding  that  general  act  regulating  election  of  borough  and  town 
collectors  repeals  act  providing  for  appointment  of  elector  for  particular  bor- 
ough; Com.  ex  rel.  Hillegass  v.  Huflfnian,  6  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  215,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  682, 
holding  that  general  act  authorizing  election  of  borough  tax  collectors  repeals- 
act  providing  for  collection  of  taxes  in  particular  county;  Bear  v.  Eshloman,  14 
].«anc.  L.  Rev.  275,  holding  that  general  act  authorizing  election  of  borough  and 
township  tax  collectors  repeals  act  providing  that  collection  of  taxes  in  partic- 
ular township  be  let  to  lowest  bidder;  Chester  v.  Sinex,  8  Del.  Co.  Rep.  161, 
holding  that  general  act  relating  to  time  during  which  taxes  shall  be  liens  re- 
peals special  act  applicable  to  one  county;  Easton  v.  Drake,  9  Kulp,  325,  d 
Northampton  Co.  Rep.  123,  holding  statutes  making  taxes  on  unseated  lands- 
liens  thereon  protected  when  not  in  conflict  with  subsequent  general  acts; 
Chester  v.  Sinex,  10  Pa.  Dist.  R.  620,  holding  that  a  general  tax  law  applicable 
to  all  counties  repeals  a  local  one;  Harrisburg  v.  Harrisburg  Gas  Co.  219  Pa. 
SI,  67  Atl.  904,  31  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  536,  holding  that  where  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  appears  to  be  the  creation  of  a  uniform  system  of  taxation,  the 
general  act  repeals  special  local  acts. 
— —  RelatinfT   to   asiieaaors. 

Cite4  in  Kuhlman  v.  Smeltz,  12  Lane.  L.  Rev.  163,  holding  special  act  relating 
to  election  of  assessor  in  each  ward  for  state,  county,  and  city  purposes  repealed 
in  part  by  general  act  creating  separate  office  for  assessor  for  county  purposes. 

Distinguished  in  Buckwalter  v.  Lancaster  County,  16  Lane.  L.  Rev.  86,  holding- 
that  general  act  as  to  tax  collectors  being  silent  as  to  their  compensation  did  not. 
repeal  local  act  relating  to  compensation  of  collector  in  particular  township; 
Marquette  v.  Berks  County,  3  Pa.  Super.  Ct,  43,  holding  act  providing  that 
assessors  shall  keep  record  of  time  employed  and  shall  be  paid  $2  per  day,  does 
not  repeal  special  act  of  1865  allowing  $2.50  per  day  for  time  assessors  actually- 
engaged. 
Ltocal  and  apecfal  acts. 

Cited  in  Cornman  v.  Hagginbotham,  227  Pa.  562,  76  Atl.  721,  25  Montg.  Co 
L.  Rep.  ]97,  holding  that  a  law  abolishing  the  office  of  township  tax  collector 
in  townships  of  the  first  class,  is  not  a  local  or  special  law  in  violation  of  the 
constitution  prohibiting  same. 

19  L.  R.  A.  570,  STERNBERG  v.  STATE,  36  Neb.  307,  54  N.  W.  653. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Rice  v.  State,  30  Neb.  319,  64  N.  W.  555.  , 

Mualelpal  control  of  public  Her  vice  corporations. 

Cited  in  Madison  v.  Madison  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  129  Wis.  267,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.> 
636,  116  Am.  S^  Rep.  944.  108  N.  W.  65,  9  Ann.  Cas.  819,  holding  that  a  state 
has  the  power  to  regulate  the  rates  at  which  a  gas  company  furnished  gas  to 
a  municipality. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Muncie  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Muncic,  60  L.  R.  A.  822,  which 
sustains  city's  power  to  stipulate  as  to  maximum  rates  for  gas. 
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—  Of  street   rmily^wiym. 

Cited  in  Detroit  v.  Ft.  Wayne  &  B.  I.  R.  Co.  95  Mich.  460,  20  L.  R.  A.  80. 
footnote  p.  79,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  580,  54  N.  W.  958,  sustaining  ordinance  requir- 
ing tickets  to  be  kept  for  sale  on  street  cars;  West  Bloomfield  Twp.  v.  Detroit 
United  R.  Co.  146  Mich.  201,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  028,  109  X.  W.  258,  holding  that 
tickets  should  be  on  sale  on  cars,  where  the  franchise  required  the  issuance 
of  tickets;  Kennedy  v.  Birmingham  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  138  Ala.  231,  35  So. 
108,  holding  that  the  ejection  of  a  passenger  from  a  street  car  was  unlawful 
vhere  he  tendered  the  price  of  a  ticket  which  was  less  than  the  amount  of  the 
cash  fare,  where  no  tickets  were  sold  at  the  station  where  he  boarded  the  car. 
though  they  were  on  sale  a  short  distance  away. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rice  v.  Detroit,  Y.  &  A.  A.  R.  Co^  48  L.  R.  A.  84,  which 
holds  street  railway  company  required  by  franchise  to  sell  tickets  at  reduced 
rates  to  passenger  getting  on  car  anywhere  on  line;  Chicago  Union  Traction  Co. 
V.  Chicago,  59  L.  R.  A.  631,  which  sustains  city's  power  to  prescribe  compensation 
of  horse  car  companies,  and  require  giving  of  transfers;  State  ex  rel.  Bump  v. 
Omaha  &  C.  B.  R.  &  Bridge  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  315,  which  holds  void,  ordinance  re- 
quiring sale  of  tickets  to  residents  of  city  as  condition  of  extending  street  rail- 
way franchise. 

Cited  in  notes   (39  L.  R.  A.  619)  on  municipal  control  over  public  nuisances 
upon  public  streets  and  highways  created  by  street  railroads  and  other  electrical 
companies;    (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)   652)   on  right  of  municipality  to  contract  for  fre^ 
transportation  or   special   rates   on   street  cars. 
LeariBlAttTe  ]H>wer  to  flx  tolla. 

Cited  in  notes  (33  L.  R.  A.  180)  on  legislative  power  to  fix  tolls,  rates,  or 
prices;  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  835)  on  businesses  affected  with  public  interest  sub- 
jecting them  to  regulation  and  control  in  respect  to  rates  or  prices. 

19  L.  R.  A.  575,  Re  CONSTRUCTION  OF  CONSTITUTIONAL  PROVISION,  3  S- 

D.  548,  54  N.  W.  650. 
Covrt'a  dvty  to  ansi^rer  qvestlona  submitted. 

Cited  in  Re  Bd.  of  Public  Lands  &  Bldgs.  37  Neb.  434,  55  N.  W.  1092  (dis 
aenting  opinion ) ,  majority  holding  it  to  be  duty  of  court  to  answer  question  sub- 
mitted by  board  of  public  lands  and  buildings  as  to  its  duties,  powers,  etc. 
<— —  ^neatlons  siibiiiltted  by  aroTernor. 

Cited  in  Re  House  Resolution  No.  30,  10  S.  D.  251,  72  N.  W.  892,  refusing  U 
answ*er  question  of  governor  as  to  constitutionality  of  act  requiring  justices  of 
court  to  answer  important  questions,  because  involving  personal  and  property 
Tights;  Re  Chapter  6,  Sess.  Laws  of  1890,  8  S.  D.  276,  66  N.  W.  310,  refusing  to 
answer  questions  of  governor  as  to  duration  of  terms  of  regents. 

Distinguished  in  Re  State  Census,  6  S.  D.  541,  62  N.  W.  129,  answering  ques- 
tion propounded  by  governor  at  bequest  of  legislature  as  to  census  because  prop- 
erty rights  were  not  involved. 

19  L.  R.  A.  577,  ILLINOIS  C.  R.  CO.  v.  SMITH,  70  Miss.  344,  35  Am.  St  Rep 

651,  12  So.  461. 
Garnlsbment )  Trltat  anbject  to. 

Cited  in  Cooper  v.  Adel  Security  Co.  122  N.  C.  465,  30  S.  E.  348,  holding  un- 
paid balances  for  stock  subscription  of  foreign  corporation,  property  subject  to 
attachment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rustad  v.  Bishop,  50  L,  R.  A.  168,  which  denies  right  tc 
hold  back  successive  amounts  of  exempt  wages  by  successive  garnishments,  and 
reach  same  by  new  garnishment  after  exemption  period  expires;   Neuf elder  v. 
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German  American  Ins.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  287,  which  holds  fund  kept  by  foreign  in- 
surance company  in  own  state  for  payment  of  losses  there  and  elsewhere  subject 
to  garnishment;  Bishop  v.  Middleton^  26  L.  R.  A.  445,  which  upholds  application 
to  existing  debts,  of  act  prohibiting  evasion  of  exemption  of  wages. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.  R.  A.  582)  on  debtor's  right  of  action  against  creditor  for 
collecting  debt   in   another  jurisdiction  in  evasion   of  exemption   laws  of  their 
domicil. 
Situs   of   debt. 

Cited  in  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Chattanooga,  R.  k  C.  R.  Co.  68  Fed.  689,  denying 
right  to  garnish  wages  due  in  Georgia  by  receiver  appointed  there  in  Federal 
court,  on  intervention  of  creditor  in  Tennessee,  without  service  on  debtor; 
Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Lyon,  99  Miss.  192,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  236,  64  So.  728;  Becker 
v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  168  111.  App.  525, — to  the  point  that  exemption  of  wages 
by  law  of  state  where  debtor  and  creditor  reside,  cannot  be  defeated  by  garnish- 
mcnt  in  another  state  although  debtor  is  corporation  which  has  residence  in 
such  other  state;  Davis  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  146  Fed.  413,  on 
the  situs  of  a  debt  for  the  purpose  of  garnishment,  also  citing  annotation  on 
this  point:  Ely  v.  Hartford  L.  Ins.  Co.  128  Ky.  811,  110  S.  W.  265,  on  a  judg- 
ment in  garnishment  on  a  debt  due  to  a  nonresident,  as  a  judgment  in  rem. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bragg  v.  Gaynor,  21  L.  R.  A.  161,  which  hold»  dcMs  du& 
nonresident  have  situs  within  state  for  purpose  of  garnishment;  Singer  Mfg. 
Co.  v.  Fleming,  23  L.  R.  A.  210,  which  holds  situs  of  debtor's  earnings  in  state  of 
residence  for  purpose  of  determining  right  to  exemption;  Bullard  v.  Chaffee,  51 
L.  R.  A.  715,  which  holds  person  garnishable  only  in  state  where  debt  payable, 
if  creditor  resides  there;  Tootle  v.  Coleman,  57  L.  R.  A.  120,  which  holds  right 
to  garnish  debtor  not  limited  to  situs  of  chose  in  action;  O'Connor  v.  Walter,  2$ 
L.  R.  A.  650,  which  holds  garnishment  of  wages  in  other  state  by  assignee  of 
claim  against  employer  not  conclusive  as  between  assignor  and  employee;  Strause- 
Bros.  v.  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  452,  which  holds  debt  of  insurance  company 
for  loss  in  other  state  without  situs,  where  company  has  agent,  for  garnishment 
purposes,  in  third  state;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Rogers,  02  L.  R.  A.  178,  which- 
holds  debt  due  from  foreign  railroad  company  maintaining,  jointly  with  other 
railroads,  agency  relating  to  through  freight  not  subject  to  garnisliment  by 
courts  of  West  Virginia;  Hawley  v.  Hurd,  52  L.  R.  A.  195,  which  holds  resident 
trustee  chargeable  upon  debt  payable  to  nonresident  in  state  of  his  domicil; 
Reimers  v.  Seatco  Mfg.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  364,  which  holds  that  debt  has  no  situs 
for  purpose  of  garnishment  in  state  of  which  plaintiff,  defendant,  and  garnishee 
are  nonresidents;  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Corbetts,  36  L.  R.  A.  640,  which  holds 
jurisdiction  of  garnishment  of  debt  determined,  not  by  situs  of  debt,  but  by  lia- 
bility of  garnishee  to  be  sued  thereon;  Wyeth  Hardware  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  H.  F. 
Lang  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  651,  which  holds  that  debt  may  be  garnished  at  any  place 
where  suit  may  be  brought  thereon  by  creditor;  National  Broadway  Bank  v. 
Sampson,  06  L.R.A.  606,  which  holds  liability  of  nonresident  to  nonresident 
corporation  not  subject  to  attachment  within  state  when  debtor  is  temporarily 
within  jurisdiction  as  situs  of  debt  is  at  place  of  residence  either  of  debtor  or 
of  creditor. 

Cited  in  notes  (67  L.R.A.  209,  222)  as  to  where  debt  garnishable;  (69  Am.  St. 
Rep.  116,  117,  122)  on  situs  of  debts  for  purposes  of  garnishment  and  of  prop- 
erty  in  transit  in  hands  of  carriers;  (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  212)  on  garnishment  of 
debt  due  to  nonresident. 

Annotation  in  main  case  referred  to  with  approval  in  Balk  v.  Harris,  124  N. 
C.  468,  46  L.  R.  A.  260,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  606,  32  S.  E.  799,  denying  rehearing  of 
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122  N.  C.  67,  45  L.  R.  A.  200,  30  S.  E.  318,  holding  situs  of  debt  for  purposes  of 
garnishment,  at  debtor's  residence, 
^i—  Service  of  process. 

Cited  in  Boyle  v.  Musser-Sauntry  Land,  Lofjging  &  Mfg.  Co.  88  Minn.  464,  97 
Am.  St.  Rep.  538,  93  N.  W.  520,  holding  that  judgment  by  citizen  of  Minnesota 
against  foreign  corporation  having  office  in  that  state  cannot  be  impounde^l  in 
garnishment  in  state  Avhere  judgment  debtor  was  incorporated,  in  action  brought 
by  corporation  of  that  state  against  judgment  creditor  upon  substituted  service, 
and  referring  particularly  to  annotation  in  19  L.  R.  A.  577 ;  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Nash,  118  Ala.  487,  41  L.  R.  A.  333,  footnote  p.  331,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  181, 
23  So.  825,  holding  situs  of  debt  at  domicil  of  creditor  for  purpose  of  garnish- 
ment, and  referring  particularly  to  annotation  in  19  L.  R.  A.  577. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Douglass  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  118,  which  denies 
power  to  garnish  domestic  corporation  in  other  jurisdiction,  by  sei-A'ice  on  agent; 
Ward  V.  Boyce,  36  L.  R.  A.  549,  which  holds  "trustee  process"  in  other  state,  to 
reach  note  held  by  nonresident  not  personally  served,  ineffectual;  Swedish  Amer- 
ican Nat.  Bank  v.  Bleecker,  42  L.  R.  A.  283,  which  denies  jurisdiction  of  gar- 
nishment of  foreign  insurance  company  for  loss  occurring  in  other  state,  wlierc 
defendant  8er\'ed  by  publication,  and  company  by  service  on  insurance  commis- 
sioner; Root  V.  Davis,  23  L.  R.  A.  446,  which  authorizes  garnishment  on  service 
by  publication  of  debt  due  from  resident  to  nonresident  of  county. 

Cited  in  note  (50  L.  R.  A.  697)  on  what  service  of  process  is  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute due  process  of  law. 
LilHblllty  of  flrarnlstaee,  and  Jaderment. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  McDonald,  112  111.  App.  402,  holding 
judgment  against  nonresident  garnishee  for  amount  due  employee  no  bar  to  let- 
ter's action  for  wages,  where  he  served  affidavit  of  exemption  before  judgment  in 
famishment  suit. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Stewart  v.  Northern  Assur.  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  101,  which 
holds  judgment  against  garnishee  on  contract  utterly  void  at  domicil  of  nonresi- 
dent debtor  not  personally  served,  no  protection;  Balk  v.  Harris,  45  L.  R.  A.  257. 
which  holds  debtor  garnished  outside  of  state  not  protected  in  paying  debt  after 
retuming  to  domicil;  Virginia  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  York  Carousal  Mfg.  Co. 
40  L.  R.  A.  237,  which  sustains  garnishee's  right  to  prevent  judgment  by  showing 
judgment  rendered  against  him  by  court  at  creditor's  domicil;  Crisp  v.  Ft. 
Wayne  &  E.  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  732,  which  holds  garnishee  not  protected  in  pay- 
ing money  into  court  before  adjudication. 

Cited  in  notes  (47  L.  R.  A.  134)  on  effect  of  judgment  against  garnishee  to 
merge  or  satisfy  liability  of  principal  debtor. 

19  L.  R.  A.  881,  WILSON  v.  WHITE,  133  Ind.  614,  33  N.  E.  361. 
Taxea  ou  life  eatate« 

Cited  in  Crater  v.  Ryan,  130  N.  C.  620,  41  S.  E.  800,  holding  taxes  payable 
from  principal,  where  there  is  no  other  property  except  fund  interest  on  which 
is  given  widow  for  life. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.  R.  A.  754)  on  duty  of  life  tenant  to  pay  taxes;  (114 
Am.  St.  Rep.  450)  on  respective  duties  of  life  tenants  and  reamindermen  or 
reversioner  to  pay  taxes. 

19  L.  R.  A.  584,  HAMILTON  COUNTY  v.  RASCHE  BROS.  50  Ohio  St.  103,  40 

Am.  St.  Rep.  653,  33  N.  E.  408. 
RetroactlT-e  atatateii. 

Cited  in  Nefw  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cuyahoga  County,  45  C.  C.  A.  238,  106  Fed. 
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128,  Reversing  99  Fed.  851,  holding  law  legalizing  void  bonds  issued  by  certain 
county  to  build  armory  not  void  as  retroactive  statute;  Kent  v.  Bentley,  10  Ohio 
C.  C.  137,  defining  retroactive  statute  as  one  which  takes  away  or  impairs  vested 
rights  acquired  under  existing  laws,  or  creates  new  obligation  as  to  obligations 
already  past. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  French  v.  Deane,  24  L.  R.  A.  387,  which  holds  void,  act 
giving  right  to  punitive  damages  as  to  existing  cause  of  action. 

Cited  in  note   (52  L.  R.  A.  935,  940)   on  constitutionality  of  retroactive  stat- 
ute creating  right  of  action  or  of  set-off  on  account  of  past  acts  or  transactions. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Gibson,  2  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  228,  15  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P. 
Dec.  78,  upholding  statute  authorizing  county  to  pay  county  officers'  demands 
not   legally  enforcible  but  for   which   it  has   received  consideration   and   ought 
morally  to  pay. 
Validity   of  act  a«  special  leRlalation. 

Cited  in  Cincinnati  v.  Steinkamp,  54  Ohio  St.  294,  43  N.  E.  490,  declaring 
unconstitutional,  law  regulating  fire  escapes  in  cities  of  first  class,  first  grade, 
applying  only  to  Cincinnati;  Emery  v.  Coles,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  201,  holding  uncon- 
stitutional, act  regulating  cellar  excavations  in  cities  of  first  grade,  first  class, 
applying  only  to  Cincinnati;  State  v.  Spellmire,  67  Ohio  St.  82,  65  N.  E.  619, 
declaring  unconstitutional,  law  creating  special  school  districts  in  Hamilton  and 
Butler  counties;  Hubbard  v.  State,  65  Ohio  St.  574,  58  L.R.A.  656,  holding  uncon- 
stitutional, law  providing  for  pensioning  teachers  in  Toledo;  State  ex  rel.  Sheets 
V.  Cowles,  64  Ohio  St.  181,  69  N.  E.  895,  holding  unconstitutional,  lawcreating 
board  of  park  commissioners  in  cities  of  second  grade,  first  class,  appl3'ing  only 
to  Cleveland;  Gaylord  v.  Hubbard,  60  Ohio  St.  37,  46  N.  E.  66,  declaring  un- 
constitutional, law  providing  for  board  of  equalization  in  cities  of  second  grade, 
first  class,  applying  only  to  Cleveland;  Billings  v.  Dressier,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  115, 
lidding  section  of  act  relating  to  right  of  action  against  counties  for  injuries 
from  defective  bridges,  and  employment  of  council  to  defend,  not  void  because 
two  counties  not  within  second  provision;  Brattleboro  Sav.  Bank  v.  Hardy  Twp. 
98  Fed.  531,  sustaining  law  authorizing  certain  township  to  issue  bonds  to  pay 
then  existing  indebtedness;  State  v.  Hubbard,  22  Ohio  C.  C.  258,  12  Ohio  C.  D. 
93,  holding  unconstitutional,  as  not  having  uniform  operation,  a  law  providing 
for  pensioning  school  teachers  which  affected  but  one  city  in  state  at  time  of 
passage  and  taking  effect  and  made  no  provision  for  cities  that  might  come 
into  such  class. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Milwaukee  County  v.  Isenring,  53  L.  R.  A..  635,  which- 
holds  act  regulating  sheriff's  fees  for  particular  county,  local. 
Cited  in  note    (5  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    332)    on  curative  act  as  special  legislation. 

19  L,  R.  A.  587,  FIRST  CONG.  CHURCH  v.  HOLYOKE  MUT.  F.  INS.  CO.  158 

Mass.  475,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  508,  33  N.  E.  572. 
iBcreaiic  of  rl»1c  a»  alTectlngr   recovery   on   policy. 

Cited  in  Angler  v.  Western  Assur.  Co.  10  S.  D.  87,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  685,  71 
N.  W.  761,  sustaining  right  to  recover  for  loss  of  house,  catching  fire  from 
kerosene  used  in  kindling  fire;  Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wade,  95  Tex. 
601,  68  L.  R.  A.  715,  footnote  p.  714,  93  Am,  St.  Rep.  870,  68  S.  W.  977,  sus- 
taining right  to  recover  for  loss  of  house,  igniting  from  gallon  of  gasoline  tem- 
porarily in  house;  Smith  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  107  Mich.  283,  30  L.  R.  A.  373. 
footnote  p.  368,  65  N.  W.  236,  sustaining  right  to  recover  for  loss  of  courthouse, 
catching  fire  from  naphtha  torch  used  in  removing  paint;  Janvrin  v.  Rocking- 
ham Farmers  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  70  N.  H.  36,  46  Atl.  686,  holding  that  erection 
of  house   on    neighboring   premises   does   not   invalidate    policy,    imless    risk    is 
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materially  increased;  Garrebrant  v.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  75  N.  J.  L.  582,  12 
L.R.A.(X.S.)  445,  67  Atl.  90,  holding  that  the  use  of  a  gasoline  torch  by  a 
painter  in  the  repairing  of  a  building  does  not  make  void  a  policy  of  insurance, 
where  the  repairs  have  not  continued  for  a  longer  time  than  that  allowed  by 
the  policy. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Catlin,  35  L.  R.  A.  595,  which  holds 
policy  not  defeated  by  more  hazardous  use  of  property,  ceasing  before  loss. 

Cited  in  note  (66  Am.  St.  Rep.  692,  697,  699)  on  what  constitutes  an  increase 
of  hazard. 
Bxpert    testimony. 

Cited  in  Penn  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mechanics'  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  61, 
19  C.  C.  A.  300,  37  U.  S.  App.  692,  72  Fed.  427,  holding  that  witness  may  testify 
whether,  according  to  usage  among  life  insurance  companies,  embezzlement  en- 
hances premium;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Myers,  11  C.  C.  A.  443,  24  U.  S. 
App.  295,  63  Fed.  797,  holding  expert  evidence  incompetent  to  prove  that  mode 
of  coupling  cars  was  especially  dangerous. 
"Wlaat  coii»titate«  "keeping." 

Cited  in  Clute  v.  Clintonville  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  144  WU.  642,  32  L.R.A.(X.SJ 
241,  129  N.  W.  661,  holding  that  words  *'kept  or  allowed"  in  insurance  policy 
did  not  refer  to  temporary  presence  of  gasoline  on  premises;  State  v.  Lowry, 
166  Ind.  391,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  535,  77  N.  £.  728,  9  Ann.  Cas.  350,  holding  that 
the  having  of  cigarettes  in  possession  for  the  purpose  of  immediate  personal 
consumption  was  not  a  violation  of  the  law  against  selling,  giving  away,  or 
keeping  of  cigarettes. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bastian  v.  British  American  Aasur.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  256, 
which  denies  right  to  recover  under  policy  for  loss  occurring  on  premises  on 
which  dynamite  was  kept  in  violation  of  condition  of  policy,  although  the  dyna- 
mite had  nothing  to  do  with  the  loss. 

19  L.  R.  A.  590,  HENRY  v.  VLIET,  36  Neb.  138,  54  N.  W.  122. 
Mortsase  for  pre-exlatlns  debt. 

Cited  in  Chaffee  v.  Atlas  Lumber  Co.  43  Neb.  229,  61  N.  W.  637,  sustaining 
chattel  mortgage  given  by  insolvent  debtor  to  secure  pre-existing  debt;  Long- 
fellow v.  Barnard,  58  Neb.  617,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  117,  79  N.  W.  255,  sustoining 
mortgage  assigned  in  payment  of  pre-existing  debt,  although  fraudulent  as  to 
creditors. 
Stoppase  In   tranaftn   ivlaeB   purchase   fraadnlent. 

Cited  in  Kearney  Mill.  &  Elevator  Co.  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  97  Iowa,  731,  59 
Am.  St.  Rep.  434,  66  N.  W.  1059,  sustaining  right  of -one  selling  grain  on  credit 
to  stop  same  while  in  transit,  when  he  ascertains  that  buyer  is  insolvent  and 
intends  to  defraud. 

19  L.  R.  A.  594,  HEUER  v.  NORTHWESTERN  NAT.  INS.  CO.  144  111.  393,  33 

N.  E.  411. 
"What  loMies  covered  tay  Inanraace  policy. 

Cited  in  Spring  Garden  Ins.  Co.  v.  Imperial  Tobacco  Co.  132  Ky.  24,  20  L.R.A. 
(N.  S.)  282,  136  Am.  St.  Rep.  164,  116  S.  W.  234,  on  the  construction  of  in- 
surance policies  as  to  exemptions  in  favor  of  the  insurer. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Way  v.  Abington  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  82  L.  R.  A.  608,  whidi 
holds  damage  from  burning  of  soot  in  chimney,  accidentally  ig^nited,  covered  by 
policy. 
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Cited  fn  note   (133  Am.  St.  Rep.  1092,  1093)   as  to  what  are  losses  or  dam- 
ages by  fire  within  the  meaning  of  insurance. 
<^—  Ca.a«ed  by  exploaton. 

Followed  in  Heuer  v.  Winchester  F.  Ins.  Co.  151  111.  332,  37  N.  E.  873,  Af- 
firniing  44  111.   App.  429,  without  special   discussion. 

Cited  in  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Greer,  61  Ark.  514,  33  S.  W.  840,  denying  com- 
pany's liability  under  policy  for  damages  caused  by  explosion  of  dynamite,  ig- 
nited by  fire;  Mitchell  v.  Potomac  Ins.  Co.  10  App.  D.  C.  208,  sustaining  in- 
fitruction  that  loss  caused  by  explosion  of  gasoline  from  match  was  not  loss. 
by  fire  under  policy;  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  l;.oost,  55  Ohio  St.  588,  36  L.  R.  A. 
239,  footnote  p.  236,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  711,  45  N.  E.  1097,  holding  building  de- 
stroyed by  explosion  of  |)owder  house  struck  by  lightning  not  covered  by  pol- 
icy insuring  against  lightning;  Hustace  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  175  N.  Y.  301,  62 
L.  R.  A.  656,  67  N.  £.  592,  holding  insurer  not  liable  for  loss  occasioned  by 
explosion  in  neighboring  building,  caused  by  fire;  Torpedo  Top  Co.  v.  Royal 
Ins.  Co.  162  III.  App.  346,  holding  that  if  fire  preceded  and  caused  explosion 
loss  either  by  fire  or  explosion  is  covered  by  fire  insurance  policy;  Hale  v. 
National  F.  Ins.  Co.  115  Tenn.  520,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  870,  92  S.  W.  402,  5  Ann. 
Cas.  777,  holding  that  a  loss  by  an  explosion  in  an  adjoining  building  which 
was  caused  by  fire,  no  fire  being  communicated  to  the  building  in  question,  is 
within  the  exception  in  a  policy  as  to  loss  by  explosions;  Furbush  v.  Consoli- 
dated Patrons,  140  Iowa,  246,  118  N.  W.  371,  holding  that  the  explosion  of 
acetylene  gas  caused  by  a  lighted  match  was  a  fire  within  the  meaning  of  an 
insurance  policy  containing  no  exception  as  to  explosions. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  American  Steam  Boiler  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chicago  Sugar  Ref. 
Co.  21  L.  R.  A.  572,  which  holds  damage  from  explosion  of  starch  dust,  on  which 
water  was  thrown  to  put  out  fire,  not  covered  by  insurance  against  explosion; 
Vorse  v.  New  Jersey  Plate-Glass  Ins.  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  838,  which  holds  breaking 
of  plate-glass  window  by  explosion  of  gas  generated  by  gasoline  used  to  clean 
clothes  not  caused  by  blowing  up  of  building  within  meaning  of  policy;  Leon- 
ard v.  Orient  Ins.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  706,  which  authorizes  recovery  for  insured 
building,  destroyed  by  fire  breaking  out  immediately  after  one  corner  knocked 
down  by  explosion  in  neighboring  building;  Hustace  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  62 
L.R.A.  651,  which  denies  liability  on  fire  policy  for  fall  of  building  due  to  ex- 
plosion in  burning  building  in   vicinity. 

Cited  in  notes  (29  L.  R.  A.  359)   on  liability  for  negligence  in  escape  and  ex- 
plosion of  gas;    (38  L.R.A.(N.S.)    474)    on  liability  of  insurer  for  loss  caused 
by  explosion. 
ProzlmRte  cause  of  aceldent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lynn  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Meriden  F.  Ins.  Co.  20  L. 
R.  A.  297,  which  holds  fire  in  insured  building,  cause  of  breaking  electric  light 
machinery  in  remote  part  by  causing  short  circuit;  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Mutch, 
21  L.  R.  A.  316,  which  holds  excessive  speed  not  proximate  cause  of  death  of 
boy  attempting  to  catch  on  train. 

Cited  in  note  (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  858)  on  proximate  and  remote  cause. 

19  L.  R.  A.  599,  SKELLY  v.  BRISTOL  SAV.  BANK,  63  Conn.  83,  38  Am.  St. 

Rep.   340,  26  Atl.  474. 
Effect  of  payvtent  of  Intereat  In  advance. 

Cited  in  Eellam  v.  Brode,  1  Cal.  App.  318,  82  Pac.  213,  holding  that  the  ac- 
eeptance  of  interest  in  advance  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  contract  to  forbear 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vo.  III.— 38. 
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and  delay  time  of  payment,  but  is  not  conclusive  against  the  holder's  rijrht  of 
action  upon  the  note  unless  it  was  agreed  that  it  would  have  such  effect. 
Ac'cenalty  of  demand  of  payment  nvtaen  intereiit  pntd  in  ndvanee. 

Cited  in  Beardsley  v.  Hawes,  71  Conn.  42,  40  Atl.  1043,  folding  demand  at 
end  of  four  months  not  necessary  to  hold  guarantors  on  demand  note  on  which 
interest  payable  semiannually,  and  on  which  six  months'  interest  was  paid  in 
advance. 

19  L.  R.  A.  602i,  ARNOLD  v.  PAWTUXET  VALLEY  WATER  CO.  18  R.  L  189. 

26  Atl.  55. 
Rtarltt  to  bin  of  dtacovery. 

Cited  in  Gorman  v.  Banigan,  22  R.  I.  26,  46  Atl.  38,  denying  bill  of  discovery 
to  ascertain  amount  and  condition  of  personal  estate  of  testator,  to  aid  con- 
templated suit  for  legal  services;  Reynolds  v.  Burgess  Sulphite  Fibre  Co.  71 
N.  H.  340,  57  L.  R.  A.  953,  footnote  p.  949,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  535,  61  Atl.  1075, 
sustaining  l>ill  of  discovery  to  allow  experts  to  examine  broken  engine  which 
caused  death  of  intestate;  State  ex  rel.  Boston  &  M.  Consol.  Copper  &  S.  Min. 
Co.  V.  Second  Judicial  Dist.  Ct.  30  Mont.  216,  76  Pac.  206,  on  the  allegation  and 
proof  of  facte  required  to  sustain  a  bill  of  discovery  in  equity;  Pioso  v.  Equita- 
ble Life  Assur.  Soc.  12  Pa.  Dist.  R.  52,  19  Lane.  L.  Rev.  238,  holding  in  an 
action  ex  contractu  that  where  there  was  only  one  document  between  the 
parties,  the  court  would  grant  a  rule  requiring  defendant  to  produce  the  same 
where  necessary  to  enable  plaintiff  to  declare  thereon:  Clark  v.  Rhode  Island 
Locomotive  Works,  24  R.  I.  310,  53  Atl.  47,  holding  that  the  statute  requiring 
the  production  of  documents  in  possession  of  the  adverse  party,  does  not  pre- 
vent the  maintenance  of  a  suit  in  equity  to  discover  the  names  of  stock-holders. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ex  parte  Clark,  46  L.R.A.  835,  which  denies  power  to 
compel  witness  to  produce  books  and  papers  without  showing  their  materiality; 
Brown  v.  McDonald,  68  L.R.A.  462,  which  sustains  right  of  receivers  appointed 
to  enforce  stockholder's  liability  to  maintain  bill  against  person  in  whose  name 
stock  stands  to  discover  true  owner. 

Cited  in  notes  (41  Am.  St.  Rep.  389,  391,  392,  393)  on  power  to  compel 
party  to  produce  boxes  and  papers  as  evidence  on  examination  of  adversary; 
(9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  554)  on  right  of  discovery  as  to  all  matters  relevant  to  plain- 
tiff's case  in  action  for  recovery  of  land. 

Distinguished  in  Hemenway  v.  Hemenway,  28  R.  I.  86,  65  Atl.  608,  holding 
that  a  decree  allowing  money  for  the  separate  maintenance  of  the  wife  is  an 
appealable  decree,  as  not  being  a  final  decree  under  the  old  proceedings  in  a 
suit  for  discoverv. 

19  L.  R.  A.  605,  STATE  v.  MICHAEL,  37  W,  Va.  565,  16  S.  E.  803. 
Competency   of  vritneiMi. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lee  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  63  L.RA.  271,  which  holds 
incompetent  as  a  witness  one  entirely  ignorant  of  the  meaning  of  the  cere- 
mony of  administering  an  oath. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.R.A.  424)  on  effect  of  insanity  on  competency  of  wit- 
nesses; (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  182)  on  determination  by  judge  of  admissibility  of 
evidence. 

Annotation  in  19  L.  R.  A.  605,  referred  to  particularly  in  State  v.  Lugar, 
115   Iowa,  270,  88   N.  W.  333,  holding  admission  in  prosecution  for  lewdness, 
of  evidence  of  witness  who  was  not  sworn,  error. 
—  Children    aa    ^ritneiiaes. 

Cited  in  Uthermohlen  v.  Bogg's  Run  Co.  60  W.  Va.  468,  55  L.  R.  A.  916,  88 
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Am.  St.  Rep.  884,  40  S.  E.  410,  sustaining  rejection  of  testimony  in  turntable 
case  of  plaintiff  between  seven  and  eight  years  old;  State  v.  Washington,  49 
La.  Ann.  1605,  42  L.  R.  A.  558,  22  So.  841,  reversing  conviction  for  rape  ob- 
tained on  evidence  of  complaining  witness,  who  was  seven  years  old  and  who 
did  not  believe  in  Supreme  Being;  White  v.  State,  136  Ala.  67,  34  So.  177, 
denying  competency  of  eleven-year-old  witness  in  murder  trial,  who  testified 
that  he  had  never  attended  church  or  Sunday  School,  did  not  know  who  made 
him,  and  had  never  heard  of  Christ  or  God;  State  v.  King,  117  low^a,  486,  91 
N.  W.  768,  holding  competency  of  child  as  witness  in  rape  case  not  sho\^'n  by 
her  statement  that  "if  she  held  up  her  right  hand  before  the  court  she  was 
to  tell  the  truth,"  and  referring  particularly  to  annotation  in  19  L.R.A.  605; 
Bird  well  v.  United  States,  4  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  473,  113  Pac.  205,  holding 
that  it  is  incumbent,  upon  party  offering  witness  under  14  years  of  age  in 
•criminal  case,  to  show  that  he  knows  nature  and  effect  of  oath;.  State  v. 
Meyer,  135  Iowa,  510,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  291,  113  N.  W.  322,  14  Ann.  Cas.  1, 
holding  that  a  child  is  competent  witness  where  it  is  sensible  of  the  wrong- 
fulness of  telling  a  falsehood,  and  who  understands  the  nature  of  an  oath, 
although  the  child  is  only  six  years  of  age  and  unable  to  define  an  oath;  State 
v.  Werner,  16  N.  D.  89,  112  N.  W.  60,  holding  that  the  court  did  not  abuse 
its  discretion  in  admitting  the  testimony  of  a  child,  eight  years  of  age,  who  under- 
stood the  nature  of  an  oath,  and  the  wrong  in  violating  it. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Juneau,  24  L.  R.  A.  857,  which  holds  competency 
as  witness  of  child  over  four  years  of  age  addressed  to  discretion  of  court. 

Cited  in  notes  <65  L.R.A.  316)  on  admissibility  of  declarations  of  infant  too 
young  to  be  sworn  as  witness;  (124  Am.  St.  Rep.  296)  on  competency  of  child* 
ren  as  witnesses. 

Annotation  in  19  L.  R.  A.  605  referred  to  particularly  in  Lee  v.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  67  Kan.  406,  63  L.  R.  A.  273,  73  Pac.  110,  holding  eleven-yearold  child 
who  does  not  understand  nature  of  an  oath  not  competent  as  witness  in  action 
for  personal  injuries. 

Distinguished  in  Com.  v.  Capero,  35  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  395,  holding  that  it  w^as 
reversible  error  for  the  trial  court  to  permit  a  child  seven  years  old  to  testify 
without   being   sworn   where   there   was   no   reason   shown   for   not   taking   the 
oath  and  citing  annotation  on  this  point. 
Ezclaafon  of  Incompetent  teMttmony. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Cremeans,  62  W.  Va.  148,  57  S.  E.  405,  holding  that  if  the 
court  determines  upon  an  examination  of  the  state  of  mind  of  the  witness  that 
he  is  incompetent,  it  is  proper  to  exclude  his  testimony. 

19  L.  R.  A.  611,  MOREY  v.  HOYT,  62  Conn.  542,  26  AtL  127. 

Subsequent  appeal  in  65  Conn.  516,  33  Atl.  496. 
IMTlaat  iin1>Ject  to  attaelament. 

Cited  in  Little  Valeria  Gold  Min.  &  Mill  Co.  v.  Lambert,  15  Colo.  App.  448, 
62  Pac.   966,  holding  that  attaching  creditor  cannot  levy   on   shaft  house  and 
track  in  mine,  which  lessee  of  debtor  has  right  to  remove. 
Neeewiltr  of   taking:   ponaeasfon   of  attached  property. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Battle  Creek  Valley  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  56  L.  R. 
A.  124,  which  holds  physical  seizure  or  dispossession  essential  to  levy  of  execu- 
tion on  chattels. 
Collnteral   attack   on    Jndsment    In   attackment. 

Cited  in  Slade  v.  LePage,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  405,  27  S.  W.  952,  denying  right 
of  claimant  of  attached  property  to  defeat  judgment  in  foreclosure,  where  court 
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had  jurisdiction  of  parties,  by  showing  that  it  was  issued  on  insufficient  afll- 
davit. 

BIfect  of  Jvtelii^nt  Afiralnat  one  Joint  trespnaser. 

Cited  in  Vincent  v.  McNamara,  70  Conn.  341,  30  Atl.  444,  holding  action  fur 
malicious  attachment  against  attaching  creditor  not  barred  by  previous  judg 
ment  against  officer  alone. 
Removal  of  llx tares* 

Cited  in  notes  in  (84  Am.  St.  Rep.  896)  on  right  of  execution  creditor  to  re- 
move fixtures;    (12  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  227)  on  removal  of  fixtures. 
Parol  evidence  a*  to  contents  of  ivritina:. 

Cited  in  note   (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  217)   on  parol  evidence  as  to  contents  of 
written   instrument. 
Interest  9n  damaflres. 

Cited  in  note  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  30)  on  interest  on  unliquidated  damages  for 
conversion. 

19  L.  R.  A.  619,  NASHVILLE  v.  SUTHERLAND,  92  Tenn.  335,  36  Am.  St.  Rep. 
88,  21  S.  W.  674. 
Report  of  later  appeal  in  94  Tenn.  360,  29  S.  W.  228. 
Doctrine  of  ultra  vires  In  respect  to  mnnlclpal   corporations. 

Cited  in  Wheeler  v.  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  164  Mich.  341,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  549, 
129  N.  W.  685,  holding  that  city  has  no  general  authority  to  undertake  casualty 
risks  or  to  indemnify  persons  against  loss  or  injury;  United  States  v.  Sault 
Ste.  Marie,  137  Fed.  260,  holding  that  a  municipality  had  no  authority  to 
contract  to  maintain  a  certain  water  pressure  upon  a  federal  military  reser- 
vation for  the  purpose  of  fire  protection,  so  as  to  make  the  city  liable  in  case  of 
loss  because  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  pressure. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fergus  Falls  v.  Fergus  Falls  Hotel  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  170, 
which  holds  enforceable  by  foreclosure,  ultra  vires  loan  of  city's  money  on  mort- 
gage; Penley  v.  Auburn,  21  L.  R.  A.  057,  which  requires  return  of  land  con- 
veyed to  city  in  consideration  of  ultra  vires  contract;  Huron  Waterworks  Co. 
v.  Huron,  30  L.  R.  A.  848,'  which  holds  unauthorized  receipt  by  city  treasurer 
of  consideration  for  sale  of  water  works  not  prevent  recovery  of  such  property 
without  repayment  of  amount  received. 

Cited   in  notes    (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)    548)    on  power  of  municipality  to  acquire 
property  for  other  than  money  consideration;    (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  372)   on  pre- 
sumption  of   performance  of  everything   necessary   to   make  executed   contract 
acted  upon  by  corporation  a  binding  one. 
Municipal  duty  and  liability  as  to  dralnaire. 

Cited  in  notes  (61  L.R.A.  690)  on  duty  and  liability  of  municipality  with 
respect  to  drainage;    (16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  628)   on  same  point. 

19  L.  R.  A.  622,  STATE  ea?  rel.  FERINE  v.  VAN  BEEK,  87  Iowa,  669,  43  Am. 

St.  Rep.  525,  54  N.  W.  525. 
Trying  title  to  olilce. 

Cited  in  Lawson  v.  Hays,  39  Colo.  257,  89  Pac.  968,  holding  that  where  the 
title  to  an  office  was  contested  on  the  grounds  that  there  were  not  as  many 
offices  as  there  were  members  of  a  board  elected,  injunction  to  restrain  certain 
members  from  serving,  is  improper. 
Capacity   to  hold  olilce. 

Cited  in  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  95  Me.  587,  51  Atl.  224,  expressing  opinion 
as  to  right  of  fish  and  game  commissioner  to  be  elected  to  legislature;   R^f 
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Elias,  17  Misc.  719,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  910,  declaring  void,  election  as  director  of 
<sorporation,  of  person  having  legal,  but  no  beneficial,  interest  in  stock;  Ward 
V.  Crowell,  142  Cal.  592,  76  Pac.  491,  holding  that  right  to  hold  office  of  but* 
veyor  cannot  be  contested  on  ground  that  license  was  not  obtained  till  after 
election;  Sheehan  v.  Scott,  J45  Cal.  686,  79  Pac.  350,  holding  that  unless  a 
person  elected  to  office  be  qualified  at  the  time  of  his  election  his  is  ineligible 
although  he  becomes  qualified  befoxe  time  of  taking  possession;  State  ex  rel.  Brick 
v.  Cahill,  131  Iowa,  159,  105  N.  W.  691,  on  the  same  point;  State  ex  rel.  Jones 
V.  Sargent,  146  Iowa,  315,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  729,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  439,  124  N.  W. 
339  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  right  of  the  legislature  to  fix  qualifications  for 
office  holders. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel,  Thompson  v.  McCallister,  24  L.  R.  A.  343, 
-which  upholds  legislative  power  to  impose  additional  qualifications  for  office; 
Demaree  v.  Scates,  20  L.  R.  A.  97,  which  construes  statute  as  requiring  quali- 
fication to  hold  office  at  commencement  of  term  rather  than  at  date  of  election; 
Kirkpatrick  v.  Brownfield,  29  L.  R.  A.  703,  which  holds  certificate  of  eligibility 
to  office,  obtained  after  election,  sufficient. 

Cited   in   notes    (23   L.R.A.(N.S.)    1229)    on  time   as  to  which  eligibility  of 
officer  to  be  determined;    (124  Am.  St.  Rep.  219)    on  effect  of  election  where 
successful  candidate  is  ineligible. 
<<iaaltllcatlon   of   elector. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Goodell  v.  McGeary,  44  L.  R.  A.  446,  which 
holds  building  and  furnishing  of  new  house  with  intention  of  living  in  same 
not  make  owner  elector  of  ward,  while  renting  elsewhere. 

19  L.  R.  A.  628,  VANDIVER  v.  POLLAK,  97  Ala.  467,  12  So.  473. 
•Contrtbatlon   amongr   Joint   treapaaaem. 

Later  appeal  in  107  Ala.  547,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  118,  19  So.  180,  sustaining 
right  of  contribution  in  favor  of  attaching  creditor  held  liable  on  indemnity 
hond,  as  against  other  attaching  creditors  receiving  benefit  of  sale  of  attached 
;property. 

19  L.  R.  A.  632,  TWILLEY  v.  PERKINS,  77  Md.  252,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  408,  26 

Atl.  286. 
Vlcyde   lavr. 

Cited  in  Moore  v.  District  of  Columbia,  12  App.  D.  C.  541,  41  L.  R.  A,  209, 
footnote  p.  208,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  use  in  streets,  of  bicycle  having 
handle-bars  of  which  lower  end  is  on  plane  more  than  4  inches  below  top  of 
saddle,  unreasonable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Davis  v.  Petrinovich,  36  L.  R.  A.  615,  which  holds  li- 
cense tax  on  bicycles  used  for  pleasure  unauthorized;  Wheeler  v.  Boone,  44 
L.  R.  A.  821,  which  holds  riding  tricycle  on  sidewalk  not  within  ordinance  pro- 
hibiting bicycles. 

Cited  in  note    (47  L.  R.  A.  291)    on  bicycle  law. 
—  RlflTltta  and  llabtlltlea  of  bloycllat. 

Cited  in  Geiger  v.  Perkiomen  &  R.  Turnp.  Road  (omitted  from  official  report 
in  167  Pa.  582)  28  L.  R.  A.  460,  footnote  p.  458,  31  Atl.  918,  Reversing  4  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  113,  authorizing  collection  of  tolls  from  bicyclists  by  turnpike  com- 
pany. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Myers  v.  Hinds,  33  L.  R.  A.  356,  which  holds  bicyclist 
liable  for  running  into  pedestrian  in  narrow  path;  Cook  v.  Fogarty,  39  L.  R.  A. 
488,  which  holds  riding  bicycle  on  highway  in  dark,  without  light  or  signal. 
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contributory  negligence;  Thompson  v.  Dodge,  28  L.  R.  A.  60S,  which  denies 
superior  rights  over  bicycle  rider,  of  one  driving  horse  on  highway;  Peltier  v. 
Bradley,  D.  &  G.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  651,  which  denies  absolute  right  of  bicyclists 
to  pass  on  right-hand  side  on  meeting  truck;  Com.  v.  Forrest,  29  L.  R.  A.  365, 
which  holds  use  of  bicycle  on  sidewalk  along  turnpike  subject  to  penalty. 

Cited  in  note   (48  Am.  St.  Rep.  378)   on  rights  of  bicyclists  in  road  and  pre- 
sumption of  negligence  from  being  on  wrong  side. 
^  —  Btcyclen  aa  basflraare* 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Bettis  v.  Missouri   P.   R.   Co,   71  Mo.   App.   391,   sus- 
taining carrier's  right  to  refuse  to  carry  uncrated  bicycle  as  baggage. 
Liability  of  ofllcer  inaklns  arrest. 

tited  in  Kirk  v.  Garrett,  84  Md.  407,  35  Atl.  1089,  holding  oflTicer  guilty  of 
false  imprisonment  where  prisoner,  lawfully  arrested,  is  detained  two  days  be- 
fore arraignment;  Brish  v.  Carter,  98  Md.  451,  57  Atl.  210,  holding  an  officer 
guilty  of  false  imprisonment  for  detaining  the  accused  for  longer  than  a  reason- 
able time  after  arrest;  Consonland  v.  Rosomano,  100  C.  C.  A.  97,  176  Fed. 
487,  holding  that  an  action  for  malicious  abuse  of  process  will  lie,  though  the 
process  was  legally  issued,  where  the  illegal  acts  are  subsequent  to  such  is- 
suance; Clark  V.  Tilton,  74  N.  H.  332,  68  Atl.  335,  on  what  constitutes  false 
imprisonment. 

Cited   in   notes    (51    L.R.A.   218)    on   liability  of   officer  for   making   arrest; 
(15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  193)   on  right  to  detain  offender  until  warrant  can  be  ob- 
tained. 
Povrer  of  leslHlatare  OTer  atreeta. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Phillips,  107  Me.  254,  78  Atl.  283,  to  the  point  that  leg^ 
islature  has  power  to  make  reasonable  rules  and  regulations  for  use  of  street. 

19  L.  R.  A.  636,  STATE  ex  rel,  COLCORD  v.  YOUNG,  31  Fla.  694,  34  Am.  St 

Rep.  41,  12  So.  673. 
Dlaqaallflcatlon    of    Jndflre. 

Cited  in  Findley  v.  Smith,  42  W.  Va.  305,  26  S.  E.  370,  holding  judge  incom- 
petent to  sit  in  action  to  foreclose  liens,  one  of  which  he  had  obtained  and  as-  - 
signed;   First  Nat.  Bank  v.  McGuire,  12  S.  D.  231,  47  L.  R.  A.  415,  footnote 
p.  413,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  598,  80  N.  VV.   1074,  holding  judge  disqualified  to  try 
case  in  which  plaintilT  is  corporation  of  which  his  wife  is  shareholder. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Meyer  v.  San  Diego,  41  L.  R.  A.  762,  which  holds  judge 
owning  land  in  city  disqualified  to  sit  in  suit  contesting  validity  of  contract  to 
issue  city  bonds. 
Compelllngr  Jndflre  to  act. 

Cited  in  State,  Sanchez,  v.  Call,  36  Fla.  313,  18  So.  771,  granting  mandamus 
to  compel  judge  to  enter  judgment  directed  by  supreme  court  on  appeal;  State 
ex  rel.  Burbridge  v.  Call,  41  Fla.  459,  26  So.  1016,  refusing  mandamus  to  com- 
pel judge  to  reverse  order  setting  aside  service  by  publication;  Schintz  v. 
Morris,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  594,  35  S.  W.  516,  granting  mandamus  to  compel 
judge  to  retry  both  counts  of  action  for  malicious  prosecution  and  false  im- 
prisonment, after  setting  aside  verdict  on  one  count;  State  v.  King,  32  Fla.  419, 
13  So.  891,  refusing  mandamus  to  compel  judge  to  restore  appeal  dismissed  for 
failure  to  file  exceptions;  State  ex  rel,  Duke  v.  Wills,  49  Fla.  388,  38  So.  280, 
holding  that  mandamus  would  lie  to  compel  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  by  a 
circuit  court  judge  after  a  refusal  by  him  to  do  so,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  no 
jurisdiction  because  of  imperfect  appeal;  State  ex  rel.  Birmingham  Trust  &  Saf. 


699  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [19  L.R.A.  641 

Co.  V.  Reeves,  44  Fla.  185,  32  So.  814,  holding  mandamus  proper  to  compel  court 
to  exercise  its  jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  notes  (98  Am.  St.  Rep.  891;  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  621)  on  mandamuft 
to  compel  court  to  take  jurisdiction;  (16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  135)  on  power  of 
iiigher  court  to  require  justices  to  review  their  discretionary  decisions. 

19  L.  R.  A.  640,  INTERNATIONAL  TRUST  CO.  v.  UNION  CATTLE  CO.  3  Wyo. 

803,  31  Pac.  408. 
Rlfflii  of  creditor  to  dividends  on  collateral  bonds. 

Cited  in  Hitner  v.  Diamond  State  Steel  Co.  176  Fed.  402,  to  the  point  that 
creditor  of  insolvent  corporation  is  entitled  to  dividend  only  on  what  is  actual* 
ly  due  and  has  no  right  to  allowance  on  account  of  bonds  representing  no  actual 
indebtedness,  which  he  holds  as  collateral. 
Effect  of  debtor's  liability  of  several  promises  to  pay. 

Cited  in  Peacock  v.  Phillips,  165  111.  App.  622,  to  the  point  that  debtor's 
liability  is  not  increased  by  increasing  number  of  promises  to  pay  same  debt. 

19  L.  R.  A.  641,  GRAVES  v.  BATTLE  CREEK,  95  Mich.  266,  35  Am.  St.  Rep. 

661,  64  N.  W.  767. 
Physical   exanitination* 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Spokane,  16  Wash.  410,  47  Pac.  888,  holding  it  within  dis- 
cretion of  judge  in  negligence  action  to  refuse  to  order  physical  examination  of 
plaintiff  claiming  displacement  of  womb;  South  Bend  v.  Turner,  156  Ind.  426^. 
64  L.  R.  A.  400,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  200,  60  N.  E.  271,  overruling  order  denying 
physical  examination  of  plaintiff  who  fell  into  manhole;  Ottawa  v.  Gilliland, 
63  Kan.  172,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  232,  65  Pac.  252,  holding  that,  in  action  by  woman 
for  personal  injuries,  court  may  order  her  to  submit  to  physical  examination; 
Strudgeon  v.  Sand  Beach,  107  Mich.  499,  65  N.  W.  616,  sustaining  refusal  of 
judge  to  order  plaintiff  to  allow  examination  of  arm  necessitating  use  of  anses- 
theties;  Stack  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  177  Mass.  167,  52  L.  R.  A.  329,. 
footnote  p.  328,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  269,  58  N.  W.  686,  denying  power  of  court  to 
compel  plaintiff  to  submit  to  physical  examination  by  unfriendly  physician; 
O'Brien  v.  La  Crosse,  99  Wis.  425,  40  L.  R.  A.  833,  footnote  p.  831,  75  N.  W. 
81,  denying  order  to  compel  examination  as  to  condition  of  patient's  Madder, 
when  evidence  shows  that  such  examination  might  be  dangerous;  Lane  v.  Spo- 
kane Falls  &  N.  R.  Co.  21  Wash.  120,  46  L.  R.  A.  154,  footnote  p.  153,  75  Am. 
St.  Rep.  821,  57  Pac.  367,  holding  that  court  has  power  to  compel  physical  ex- 
amination of  plaintiff  in  action  for  personal  injuries;  Austin  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Cluck,  97  Tex.  172,  64  L.R.A.  496,  77  S.  W.  403,  holding  that  at  common  law, 
courts  had  no  power  tot  compel  submission  to  physical  examination  in  action 
for  personal  injuries;  Best  v.  Columbia  Street  R.  Light  &•  P.  Co.  85  S.  C.  429, 
67  S.  E.  1  (dissenting  opinion),  on  power  of  court  to  order  physical  examina- 
tion of  plaintiff  in  personal  injury  case;  Murphy  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  31  Nev. 
141,  101  Pac.  322,  21  Ann.  Cas.  602,  holding  that  in  actions  for  personal  in- 
juries, rulings  of  trial  court  in  exercise  of  discretion  in  granting  or  denying 
physical  examination  of  plaintiff  will  not  be  disturbed  unless  discretion  is 
abused;  Logan  v.  Agricultural  Soc.  166  Mich.  542,  121  N.  W.  485,  holding  that 
the  power  to  order  a  physical  examination  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  trial 
court;  May  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  32  Mont.  527,  70  L.R.A.  113,  81  Pac.  328, 
4  Ann.  Cas.  605,  on  the  same  point;  Western  Glass  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Schoeninger,  42 
Colo.  362,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  668,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  165,  94  Pac.  342,  holding 
that  in  actions  for  personal  injuries  the  court  may  in  its  discretion  order  a. 
physical   examination   of   the   person   of  the  plaintiff  to   be  made   by   experts ^ 
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Johnston  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  350  Cal.  542,  89  Pac.  348,  11  Ann.  Cas.  841,  hold- 
ing that  in  a  personal  injury  case  where  the  plaintiff  had  introduced  expert 
testimony  as  to  the  nature  of  the  injuries,  tlie  court  had  the  power  to  com- 
pel the  plaintiff  to  submit  to  a  physical  examination  of  two  experts  testifying 
on  defendant's  behalf;  Brown  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  12  N.  D.  69,  102 
Am.  St.  Rep.  564,  95  N.  W.  153,  holding  it  an  abuse  of  discretion  where  the 
trial  court  permitted  the  plaintiff  and  her  witnesses  to  testify  as  to  the  per- 
manency of  the  former's  injuries,  and  then  refused  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant for  a  physical  examination  by  experts  for  the  defendant;  Gray  v.  State, 
55  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  Ill,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  625,  114  S.  W.  635;  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Griesa,  156  Fed.  402,— on  the  right  of  the  court  to  order  the  exhumation  of 
a  dead  body  for  the  purposes  of  examination. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Huddleston,  36  L. 
R,  A.  681,  which  holds  production  of  plaintiff's  urine  for  examination  should 
be  required  where  claim  made  of  injury  to  kidneys  causing  presence  of  foreign 
substances  in  urine;  State  v.  Height,  59  L.  R.  A.  438,  which  holds  unlawful, 
disclosures  by  physicians  of  knowledge  as  to  venereal  disease,  obtained  by  ex- 
amination against  his  will  of  one  accused  of  rape;  Hall  v.  Manson,  34  L.  R.  A. 
207,  sustaining  right,  where  witness  does  not  object,  to  take  measurement  in 
presence  of  jury  of  woman's  foot  and  leg,  6  inches  above  ankle,  in  suit  for 
personal  injuries,  where  there  is  conflict  over  such  measurements;  Wanek  v. 
Winona,  46  L.  R.  A.  448,  which  sustains  court's  power  to  order  physical  ex- 
amination of  plaintiff  under  penalty  of  dismissal  of  action;  Bagwell  v.  Atlanta 
Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  486»  which  holds  action  for  injury  to  minor 
•daughter  should  not  be  dismissed  for  her  refusal,  after  attaining  majority,  to 
submit  to  physical  examination;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Palmore,  64 
L.R.A.  90,  which  sustains  right  to  compel  physical  examination  of  injured  eyes, 
though  involving  use  of  drugs  for  dilating  pupils;  Austin  &  N.  W.  R  Co.  v. 
Cluck,  64  L.R.A.  393,  which  denies  power  of  court  in  absence  of  statute  to 
require  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  personal  injuries  to  submit  to  an  exam- 
ination of  his  person;  May  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  111,  which  denies 
judicial  power  at  common  law  to  compel  plaintiff  to  submit  to  physical  ex- 
amination. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  387)  on  waiver  of  right  to  object  to  physical 
examination  or  exhibition  of  person;  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  666)  on  refusal  of 
order  for  physical  examination  as  abuse  of  discretion;  (23  L.R.A.(NJS.)  465) 
on  power  to  compel  physical  examination;  (68  Am.  St.  Rep.  244,  247,  248,  250) 
on  physical  examination  of  parties  by  order  of  court. 

Distinguished  in  Martin  v.  Elliott,  106  Mich.  132,  31  L.  R.  A.  169,  63  N.  W. 
998,  holding  that  court  had  no  power  to  order  plaintiff  in  action  on  warranty, 
to  allow  defendant's  .witness  to  examine  horse. 
Demonstrative  evidence. 

Cited  in  Withey  v.  Pere  Marquette  R.  Co.  141  Mich.  422,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  350, 
113  Am.  St.  Rep.  533,  104  N.  W.  773,  7  Ann.  Cas.  57,  on  the  right  to  compel 
the  production  of  damaged  articles  in  court. 
—  Of  personal  Injnrr* 

Cited  in  Edwards  v.  Three  Rivers,  96  Mich.  628,  55  N.  W.  1003,  sustaining 
right,  in  negligence  action,  to  exhibit  injured  limb  to  jury;  Arkansas  River 
Packet  Co.  v.  Hobbs,  105  Tenn.  36,  58  S.  W.  278,  holding  exhibition  of  injured 
limb  by  plaintiff,  competent;  Sornberger  v.  Canadian  P.  R,  Co.  24  Ont.  App. 
Rep.  271,  holding  that  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  personal  injuries  may 
«xhibit  them  to  the  jury  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  nature  and  extent  of 
them  explained  by  an  expert. 
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Distinguished  in  McKnight  v.  Detroit  &  M.  R.  Co.  135  Mich.  310;  07  N.  W. 
772,  holding  that  in  an  action  by  a  physician  for  services  rendered,  the  person 
treated  who  was  testifying  on  behalf  of  the  physician,  could  not  be  compelled  to 
show  his  injury. 
Contrl1»atory  neslisenee  In  street* 

Cited  in  Styles  v.  Decatur,  131  Mich.  448,  91  N.  W.  622,  holding  one  not  showir 
to  be  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  by  passing  over  walk  in  which  he  knew 
boards  were  so  loose  as  to  rattle;  Grattan  v.  Williamston,  116  Mich.  465,  74  N.. 
VV.  668,  and  Sias  v.  Reed  City,  103  Mich.  315,  61  N.  W.  502,  holding  contribu- 
tory negligence  not  conclusively  shown  because  plaintiff  knew  of  hole  in  walk^ 
Strudgeon  v.  Sand  Beach,  107  Mich.  504,  65  N.  W.  616,  holding  contributory  neg- 
ligpnce  not  conclusively  shown  where  boy  runs  into  hole  of  which  he  knew;  King 
V.  Colon  Twp.  126  Mich.  516,  84  N.  W.  1077,  holding  it  contributory  negligence 
for  girl  to  step  in  hole  of  which  she  knew;  Cloney  v.  Kalamazoo,  124  Mich.  660,. 
83  X.  W.  618,  holding  it  contributory  negligence  for  plaintiff  to  step  into  street 
excavation  where  men  and  teams  were  working. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  196,  202)  on  negligence  in  falling  on  uneven 
sidewalk. 

Distinguished  in  Howey  v.  Fisher,  122  Mich.  47,  80  N.  W.  1004,  holding  plain- 
tiff guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  not  going  into  street  to  avoid  icy  walk; 
Grandorf  v.  Detroit  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  113  Mich.  498,  71  N.  W.  844,  holding 
person  stepping  over  paving  stones  scattered  on  walk  guilty  of  contributory  neg- 
ligence. 
Contrtbatory  neflrllseaee  a  qneatioit  for  Jury* 

Cited  in  Becker  v.  Detroit  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  121  Mich.  687,  80  N.  W.  58T, 
holding  question  as  to  motorman's  contributory  negligence  in  assuming  that  car 
on  intersecting  line  would  stop,  and  thereby  avoid  collision,  for  jury;  Benedict  v.. 
Port  Huron,  124  Mich.  605,  83  N.  W.  614,  holding  it  question  for  jury  whether 
failure  of  plaintiff's  intestate  to  remember  about  dangerous  conditions  surround- 
ing draw-bridge  was  contributory  negligence ;  Haines  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.. 
129  Mich.  484,  89  N.  W.  349,  holding  it  question  for  jury  whether  person  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  when  he  stopped  76  feet  from  crossing,  looked  and 
listened,  and,  hearing  no  signal,  drove  onto  tracks;  Branch  v.  Klatt,  165^ 
Mich.  671,  131  N.  W.  107,  holding  that  question  whether  person  who  passest 
over  series  of  irregular  flights  of  stairs  leading  from  five  cent  theater,  and! 
who  fell  down  unexpected  step  in  dark,  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
was  for  jury;  Herring  v.  St.  Joseph,  137  Mich.  481,  100  N.  W.747,  holding  that 
where  plaintiff  was  so  occupied  in  arranging  the  parcels  in  her  arms  that  she 
did  not  notice  how  near  she  was  to  the  defect  in  the  sidewalk,  her  contribu-^ 
tory  negligence  was  a  quest;on  for  the  jury;  Valparaiso  v.  Schwerdt,  40  Ind^ 
App.  611,  82  N.  E.  023,  holding  contributory  negligence  a  question  for  the  jury- 
where  reasonable  mifids  may  differ  upon  the  conclusions  to  be  reached  from  undis- 
puted testimony;  McCormick  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  141  Mich.  21,  104 
K.  W.  390,  on  contributory  negligence  as  a  question  for  the  jury. 

Distinguished  in  Tracey  v.  South  Haven,  132  Mich.  496,  93  N.  W.  1065,  hold- 
ing that  where  there  was  no  care  at  all  shown  on  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  court 
could  say  as  a  matter  of  law  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. 

19  L.  R.  A.  643,  RAYMOND  v.  KISEBERG,  84  Wis.  302,  54  N.  W.  612. 
Obstmetlojft  of  atreeta. 

Cited  in  Milwaukee  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Adlam,  85  Wis.  150,  55  N.  W.  181,  enjoin- 
ing paving  contractors  from  interfering  with  operation  of  street  cars;  Loberg  v» 
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Amherst,  87  Wis.  642,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  69,  58  N.  \V.  1048,  sustaining  abutter's 
right  to  obstruct  road  with  mortar  boxej  for  reasonable  time;  McHarge  v.  New- 
comer, 117  Tenn.  000,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  300,  100  S.  VV.  700,  on  what  constitutes 
an  unreasonable  obstruction  of  a  city  street;  John  A.  Tolman  &  Co.  v.  Chicago. 
240  III.  275,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  102,  88  N.  E.  488,  holding  that  whether  the 
placing  of  skids  across  the  sidewalk  for  the  purpose  of  raising  merchandise 
into  a  warehouse  was  an  unreasonable  obstruction,  was  a  question  of  fact  to 
be  determined  in  each  case;  Christman  v.  Meierhoffer,  116  Mo.  App.  52,  92  S.  W. 
141;  holding  that  a  property  owner  may  use  a  part  of  the  street  in  front  of 
his  place  for  the  purpose  of  depositing  materials  used  in  the  construction  of  a 
new  building,  but  must  use  due  care  to  protect  persons  using  the  street;  Comply 
V.  C.  H.  SUte  Dredge  &  Dock  Co.  129  Wis.  626,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  653,  109  X.  W. 
650,  holding  lot  owner  liable  for  injuries  to  child  playing  in  the  street  by 
building  materials  piled  there  by  owner. 

Annotation  cited  in  Perry  v.  Castner,  124  Iowa,  389,  66  L.R.A.  162,  100  N. 
,  W^.  84,  2  Ann.  Cas.  363,  holding  that  an  opening  in  a  sidewalk  for  an  entry 
into  a  basement  was  an  unreasonable  obstruction  of  the  street. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brunswick  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Hardy,  52  L.  R.  A.  396,  which 
authorizes  recovery  by  merchant  specially  damaged  by  wilful  obatruction  of 
street;  Kessler  v.  Berger,  61  L.  R.  A.  611,  which  holds  boy  not  lounger  by  stop- 
ping in  street  to  cool  after  playing  game  in  vacant  lot,  so  as  to  prevent  recovery 
for  injuries  by  fall  upon  him  of  lumber  illegally  piled  in  highway;  Lund  v.  St 
Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  506,  which  denies  contractor's  liability  for  dam- 
age from  obstruction  of  street  because  of  delay  in*  constructing,  due  to  strike; 
Schopp  v.  St.  Louis,  20  L.  R.  A.  783,  which  denies  city's  power  to  lease  parts  of 
street  for  market  purposes;  Friedman  v.  Snare  &  Triest  Co.  70  L.R.A.  147, 
which  sustains  abutting  owner's  right  to  deposit  in  street  building  materials 
required  for  improvement  of  his  property  subject  to  regulation  in  public  in- 
terest such  right  to  be  reasonably  exercised  in  view  of  rights  of  public. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.R.A.  667)  on  municipal  power  over  nuisances  affecting 
highways  and  waters;  (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  510;  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  761)  on  liabil- 
ity of  municipality  for  defects  or  obstructions  in  streets;  (125  Am.  St.  Rep. 
351)  on  grant  by  city  of  right  to  use  streets  and  sidewalks  for  private  pur- 
pose. 

19  L.  R.  A.  647,  BRADLEY  v.  PHARR,  46  La.  Ann.  426,  12  So.  618. 
Rent  of  land  taken  for  laisliYi'ay. 

Cited  in  Rhode  Island  Hospital  Trust  Co.  v.  Hayden,  20  R.  I.  549,  42  L.  R.  A. 
100,  40  Atl.  421,  holding  that  landlord  is  entitled  to  rent  of  land  taken  for  high- 
way, between  time  of  condemnation  and  eviction. 

•Con clenk nation  of  land  for  private  a«e. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Rhode  Island  Suburban  R.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  879,  which 
holds  attempt  by  street  railway  company  to  take  land  for  power  house  in  city  5 
miles  from  its  lines,  in  which  it  has  no  authority  to  run  cars,  for  private  benefit 
Obfitrnetinflr  street. 

Cited  in  Friscoville  Realty  Co.  v.  St.  Bernard  Parish,  127  La.  323,  53  So. 
578,  to  the  point  that  street  cannot  be  used  for  private  railroad;  Kuhl  v. 
St.  Bernard  Rendering  &  Fertilizing  Co.  117  La.  90,  41  So.  361,  holding  that  a 
tram-way  or  rail-way  on  the  street  for  private  purposes  only  is  a  nuisance; 
Mayronne  v.  Keegan,  117  La.  669,  42  So.  212,  on  the  right  to  lease  a  public 
highway  for   private   use. 

Cited  in  notes   (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  257)   on  operation  of  private  railroads  on 
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streets;    (125  Am.  St.  Hep.  344)   on  grant  by  city  of  right  to  use  streets  and 
iiidewalks  for  private  purpose. 
— —  Hisrlat   to  raise   qaeiition. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Jacksonville,  T.  &  K.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  26  L.  R.  A. 
410,  which  denies  right  to  maintain  private  action  for  inconvenience  from  ob- 
struction of  highway,  suffered  in  company  with  others;  O'Brien  v.  Central  Iron 
&  Steel  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  508,  which  authorizes  private  action  for  permanent  ob- 
struction of  street  within  200  feet  of  abutter;  Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Cheevers,  24  L.  R.  A.  156,  which  denies  right  of  company  to  enjoin  cong^'egation 
of  hotel  runners,  etc.,  in  street  in  front  of  station. 
RljirlBta  of  Ofvner  of  fee  In  land  taken  for  public  easement. 

Cited  in  Sanborn  v.  Van  Duyne,  90  Minn.  225,  96  N.  W.  41,  holding  that  owner 
of  fee  of  real  property,  which  is  subject  to  easement  for  purposes  of  levee,  enti- 
tled to  possession  as  against  one  who  enters  and  erects  buildings  to  exclusion  of 
such  owner;  Fuselier  v.  Police  Jury,  109  La.  557,  33  So.  597,  holding  that  soil 
of  public  roads  belongs  to  owner  of  land  on  which  they  are  laid  out;  Louisiana 
&  A.  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Louisiana  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  127  La.  591,  53  So.  872,  holding  that 
land  appropriated  by  railroad  reverts  back  to  owner  when  it  has  ceased  to 
be  used  for  purpose  taken;  Kansas  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Haskell,  172  Fed.  568, 
holding,  following  state  decisions,  that  the  fee  to  lands  taken  for  a  public 
highway  is  in  the  abutting  owners. 

Cited  in  note  (101  Am.  St.  Rep.  106)  on  rights,  obligations,  and  remedies 
of  persons  over  whose  land  a  highway  runs. 

19  L.  R.  A.  649,  PEOPLE  v.  RAYMOND,  18  Colo.  242,  32  Pac.  429. 

19  L,  R.  A.  653,  BAILEY  v.  CHICAGO,  M.  &  ST.  P.  R.  CO.  3  S.  IX  531,  64  N.  W. 
596. 

Property  riarlatii  In  trees. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  731)  on  property  rights  in  trees  on  boundary  line; 
(32  L.  R.  A.  424)  on  title  by  accession  to  crops,  fruits,  and  timber  wrongfully 
severed. 
Measure  of  daniaares  for  trespass. 

Cited  in  Sandy  River  Cannel  Coal  Co.  v.  White  House  Cannel  Coal  Co.  125 
Ky.  285,  101  S.  VV.  319,  on  the  measure  of  damages  for  unintentional  trespass; 
Cleveland  School  Dist.  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  20  N.  D.  127,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
759,  126  N.  W.  995,  holding  tlie  measure  of  damages  for  the  destruction  of 
shade  trees  which  have  not  value  if  severed,  is  tlie  difference  in  the  value  of 
the  land  before  and  after  their  destruction;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Beeler, 
126  Ky.  335,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  930,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  291,  103  S.  W.  300,  15 
Ann.  Cas.  913,  holding  that  the  measure  of  damages  for  destruction  of  an 
orchard  bv  fire  was  the  value  of  the  trees  destrovod,  and  the  difference  in 
value,  before  and  after  the  fire,  of  those  trees  damaged;  Milltown  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Carter,  5  Ga.  App.  348,  03  S.  E.  270,  holding  that  for  wrongful  severance 
of  timber  the  land  owner  may  sue  for  trespass  to  land,  or  recover  the 
trees  severed  or  their  value,  and  also  citing  annotation  on  this  point. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Alliance  Trust  Co.  v.  Nettleton  Hardwood  Co.  36  L.  R.  A. 
155,  which  authorizes  trover  or  trespass  by  true  owner  after  re-entry,  for  value 
of  trees  cut  during  disseisin;  Keys  v.  Pittsburg  &  W.  Coal  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  681, 
which  holds  damages  for  unauthorized  mining  of  coal  by  tenant  in  good  faith, 
value  of  coal  in  place. 

Cited  in  note  (53  L.  R.  A.  635)  on  extent  of  trespasser's  liability  for  conse- 
quential  injuries  resulting  from  trespass. 
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^—  For  injnrjr  to,  or  destruction  of^  tr^eu. 

Cited  in  Uhe  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  3  S.  D.  565,  54  N.  W.  601,  holding 
tliat  measure  of  damages  for  trees  negligently  burned  is  value  of  trees ;  Chappell 
V.  Puget  Sound  Reduction  Co.  27  Wash.  68,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  820,  67  Pac.  391, 
holding  that  measure  of  damages  for  cutting  wood  on  another's  land  by  mistake 
is  value  of  standing  timber;  White  v.  Yawkey,  108  Ala.  275,  32  L.  R.  A.  201,. 
footnote  p.  199,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  159,  19  So,  360,  holding  value  of  logs  immedi- 
ately after  severance  by  inadvertent  trespasser  is  amount  recoverable  from  inno- 
cent purchaser;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Tipton,  61  Neb.  50,  84  N.  W.  416,  holding 
that  measure  of  damage  for  fruit  trees  negligently  burned  is  difference  in  value 
of  trees  before  and  after  fire;  Anderson  v.  Besser,  131  Mich.  486,  91  N.  W.  737, 
holding  market  value  of  logs  at  place  of  sale,  less  cost  of  cutting,  measure  of 
damages  for  cutting  timber  on  land  under  belief  of  title,  and  referring  particu- 
larly to  annotation  in  19  L.  R.  A.  653. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  W^hiting  v.  Adams,  25  L.  R.  A.  598,  which  holds  value  of 
lumber  at  place  of  disposal,  measure  of  damages  for  wrongfully  cutting  standing 
timber;  Keystone  Lumber  Co.  v.  Kolman,  34  L.  R.  A.  821,  which  requires  licensee 
to  repay  trespasser  enhanced  value  of  timber  before  recovering;  Gaskins  v.  Davis,. 
25  L.  R.  A.  813,  which  holds  measure  of  damages  for  cutting  timber  under  mis- 
taken belief  of  ownership,  their  value  in  the  woods,  with  injury  from  removal 
added. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  244,  246)  on  measure  of  damages  for 
wrongful  cutting  or  destruction  of  standing  timber;  (28  L.R.A. (N.S.)  757) 
on  damages  for  injury  or  destruction  of  trees  or  shrubbery  not  valuable  for 
timber  or  firewood. 

Distinguished  in  Kansas  City  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Rogers,  48  Neb.  656,  67  N.  W.  602, 
holding  that  in  estimating  value  of  forest  trees  negligently  burned,  value  as  orna- 
ments to  landscape  and  as  adding  to  value  of  land  should  be  considered. 
Interest  on  damaares. 

Cited  in  note  {28  L.R.A. (N.S.)  68)  on  interest  on  unliquidated  damages  from 
fire. 

19  L.  R.  A.  660,  TRIBBETTE  v.  ILLINOIS  C.  R.  CO.  70  Miss.  182,  35  Am.  St. 

Rep.  642,  12  So.  32. 
Joinder  of  pnrtles  plaintiff  or  defendant. 

Cited  in  Utterback  v.  Meeker,  16  Wash.  192,  47  Pac.  428,  sustaining  demurrer 
to  complaint  to  remove  cloud  on  title  by  persons  taking  different  deeds  and  con- 
tracts; Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  63  C.  C.  A.  1,  128  Fed.  6,  holding  that 
different  landowners  may  be  joined  as  defendants  in  one  suit  by  railroad  com- 
pany to  prevent  interference  with  its  right  of  way. 

Cited    in    footnote    to    Jones    v.  Rowbotham,  19    L.  R.  A.  663,  which    upholds 
joinder  by  owners  of  distinct  tenements  in  suit  to  restrain  common  grievances. 
Bqnitable  Jnrindlctlon   to   prevent   mnltlpllclty   of  finlts. 

Cited  in  Turner  v.  Mobile,  135  Ala.  114,  33  So.  132,  denying  right  to  prevent 
multiplicity  of  suits  when  no  common  property  right  exists  among  defendants; 
Ducktown  Sulphur,  Copper  &  I.  Co.  v.  Fain,  109  Tenn.  63,  70  S.  W.  813,  denying 
injunction  to  prevent  multiplicity  of  suits  by  persons  affected  by  noxious  vapors- 
from  defendant's  plant,  where  proof  shows  that  plaintiffs  have  combined  and  en- 
gaged one  attorney  to  bring  separate  suits;  State  v.  Sunapee  Dam  Co.  72  N.  H. 
120,  55  Atl.  899,  holding  that  equity  will  prevent  multiplicity  of  suits  by  various 
persons  affected  by  defendant's  mismanagement  of  dam;  Morris  v.  Hitchcock,  21 
App.  D.  C.  587,  holding  that  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  prevent  multiplicity  of 
suits  by  numerous  cattle  owners  to  prevent  seizure  of  cattle  for  failure  to  pay 
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tax   for   right   to   graze   on    Indian   lands;    Kansas   City    Southern   R.    Co.   v. 
Quigley,    181    Fed.    196,    to   the    point    that   equitable    jurisdiction   to    prevent 
multiplicity  of  actions  will  not  authorize  injunction  against  numerous  actions 
for    damages   by   plaintiffs      who    have   no   community   of    interests;    Roanoke 
Guano  Co.  v.  Saunders,  173  Ala.  351,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)   493,  56  So.  198,  holding 
that    mere   community   of    interest   In   question    of   law   and   fact   involved    in 
several   actions   at   law   is   not   sufficient   to   give   jurisdiction   to   enjoin   such 
matters   and  settle  matter  in  equity   for   prevention  of  multiplicity  of   suits; 
Dixie  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  American  Confectionery  Co.  —  Tenn.  —  34  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
906,  136  S.  W.  915,  holding  that  equity  has  jurisdiction  on  ground  of  prevent- 
ing  multiplicity   of   suits,   of  suit  to   adjust   liabilities  of   several   insurers   of 
manufacturing  plant  whose  policies  cover  several  items,  where  all  insurers  set 
up  common  defense;  Vandalia  Coal  Co.  v.  Lawson,  43  Ind.  App.  243,  87  N.  E. 
47,    holding    that   equity   will    assume    jurisdiction    to    prevent   a   multiplicity 
of  suits  only  where  the  decree  will  determine  the  controverted  questions  as  to 
all   of   the   defendants,   the  actions  involving   the   same   questions   of   law   and 
the  same  state  of  facts;   Gulf  &  S.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Barnes,  94  Miss.  506,  48  So. 
823,  holding  that  an  action  in  equity  does  not  lie  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of 
suits  where  the  law  and  the  same  facts  are  not  applicable  to  all,  though  they 
Arise  out  of  the  same  occurrence;  National  Tube  Co.  v.  Smith,  57  W.  Va.  215, 
1   L.R.A.(N.S.)    198,   110   Am.   St.   Rep,   771,   50   S.   E.   717,   holding  that  the 
fact   that   the   same   question   of    law   arises   on   several   debts,   does   not  give 
equity  jurisdiction  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits;    Mechanics'  Ins.   Co.  v. 
C.  A.  Hoover  Distilling  Co.  97  C.  C.  A.  400,  173  Fed.  892;  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v. 
Schroeder,  133  Wis.  670,   14  L.R.A.(N.S.)    246,  126  Am.   St.  Rep.  977,   113  N. 
W.    51;    Cloyes  v.   Middlebury   Electric   Co.   80   Vt.   118,    11   L.R.A.(N.S.)    697, 
66  Atl.  1039, — on  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits. 

Citefl  in  notes    (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)    860,  853;    35  L.R.A.(N.S.)    492;   40  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   465), — on  equity  jurisdiction  because  of  multiplicity  of  actions  for  per- 
:8onal  injuries  growing  out  of  single  tort;    (131   Am.  St.  Rep.  42,  46,  47)    on 
bills   of   peace  or   injunction   to   prevent  multiplicity   of   suits. 

Distinguished  in  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Garrison,  81  Miss.  263,  95  Am.  St.  Rep. 
469,  32  So.  996,  holding  that  equity  will  prevent  multiplicity  of  suits  for  same 
.act  of  trespass,  affecting  different  persons. 

Cited  as  overruled  in  Southern  Steel  Co.  v.  Hopkins,  157  Ala.  190,  20  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  857,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  20,  47  So.  274,  16  Ann.  Cas.  690,  holding  that 
an  injunction,  to  restrain  the  maintenance  of  over  a  hundred  separate  suits 
against  a  coal  company  for  the  death  of  miners  killed  by  a  mine  explosion,  was 
proper  where  they  are  all  subject  to  the  same  defense. 

19  L,  R.  A.  663,  JONES  v.  ROWBOTHAM,  47  N.  J.  Eq.  337,  20  Atl.  731,  48  N. 

J.  Eq.  311,  24  Atl.  131. 
Joinder  of  partlea  plaintiff  or  defendant* 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Union  Improv.  Co.  6  Kulp,  419,  1  Pa.  Dist.  R.  289,  hold- 
ing that  owners  of  separate  farms  along  stream  may  join  in  action  to  restrain 
its  pollution;  Yoimkin  v.  Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.  112  Wis.  21,  87 
N.  W.  861,  holding  that  abutting  owners  may  not  unite  to  restrain  construction 
of  street  railway;  Grey  ew  rel,  Simmons  v.  Paterson,  58  N.  J.  Eq.  7,  42  Atl.  749^ 
granting  injunction  against  pollution  of  river  by  sewage,  on  complaint  of  ri- 
parian owners;  Whipple  v.  Guile,  22  R.  I.  578,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  855,  48  Atl.  935, 
sustaining  bill  by  owners  of  separate  estates  for  injunction  restraining  operation 
of  mill  at  night;  Hale  v.  Allinson,  188  U.  S.  76,  47  L.  ed.  392,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
244,  denying  receiver's  right  to  maintain  one  action  in  circuit  court  of  Pennsyl* 
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vania  against  Pennsylvania  stockholders  of  insolvent  Minnesota  corporation  for 
statutory  liability  of  defendants  as  stockholders;  Roanoke  Guano  Co.  v.  Saund- 
ers, 173  Ala.  362,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)   498,  56  So.  198,  holding  that  factory  owner 
cannot  enjoin   several   actions  by   neighboring  owners   to   recover   damages    for 
injuries   to   their  property   by   noxious   fumes  emitted   from   factory;    Rider   v. 
Clarkson,  77  N.  J.  Eq.  470,   140  Am.  St.  Rep.  614,  78  Atl.  676,  holding   that 
parties  similarly  affected   by  danger  from  vicious  dog  fight  by  neighbor    may 
join  in  action  to  restrain  such  nuisance;  Louisville  &  X.  R.  Co.  v.  Cowley,  164 
Ala.  337,  50  So.  1015,  holding  that  abutting  owners  whose  rights,  damages  and 
injuries  are  of  same  kind,  and  different  only  as  to  extent  and  amount,  may  join 
in  bill  to  restrain  nuisance  in  shape  of  obstruction  of  street;  Vandalia  Coal  Co. 
V.  Lawson,  43  Ind.  App.  242,  87   N.  E.  47;    Burghen  v.  Erie  R.  Co,  123  App. 
Div.   206,    108   N.   Y.   Supp.   311, — on   the   joinder   of   parties   plaintiff   in   suit 
for   injunction;    American   Plate   Glass   Co.    v.   Nicoson,    34   Ind.    App.   648,    73 
N.   E.   625,   holding  that  the   owner   of   land   and   a   person   operating  a  stone 
quarry  thereon  ma}'  maintain  an  action  for  the  flooding  of  the  land;  Grey  ex 
rel.  Simmons  v.  Paterson,  68  N.  J.  Eq.  7,  42  Atl.  749,  holding  all.  riparian  own- 
ers damaged  by  pollution  of  stream  may  join  in  suit  for  injunction;  Madison 
V.  Ducktown  Sulphur  Copper  &  I.   Co.   113  Tenn.  348,  83   S.  W.   658,  holding 
that  two  or  more  may   unite   in   a   bill   to  enjoin   a  nuisance,   although  their 
lands   are   separate  from   each   other,  where   it   appears  that  they  are  affected 
in  substantially  the  same  way  by  the  nuisance;  Burghen  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  53  Misc. 
459,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  292,  holding  that  land  owners  along  a  stream  may  main- 
tain an  action  against  one  unlawfully  obstructing  the  flow  of  the  water  there- 
in, to  compel  the  removal  of  the  obstruction;  Riley  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  32  Pa. 
Super.    Ct.    595,    holding   that    several    parties   may    join    in   a   bill    in  equity 
though   there   is  no   privity   between   them  if   they   seek   to  restrain   an  injury 
which   would   affect   them    all   to   the   same   extent;    Seastream   v.   New   Jersey 
Exhibition  Co.  67  N.  J.  Eq.  186,  58  Atl.  532,  holding  that  it  was  not  proper 
to  join  parties  in  a  suit  to  restrain  Sunday  base  ball  games,  where  the  injury 
complained  of  by  one  class  was  on  account  of  noises  on  the  ball  grounds,  and 
the  other  class,  because  of  the  crowds   of  people   in  the   streets  going  to  the 
game. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Tribbette  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  19  L.  R.  A.  660,  which  holds 
injunction  against  numerous  actions  by  unconnected  plaintiffs  unauthorized. 

Cited  in  note  in  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  878)  on  actions  against  two  or  more 
persons  creating  or  maintaining  a  nuisance. 

19  L.  R.  A.  665,  MUNROE  v.  WILLIAMS,  37  S.  C.  81,  16  S.  E.  633. 
"What  const ItQ ten   residence. 

Cited  in  Carolina  Agency  Co.  v.  Garlington,  85  S.  C.  125,  67  S.  E.  225,  to 
the  point  that  afiidavit  which  states  that  defendant  departed  from  state,  and 
that  he  has  kept  himself  without  the  state  is  sufficient  to  show  nonresidence; 
State  V.  Snyder,  182  Mo.  502,  82  S.  W.  12,  on  the  meaning  of  the  word, 
inhabitant. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chitty  v.  Chitty,  32  L.  R.  A.  394,  which  holds  fugitive 
from  justice,  intending  to  return  when  criminal  proceedings  are  dropped,  resi- 
dent within  protection  of  homestead;  Hewes  v.  Baxter,  36  L.  R.  A.  631,  which 
holds  exercise  of  right  of  suffrage  in  state  not  conclusive  as  to  domicil  for  pur- 
pose of  attachment;  State  use  of  Burt  v.  Allen,  50  L.  R.  A.  284,  which  holds  non- 
residence  preventing  claim  of  exemption  determinable  as  of  date. of  sale  of  prop- 
erty; Byers  v.  Schlupe,  25  L.  R.  A.  649,  which  authorizes  attachment  against  firm 
carrying  on  business  in  state  where  members  are  nonresidents. 
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19  L.  R.  A.  671,  WEIGHTMAN  v.  LOUISVILLE,  N.  O.  A  T.  R.  CO.  70  Miss. 

563,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  660,  12  So.  586. 
Duty  of  rallr<Mid  company  to  paiwenBrer. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Georgia,  C.  &  N.  R.  Co.  119  Ga.  90,  46  S.  E.  71,  holding 
that  railroad  companies  are  bound  to  keep  their  stations  open  for  passengers 
for  only  a  reasonable  time  before  the  arrival  of  trains;  International  &  G. 
X.  R.  Co.  V.  Gilmer,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  682,  45  S.  W.  1028,  holding  a  railroad 
company  liable  for  the  acts  of  conductor  in  assisting  a  helpless  invalid  from 
the  train,  where  through  his  carelessness  the  person  was  injured;  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Smith,  85  Miss.  355,  70  L.R.A.  043,  107  Am.  St.  Rep.  293,  37  So. 
643,  on  the  duty  of  a  common  carrier  to  a  passenger  unable  to  care  for  himself, 
because  of  sickness. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Hobbs,  63  L.R.A.  68,  which  holds 
promise  of  conductor  to  assist  partfally  blind  passenger  in  alighting  not  an 
undertaking  to  escort  her  from  her  seat  to  the  platform. 

Distinguished  in  Gage  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  75  Miss.   19,  21   So.  657,  holding 
carrier  not  liable  for  carrying  beyond  destination,  small  boy  traveling  alone. 
—  To  relieve  one   Injured. 

Distinguished  in  Griswold  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  183  Mass.  437,  67  N.  E.  354, 
holding  that  railroad  company  owes  no  legal  duty  to  bring  relief  to  licensee  in- 
jured while  crossing  tracks. 

19  L.  R.  A.  673,  WHITE  v.  MILLER,  52  Minn.  367,  54  N.  W.  736. 
Option  to  accelerate  payment  for  any  default* 

Cited  in  American  Nat.  Bank  v.  American  Wood  Paper  Co.  19  R.  I.  155,  29  L. 
R.  A.  104,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  746,  32  Atl.  305,  holding  action  not  maintainable  on 
bond  before  maturity,  although  mortgage  gives  such  right;  Brewer  v.  Penn  Mut. 
L.  Ina.  Co.  36  C.  C.  A.  201,  94  Fed.  349,  holding  action  on  note  not  due,  maintain- 
able where  mortgage  authorizes  it;  Lanpher  v.  Barnum,  57  Minn.  174,  58  N.  W. 
988,  Bust«.ining  holder's  right  to  declare  note  due  for  all  purposes,  under  ntipu- 
lation  authorizing  collection  upon  default;  Rasmussen  v.  Levin,  28  Colo.  453,  65 
Pac.  94,  sustaining  right  to  foreclose  mortgage  which  secures  note  not  yet  due, 
under  option  authorizing  foreclosure  for  nonpayment  of  taxes;  but  such  right 
does  not  extend  to  quitclaim  deed  given  as  further  security,  but  not  containing 
such  option;  Williams  v.  Douglass,  47  La.  Ann.  1283,  17  So.  805,  raising,  with- 
out deciding,  question  as  to  right  to  foreclose  mortgage  securing  numerous  notes, 
under  stipulation  authorizing  foreclosure  upon  default  of  any  note. 

Cited  in  note  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  751)  on  acceleration  of  payment  of  corporate 
coupon  bonds. 

Distinguished  in  Seibert  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  58  Minn.  44,  59  N.  W. 
822,  denying  existence  of  repugnancy  between  bond  payable  out  of  certain  fund, 
and  mortgage  stating  same  thing  and  providing  other  funds  in  addition;  Taylor 
v.  Alliance  Trust  Co.  71  Miss.  702,  15  So.  121,  sustaining  foreclosure  for  notes 
not  due  under  option  contained  in  mortgage;  Swearingen  v.  Lahner,  93  Iowa, 
150,  26  L.  R.  A.  766,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  261,  61  N.^W.  431,  holding  that  tender  of 
unpaid  interest  six  months  after  maturity  of  note  and  right  to  foreclose  mort- 
gage has  accrued  under  option  to  consider  whole  sum  due  will  not  defeat  fore- 
closure. 
Constrnction  of  inntrnments  as  one. 

Cited  in  My  rick  v.  Purcell,  95  Minn.  134,  103  N.  W.  902,  5  Ann.  Cas.  148, 
on  the  construction  of  instruments  executed  together  and  for  the  same  purpose 
as  one  instrument. 
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19  L.  R.  A.  676,  MATTHEWS  v.  DUBUQUE  MATTRESS  CO.  87  Iowa,  246,  54 

N.  W.  225. 
Personal  llabllitr  upon  contrncta. 

Cited  in  Bank  of  Stratton  v.  Dixon,  105  Iowa,  151,  74  N.  W.  919,  holding  agent 
personally  liable  on  check  received  and  indorsed  by  him  as  "agent." 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kansas  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bay,  54  L.  R.  A.  408,  which  denies 
liability  of  one  refusing  to  sign  own  name  on  note  signed  by  him  in  third  per- 
son's name  without  authority,  with  knowledge  of  indorsee  and  payee;  Western 
Pub.  House  y.  Murdick,  21  L.  R.  A.  671,  which  holds  members  of  school  board  in- 
dividually bound  by  contract  signed  by  majority  individually. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1076,  1084)  on  liability  of  principal  on 
on  negotiable  paper  executed  by  agent;  (34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  on  liability  of 
one  assuming,  without  authority,  to  contract  as  agent;  (4  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  283, 
284,  286)    on  liability  of  one  signing  bill  or  note  as  agent. 

Distinguished  in  Hunt  v.  Listenberger,  14  Ind.  App.  323,  42  N.  E.  240,  holding 
principal  receiving  proceeds  bound  by  indorsement  of  warrant  by  agent,  described 
"as  agent." 
^—  Of  officers  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Reger,  18  Ind.  App.  470,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  362,  48  N.  E.  262, 
holding  addition  of  term  "directors"  after  names  signed  to  note  executed  in  name 
of  corporation,  merely  descriptive;  Albany  Furniture  Co.  v.  Merchants  Nat. 
Bank,  17  Ind.  App.  535,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  178,  47  N.  E.  227,  sustaining  judgment 
against  all  sfgners  of  note  containing  words  "we  promise,"  signed  in  name  of 
corporation  and  by  two  persons  described  as  "president"  and  "manager;''  Day  v. 
Ramsdell,  90  Iowa,  733,  57  N.  W.  630,  holding  note  containing  words,  "we,  Tama 
Paper  Company,"  signed  by  two  persons  described  as  "president"  and  "secretary," 
personal  obligation  of  signers;  Capital  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Swan,  100  Iowa, 
722,  69  N.  W.  1065,  and  Williams  v.  Hippie,  17  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  86,  holding  that 
note  containing  words  "we  promise,"  signed  in  name  of  corporation  and  person 
described  as  "treasurer,"  does  not  show  liability  of  latter;  ^ber's  Estate,  15 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  128,  holding,  arguendo,  that  solvent  indorsers  upon  note  contain- 
ing words  "we  promise,"  signed  in  name  of  corporation  and  person  described  as 
"president,"  must  contribute  equally;  Williams  v.  Hippie,  8  Del.  Co.  Rep. 
200,  holding  that  note  signed  by  corporation  by  stamp,  with  addition  of 
"Morris   WMlliams,   Treasurer"  did  not  bind   Williams  personally. 

Questioned  in  Western  Wheeled  Scraper  Co.  v.  Stickleman,  122  Iowa,  397,  98 
N.  W.  139,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  as  to  personal  liability  of  those 
signing  corporate  note  as  "trustees." 
BxtrinMic  evidence  as  to  llnblllty  on  note. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Midland  Steel  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  307, 
which  holds  parol  evidence  admissible  to  show  that  note  signed  by  individual 
name,  followed  by  word  "president,"  is  corporate  contract. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  706)  on  admissibility  of  extrinsic  evidence  to  show 
who  is  liable  as  maker  of  note. 

Not  followed  in  Swarts  v.  Cohen,  11  Ind.  App.  25,  38  N.  E.  536,  holding  parol 
evidence  admissible  to  explain  ambiguity  in  note  containing  words  "we  prom- 
ise," signed  in  name  of  corporation  and  person  described  as  "president." 

19  L.  R.  A.  682,  A.  D.  PUFFER  &  SONS  MFG.  CO.  v.  LUCAS,  112  N.  C.  377, 

17  S.  E.  174. 
Conditional  sales  in  form  of  leases. 

Cited  in  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Gray,  121  N.  C.  170,  28  S.  E.  257,  holding  lease 
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on  instalments,  not  providing  for  passing  of  title,  a  conditional  sale;  Wilcox 
Bros.  V.  Cherry,  123  N.  C.  84,  31  S.  E.  369,  holding  lease  of  machinery  with 
option  of  purchase,  a  conditional  sale  necessitating  registration;  Clark  v.  Hill, 
117  N.  C.  12,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  574,  23  S.  E.  91,  holding  lease  of  personal  prop- 
erty, title  passing  on  payment  of  rent,  a  conditional  sale  requiring  registra- 
tion as  to  third  parties;  Barrington  v.  Skinner,  117  N.  C.  52,  23  S.  E.  90,  hold- 
ing contract  providing  for  passing  of  title  to  personal  property  on  payment  of 
notes,  a  conditional  sale;  Prather  v.  Brandon,  44  Ind.  App.  50,  88  N.  E.  700, 
holding  that  contract  of  sale  of  real  estate,  purchase  price  to  be  paid  in  in- 
stallments is  not  changed  to  one  of  ten^ncy  by  words  "lease"  and  "rent"  used 
therein;  Yarborough  v.  Hughes,  139  N.  C.  203,  51  S.  E.  904,  upholding  an 
agreement  to  purchase  on  payment  of  yearly  installments  as  rent,  notwith- 
standing agreement  contains  usual  terms  of  a  lease;  Hamilton  v.  Highlands, 
144  N.  C.  283,  56  S.  E.  929,  12  Ann.  Cas.  876,  holding  contract  will  be  held 
to  be  a  conditional  sale  altliough  in  the  form  of  a  lease,  or  of  a  bailment,  with 
an  option  to  purchase;  Chase-Hackley  Piano  Co.  v.  Kennedy,  152  N.  C.  200, 
67  S.  E.  488,  holding  that  "lease  contract"  for  piano  was  sale  in  effect  and 
created  mortgage  as  between  parties;  Hauser  v.  Morrison,  146  N.  C.  252,  59 
S.  E.  693,  holding  under  a  lease  of  property  with  provision  for  eviction 
without  notice  upon  default  in  payment  equity  will  regard  contract  as  a 
mortgage  and  require  an  accounting  where  parties  at  time  of  lease  also  enter 
into  a  written  contract  of  sale. 

Cited  in  note  (94  Am.  St.  Rep.  250)  on  what  constitutes  a  transaction  a 
sale. 

RIflrhts   of  conditional   vendee   after  default. 

Cited  in  Cutting  v.  Whittemore,  72  N.  H.  110,  54  Atl.  1098,  holding  condi- 
tional vendee  of  sawmill,  who  has  made  default,  entitled  to  proceeds  of  sale, 
after  deducting  amount  still  due  on  contract;  Standard  Furniture  House  v. 
Burrows,  59  Wash.  458,  110  Pac.  13,  to  the  point  that  conditional  vendor  will 
not  be  permitted  to  resume  possession  of  property  and  declare  payments 
forfeited,  when  all  but  one  payment  has  been  made;  Hicks  v.  King,  150  N.  C. 
371,  64  S.  E.  125,  holding  under  sale  on  installments  the  debtor  is  entitled  to 
have  the  balance  ascertained  and  a  sale  ordered,  and  to  receive  surplus,  if 
any;  Hamilton  v.  Highlands,  144  N.  C.  285,  56  S.  E.  929,  12  Am.  Cas.  870,  hold- 
ing the  election  to  treat  contract  as  a  lease  had  to  be  made  before  the  full  time 
of  payment  of  installments. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.R.A.  465)  on  rights  and  liabilities  of  vendor  and  pur- 
chaser by  conditional  sale  on  default  of  payment;  (3  L.R.A. (N.S.)  786)  on 
effect  of  default  in  payment  followed  by  rescission  as  forfeiture  of  payments 
already  ma4e;  (38  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  893,  894)  on  right  of  purchaser  on  conditional 
sale  to  recover  back  payments  where  the  seller  retakes  the  property;  (133 
Am.  St.  Rep.  576)  on  rights  and  remedies  of  conditional  seller  on  buyer's  de- 
fault in  payment. 

Distinguished  in  Crinkley  v.  Egerton,  113  N.  C.  447,  18  S.  E.  669,  holding  that 
equity  would  require  vendor  to  account  for  payments  made  in  case  he  should 
declare  forfeiture  of  contract  for  conditional  sale  of  land. 

Connterclalm    for    damaarea. 

Cited  in  Howard  v.  Turner,  125  N.  C.  107,  34  S.  E.  229,  holding  that  in  ac- 
tion for  claim  and  delivery  of  machinery,  damages  for  seizure  cannot  be  coun- 
terclaimed  when  such  counterclaim  did  not  exist  at  commencement  of  suit; 
Smith  V.  French,  141  N.  C.  9,  53  S.  E.  435,  holding  an  answer,  admitting  the 
debt  but  setting  up  loss  of  property  turned  over  to  settle  the  debt  far  in 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— -39. 
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excess  of  the  debt  and  anking  payment  of  an  excess  over  and  above  the  debt 
tenders  a  proper  issue. 

19  L.  R.  A.  684,  LOUISVILLE  BKO.  CO.  v.  EISENMAN  BROS,  ft  CO.  94  Ky. 

83,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  336,  21  S.  W.  631,  1049. 
Sole  oiv^nemhlp  of  corporate  stock  or  by  Icsa  nvmber  tbAn  required. 

Cited  in  Geo.  T.  Stagg  Co.  v.  Taylor,  95  Ky.  667,  27  S.  W.  247,  holding  that 
where  one  stockholder  purchases  all  stock,  retiring  owner  may  use  similar  cor- 
porate name;  Louisville  Gas  Co.  v.  Kaufman,  105  Ky.  159,  48  S.  W.  434,  hold- 
ing gas  company  not  liable  for  negligence  of  light  company,  although  former 
owned  all  stock  of  latter;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Winchester,  119  Ala.  173,  72  Am. 
St.  Rep.  904,  24  So.  351,  sustaining  mortgage  given  by  corporation  having  only 
two  stockholders;  George  T.  Stagg  Co.  v.  Taylor,  113  Ky.  718,  68  S.  W.  862, 
holding  that  corporation  does  not  cease  to  exist  because  one  person  owns  all 
of  stock,  where  it  continues  to  own  property  and  maintain  its  organization; 
Elliott  v.  Sullivan,  156  Mo.  App.  510,  137  S.  W.  287,  holding  that  corporation 
is  not  dissolved  by  mere  fact  that  it  has  ceased  to  transact  business;  that  it 
owns  no  property;  and  all  of  stock  is  owned  by  one  person. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  McTighe  v.  Macon  Constr.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  800,  which 
holds  railroad  company  not  identical  with  construction  company  owning  all^iU 
stock;  Potts  V.  Schmucker,  35  L.  R.  A.  392,  which  denies  right  of  trustee  of 
banking  firm  to  share  in  assets  of  insolvent  corporation  entirely  owned  by  one 
member;  Parker  v.  Bethel  Hotel  Co.  31  L.  R.  A.  706,  holding  that  sole  stock- 
liolder  of  corporation  has  no  title  to  corporate  property  which  will  allow  him  to 
convey  in  his  own  name;  Re  Belton,  30  L.  R.  A.  648,  which  holds  corporation  not 
dissoluble  because  shares  held  by  less  number  than  required  for  organization; 
Sellers  v.  Greer,  40  L.  R.  A.  689,  which  holds  contract  between  equal  owners 
of  substantially  entire  corporate  stock  for  disposition  of  corporate  property  not 
binding  on  corporation. 
Llabllltiea  and  poiv^em  of  stockliolders. 

Cited  in  Gamewell  Fire  Alarm  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Fire  ft  Police  Teleg.  Co.  116  Ky. 
782,  76  S.  W.  862,  holding  parties  in  the  fraud  cannot  deny  liability  of  one  corpo- 
ration evasively  formed  and  made  sole  stockholders  of  another;  Leibhardt  v. 
Wilson.  38  Colo.  11,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  97,  88  Pac.  173,  holding  controlling  stock- 
holder not  liable  personally  on  debts  incurred;  Williams  v.  Chamberlain,  123  Ky. 
161,  94  S.  W.  29,  on  similarity  of  statutory  liability  of  stockholders  under  Ari- 
zona and  Kentucky  laws. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Vermont  Marble  Co.  v.  Declez  Granite  Co.  66  L.  R.  A. 
728,  which  holds  liability  for  unpaid  subscription  not  defeated  by  transfer  of 
stock  without  transferee's  consent;  Jones  v.  Williams,  37  L.  R.  A.  682,  which 
denies  majority  stockholder's  implied  authority  to  contract  for  corporation. 

Distinguished  in  Ruttle  v.  What  Cheer  Coal  &  Min.  Co.  163  Mich.  306,  117 
X.  W.  168,  holding  stock  holder  personally  liable  where  corporation  was  mere 
dummy. 

19  L.  R.  A.  688,  GREENWOOD  v.  LAW,  55  N.  J.  L.  168,  26  Atl.  134. 
Parol  assiflrnment  of  bond  and  mortflrasre. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  West,  66  N.  J.  Eq.  666,  40  Atl.  197,  and  Bleakley  v. 
Nelson,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  679,  39  Atl.  912,  holding  that  under  statute  of  frauds  bond 
and  mortgage  cannot  be  assigned  by  parol;  French  v.  Schoonmaker,  69  N.  J. 
L.  7,  54  Atl.  225,  holding  an  agreement  to  assign  a  debt  due  the  assignor, 
whether  it  be  a  simple  contract  debt  or  a  debt  of  record  is  within  the  statute 
of  frauds  if  above  the  prescribed  value. 
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Cited  in  note  (23  Eng.  Riil  Cas.  212)  on  validity  of  parol  contract  for  sale 
of  stock  in   corporation  or   joint  stock  company. 

19  L.  R.  A.  689,  STATE  ex  rel.  GREELEY  COUNTY  v.  MILNE,  36  Neb.  301, 

38  Am.  St.  Rep.  724,  54  N.  W.  621. 
S«I«r7  pendina:  contest  for  olllce. 

Cited  in  Coughlin  v.  McElroy,  74  Conn.  403,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  224,  50  Atl. 
1025,  holding  city  having  paid  de  facto,  not  liable  for  fees  of  de  jure,  col- 
lector; Brown  v.  Tama  County,  122  Iowa,  753,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  296,  98  N.  W. 
562,  holding  county  paying  de  facto  superintendent  of  schools  during  his  incum- 
bency, salary  provided  by  law,  not  liable  to  de  jure  officer  for  same  period; 
Rasmussen  v.  Carbon  County,  8  Wyo.  292,  45  L.  R.  A.  299,  footnote  p.  295,  50 
Pac.  1098,  holding  county  having  paid  de  facto  county  treasurer  liable  to  de 
jure  officer  for  same  time;  Samuels  v.  Harrington,  43  Wash.  606,  117  Am.  St. 
Rep.  1075,  86  Pac.  1071,  holding  a  municipality  in  paying  salary  to  a  de  facto 
officer  while  in  office  is  not  liable  for  such  salary  at  suit  of  the  de  jure  officer; 
Stearns  v.  Sims,  24  Okla.  632,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  479,  104  Pac.  44,  holding  where 
a  de  jure  chief  of  police  is  wrongfully  suspended  and  pending  charges  preferred 
against  him  an  incumbent  is  paid  the  city  is  not  liable  again;  El  Paso  County 
v.  Rohde,  41  Colo.  261,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  797,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  134,  96  Pac.  561, 
holding  the  people  cannot  be  compelled  to  pay  twice  for  the  same  services  ren- 
dered while  de  facto  officer  served. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kreitz  v.  Behrensmeyer,  24  L.  R.  A.  59,  which  holds  de 
jure  officer  entitled  to  recover  salary  paid  de  facto  officer. 

Cited  in  notes  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  794,  795)  on  payment  to  de  facto  as  de- 
fense to  action  for  salary  by  de  jure  officer;  (140  Am.  St.  Rep.  192)  on  public 
disbursements  to  de  facto  officers. 

Distinguished  in  Moores  v.  State,  67  Neb.  538,  93  N.  VV.  733,  holding  wliere 
the  transaction  amounts  to  a  temporary  usurpation  of  the  functions  and  emolu- 
ments of  one  who  is  both  the  de  jure  and  de  facto  officer  sums  paid  cannot  be 
deducted  from  his  salary. 

19  L.  R.  A.  692,  MARTIN  v.  RICHARDSON,  94  Ky.  183,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  353, 
21  S.  W.  1039. 

Validity  of  contractu  connected  wltlt  lllegrai  traniiaetlonii. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Irvin  v.  Irvin,  29  L.  R.  A.  292,  which  holds  wife's  re- 
covery of  consideration  of  contract  to  release  dower  rights  not  lost  by  invalid- 
ity of  contemporaneous  agreement  for  divorce;  State  ex  rel.  Sheets  v.  Interstate 
Sav.  Invest.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  530,  holding  that  contracts  of  investment  security 
which  may  be  called  in  and  redeemed  before  they  would  regularly  accumulate 
credit  in  reserve  fund  equal  to  stipulated  endowment  value,  otherwise  giving 
unequal  advantages  to  certificate  holders,  contain  elements  of  chance  constituting 
a  lottery. 
RIflrhta  In   proceeds   of  llleirBl   contract   or   tranaaction. 

Cited  in  Beard  v.  Sharp,  100  Ky.  618,  38  S.  W.  1057,  holding  that  stranger 
speculating  in  insurance  may  retain  out  of  proceeds,  only  dues  paid  by  him, 
although  agreement  provided  that  he  should  have  one  half;  Irwin  v.  Irwin,  107 
Ky.  30,  62  S.  W.  927,  holding  that  property  purchased  by  wife  with  proceeds 
of  husband's  lottery  ticket  should  be  restored  to  him  in  judgment  for  divorce. 

Distinguished  in  Feltner  v.  Feltner,  132  Ky.  709,  116  S.  W.  1196,  holding  the 
court  will  not  lend  its  aid  to  assist  witness  to  secure  fruits  of  an  unlawful  con- 
spiracy whereby  witness  absents  himself,  from  court  on  eve  of  trial;  Smith  v. 
Richmond,  114  Ky.  307,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  283,  70  S.  W.  846,  holding  there  can 
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be  no  recovery  of  money  paid,  by  one  of  two  parties  engaged  in  running  a  lot- 
tery to  be  used  for  bribing  of  the  authorities,  though  it  be  converted  to  the  sole 
use  of  the  other. 
Presumption  wm  to  learalitr  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Jacob  v.  Clark,  115  Ky.  260,  72  S.  W.  1095,  holding  in  absence  of 
averment  to  the  contrary  it  is  presumed  that  the  transaction  occurred  at  a 
place  where  the  law  would  have  permitted  the  enforcement  of  payment  of  notes; 
Smith  V.  Corbin,  135  Ky.  736,  123  S.  W.  277,  holding  the  presumption  favors 
validity  of  a  contract  upon  appeal  in  absence  of  information  that  business  was 
conducted  as  a  lottery. 

Distinguished  in  Central  Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.  v.  Respass,  112  Ky.  617,  56  L.  K. 
A.  482,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  317,  66  S.  W.  421,  refusing  to  entertain  bill  for  a^ 
counting  of  money  won  by  firm  engaged  in  bookmaking. 

19  L.  R.  A.  694,  PEOPLE  eof  ret.  PENNSYLVANIA  R.  CO.  v.  WEMPLE,  138 

N.  Y.  1,  51  N.  Y.  S.  R.  702,  33  N.  E.  720. 
Corporate  taxation. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Campbell,  70  Hun,  509,  24 
N.  Y.  Supp.  208,  holding  the  decision  of  the  comptroller  as  to  assessments  and 
taxation,  unless  clearly  shown  to  be  erroneous,  will  not  be  disturbed;  Southern 
R.  Co.  V.  Greene,  160  Ala.  406,  49  So.  404,  on  the  relation  of  ^he  franchise  to 
the  tangible  property  it  represents. 

Cited  in  notes  (58  L.  R.  A.  536,  548)  on  taxation  of  capital  stock  of  corpora- 
tions in  United  States;  (57  L.  R.  A.  58,  59,  81,  89,  92)  on  taxation  of  cor- 
porate franchises  in  United  States;  (60  L.  R.  A.  650,  680,  683,  696)  on  corpo- 
rate taxation  and  the  commerce  clause;  (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  872)  on  taxation  of 
franchises. 
— — >  Of  domestic  corporations. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Staten  Island  Rapid  Transit  R.  Co.  v.  Roberts,  4  App. 
Div.  337,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  724,  reducing  franchise  tax  by  fixing  value  of  stock 
at  price  of  actual  sales;  People  ex  rel.  Dunkirk,  A.  Valley  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Camp- 
bell, 74  Hun,  216,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  832,  sustaining  franchise  tax  on  domestic 
corporation  on  gross  earnings  for  business  wholly  in  state,  and  business  origin&t' 
ing  or  terminating  in  state;  People  ex  rel.  Wiebuscli  &  H.  Co.  v.  Roberts,  19 
App.  Div.  676,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  570,  holding  that  value  of  imported  merchandise 
remaining  in  original  packages  should  be  considered  in  franchise  tax  of  domes- 
tic corporation;  People  ex  rel.  United  Verde  Copper  Co.  v.  Roberts,  156  N.  Y. 
591,  51  N.  E.  293,  holding  accumulated  surplus  used  in  buying  foreign  railroad 
not  liable  to  franchise  tax;  People  ex  rel.  Connecting  Terminal  R,  Co.  v.  Miller, 
178  N.  Y.  199,  70  N.  E.  472,  holding  earnings  of  domestic  transportation  com- 
pany derived  from  interstate  business  not  subject  to  franchise  tax;  People  ex 
rel.  Hudson  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  State  Tax  Comrs.  143  App.  Div.  43,  127  N.  Y.  Supp. 
918,  holding  that  state  may  tax  special  franchise  of  railroad  granted  by  it  wholly 
within  state,  although  it  is  engaged  in  interstate  commerce. 

Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Campbell,  70  Hun, 
510,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  208,  sustaining  franchise  tax  on  domestic  corporation  en- 
gaged in  state  and  interstate  commerce. 
^—  Of   foreiarn   corporation   doinsr  baainesa   in   atate. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  American  Soda  Fountain  Co.  v.  Roberts,  158  N.  Y. 
174,  52  N.  E.  1104,  holding  foreign  corporation  subject  to  franchise  tax  when 
its  business  is  not  wholly  manufacturing,  though  other  business  was  interstate 
commerce;   People  ex  rel,  American   Soda  Fountain  Co.  v.  Roberts,   158  N.  Y. 
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174,  52  N.  E.  1104,  Affirmiiig  29  App.  Div.  588,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  487,  sustaining 
franchise  tax  on  foreign  corporation  manufacturing  and  transacting  interstate 
business;  People  ea  rel.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wemple,  150  N.  Y.  49,  44  N.  E.  787, 
holding  that  foreign  corporation  cannot  be  compelled  to  pay  franchise  tax  on 
surplus  earnings  invested  in  land  in  state  of  New  York;  People  ew  rel.  Badische 
Anilin  A  Soda  Fabrik  v.  Roberts,  152  N.  Y.  63,  36  L.  R.  A.  758,  46  N.  E.  161; 
holding  foreign  corporation  which  is  special  partner  in  limited  partnership 
within  state  of  New  York  subject  to  tax;  State  ex  rel.  Armour  Packing  Co.  v. 
Stephens,  146  Mo.  682,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  625,  48  S.  W.  929,  holding  cars  owned 
by  foreign  corporation  and  used  to  ship  goods  into  or  through  state,  taxable; 
People  ex  rel,  A.  Klipstein  &.  Co.  v.  Roberts,  36  App.  Div.  598,  55  N.  Y.  Supp. 
950,  sustaining  franchise  tax  on  foreign  corporation  importing  and  selling  chem- 
icals in  broken  and  unbroken  packages;  People  ex  rel,  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v. 
Knight,  171  N.  Y.  367,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  610,  64  N.  E.  162,  Affirming  67  App. 
Div.  400,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  790  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  cab 
service  in  New  York  of  foreign  railroad  is  subject  to  franchise  tax;  People  ex 
reL  Lembeck  &  B.  Eagle  Brewing  Co.  v.  Roberts,  22  App.  Div.  284,  47  N.  Y. 
Supp.  949,  denying  right  to  tax  foreign  brewery  company  soliciting  orders  and 
delivering  goods  to  customers  in  state;  People  ex  rel.  New  England  Loan  &  T. 
Co.  v.  Roberts,  25  App.  Div.  20,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  10,  sustaining  franchise  tax  on 
foreign  corporation  having  branch  office  in  state  and  engaged  in  selling  bonds 
and  mortgages  on  foreign  real  estate;  Re  Union  Tank  Line  Co.  204  111.  350, 
68  N.  E.  504,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  221,  holding  cars  of  foreign  corporation,  other 
than  railroad  company,  in  transit  through  Illinois  and  which  are  returned  when 
not  in  use,  not  taxable  in  Illinois. 
Validity  of  act  Interferluar  vrith  interatate  commerce. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Hawkins,  85  Hun,  45,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  234,  32  N.  Y. 
Supp.  524,  holding  act  requiring  goods  made  by  convict  labor  to  be  labeled  as 
such  void. 
"Wliat  constitutes  interstate  comnierce. 

Cited  in  Shultz  v.  Skaneateles  R.  Co.  66  Misc.  13,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  445,  hold- 
ing a  shipment  of  freight  from  Skaneateles,  N.  Y.  to  Roanoke,  Va.,  comes  within 
definition  of  '^interstate  commerce"  making  it  subject  to  the  commerce  clause 
of  Federal  Constitution. 
Vo-mrer  of  leflrislatnre  to  tax. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Hudson  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  State  Tax  Comrs.  69  Misc.  10, 
125  N.  Y,  Supp.  895,  to  the  point  that  courts  have  given  broadest  construction 
to  power  of  state  to  lay  tax  on  property  employed  in  interstate  commerce,  pro- 
vided it  is  subject  to  no  discrimination;  Parsons  v.  People,  32  Colo.  235,  76  Pac. 
666,  holding  the  legislative  department  of  government  has  the  unlimited  power 
of  taxation,  unless  inhibited  by  the  constitution. 

19  L.  R.  A.  700,  JONES  v.  WEAKLEY,  99  Ala.  441,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  84,  12  So. 

420. 
Gift  of  bank   deposit. 

Cited  in  McCoy  v.  McCoy,  126  Ky.  787,  104  S.  VV.  1031,  holding  delivery  of  a 
pass  or  deposit  book  in  a  savings  bank  transfers  the  money  on  deposit  to  the 
donee. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Policy  v.  Hicks,  41  L.  R.  A.  858,  which  holds  delivery 
of  deposit  book  with  intent  to  give  deposits  sufficient  delivery  of  deposits, 
without  written  assignment;  Alurphy  v.  Bordwell,  52  L.  R.  A.  849,  which  holds 
gift  of  bank  deposit  consummated  by  power  of  attorney  to  donee,  giving  right 
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to  draw  in  donor's  name;  Re  Collins,  68  L.R.A.  119,  which  suatains  as  gift 
causa  mortis  drawing  of  check  for  part  of  deposit  under  fear  of  impending  death 
and  delivered  to  drawee  with  directions  to  forward  it  to  the  bank  with  state- 
ment that  it  is  to  become  the  drawee's  property  in  case  of  drawer's  death. 

Distinguished  in  Whalen  v.  Milholland,  89  Md.  208,  44  L.  R.  A.  212,  43  Atl. 
45,  holding  that  no  perfected  gift  is  made  of  savings  bank  deposit  by  depositing 
in  name  of  donee  and  donor,  payable  to  either,  where  donor  continues  in   pos- 
session of  pass  book. 
Reanlsltes  of  eitt  canaa  mortis. 

Cited  in  Wheeler  v.  Armstrong,  164  Ala.  451,  51  So.  268,  holding  that  to 
constitute  gift,  donor  must  deliver  property  with  intent  to  divest  himself  of 
title  and  possession. 

Cited  in  notes  (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  895,  902,  903)  on  gifts  cauea  mortis;  (9  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  864)  on  requisites  of  donatio  causa  mortis. 

19  L.  R.  A.  701,  COMMERCIAL  BANK  v.  HURT,  99  Ala.  130,  42  Am.  St.  Rep. 

38,  12  So.  568. 
Rlgrltta  of  traimferee  or  pledgree  of  'vrarehonae  receipt*. 

Cited  in  Danforth  v.  McElroy,  121  Ala.  108,  25  So.  840,  holding  that  transfer 
for  gambling  debt,  of  warehouse  receipt  indorsed  in  blank,  gives  good  title  to 
bona  fide  purchaser;  Commercial  Nat.  Bank  v.  Beniis,  177  Mass.  98,  58  N.  E. 
476,  holding  that  pledgee  of  warehouse  receipt  can  transfer  to  innocent  third 
party  his  title  only;  Weil  Bros.  v.  Ponder,  127  Ala.  300,  28  So.  656,  holding  that 
transferee  of  warehouse  receipt  for  cotton  must  show  source  of  his  title  before 
he  can  maintain  action  for  conversion  of  property;  Commercial  Bank  v.  Lee, 
99  Ala.  494,  19  L.  R.  A.  705,  footnote  p.  705,  12  So.  572,  holding  indorsement 
as  collateral,  of  warehouse  receipts  showing  that  third  person  is  shipper,  notice 
as  to  latter's  rights:  People's  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Huttig  Mfg.  Co.  1  Ala.  App. 
397,  55  So.  929,  holding  that  under  Code  of  1907,  warehouse  receipt  stands  in 
lieu  of  goods  and  transfer  of  receipt  is  delivery  of  possession  of  goods. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  323)  on  estoppel  of  warehouseman  or  bailee 
by  giving  receipt. 

Distinguished  in  National  Union  Bank  v.  Shearer,  225  Pa.  477,  74  Atl.  351, 
17  Ann.  Cas.  664,  holding  warehouse  man  issuing  receipts  declared  negotiable 
by  statute  cannot  set  up  secret  arrangement  between  himself  and  owner  defeat- 
ing apparent  rights  of  holder. 
—  Of  a  bill  of  lading:. 

Cited  in  Cosmos  Cotton  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  171  Ala.  396,  32  L.R.A.(N.8.) 
1175,  54  So.  621,  holding  that  bank  cashing  draft  in  its  favor,  with  bill  of  lading 
attached,  not  liable  to  consignee  paying  draft  for  shortage  in  shipment;  Haas 
V.  Citizens'  Bank,  144  Ala.  570,  1  L.R.A.{N.S.)  245,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  61,  39  So. 
129,  holding  the  transferee  of  a  bill  of  lading  simply  acquires  the  title  of  the 
transferrer  to  the  goods  described  in  them;  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bales,  148 
Ala.  282,  41  So.  516,  holding  the  assignment  of  a  bill  of  lading  or  even  of  a 
negotiable  warehouse  receipt  to  an  innocent  purchaser  cannot  divest  the  title  of 
the  true  owner  where  possession  was  tortiously  taken;  Mason  v.  Nelson  Cotton 
Co.  148  N.  C.  617,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1231,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  635,  62  S.  E.  625, 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  title  secured  by  assignment  of  bills  of  lading. 
Pledgee's  rlarltt  to  subject  pledge  to  payment. 

Cited  in  American  Pig  Iron  Storage  Warrant  Co.  v.  German,  126  Ala.  242, 
85  Am.  St  Rep.  21,  28  So.  603,  holding  that  pledgee's  right  to  subject  iron 
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furnace  to  payment  of  debt  cannot  be  defeated  by  pledgeor's  wrongful  removal 

of  it. 

Pmetor's  Authority   to   sell  on   credit. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  M.  M.  Walker  Ck>.  v.  Dubuque  Fruit  &.  Produce  Co.  63 
Lt.  R.  A.  776,  which  sustains  factor's  power  to  sell  principal's  goods  on  reason- 
able credit. 
Rlslkt  of  factor  to  pledge  arooda. 

Cited  in  note  (46  Am.  St.  Rep.  204)  on  right  of  factor  to  pledge  goods  of 
•consignor. 

19  L.  R.  A.  706,  COMMERCIAL  BANK  v.  LEE,  99  Ala.  493,  12  So.  572. 
Rl^ht  of  bolder  of  irareltoiiBe  receipt  to  nutlntain  action  for  conversion. 

Cited  in  Weil  Bros.  v.  Ponder,  127  Ala.  300,  28  So.  666,  holding  that  trans- 
feree of  warehouse*  receipt  for  cotton  must  show  source  of  his  title  before  he 
can  maintain  action  for  conversion  of  property. 
factor's  pledse  of  i^arehonse  receipt* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Commercial  Bank  v.  Hurt,  19  L.  R.  A.  701,  which  holds 
pledge  of  warehouse  receipts  by  factor  not  invalidated  by  statute. 
PreannpUon  of  notice. 

Cited  in  Maas  ▼.  German  Sav.  Bank,  36  Misc.  167,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  1068,  hold- 
ing that  savings  bank  knowing  that  intestate  left  property  within  county  pre- 
sumed to  have  notice  of  rights  of  foreign  administrator. 

19  L.  R.  A.  707,  GERMAN  INS.  CO.  v.  EDDY,  36  Neb.  461,  64  N.  W.  866. 

Taxation  of  cosU  in  61  Neb.  292,  70  N.  W.  947. 
l^hat    constitntea   ''total   loss"   under   insnrance   policy. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Drackett,  63  Ohio  St.  64,  81  Am.  St. 
Rep.  608,  67  N.  E.  962,  and  Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ueckman,  64  Kan. 
389,  67  Pac.  879,  holding^  that  total  loss  occurs  when  building  cannot  be  identi- 
fied, and  remaining  parts  cannot  be  used  in  reconstruction;  Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Simmons,  49  Neb.  817,  69  N.  W.  126,  holding  that  in  total  loss  under  valued 
policy,  amount  named  in  policy  is  conclusive  evidence  of  value;  Insurance  Co. 
of  N.  A.  V.  Bachler,  44  Neb.  662,  62  N.  VY.  911,  holding  that  where  building  is 
valueless,  though  some  materials  remain,  it  is  total  loss;  Royal  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Mclntyre,  90  Tex.  179,  36  L.  R.  A.  676,  footnote  p.  672,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  797, 
37  S.  W.  1068,  holding  that  total  loss  does  not  result  where  remnant  of  build- 
ing remains  reasonably  adapted  for  use  in  restoring  building;  O'Keefe  v.  Liver- 
pool, L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  140  Mo.  666,  39  L.  R.  A.  820,  41  S.  W.  922,  sustaining 
right  to  recover  for  total  loss,  although  foundation  and  one  wall  remained, 
where  reconstruction  would  cost  as  much  as  rebuilding;  Palatine  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Weiss,  109  Ky.  468,  69  S.  W.  609,  holding  that  there  is  total  loss  when  build- 
ing is  so  much  destroyed  that  it  cannot  be  identified  or  has  to  be  torn  down 
because  unsafe. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Thuringia  Ins.  Co.  v.  Malott,  66  L.  R.  A.  277,  which 
holds  total  loss  to  be  such  injury  as  to  destroy  identity  and  specific  character 
of  building  as  such;  Corbett  v.  Spring  Garden  Ins.  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  318,  which 
denies  liability  on  policy  insuring  against  total  destruction  of  building  which 
could  be  repaired  for  one  third  its  value;  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Rochester  German  Ins.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  108,  which  holds  "total  loss"  of  building 
does  not  occur  if  remnant  remains  reasonably  adapted  for  use. 

Cited  in  notes   (66  L.  R.  A.  786,  792)   on  constructive  total  loss  of  insured 


I 


) 


I 


19  L.R.A.  707]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  616 

building;   (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  811)   as  to  when  property  is  "wholly  destroyed"  or 
a  "total  loss"  within  meaning  of  insurance  policy. 
Validity  of  act  reanlrliifl:  payvaent  of  policy  In  full. 

Cited  in  Dugger  v.  Mechanics'  &  T.  Ins.  Co.  95  Tenn.  255,  28  L.  R.  A.  790, 
32  8.  W.  5^  holding  law  providing  for  full  payment  of  loss  up  to  amount  vl 
policy  constitutional. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Daggs  ▼.  Orient  Ins.  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  227,  which  upholds 
statute  requiring  payment  of  full  amount  of  policy  on  total  loss;  Hartford  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  y.  Redding,  67  L.RJ^.  518,  which  upholds  statute  requiring  insurer  to 
fix  insurable  value  of  property  and  state  the  same  in  the  policy  and  making 
measure  of  damages  in  case  of  total  loss  the  amount  so  fixed. 

Provision  In   policy  bm  to  arbitration. 

Cited  in  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Covey,  41  Neb.  728,  60  N.  W.  12,  holding  that  in 
case  of  total  loss  under  valued  policy  there  is  no  requirenlent  for  arbitration. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Grand  Rapids  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Finn,  50  L.  R,  A.  555,  which 
holds  appraisal  of  loss  not  required  by  policy  unless  demand  made  by  insurer. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  664)  on  arbitration  as  condition  precedent  to 
action  on  insurance  policy. 

Distinguished  in  Zalesky  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  108  Iowa,  844,  79  N.  W.  69,  hold- 
ing that  appraisement  is  condition  precedent  to  action,  where  policy  pro?ides 
for  it. 

Validity  of  statntes  restricting   contracts   and   buslncMi. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  793)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restrictmg 
contracts  and  business. 

19  L.  R.  A.  710,  SMITH  v.  CHAMBERLAIN,  38  S.  C.  629,  17  S.  E.  871. 
Carrier's  resnlatlons* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Motes,  62  L.  R.  A.  507,  which  sustains 
regulation  of  carrier  prohibiting  passengers  from  sleeping  on  benches  in  depots. 
^—  An  to  colored  pasaensrers. 

Cited  in  Hart  v.  State,  100  Md.  602,  60  Atl.  457,  holding  a  common  carrier 
has  the  power,  in  absence  of  statutory  provision,  to  adopt  regulations  providing 
separate  accommodations  for  white  and  colored  passengers;  Flood  v.  News  &: 
Courier  Co.  71  S.  C.  118,  50  S.  E.  637,  4  Ann.  Cas.  685,  on  laws  forbidding  as- 
sociation of  whites  and  blacks. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  State,  41  L.  R.  A.  432,  which  upholds  state 
statute  providing  for  equal,  but  separate,  accommodations  for  negroes  on  rail- 
roads; Bowie  v.  Birmingham  R.  &  Electric  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  632,  which  sustains 
rule  of  street  railway  company  requiring  colored  and  white  passengers  to  occupy 
different  ends  of  car. 

Cited  in  notes  (11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  268;  54  L.  ed.  U.  S.  936)  on  right  of  carrier 
to  separate  passengers  on  account  of  race. 
TVliat   Is   place   of   amnsement   or   accommodation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cecil  v.  Green,  32  L.  R.  A.  566,  which  holds  drug  store 
where  soda  water  is  sold  not  place  of  accommodation  and  amusement  within 
civil  rights  act. 

19  L.  R.  A.  716,  PAVEY  v.  STAUFFER,  45  La.  Ann.  353,  12  So.  512. 
Future  consideration  as  affecting:  contra«*t. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Henry,  166  Ind.  10,  58  N.  E.  1057,  holding  note 
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executed  to  cover  indebtedness  and  for  future  advances,  without  consideration 
where  indebtedness  paid  at  time  of  execution  of  note. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Tradesmen's  Nat.  Bank  v.  Curtis,  52  L.  R.  A.  430,  whicli 
holds   promise  to  deliver  coal  in  future  sufficient  consideration  for  acceptance 
of  draft  for  purchase  price. 
Title  of  trAnaferee  of  note  ivlthoat  indorsement. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1111)  on  transferee,  without  indorsement,  of 
bill  or  note  payable  or  indorsed  '*to  order"  as  bona  fide  purchaser;  (4  Eng.  Rul. 
Caa.  337)  on  title  of  one  taking  bill  or  note  without  indorsement. 

19  L.  R.  A.  721,  HIRTH  v.  GRAHAM,  50  Ohio  St.  57,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  641,  33 

N.  E.  90. 
Chars«  to  Jury  by  Jnatioe  of  peace. 

Cited  in  Myer  v.  State,  10  Ohio  C.  C.  227,  holding  it  not  error  for  justice  of 
peace  to  refuse  to  charge  jury,  in  absence  of  request  to  charge;  Burton  v.  Board 
of  Education,  6  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  296,  18  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  68,  holding  if 
justice  instruct  jury  he  must  do  so  correctly,  and  instruction  is  reviewable  on 
error. 
Contract*  ivitltin  atatnte  of  fraud*. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Lithgow  v.  Shook,  57  Ohio  St.  662,  50  N.  E. 
1130. 

Cited  in  Welever  v.  I.  H.  Detwiler  Co.  15  Ohio  C.  C.  684,  holding  that  contract 
for  removal  of  earth  is  within  statute  of  frauds,  where  main  consideration  is 
earth  to  be  removed,  and  not  money;  Cannon  v.  Matthews,  75  Ark.  339,  69 
L.R.A.  827,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  64,  87  S.  W.  428,  5  Ann.  Cas.  478,  holding  an 
oral  sale  of  growing  strawberry  plants  is  sufficient  and  replevin  will  lie. 

Annotation  cited  in  Ross  v.  Cook,  '71  Kan.  119,  80  Pac.  38,  holding  growing 
grasses  whether  wild  or  cultivated  are  a  part  of  the  realty  within  meaning  of 
statute  of  frauds. 
-.-  for  Mile  of  standlnar  timber. 

Cited  in  Stuart  v.  Pennis,  91  Va.  690,  22  S.  E.  509,  holding  contract  for  sale 
of  standing  timber  within  statute  of  frauds;  Fluharty  v.  Mills,  49  W.  Va.  451, 
38  S.  E.  521,  holding  that  purchaser  by  parol  of  standing  timber  had  title  only 
to  severed  timber,  after  deed  by  owner;  Clark  v.  Guest,  54  Ohio  St.  302,  43  N.  E. 
862,  holding  agreement  giving  vendor  standing  timber,  within  statute  of  frauds, 
and  extension  of  time  of  removal  must  be  in  writing;  Richbourg  v.  Rose,  53 
Fla.  180,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  1061,  40  So.  69,  12  Ann.  Cas.  274,  holding  a  sale  of 
growing  or  standing  timber  is  a  contract  concerning  an  interest  in  land  and 
within   the  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fish  v.  Capwell,  25  L.  R.  A.  169,  which  holds  sale  of  tim- 
ber by  unacknowledged  instrument  amounts  only  to  revocable  license;  Leonard 
V.  Medford,  37  L.  R.  A.  449,  which  holds  oral  sale  of  growing  timber  valid  where 
purchaser  put  in  possession. 

Cited  in  notes  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  278)  on  character  of  purchase  of  standing 
timber  to  be  removed  within  specified  period,  as  of  realty,  or  of  personalty;  (128 
Am.  St.  Rep.  875)  on  conveyance  of  standing  timber  as  within  statute  of  frauds. 
PaaalnflT  or  forfeiture  of  title  to  tlntber. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Macomber  v.  Detroit,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  102, 
which  holds  title  to  logs  not  forfeited  by  failure  to  remove  within  time  fixed 
by  contract;  Yockey  v.  Norn,  26  L.  R.  A.  146,  which  holds  title  to  timber  does 
not  pass  until  delivery  on  cars,  under  unrecordable  inBtrument  requiring  pay- 
ment of  balance  when  loaded  on  cars;  Magnetic  Ore  Co.  v.  Marbury  Lumber  Co. 
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27  L.  R.  A.  434,  which  holds  title  of  absolute  grantee  to  timber  not  forfeited  by 
failure  to  cut  and  remove  within  reasonable  time. 

Cited  in  note  (55  L.  R.  A.  536)  on  conveyance  of  title  to  standing  timber  with- 
out conveying  title  to  land. 

19  L.  R.  A.  725,  STATE  v.  BUTTS,  3  S.  D.  577,  54  N.  W.  603. 
lilability   for   commnnleation   of   Infectlona    diaeajies. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Furley  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  74. 
which  holds  absolute  liability  for  damage  by  importing  infected  cattle  not  im- 
posed by  statute;  Kliegel  v.  Aitken,  35  L.  R.  A.  249,  which  holds  master  liable 
for  exposing  servant  to  infectious  disease;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Wood,  56 
L.  R.  A.  592,  which  holds  railroad  company  liable  for  communication  of  small- 
pox by  employee  negligently  permitted  to  escape  while  being  cared  for. 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.  R.  A.  727)  on  special  powers  and  liabilities  of  municipal- 
ities in  time  of  epidemics. 
Quarmntine   reanalationa. 

Cited  in  note    (26  L.  R.  A.  489,  490)    on  quarantine  regulations  by  health 
authorities. 

19  L.  R.  A.  727,  Ex  parte  WHITWELL,  98  Cal.  73,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  162,  32  Pac. 

870. 
Exercise    of    police    poiv^er. 

Cited  in  Re  Marshall,  102  Fed.  326,  holding  law  forbidding  use  of  repeating  or 
magazine  gun  in  shooting  birds  unconstitutional;  Jew  Ho  v.  Williamson,  103 
Fed.  18,  declaring  unconstitutional,  quarantine  against  Bubonic  plague,  of  10,000 
persons,  to  be  enforced  only  against  Chinese;  Ruhstrat  v.  People,  185  III.  142,  49 
L.  R.  A.  184,  76  Am.  St  Rep.  30,  57  N.  E.  41,  holding  law  forbidding  use  of  pic 
ture  of  flag  for'  trade-mark  unconstitutional ;  Re  Smith,  143  Cal.  372,  77  Pac. 
180,  denying  power  to  prohibit  manufacture  of  gas;  Re  Miller,  13  Cal.  App.  566, 
no  Pac.  139,  to  the  point  that  police  power  to  make  laws  for  protection  of 
health  is  extensive  and  is  vested  in  legislature;  Black  v.  Schwartz,  27  Utah,  406, 
65  L.R.A.  315,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  971,  76  Pac.  22,  1  Ann.  Caa.  550,  holding  bulk 
sales  law  applying  to  indebtedness  solvent  merchants  and  not  to  those  not  in- 
debted is  void;  Ex  parte  Hayden,  147  Cal.  650,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  185,  109  Am. 
St.  Rep.  183,  82  Pac.  315,  holding  act  requiring  fruit  to  bear  mark  of  place 
where  grown  was  void;  Ex  parte  Drexel,  147  Cal.  766,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  594,  82 
Pac.  429,  3  Ann.  Cas.  878,  holding  use  of  trading  stamps  could  not  be  forbid- 
den; Plumas  County  v.  Wheeler,  149  Cal.  762,  87  Pac.  909,  holding  it  with- 
in legislative  discretion  to  place  such  restrictions  upon  use  of  property  or  con- 
duct of  any  business  as  may  be  reasonably  necessary  for  public  safety,  health 
or  comfort;  Ex  parte  Dietrich,  149  Cal.  106,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  873,  84  Pac. 
770,  holding  an  act  unconstitutional  in  requiring  the  marking  of  packages  of 
butter  between  certain  weights,  with  raised  figures  giving  exact  weight;  Ex 
parte  Elam,  6  Cal.  App.  237,  91  Pac.  811,  holding  legislation  in  relation  to 
conservation  of  subterranean  waters  is  referable  to  the  police  power  of  the  state: 
Sweet  V.  Ballentyne,  8  Idaho,  442,  69  Pac.  996  (dissenting  opinion),  on  limi- 
tations upon  exercise  of  police  power. 

Distinguished  in  Denninger  v.  Pomona,  146  Cal.  637,  79  Pac.  360,  holding  an 
ordinance  reasonable  in  fixing  a  fine  of  three  hundred  dollars  for  violation  of 
an  ordinance  fixing  charges  for  gas. 
— —  As  to  nnlaancea. 

Cited  in  Re  San  Chung,  11  Cal.  App.  514,  105  Pac.  609,  upholding  ordinance 
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prohibiting  keeping  of  public  laundrj  in  certain  named  buildings  within  limits 
of  city  where  occupied  or  frequented  by  many  persons  or  by  persons  likely  to 
spread  disease;  Re  Hong  Wah,  82  Fed.  625,  holding  the  right  of  any  person  to 
engage  in  any  useful  occupation,  not  a  nuisance  per  se,  at  such  place  as  he  may 
choose  for  that  purpose  cannot  be  denied  by  any  law  or  ordinance;  Indianapolis 
▼.  Miller,  168  Ind.  289,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  822,  80  N.  E.  626,  holding  mere  possi- 
bility of  rough  immoral  conduct  of  persons  waiting  for  opening  of  theater  doors 
is  not  such  an  evil  that  right  to  use  of  alley  entrance  should  be  taken  away. 

Cited  in  notes  (38  L.  R.  A.  323)  on  municipal  power  over  nuisances  affecting 
safety,  health,  and  personal  comfort;  (38  L.  R.  A.  646)  on  municipal  power  over 
nuisances  relating  to  contract  or  business;  (38  L.  R.  A.  170)  on  municipal 
power  over  buildings  and  other  structures  as  nuiHances;  (132  Am.  St.  Rep.  93) 
on  power  of  municipality  to  prevent  or  regulate  use  of  property  for  advertising 
purposes. 

Distinguished  in  Shepard  v.  Seattle,  59  Wash.  373,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.)   651,  109 
Pac.  1067,  holding  that  city  may  declare  hospital  to  be  public  nuisance. 
Acta   remtrletlng   contractii. 

Cited  in  Republic  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v.  State,  160  Ind.  386,  62  L.  R.  A.  142,  66 
N.  E.  1005,  holding  act  providing  for  weekly  payment  of  wages,  and  imposing 
penalty  for  violations,  void;  Laurel  Hill  Cemetery  v.  San  Francisco,  152  Cal. 
471,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  268,  93  Pac.  70,  14  Ann.  Cas.  1080,  holding  question  of  the 
expediency  or  necessity  of  a  proposed  restriction  under  police  power  is  primarily 
for  the  legislature  and  in  absence  of  an  arbitrary  or  unreasonable  exercise  thereof 
the  courts  will  not  interfere. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  796)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting  con- 
tracts and  business. 
Judicial  questions  as  to  reasonableness  In  rearnlatlons. 

Cited  in  Re  McCapes,  157  Cal.  30,  106  Pac.  229,  holding  that  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  constitutional  rights  of  citizen  as  to  his  person  or  property  have 
been  unduly  invaded  by  exercise  of  police  power  is  judicial  question;  Sonora 
V.  Curtin,  137  Cal.  587,  70  Pac.  674,  holding  courts  will  interfere  and  determine 
reasonableness  of  regulation  where  right  of  a  citizen  to  engage  in  or  follow  a 
lawful  profession  is  involved;  Williams  v.  State,  85  Ark.  470,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
485,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  47,  108  S.  W.  838,  holding  it  the  duty  of  the  courts  to 
interfere  when  the  police  power  is  unreasonably  exercised;  Re  Wilshire,  103 
Fed.  622,  holding  laws  enacted  in  the  exercise  of  the  police  power  must  be 
reasonable,  and  they  are  always  subject  to  judicial  scrutiny;  McCoy's  Appli- 
cation, 10  Cal.  App.  126,  101  Pac.  419,  holding  action  of  supervisors  in  adopting 
ordinance  for  purpose  of  regulating  grazing  of  live  stock  is  not  conclusive  on 
question  of  reasonableness  of  regulation. 
Rljrbt  to  maintain  bospital. 

Cited  in  Hutchinson's  Succession,  112  La.  706,  36  So.  639,  holding  special 
legislative  authority  is  not  necessary  to  maintenance  of  a  hospital  in  connection 
with  a  medical  school. 

19  L.  R.  A.  733,  OHIO  &  M.  R.  CO.  v.  STEIN,  133  Ind.  243,  31  N.  E.  180,  32  N. 

E.  831. 
Admissibility  of  declarations  as  part  of  res  srestse. 

Cited  in  Marler  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  52  La.  Ann.  731,  27  So.  176,  rejecting 
declarations  of  deceased  as  to  manner  of  accident,  made  some  time  after  it  oc- 
curred and  in  absence  of  other  participants;  Hopkins  v.  Boyd,  18  Tnd.  App.  78. 
47  M*.  E.  480,  holding  statements  of  conductor  and  engineer,  made  at  different 
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time  and  place  from  accident,  incompetent;  Bolds  v.  Woods,  9  Ind.  App.  665,  36 
N.  £.  933,  holding  competent,  in  action  for  misrepreaentation  on  sale  of  land, 
statements  made  at  that  time  as  to  value,  location,  and  quality;  Roberts  v.  Port 
Blakely  Mill  Co.  30  Wash.  33,  70  Pac.  Ill,  holding  declarations  of  general  super- 
intendent  of  railway,  made    at  scene   of  wreck  within    three   hours  after    it  oc- 
curred, tending  to  explain  it,  admissible  as  part  of  res  geatije;  Springer  v.  By- 
ram,  137  Ind.  24,  23  L.  R.  A.  249,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  159,  36  N.  E.  361,  holdin«r 
statements  of  brother  of  injured  person,  made  in  his  presence  in  ambulance  im- 
mediately after  injury,  as  to  manner  in  which  it  was  received^  and  that  it  wa.<* 
fault  of  no  one,  competent  as  part  of  res  gestae;  Ft.  Wayne  &  W.  Valley  Trac- 
tion Co.  V.  Crosbie,  169  Ind.  290,  13  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    1219,  81  N.  E.  474,  14  Ann. 
Cas.  117,  holding  a  declaration  of  the  superintendent  that  he  should  have  known 
better  than  to  put  the  motorman  on  the  car,  where  made  after  an  accident  was 
not  admissible  against  the  company;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Haislup. 
39  Ind.  App.  397,  79  N.  E.  1035,  holding  declaration  a  few  minutes  after  accident 
of  injured  party  ''you  pushed  me  off  the  car"  in  answer  to  conductor's  remark 
"that's  what  you  get  for  stepping  off  backward"  was  admisisble  in  evidence: 
Anderson  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  15  Idaho,  530,  99  Pac.  91,  holding  state- 
ment of  engineer  immediately  after  stopping  train  and  walking  back  to  where 
injured  child   laid,   "that  he   saw   him  but   thought  he  would  get   out  of  the 
way"  was  admissible;   Leach  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  29   Utah,  297,   110 
Am.  St.  Rep.  708,  81   Pac.  90,  holding  declarations  of  a  conductor   immediate- 
ly after  the  accident  occurred  and  while  he  w^as  giving  orders  in   line  of  his 
duty,  were  admissible  in  evidence  as  part  of  the  res  gests;  Balding  v.  Andrews. 
12  N.   D.  275,   96   N.   W.   305,   holding  a  statement  at  time  of   fire   that  fire 
must  have  come  from   tightening  of  a  chain  was  inadmissible,   referring  to  a 
past  transaction  and  being  the  expression  of  a  mere  opinion ;  Hamrick  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  140  N.  C.  153,  62  S.  E.  232,  holding  agent's  explanation  fifteen 
minutes  afterwards  as  to  why  telegram  had  not  been  sent  was  inadmissible. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Robinson  v.  Superior  Rapid  Transit  R.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A. 
205,  which  holds  part  of  res  gestce,  what  conductor  said  on  permitting  return  of 
ejected  passenger;  Murray  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  496,  which  holds 
declaration  of  injured  person  as  to  cause  of  accident  admissible,  though  in  form 
of  narrative  and  in  answer  to  question;  Barker  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
26  L.  R.  A.  843,  which  holds  conductor's  declaration  that  passenger  ejected  by 
him  ought  to  have  broken  his  neck  inadmissible;  Sample  v.  Consolidated  Light 
&  R.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  186.  which  holds  admissible,  declaration  of  motorman  as  to 
cause  of  accident  while  car  still  on  body  of  injured  child;  Dixon  v.  Northern  P. 
R.  Co.  68  L.R.A.  895,  which  holds  admissible  as  res  gestse  statements  made  by  boy 
kicked  from  moving  train  a  few  minutes  after  the  accident  as  to  its  cause. 

Cited  in  notes   (65  L.R.A.  319)   on  admissibility  of  declarations  of  infant  too 
young  to  be  sworn  as  witness:    (11    Eng.  Rul.   Cas.  293)    on   admissibility  of 
declarations  as  part  of  the  res  gesta?. 
AdmiMlblllty  of  servant *■  declaratlona. 

Cited  in  Treager  v.  Jackson  Coal  &  Min.  Co.  142  Ind.  166,  40  N.  E.  907,  hold- 
ing evidence  that,  after  injury  to  employee  by  falling  of  roof  of  mine,  mining 
boss  admitted  that  he  knew  of  defect,  inadmissible  against  employers  in  absence 
:of  proof  that  admission  was  made  when  boss  engaged  in  discharge  of  duties;  New 
York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rankin,  89  C.  C.  A.  103,  162  Fed.  108,  holding  declarations 
of  a  general  solicitor  of  insurer  where  expression  of  a  personal  opinion,  arc 
inadmissible  as  against  the  insurance  company;  Blanchard-Carlisle  Co.  v.  Oarrit- 
aon,  43  Ind.  App.  305,  87  N.  E.  151,  holding  an  agent  with  general  authority 
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does  not  bind  his  company  by  a  declaration  as-  to  payment  not  made  as  part  of 
res  gestse  or  during  transaction  of  principal's  business. 

Cited  in  note  (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  30S,  316)  on  declarations  and  acts  of  agents. 
Statement  necesMiry  to  motion  for  neir  trial. 

Cited  in  Indianapolis  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ragan,  171  Ind.  673,  86  N.  E.  966,  hold- 
ing the  motion  for  a  new  trial  because  of  improper  admission  or  rejection  of 
evidence,  should  name  the  witness  and  disclose  what  particular  evidence  was 
admitted  or  rejected;  Dunn  v.  State,  162  Ind.  178,  70  N.  £.  521,  holding  if  name 
of  witness  and  the  subject  and  substance  of  the  point  are  stated  with  reasonable 
certainty  of  the  character  and  scope  of  the  particular  ruling  it  is  sufficient. 

19  L.  R.  A.  754,  COTTRELL  v.  WATKINS,  89  Va.  801,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  897,  17 

S.  E.  328. 
Effect  of  laches  on  rigrht  of  action. 

Cited  in  Gay  v.  Havermale,  27  Wash.  397,  67  Pac.  804,  holding  laches  in 
bringing  suit  not  affect  judgment  creditor's  right  to  maintain  action  to  set  aside 
fraudulent  conveyances,  when  such  action  not  barred  by  statute  of  limitations. 
RigrhtK   of   bolder   of   matured   nesTOtlable    paper. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  L.  R.  A.  772,  773,  781,  782)  on  rights  of  holder  of  negotiable 
paper   transferred  after  maturity;    (11  L.R.A. (N.S.)    1035,  1037)    on  effect  of 
transfer,  after  maturity,  of  accommodation  paper  diverted  from  intended  use. 
Amendment  after  affirmance  of  demurrer. 

Cited  in  Robinson  v.  Davis,  66  Ark.  433,  51  S.  W.  66,  granting  leave  to  amend 
petition  to  vacate  judgment,  after  affirmance  of  judgment  upon  demurrer, 

19  L.  R.  A.  762,  WITHROW  v.  SMITHSON,  37  W.  Va.  757,  17  S.  E.  316. 
Inaanlty   as  affectlnff  Judarnienta. 

Cited  in  Pollock  v.  Horn,  13  Wash.  629,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  66,  43  Pac.  885,  hold- 
ing judgment  rendered  against  lunatic  not  void;  Spence  v.  Miner,  89  Neb.  617, 
131  X.  W.  1044,  to  the  point  tliat  judgment  against  insane  defendant  is  not  void 
and  subject  to  collateral  attack. 

Cited  in  notes    (39  L.  R.  A.  775)    on  insanity  as  affecting  judgments;    (130 
.\m.  St.  Rep.  847.  848,  852,  855)  on  judgments  for  or  against  insane  persons. 
Hnsband's  liability  for  wife's  tort. 

Cited  in  Gill  v.  State,  39  W.  Va.  485,  26  L.  R.  A.  658,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  928, 

20  S.  E.  668,  denying  husband's  liability  for  fines  imposed  upon  his  wife  for  mis- 
demeanors; Kellar  v.  James,  63  W.  Va.  142,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1009,  69  S.  E.  939, 
holding  the  married  woman  laws  of  state  do  not  have  the  effect  of  relieving  hus- 
band of  liability  for  torts  of  wife. 

Rlirbt  to  vrrlt  of  error  coram   nobis. 

Cited  in  Lynch  v.  W'est,  63  W.  Va.  576,  60  S.  E.  606,  holding  writ  of  error 
coram  nobis  available  to  correct  defects  in  the  process  of  execution. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Collins  v.  State,  60  L.  R.  A.  672,  which  denies  right  to 
writ  of  error  coram  nobia  from  inability  to  prepare  record  on  appeal  within 
statutory  period. 

Cited  in  note  (97  Am.  St.  Rep.  370)  on  writs  of  error  coram  nobis  and  coram 
vobis. 

19  L.  R,  A.  764,  ALAIR  v.  NORTHERN  P.  R.  CO.  63  Minn.   160,  39  Am.  St. 

Rep.  588,  64  N.  W.  1072. 
Limitation    of   carrier's    liability. 
Cited  in  J.  J.  Douglas  Co.  y.  Minnesota  Transfer  R.  Co.  62  Minn.  292.  30  L.  R. 


I 


r 


^^  4iTH0RITIES.  622 


19  ^  "* 

f 

jj  „^/  fl/r«f*  limiting  carrier's  liability  to  value  of 

p  jf,  A*'  '   '       ^^  9ttst*i^^^^  receipt  of  bill  of  lading;  Normile  v.  Oregon 

^  .^  ^  >'•  '  *  ^,-  fihipP^''  p^^  sustaining  stipulation  as  to  value,  honestly 
•*jl  f^f^^r  f^'  ^-^harg^  ""^  responsibility;  Ullman  v.  Chicago  &  N. 
>>^.   <'*'•  '!/^  of^^^f^Ju  K.  A.  249,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  949,  88  N.  W.  4L 
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I»'   ^'  \' carrier's  eo"       ^  g   ^  w.  R.  Co.  87  Wis.  494,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  55. 
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„nioii»^  "    V^        93  Ga.  810,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  197,  21  S.  E.  287,  and  Central 
Bk^'-  ^^'  !,',  rohev.  113  Ga.  518,  53  L.  R.  A.  722,  38  S.  E.  970,  allowing  shipper 


U  (U  ^-  *  fixing  arbitrary  value,  to  recover  true  value  of  goods  negligently 
signing  recei^  ^  Adams  Exp.  Co.  205  Mass.  260,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  297,  91  K.  E. 
joflt;  (^as.  361,  holding  that  contract  fixing  value  of  property  to  be  trans- 

3^^'       '     jj^gis  of  carrier's  charges,  which  shall  be  binding  on  shipper  in  case 
portea*   ^^  ^^^  forbidden  by  Carmack  amendment  of  Hepburn  Act;   Hanson  v. 
^^  iTNortliern  R.  Co.  18  N.  D.  333,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  768,  121  N.  W.  78,  on 
'  M  of  carrier  by  special  contract  fixing  value  of  goods  for  shipment,  to  limit 
restrict  liability  for  negligence  to  value  of  goods  thus  agreed  upon;  Porteoiu 
^'^Adams  Exp.  Co.  112  Minn.  34,  127  N.  W.  429,  holding  that  agreement  in  bill 
of  lading  fixing  value  of  articles  for  purpose  of  determining  carrier's  responsi- 
bility ia  valid;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Wehrman,  25  Okla.  154,  105  Pac.  328: 
Ostroot  V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  Ill  Minn.  508,  127  N.  W.  177,— holding  that  con- 
tract limiting  carrier's  liability  to  stipulated  valuation,  is  valid  if  party  entered 
into  provided  it  is  just  and  reasonable;  Murphy  v.  Wells- Fargo  Exp.  Co.  99  Minn. 
231,  108  N.  W.  1070,  holding  that  a  carrier  can  limit  its  responsibility  for  dam- 
ages to  such  an  extent  which  is  in  law  just  and  reasonable;  Baltimore  k  0.  R. 
Co.  V.  Hubbard,  72  Ohio  St.  320,  74  N.  E.  214,  holding  that  in  the  absence  of 
fraud,  where  there  is  a  reduction  of  the  rat€,  in  consideration  of  a  limitation  of 
liability  to  a  certain  stated  amount,  the  contract  will  be  enforced  as  reasonable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mears  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  66  L.  R.  A.  884, 
which  authorizes  carrier  to  stipulate  for  exemption  from  liability  for  wet; 
Ullman  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  246,  which  sustains  carrier's 
right  to  secure  entire  exemption  from  liability  as  insurer  for  loss  not  due  to 
negligence  or  misfeasance;  Tecumseh  Mills  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  49  L.  R.  A. 
558,  which  holds  prohibition  against  carriers  limiting  liability  inapplicable  to 
contract  by  domestic  corporation  in  other  state  for  transportation  entirely  out- 
side of  state;  Rosenthal  v.  Weir,  57  L.  R.  A.  527,  which  holds  failure  to  com- 
ply with  agreement  for  stoppage  in  transitu  not  within  contract  limiting  lia- 
bility to  specified  amount;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Murphey,  53  L.  R.  A.  720,  which 
holds  negligent  carrier  liable  for  true  value,  notwithstanding  arbitrary  pread- 
justment  in  bill  of  lading,  assented  to  by  shipper;  United  States  Exp.  Co.  v. 
Koerner,  33  L.  R.  A.  600,  which  holds  carrier's  liability  in  case  of  loss  of  pack- 
age containing  $234,000,  limited  to  value  which  shipper  stated  package  contained; 
Parker  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  68  L.R.A.  827,  which  denies  right  of  carrier 
to  contract  for  exemption  from  liability  for  injury  by  delay  due  to  its  own  negli- 
gence; Bosley  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  871,  which  denies  right  of 
carrier  of  live  stock  to  exempt  itself  from  liability  for  loss  by  delay  in  trans- 
portation occaaioned  by  its  negligence  or  misfeasance  by  contract  providing  that 
shipper  shall  accept  as  full  compensation  in  case  of  unusual  detention  amount 
actually  expended  in  purchase  of  food  and  water  while  so  detained. 
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Cited  in  note  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  107,  108,  109,  110)  on  limitation  of  carrier's 
liability  in  bills  of  lading. 

Distinguished  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Seals,  56  Neb.  418,  71  Am.  St.  Rep. 
682,  76  N.  W.  903,  holding  telegraph  company  liable  for  failure  correctly  to 
transmit  message,  notwithstanding  agreement  to  contrary  on  blank. 

19  L.  R.  A.  767,  EWING  v.  WILSON,  132  Ind.  223,  31  N.  E.  64. 

Other  cases  involving  same  trust  deed  in  Ewing  v.  Smith,  132  Ind.  205,  31 
N.  E.  464;  Ewing  v.  Justice,  132  Ind.  600,  31  N.  E.  68;  Ewing  v.  Bass,  149  Ind. 
1,  48  N.  E.  241;  Ewing  v.  Warner,  47  Minn.  446,  50  N.  W.  603;  Ewing  v.  Clark, 
65  Minn.  71,  67  N.  W.  669;  Ewing  v.  Shannahan,  113  Mo.  188,  20  S.  W.  1065. 
TJndue  Inflaence  or  fraud  «•  affectlngr  deed  or  gift. 

Cited  in  Sherrin  v.  Flinn,  155  Ind.  427,  58  N.  E.  649,  holding  that  conveyance 
by  infirm  man  to  daughter  on  her  oral  promise  to  care  for  and  support  him,  and 
which  she  refuses  to  perform,  may  be  set  aside  on  ground  of  fraud;  Slayback  v. 
Witt,  161  Ind.  386,  60  N.  E.  389,  holding  that  conveyance  by  woman  ninety -one 
years  old  to  son  did  not  raise  presumption  of  undue  influence;  Teegarden  v. 
Lewis,  145  Ind.  112,  44  N.  E.  9,  holding  that  gift  from  old,  weak,  and  childish 
father  to  daughter  and  son-in-law  will  be  sustained  in  absence  of  proof  of  undue 
influence;  McCord  v.  Bright,  44  Ind.  App.  288,  87  N.  E.  654,  holding  that  where 
superior  secures  advantage  at  expense  of  person  in  fiduciary  relation,  burden 
of  proof  is  on  superior  to  show  transaction  was  fair;  American  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso. 
V.  Fowler,  46  Ind.  App.  291,  83  N.  E.  118,  to  the  point  that  fraud  being  question 
of  fact  may  be  proved  by  circumstantial  evidence. 
Revoeatlon   of   deed   of    trust. 

Followed  in  Ewing  v.  Smith,  132  Ind.  205,  31  N.  E.  464,  holding  deed  executed 
by  fraud  or  mistake  revoked  by  reconveyance  to  grantor. 

Cited  in  Richards  v.  Reeves,  149  Ind.  431,  40  X.  E.  348,  sustaining  revocation 
of  trust  deed  in  favor  of  minors,  on  parol  proof  of  mistake;  Ewing  v.  Bass,  149 
Ind.  2,  48  N.  E.  241,  and  Ewing  v.  Clark,  65  Minn.  79,  67  N.  W.  669,  holding 
trust  deed  terminated  by  deed  from  trustee  to  cestui  que  trust. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Reidy  v.  Small,  20  L.  R.  A.  362,  which  holds  want  of 
power  of  revocation  in  trust  deed  not  fatal. 

Cited  in  note  (34  Am.  St.  Rep.  218)  on  revocation  of  naked  trusts. 
mtlecet  to  be  irlven  Interpretation  of  contract  by  parties  to  It. 

Cited  in  Scott  v.  La  Fayette  Gas.  Co.  42  Ind.  App.  6^0,  86  N.  E.  495,  holding 
where  language  of  contract  is  of  doubtful  construction,  the  interpretation  by 
the  parties  to  it  will  be  adopted  by  the  court,  unless  it  be  at  variance  with  the 
correct  legal  interpretation  of  it. 

19  L.  R.  A.  775,  STATE  v.  HUDSON,  13  Mont.  112,  32  Pac.  413. 
l^ocallty  of  act  nm  detcrmlnlnar  crime  or  Jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ex  parte  Lacy,  31  L.  R.  A.  822,  which  holds  forwarding 
money  by  telegraph  to  another  state  to  be  wagered  on  horse  race  to  take  place  in 
third  state  may  be  crime  in  state  from  which  money  sent;  Graham  v.  People, 
47  L.  R.  A.  731,  which  requires  institution  of  prosecution  for  obtaining  money 
by  confidence  game  in  county  where  offense  consummated. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.  R.  A.  64)  on  locality  of  crime  committed  by  shooting  or 
striking  across  state  boundary;  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  331)  on  absence  of  accused 
from  territorial  jurisdiction  at  time  of  offense  as  affecting  jurisdiction. 
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"What  conatltntes  forarery. 

Cited  in  Jesaup  v.  State,  44  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  89,  68  S.  W.  988,  holding  crime 
of  forgery  not  complete  till  forged  instrument  passed. 

Cited  in  note  (8  L.RwA.(N.S.)  1179)  on  what  constitutes  uttering  or  pub- 
lishing. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Malish,  15  Mont.  510,  39  Pac.  739,  affirming  convic- 
tion for  forgery  where  jury  finds  prisoner  guilty  of  "uttering  forged  che?k;" 
State  V.  Evans,  15  Mont.  540,  28  L.  R.  A.  127,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  701,  39  Pac  850, 
holding  that  signing  another's  name  to  order  directing  third  party  to  pay  de- 
fendant, "and  charge  him  at  my  office,"  is  not  forgery. 

19  L.  R.  A.  779,  STATE  ex  rel.  CHILDS  v.  KIXCHLI,  53  Minn.  147,  64  N.  W. 

1069. 
Nominee  of  comvontlon. 

Cited  in  State  etg  rel  Cann  v.  Moore,  23  Wash.  284,  62  Pac.  769,  holding  that 
courts  will  treat  as  nominee,  person  mistakenly  so  declared  hy  chairman,  after 
adjournment  of  convention,  sine  die;  Phillips  v.  Gallagher,  73  Minn.  534,  42 
L.  R.  A.  226,  76  N.  W.  285,  holding  person  receiving  majority  of  votes  for 
sheriff  in  convention,  on  ballot  declared  foul,  not  nominee  of  party. 
Rlflrht  of  member  of  board  to  put  motion. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel,  Southey  v.  Lashar,  44  L.  R.  A.  197,  which 
holds  void,  vote  put  by  one  member  of  city  board  after  presiding  officer  holds 
motion  out  of  order. 
HVlko  are  manlclpal  oAcem. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Baltimore  v.  Lyman,  62  L.  R.  A.  406,  which  holds  super- 
intendent of  public  instruction  not  municipal  officer;  State  v.  Loechner,  59  L.  R. 
A.  916,  which  holds  member  of  city  board  of  education,  ministerial  officer. 
IVliat  const  it  a  tea  arroand  for  remoTal  from  olllee. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Speed  v..  Detroit,  22  L.  R.  A.  842,  which  holds  miscon- 
duct before  appointment  no  ground  for  removal. 

19  L.  R.  A.  783,  STATE  ex  rel.  O'CONNOR  v.  WOLFER,  63  Minn.  136,  39  Am. 

St.  Rep.  582,  54  N.  W.  1065. 
Conditional     pardon. 

Cited  in  Fuller  v.  State,  122  Ala.  37,  45  L.  R.  A.  602,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  26 
So.  146,  holding  parole  of  convict  imprisoned  for  assault,  in  nature  of  conditional 
pardon  and  within  pardoning  power  of  governor;  Re  Convicts,  73  Vt.  423,  56 
L.  R.  A.  660,  51  Atl.  10,  expressing  opinion  that  power  of  governor  to  grant 
pardons  is  vested  right  which  legislature  cannot  take  away  by  creating  board 
with  authority  to  grant  conditional  pardons  or  paroles;  Re  Prout,  12  Idaho. 
498,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1066,  86  Pac.  275,  10  Ann.  Cas.  199,  holding  that  a  board 
of  pardons  has  the  power  to  grant  pardons  upon  such  conditions  as  they  may 
see  fit,  provided  they  are  not  immoral  or  illegal. 

Cited  in  notes  (70  Am.  St.  Rep.  836;  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  110,  111,  114,  115) 
on  conditional  pardons. 

-^  NeeeMilty  for  Judicial  determination  of  facta,  vpon  recommltmeat  for 
condition  broken. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Davis  v.  Hunter,  124  Iowa,  672,  104  Am.  St. 
Rep.  361,  100  N.  W.  510,  holding  that  where  the  pardon  was  by  an  in- 
determinate suspension  of  the  sentence  by  the  governor,  the  latter  could  re- 
commit V  Q  convict  without  a  judicial  determination;  Ex  parte  Houghton,  49 
Or.  236,  ;i  L.R.A.(N.S.)  739,  89  Pac.  801,  13  Ann.  Cas.  1101,  holding  that  where 
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the  pardon  expressly  provided  that  the  governor  of  the  state  had  authority  to 
recommit  the  convict  for  conditions  broken,  the  convict  is  not  entitled  to  a 
judicial  determination. 

19  L.  R.  A.  789,  O'ROURK  v.  SIOUX  FALLS,  4  S.  D.  47,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  760, 

54  N.  W.  1044. 
IjlabllltT  of  municipality. 

Cited  in  Gianfortone  v.  New  Orleans,  24  L.  R.  A.  606,  61  Fed.  72,  holding  city 
not  liable  for  act  of  mob  in  killing  prisoner;  New  Orleans  v.  Kerr,  50  La.  Ann. 
417,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  442,  23  So.  384,  holding  city  not  liable  to  pound  keeper 
for  false  arrest,  but  liable  for  loss  by  reason  of  lack  of  police  protection;  Nichol- 
son V.  Detroit,  129  Mich.  266,  56  L.  R.  A.  605,  88  N.  W.  695,  holding  city  not 
liable  for  death  of  carpenter  from  smallpox,  contracted  while  tearing  down 
smallpox  hospital;  Landau  v.  New  York,  90  App.  Div.  56,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  616, 
holding  city  not  rendered  liable  to  one  injured  by  premature  explosion  of  fire- 
works, by  suspension  of  ordinance  prohibiting  fireworks. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wilson  v.  Mitchell,  65  L.R.A.  158,  which  holds  that 
municipality  cannot  ratify  act  of  waterworks  superintendent  in  wrongfully 
connecting  well  with  city  water  mains  so  as  to  become  liable  for  water  taken 
from  the  well. 

Cited  in  notes  (12  L.  R.  A.(N.S.)  538)  on  municipal  liability  for  torts  of 
police  officers;  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  533,  672)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  de- 
fects or  obstructions  in  streets;  (23  L.R.A. (N.S.)  644)  on  liability  of  munici- 
pality for  failure  to  prevent  improper  conduct  in  or  use  of  streets;  (108  Am. 
St.  Rep.  154)  as  to  what  municipal  corporations  are  answerable  for  injuries 
due  to  defects  in  streets  and  other  public  places. 
Dliitl  action  bet-vreen  private  and  public  functions  of  municipality. 

Cited    in   note    (1    L.R.A.(N.S.)    667)    on    distinction   between    private    and 
public  functions  of  municipality  with  respect  to  liability  for  damages. 
DutT  to  lljrlit  atrccts. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1168)  on  duty  to  light  streets. 

19  L.  R.  A.  792,  WOLF  v.  BURKE,  18  Colo.  264,  32  Pac.  427. 
PreMamptlon  an  to  common  lair  of  another  state. 

Cited  in  Wells  v.  Shuster-Hax  Nat.  Bank,  23  Colo.  537,  48  Pac.  809,  sustain- 
ing presumption  that  common  law  as  to  rights  of  creditors  after  general  assign- 
ment of  debtor  exists  in  Missouri. 

Cited  in  note    (67  L.R.A.  44)   on  presumption  as  to  common  law  of  another 
state. 
Extraterritorial  effect  nrlven  statnteii  of  iitate. 

Cited  in  Sullivan  v.  German  Nat.  Bank,  18  Colo.  App.  103,  70  Pac.  162,  hold- 
ing statutes   have  no  application  to  transactions  occurring  beyond  the   limits 
of  the  state. 
Conflict  of  laivs  an  to  statute  of  frandii. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Obear  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  33  L.  R.  A.  384,  which  holds 
defense  of  statute  of  frauds  dependent  on  law  of  state  where  action  brought; 
Heaton  v.  Eldridge,  36  L.  R.  A.  817,  which  holds  agreement,  not  to  be  performed 
within  year,  not  enforceable  in  Ohio  in  absence  of  memorandum,  although  such 
agreement  was  made  in  another  state  where  it  was  competent  to  prove  same  by 
parol. 

Cited  in  note  (64  L.  R.  A.  124)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  statute  of  frauds. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 40. 
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19  L.  R.  A.  796,  CINCINNATI,  S.  &  C.  R.  CO.  v.  BENSLEY.  2  C.  C.  A.  480,  6 

U.  S.  App.  115,  61  Fed.  738. 
Time   element   in   contract. 

Cited  in  Persinger  v.  Bevill,  31  Fla.  369,  12  So.  366,  denying  right  to  recover 
on  subsidy  agreement,  made  conditional  on  completion  of  road  at  stated  time 
and  which  was  not  fulfilled;   West  Virginia  &  P.   R.   Co.  v.   Harrison  Count)" 
Court,  47  W.  Va.  282,  34  S.  E.  786,  sustaining  agreement  that  subscription  bondi 
should  be  forfeited  if  road  was  not  completed  in  three  years ;  Stephauy  v.  Castan, 
168  111.  59,  48  N.  £.  205,  Affirming  68  111.  App.  558,  refusing  to  enforce  agree 
ment  to  pay,  conditioned  upon  promise  by  third  party  which  was  performed  five 
days  late;  Powers  v.  Rude,  14  Okla.  395,  79  Pac.  89,  holding  time  is  the  essence 
of  the  contract  where  acceptance  and  performance  must  be  within  a  given  time: 
Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  Loughlin,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  582,  98  S.  W.  948, 
holding  where   contract  calls   for   completion   of   paving  street   within  a  fixed 
time,  time  is  the  essence  of  the  contract  and  promise  to  pay  is  conditioned  upon 
performance;   Bes  Line  Constr.  Co.  v.  Woods,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App.  418,  84  S.  W. 
378,    holding   time   essential   where   contract   calls    for   commencement  of  work 
within  thirty  days  from  date  and  completion  within  a  fixed  time. 

Distinguished  in  Coos  Bay  R.  Co.  v.  Nosier,  30  Or.  556,  48  Pac.  361,  holding 
failure  to  complete  railroad  within  time  specified  by  contract  not  total  failure 
of  consideration  which  will  entitle  subscriber  to  recover  amount  of  subscription. 
Promise  implied  from  receipt  of  benefits. 

Cited  in  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Johnson  City,  49  L.  R.  A.  125,  footnote  p.  123. 
40  C.  C.  A.  62,  99  Fed.  667,  holding  action  for  money  had  and  receivetl  will  not 
lie  against  city  in  favor  of  bona  fide  purchaser  of  its  bonds^  illegally  issmtl 
to  foreign  railroad  corporation  in  payment  of  stock  subscription  which  it  had 
no  power  to  make,  although  proceeds  of  bond  used  in  constructing  depot  in  city 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Whitely  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  303,  which 
holds  that  implied  vendor's  lien  does  not  arise  in  favor  of  judgment  for  dam- 
ages for  breach  of  indefinite  continuing  covenants;  Parshley  v.  Third  M.  E. 
Church,  30  L.  R.  A.  574,  which  denies  liability  of  church  for  attorney's  services 
in  prosecuting  preacher  because  it  had  passed  resolution  for  his  removal  from 
parsonage. 

19  L.  R.  A.  802^  TEASS  v.  ST.  ALBANS,  38  W.  Va.  1,  17  S.  E.  400. 
Adverse  possession  as  agralnst   public. 

Cited  in  Bowman  v.  Duling,  39  W.  Va.  621,  20  S.  E.  567,  holding  that  ten 
years'  peaceable  adverse  possession  would  bar  right  of  town  to  demand  removal 
of  fence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Webb  v.  Demopolis,  21  L.  R.  A.  62,  which  holds  rights 
of  public  in  street  not  lost  by  prescription  or  laches;  Norrell  v.  Augusta  R.  & 
Electric  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  101,  which  holds  tiJe  by  prescription  not  acquired  by 
adverse  possession  of  land  dedicated  and  accepted  as  city  street. 

Overruled  in  Ralston  v.  Weston,  46  W.  Va.  546,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  834,  33  S.  E- 
326,  holding  that  occupation  by  sufferance,  of  unused  portion  of  street  for  more 
than  statutory  period,  will  not  establish  adverse  possession. 

Cited  as  overruled  in  Weston  v.  Ralston,  48  W.  Va.  189,  36  S.  E.  446,  holding 
public  easement  once  lawfully  established,  good  against  titles  by  adverse  pos- 
session; McClellan  v.  Weston,  49  W.  Va.  672,  55  L.  R.  A.  903,  footnote  p.  898, 
39  S.  E.  670,  holding  land  within  boundary  of  street  as  shown  by  plat  not  sub- 
ject to  adverse  possession. 
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Cited  in  Davis  v.  Davis,  40  W.  Va.  478,  21  S.  E.  906  (by  divided  court),  sus- 
taining injunction  against  operation  of  merry-go-round  as  nuisance;  Gulf,  C. 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Belton,  67  Tex.  Civ.  App.  467,  122  S.  W.  413,  holding  that 
municipality  cannot  by  mere  declaration  that  dwelling  house  is  nuisance,  sub- 
ject *it  to  removal. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Atlfinta,  54  L.  R.  A.  294,  which 
holds  power  to  abate  nuisance  in  city,  in  police  court  only;  Valparaiso  v. 
Boearth,  47  L.  R.  A.  487,  which  holds  notice  or  request  to  remove  building  en- 
<?roaching  on  street  unnecessary  before  action  to  abate  it. 

Cited  in  notes  (38  L.  R.  A.  165)  on  municipal  power  over  buildings  and  other 
structures  as  nuisances;    (39  L.  R.  A.  662)    on  municipal  power  over  nuisances 
affecting  highways  and  waters;    (51  L.  R.  A.  661)   on  right  of  municipality  to 
maintain  suit  to  enjoin  or  abate  public  nuisances. 
•Controlllnir  effect  of  land   marks. 

Cited  in  Brummell  v.  Harris,  162  Mo.  405,  63  S.  W.  497,  holding  that  courts 
will  enforce  true  dividing  line,  which  has  been  ignored  by  parties  to  deeds; 
Clayton  v.  County  Ct.  58  W.  Va.  258,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  800,  52  S.  E.  103,  holding 
palpably  erroneous  and  irreconcilable  calls  for  course  and  distance  may  always 
be  rejected  and  the  survey  closed  by  lines  run  according  to  the  established 
monuments. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Elliott  v.  Jefferson,  64  L.  R.  A.   135,  which  holds  rule 
that  marked  line  controls  call  in  deed  for  course  and  distance  not  applicable 
unless  line  is  so  connected  with  deed  as  to  create  presumption  that  grantor  in- 
tended to  adopt  it. 
Fixlns  boundary  by  aarreement. 

Cited  in  Harman  v.  Alt,  69  W.  Va.  290,  71  S.  E.  709,  holding  that  disputed 
boundaries  between  adjoining  owners  may  be  settled  by  express  oral  agreement 
executed  immediately  and  accompanied  by  possession;  LeComte  v.  Freshwater, 
oC>  \V.  Va.  343,  49  S.  E.  238,  holding  in  case  of  uncertainty  of  boundary,  an 
oral  agreement  fixing  the  same  -must  be  followed  by  actual  possession;  Lewis 
V.  Yates,  62  W.  Va.  592,  59  S.  E.  1073,  on  effect  to  be  given  evidence  of  different 
lines   than   those   recognized    by   parties. 

Cited  in  note   (129  Am.  St.  Rep.  997)   on  location  of  boundaries. 
Presamptlon  of  o^Tnerahlp. 

Cited  in  Riffle  v.  Skinner,  67  W.  Va.  78,  67  S.  E.  1075.  holding  that  where 
there  is  seizen  or  possession  under  claim  of  title  there  is  always  a  presumption 
of  title. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cahill  v.  Cahill,  60  L.  R.  A.  706,  which  holds  direct  proof 
of  existence  of  deed  may  be  aided  by  presumption  from  possession  and  repeated 
acts  of  ownership. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  548)  on  possession  as  evidence  of  seisin. 

19  L.  R.  A.  811,  COLE  v.  COLE,  142  HI.  19,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  56,  31  N.  E.  109. 

Appeal   from  order  entered  after  wife's  death  in  Cole  v.  Littledale,   164  111. 
631,  45  N.  E.  969,  Affirming  63  111.  App.  491. 
Chanire  of  decree  of  alimony. 

Cited  in  Brandt  v.  Brandt,  40  Or.  486,  67  Pac.  508,  discontinuing  accrued  and 
future  alimony  from  date  of  remarriage  of  wife;  Beard  v.  Beard,  57  Neb.  758, 
78  N.  W.  265,  holding  drouths  and  failure  of  crops  not  ground  for  changing 
alimony;  Daugherty  v.  Daugherty,  71  111.  App.  308,  refusing  to  reduce  accrued 
4ind  future  alimony  on  ground  that,  at  time  of  decree,  husband  was  ignorant  of 
wife's  adultery;  Cariens  v.  Cariens,  60  W.  Va.  116,  65  L.  R,  A.  932,  footnote 
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p.  930,  40  S.  £.  335,  holding  wife's  subsequent  adultery  ground  for  discharge  of 
husband  from  paying  alimony;  Barkman  v.  Barkman,  94  III.  App.  441;  Shaw 
V.  Shaw,  69  111.  App.  270;  Welty  v.  Welty,  195  111,  338,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  208,  63 
N.  E.  161, —  denying  court's  power  to  modify  decree  for  alimony  when  wife  has 
been  awarded  sum  in  gross;  Warren  v.  Warren,  101  111.  App.  310,  refusing,  two 
years  after  decree,  to  reduce  alimony  claimed  to  have  been  obtained  by  fraud, 
when  no  change  in  condition  of  parties  is  shown;  Craig  v.  Craig,  163  111.  181, 
46  N.  E.   163,  Modifying  64  111.  App.  49,  denying  right  of  court  to  set  aside 
alimony  past  due;  Harding  y.  Harding,  180  111.  622,  64  N.  E.  587,  refusing  to 
increase  alimony  when  precarious  condition  of  husband's  finances  does  not  war- 
rant it;  Griswold  v.  Griswold,  HI  111.  App.  274,  denying  court's  power  under 
statute  authorizing  alteration  of  alimony  decree,  to  modify  consent  decree  fixing 
alimony,  because  of  alleged  fraud  of  husband  in  obtaining  it;  Chase  v.  Chase, 
70  111.  App.  574,  holding  that  court's  power  over  alimony  does  not  end  at  entry 
of  judgment,  but  continues  for  purposes  of  modification;  Jennison  v.  Jetmison, 
136  Ga.  210,  71  S.  E.  244,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  441,  holding  that  court  has  power 
to  revise  or  revoke  order  for  alimony  to  be  paid  out  of  future  earnings  of  hu8- 
band,  because  of  acts  of  adultery  on  part  of  wife,  before  final  decree  is  granted: 
Stanfield  v.  Stanfield,  22  Okla.  587,  98  Pac.  334,  holding  an  application  at  a 
subsequent  term   of   the   same   or   another  court  for  modification   of  a  decree 
awarding  custody  of  children  and  alimony  cannot  be  used  to  take  the  place  of 
an  appeal;  Chambers  v.  Chambers,  75  Neb.  854,  106  N.  W\  993,  holding  appli- 
cation for  a  change  in  the  amount  of  alimony,  must  be  founded  on  new  facts 
occurring  since  entering  of  decree. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Livingston  v.  Livingston,  61  L.  R.  A.  800,  which  holds 
unchangeable  provision  for  alimony  in  divorce  decree  cannot  be  impaired  by  .sub- 
sequent statute  empowering  courts  to  modify  same;  Wetmore  v.  Wctmore.  48 
L.  R.  A.  666,  which  holds  right  to  alimony  from  income  of  testamentary  trust 
for  support  of  former  husband  terminated  by  remarriage  of  divorced  woman. 

Cited  in  note   (20  L.R.A.(N".S.)  425)   on  right  of  wife  against  whom  absolute 
divorce  granted  to  permanent  alimony. 
Alimony-  based  on  fatnre  earnlnsK  or  after-acqnired  property. 

Cited  in  Starrett  v.  Starrett,  132  111.  App.  319,  holding  alimony  may  be  al- 
lowed out  of  after  acquired  property;  Connett  v.  Connett,  81  Neb.  780,  116 
N.  W.  658,  holding  the  husband  being  the  wrong-doer,  wife  was  entitled  to 
alimony,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  based  upon  husband's  probable  future 
earnings,  as  well  as  upon  his  real  and  personal  property. 
Decree  in  grroim  In  ■atlsfactlon  of  alimony. 

Cited  in  Bobowski  v.  Bobowski,  242  111.  529,  90  N.  E.  361,  holding  a  sum  in 
gross  may  be  decreed  in  satisfaction  of  alimony  and  a  portion  of  the  husband's 
real  estate  may  be  decreed  to  the  wife;  Fall  v.  Fall,  76  Neb.  136,  121  Am.  St. 
Rep.  767,  113  N.  W.  175  (dissenting  opinion),  on  measure  of  alimony  upon 
separation. 

Distinguished  in  Raab  v.  Raab,  150  111.  App.  666,  holding  a  sum  in  gross  is 
not  allowable  to  a  wife  in  an  action  for  separate  maintenance. 
Cnatody  of  child  as  ezcu«e   for  nonpayn&ent   of  allnnony. 

Cited  in  Cavenaugh  v.  Cavenaugh,  106  111.  App.  213,  holding  husband's  reliev- 
ing wife  of  custody  of  diild  no  excuse  for  failure  to  obey  order  for  payment  of 
alimony. 
£lfect  of  ivlfe'a  adultery   on   property   riarhts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kinzy  v.  Kinzy,  20  L.  R.  A.  222,  which  holds  wife's  title 
to  land,  vesting  during  marriage,  not  afi'ected  by  subsequent  divorce  for  adultery. 
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Clr««]ii«t«iiee«  «•  determliilnflr  rlgrl^t  to  custody  of  children. 

Cited  in  Re  Petitt,  84  Kan.  644,  114  Pac.  1071,  to  the  point  that  children  of 
divorced  parties  are,  in  sense,  wards  of  court  which  entered  decree  and  custody 
may  be  awarded  as  circumstances  require. 

19  L.  R.  A.  814,  BUTLER  v.  WASHINGTON,  46  La.  Ann.  279,  12  So.  356. 
Valid  It  y  of  Jndarmettts  nffectlngr  nonresidents. 

Cited  in  Qates  v.  Gaitber,  46  La.  Ann.  297,  16  So.  50,  declaring  void  judgment 
in  partition  where  curator  ad  hoc  for  absent  defendant  was  appointed  by  clerk 
without  showing  jurisdictional  facts;  Sauton  v.  Sauton,  45  La.  Ann.  920,  13  So. 
203,  sustaining  judgment  in  partition  wherein  curator  ad  hoc  was  appointed  for 
absent  defendant,  who  was  without  agent  or  representative  in  state. 
SnJIIeleney  of  service  of  process. 

Cited  in  Haddock  v.  Haddock,  201  U.  S.  586,  50  L.  ed.  876,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
525,  5  Ann.  Cas.  1,  on  the  validity  of  a  decree  of  divorce  rendered  upon  con- 
structive service;  Knapp  v.  Supreme  Commandery  U.  0.  G.  C.  121  Tenn.  228, 
1 18  S.  W.  390,  on  the  effect  given  a  substituted  service. 

Cited  in  note  (50  L.  R.  A.  697)  on  what  service  of  process  is  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute due  process  of  law. 
Conclusiveness  of  forelgrn  Jndarments. 

Cited  in  note    (20  L.  R.  A.  682)   on  conclusiveness  of  judgment  rendered  in 
foreign  country. 
Validity  of  decree  of  divorce  or  for  nllmony. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hilbish  v.  Hattel,  33  L.  R.  A.  783,  which  holds  notice  of 
divorce  suit  to  nonresident  sufficient  to  prevent  collateral  attack  on  decree; 
Hekking  v.  Pfaff,  43  L.  R.  A.  618,  which  holds  defendant  accepting  divorce  de- 
cree and  remarrying  not  estopped  to  dispute  validity  of  subsequent  entry  of  de- 
cree for  alimony;  Dunham  v.  Dunham,  35  L.  R.  A.  70,  which  denies  validity  of 
divorce  in  other  state  of  woman  going  there  solely  for  that  purpose;  McCreery 
v.  Davis,  28  L.  R.  A.  655,  which  denies  validity  of  foreign  divorce  obtained  by 
notice  of  proceedings,  given  without  the  state;  Wesner  v.  O'Brien,  32  L.  R.  A. 
289,  which  holds  valid,  decree  for  land  within  state  as  alimony  on  service  by 
publication. 

Cited  in  note  ( 23  L.  R.  A.  289 )  on  effect  of  appearance  by  nonresident  to  give 
jurisdiction  of  divorce  case. 
Conflict  of  laws  as  to  divorce. 

Cited  in  note  (59  L.  R.  A.  166,  167)  on  conflict  of  laws  on  subject  of  divorce. 
Unit  for  nllnaony. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  679)  on  suit  for  alimony  after  decree  of  divorce. 

19  L.  R.  A.  822,  COLLINS  v.  LEWIS,  53  Minn.  78,  54  N.  W.  1056. 
What  constitutes   eviction   by   landlord. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Oakford  v.  Nixon,  34  L.  R.  A.  576,  which  holds  destruc- 
tion of  wall  for  advertising  purposes  not  eviction;  Grove  v.  Youell,  33  L.  R.  A. 
297,  which  holds  life  tenant  evicted  from  room  when  denied  access  thereto  by 
passing  through  house,  where  no  other  mode  of  access  available;  Leiferman  v. 
Osten,  39  L.  R.  A.  156,  which  holds  eviction  from  first  floor  of  building  not 
effected  by  moving  building  to  other  part  of  lot;  York  v.  Steward,  43  L.  R.  A. 
125,  which  holds  flow  of  water  from  upper  to  lower  rooms  from  defective  plumb- 
ing which  lessor  refuses  to  remedy,  breach  of  implied  covenant  for  quiet  enjoy- 
ment. 
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Landlord's  liability  to  tenant. 

Cited  in  City  Power  Co.  v.  Fergus  Falls  Water  Co.  56  Minn.  176,  56  X.  W. 
685,  holding  landlord  liable  to  tenant  by  consenting  to  another  tenant's  diversion 
of  water;  De  Palma  v.  Weinman,  15  N.  M.  80,  24  L.R.A.(K.S.)  427,  103  Pac. 
782,  holding  landlord  liable  for  damages  to  tenant  from  reconstruction  of  party 
wall  by  adjoining  owner  under  agreement  with  landlord. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  424)  on  liability  of  landlord  consenting  to 
interference  with  party  wall  by  adjoining  owner  for  damage  to  tenant's  property. 

19  L.  R.  A.  824,  STAPLES  v.  SCHMID,  18  R.  I.  224,  26  Atl.  193. 
Maiiter'a  liability   for  «ervant'a   torta. 

Cited  in  Knowles  v.  Bullene,  71  Mo.  App.  351,  sustaining  right  to  recover 
against  proprietor  for  false  arrest  by  floorwalker,  contrary  to  instructions;  Field 
V.  Kane,  99  111.  App.  6,  sustaining  right  to  recover  against  employer  as  for  fal^ 
imprisonment  for  usher's  wrongfully  detaining  customer  on  charge  of  theft: 
Paulton  V.  Keith,  23  R.  I.  166,  54  L.  R.  A.  671,  footnote  p.  670,  91  Am.  St.  Rep. 
624,  49  Atl.  635,  denying  liability  of  proprietor  of  theater  for  manager's  obstruct- 
ing service  of  process  on  actor;  Markley  v.  Snow,  207  Pa.  452,  64  L.  R,  A.  687. 
footnote  p.  685,  56  Atl.  999,  holding  that  employees  of  mining  partnership 
charged  with  care  and  management  of  property  do  not  act  within  their  powers 
by  causing,  long  after  commission  of  crime,  arrest  of  one  suspected  of  having 
flred  company's  building. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Guille  v.  Campbell,  55  L.R.A.  Ill,  which  denies  master's 
liability  for  injury  to  bystander  by  slipping  of  hook  from  servant's  hand  while 
pretending  to  throw  at  boys  playing  on  cotton  bales;  Markley  v.  Snow,  64 
L.R.A.  685,  which  denies  liability  of  a  mining  partnership  for  acts  of  em- 
ployee in  causing  arrest  for  vindication  of  law  of  one  suspected  of  having  set 
fire  to  a  building  belonging  to  a  partnership;  Daniel  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  Co. 
67  L.R.A.  455,  which  holds  railroad  company  not  liable  for  arrest  by  cashier 
with  power  to  collect  money,  give  receipts,  sell  tickets,  care  for  money  received 
and  forwarded  it  to  treasurer,  of  innocent  person  whom  he  suspects  of  having 
stolen  money  which  has  come  into  his  possession;  Texas  Midland  Railroad  v. 
Dean,  70  L.R.A.  943,  which  holds  railroad  company  liable  for  act  of  baggage 
master  in  assisting  in  wrongful  arrest  at  instance  of  city  authorities  of  pas- 
senger awaiting  £,t  station  for  train. 

Cited  in  note  (17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  278,  280)  on  master's  liability  for  acts  of 
servant. 

Distinguished  in  Vara  v.  R.  M.  Quigley  Constr.  Co.  114  La.  264,  38  So.  162, 
holding  master  is  not  liable  for  act  of  servant,  employed  in  commissary  store, 
in  causing  arrest  of  laborers  violating  labor  contracts;  Benton  v.  James  Hill 
Mfg.  Co.  26  R.  I.  195,  58  Atl.  664,  holding  no  liability  attaches  where  it  does 
not  appear  servant  who  threw  missile  was  in  charge  of  any  part  of  defendants 
manufactory  or  had  any  duty  or  authority  whatsoever  in  the  premises. 

-~^  Pnniti-re  damaires. 

Cited  in  note  (101  Am.  St.  Rep.  749)  on  escemplary  damages  for  act  of  em- 
ployee. 

Distinguished  in  Arnold  v.  Rhode  Island  Co.  28  R.  I.  163,  66  Atl.  62,  hold- 
ing punitive  damages  allowable  where  offense  has  been  twice  before  threaten>^d 
by  servants  of  defendant  and  he  notified  of  these  occurrences. 
<iue«tion  for  Jury  nvhether  servant's  acts  nvithin  his  anthorlty. 

Cited  in  Vrchotka  v.  Rothschild,  100  111.  App.  270,  holding  it  question  for 
jury  whether  imprisonment  was  imposed  by  defendant's  employees  acting  with 
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authority;  Baynes  v.  Billings,  30  R.  I.  59,  73  Atl.  625,  holding  where  testimony 
as  to  instructions  to  operator  of  elevator  about  repairing  is  conflicting  it  was 
a  question  of  fact  to  be  passed  upon  by  the  jury. 

19  L.  R.  A.  827,  STATE  v.  WOMBLE,  112  N.  C.  862,  17  S.  E.  491. 
PoiTer  of  one  learlalnture  to  bind  anbaeavent  ones. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Cantwell,  142  N.  C.  614,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)   606,  56  S.  E.  820, 
liolding  the  state  could  not  permit  one  legislature  to  confer  a  release  of  its 
right  to  call  for  the  discharge  of  public  duty  by  its  citizens,  irrevocable  by  a 
subsequent  legislature. 
Unlformitjr  In  taxation* 

Cited  in  Thurston  County  v.  Tenino  Stone  Quarries,  44  Wash.  360,  9  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  310,  87  Pac.  634,  12  Ann.  Cas.  314,  sustaining  validity  of  a  poll  tax 
upon  all  citizens  of  state  without  regard  to  physical  infirmity. 

19  L.  R.  A.  831,  PATTERSON  v.  RABB,  38  S.  C.  138,  17  8.  E.  463. 

Action  to  recover  rents  and  profits  during  possession  under  mortgage  in  42 
S.  C.  631,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  743,  20  S.  E.  640. 
Rlorbta  of  bona  tide  pnrelfta«er«  or  anslgmeea. 

Cited  in  Washington  Twp.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  (Washington  v.  Wabash 
Bridge  &  Iron  Works)  147  Mich.  580,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  475,  111  N.  W.  34^ 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  rights  of  assignee  of  contract. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  36)  on  how  far  purchaser  at  execution  or  judicial 
sale  is  protected  as  bona  fide  purchaser. 
^  Of  mortsa^es. 

Cited  in  British  American  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Smith,  45  S.  C.  85,  22  S.  E.  747,. 
holding  that  assignee  of  past-due  mortgage  is  bound  by  attempted  waiver  of  lien 
by  assignor;  Ballou  v.  Young,  42  S.  C.  176,  20  S.  E.  84,  holding  note  and  mort- 
gage executed  by  trustee  with  power  to  mortgage  only,  invalid  in  hands  of  inno- 
cent indorsee  for  value;  Singleton  v.  Singleton,  60  S.  C.  234,  38  S.  E.  462,  hold- 
ing that  wife  takes  assignment  of  past-due  mortgage  from  husband  subject  to  all 
equities  against  it. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Economy  Sav.  Bank  v.  Gordon,  48  L.  R.  A.  63,  which  sus- 
tains, as  against  mortgagor's  creditor's  lien  of  bona  fide  purchaser  of  mortgage 
given  without  consideration. 

Cited  in  note   (18  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  266)   on  rights  and  equities  of  assignee  of 
mortgage. 
^  Of  notes. 

Cited  in  Bailey  v.  Seymour,  42  S.  C.  325,  20  S.  E.  62,  holding  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser of  note  executed  by  married  woman,  charging  her  separate  estate,  pro- 
tected against  her  claim  that  it  was  not  for  her  debt;   Freeman  v.  Bailey,  50 
S.  C.  248,  27  S.  E.  686,  holding  purchaser  of  note  payable  to  one  as  trustee  bound 
to  make  inquiries;   Tucker  v.  Tucker,  72  S.  C.  309,  51  S.  E.  876,  holding  the 
assignee  of  a  note  and  mortgage  cannot  invoke  the  equitable  doctrine  of  pur- 
chaser for  valuable  consideration  without  notice  when  his  assignor  had  notice; 
Stevenson  v.  Bethea,  68  S.  C.  248,  47  S.  E.  71,  holding  the  assignee  of  a  sealed 
note   takes   it  with   all   the   infirmities  it  has  when  in  the   possession   of  the 
original  obligee. 
-—  Of  Inflvrance  poller* 

Cited  in  Swearingen  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  66  S.  C.  369,  34  S.  E.  449,  hold- 
ing assignee  of  policy,  procured  by  mortgagor  for  own  benefit,  contrary  to 
agreement  with  mortgagee,  entitled  to  proceeds  of  policy  when  taken  in  ignorance* 
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of  mortgagee's  claims;  Westbury  v.  Simmons,  57  S.  C.  480,  35  S.  E.  764,  holding 
that  purchaser  of  life  insurance  from  assignee  takes  it  subject  to  old  equities 
between  assignor  and  assignee. 
Seal  mm  nffectlnar  negrotlabllfty  of  note. 

Cited  in  MclAUghlin  v.  Braddy,  63  S.  C.  438,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  681,  41  S.  £.  523, 
holding  that  note  signed  by  maker  opposite  printed  word  "(seal)"  is  non- 
negotiable. 

19  L.  R.  A.  839,  GINDRAT  ▼.  WESTERN  R.  CO.  96  Ala.  162,  11  So.  372. 
Vested    remainder*. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Starnes  v.  Hill,  22  L.  R.  A.  598,  which  holds  indefeasible 
fee  not  vested  in  one  to  whom  life  estate  given,  with  estate  in  fee  to  his  "heirs:** 
Bowen  v.  Hackney,  67  L.R.A.  441,  which  holds  that  no  estate  vests  in  children 
until  widow's  death  under  will  giving  life  estate  to  widow  and  providing  that 
at  her  death  that  given  to  her  for  life  shall  be  equally  divided  between  all  the 
children,  the  representatives  of  those  having  died  to  stand  in  place  of  ancestors. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  894)  on  character  of  remainder  created  by 
grant  or  devise  for  life,  with  remainder  to  children  who  may  survive;  (10 
Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  820)    as  to  when  remainder  is  vested. 

Criticized  in  Smaw  v.  Young,   109  Ala.  532,  20  So.  370,  holding  that  under 
deed  to  one  for  life,  and  to  surviving  children  of  grantor's  daughters  upon  de- 
termination of  particular  estate,  an  estate  in  remainder  vests  in  children,  but  is 
liable  to  become  devested  by  failure  of  child  to  survive. 
"When  litatnte  of  limltatlonK  besrins  to  run. 

Cited  in  Washington  v.  Norwood,  128  Ala.  391,  30  So.  405,  holding  that  stat- 
ute runs  as  to  fraudulent  conveyance  of  cosurety  from  time  of  payment  of  com- 
mon obligation;  Hope  v.  Shevill,  137  App.  Div.  92,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  127,  hold- 
ing that  where  estate  of  nonresident  infant  was  subject  to  her  father's  tenancy 
by  curtesy,  statute  of  limitations  on  her  action  for  partition  did  not  begin  to 
run  until  death  of  tenant  by  curtesy,  where  she  did  not  know  of  foreclosure 
action. 
-^  Agralnst  owners  of  fntare  entates. 

Cited  in  Edwards  v.  Bender,  121  Ala.  83,  25  So.  1010,  declaring  that  posses 
sion  of  purchaser  from  life  tenant  does  not  become  adverse  to  remainderman  till 
death  of  life  tenant;  McMichael  v.  Craig,  105  Ala.  388,  16  So.  883,  holding  that, 
during  life  of  life  tenant,  remaindermen  cannot  bring  ejectment  against  pod- 
lessors  adverse  to  tenant;  Robinson  v.  Allison,  124  Ala.  330,  27  So.  461,  holding 
possession  of  widow  under  right  of  quarantine  not  adverse  to  heir;  Findley 
T.  Hill,  133  Ala.  231,  32  So.  497,  holding  that  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
run  against  remaindermen  till  death  of  life  tenant;  Bowen  v.  Brogan,  119  Mich. 
^22,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  387,  77  N.  W.  942,  holding  that  widow  cannot  hold  posses- 
sion of  land  adversely  to  remaindermen;  Maurer  v.  Reifschneider,  89  Neb. 
678,  132  N.  W.  197,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  643,  holding  that  possession  of  life  ten- 
ant will  not  be  construed  to  be  hostile  to  remainderman  unless  knowledge  is 
•clearly  brought  home  to  latter  that  life  tenant  claims  entire  estate  in  his  own 
right;  Beaty  v.  Clymer,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  324,  75  S.  W.  540,  holding  limiUtion 
does  not  run  against  the  remainderman  during  the  life  of  the  holder  of  a  life 
estate;  Small  v.  Hockinsmith,  158  Ala.  240.  48  So.  541,  holding  as  between  life 
tenant  and  remainderman  the  statute  of  limitation  does  not  apply. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Meadiam  v.  Bunting,  28  L.  R.  A.  618,  which  holds  poB* 
session  of  land  as  trustee  for  wife  not  adverse,  even  after  divorce  obtained; 
Hopson  V.  Fowlkes,  23  L.  R.  A.  805,  which  holds  divorced  wife's  rights  barred 
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by  possession  of  purchaser  under  subsequent  execution  sale  against  husband  f 
Xeleon  v.  Davidson,  31  L.  R.  A.  325,  which  holds  estate  in  remainder  barred  by 
adverse  possession  under  deed  of  remaindernmn's  interest,  and  payment  of  taxes; 
Robinson  v.  Stone,  45  L.  R.  A.  66,  which  holds  suit  by  remaindermen  barred  by 
delay  of  forty  years  to  institute  proceedings  to  set  aside  conveyance  by  trustee  in 
breach  of  trust,  though  life  tenant  still  living. 

Distinguished  in  Roe  v.  Doe,  159  Ala.  617,  48  So.  1033,  holding  where  stat- 
ute has  started  to  run  before  a  life  estate  came  into  existence  by  will,  it  is  not 
postponed  by  reason  of  such  estate. 
Tax  Mile  WM  nffectlng:  future  entates* 

Cited  in  note  (33  L.  R.  A.  688)  on  effect  on  estates  in  reversion  or  remainder 
of  tax  sale  during  existence  of  life  estate. 
Tacklnar  adverse  posaesiilons. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  Budzisz,  48  L.  R.  A.  830,  which  holds 
parol  transfer  of  right  of  adverse  holder  sufficient  to  authorize  transferee  to  tack 
two  possessions. 

Cited  in  note   (24  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1056)    on  right  of  remainderman  to  benefit 
of  continuation  under  life   tenant,  of   adverse   possession   initiated  by  creator 
of  life  estate. 
Statute  of  vaes  in  United  States. 

Cited  in  note   (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1149)   on  statute  of  uses  in  United  States. 

19  L.  R.  A.  853,  TURNBULL  v.  GIDDINGS,  95  Mich.  314,  64  N.  W.  887. 
Mandamafl* 

Cited  in  Benton  Harbor  v.  St.  Joseph  &  B.  H.  Street  R.  Co.  102  Mich.  391,. 
26  L.  R.  A.  246,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  553,  60  N.  W.  758,  refusing  mandamus  to 
compel  street  railway  company  to  pave  between  tracks,  when  company  cannot 
raise  money  for  that  purpose;  Fuchs  v.  Grass  Lake,  166  Mich.  576,  132  N.  W. 
96,  holding  that  mandamus  will  not  be  issued  unless  respondent  has  power  to- 
execute  it. 

Cited  in  note  (58  L.  R.  A.  867)  on  original  jurisdiction  of  court  of  last  resort 
in  mandamus  case. 

19  L.  R.  A.  856,  CHAMPION  v.  CRANDON,  84  Wis.  405,  54  N.  W.  775. 
Flow  of  sarfaee  -water. 

Cited  in  Harp  v.  Baraboo,  101  Wis.  370,  77  N.  W.  744,  holding  city  not 
liable  for  overflow  of  surface  water  caused  by  grading  and  adjusting  its  streets; 
Connell  v.  Stark,  108  Wis.  98,  83  N.  W.  1092,  holding  owner  not  liable  for  under- 
draining  farm,  where  flow  of  surface  water  not  increased;  Clauson  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  R.  Co.  106  Wis.  311,  82  N.  W.  146,  holding  railroad  not  liable  for  lower- 
ing grade  and  conducting  water  in  ditch,  till  it  ran  upon  lower  land;  Man- 
teufel  V.  Wetzel,  133  Wis.  622,  19  L.R.A.(X.S.)  169,  114  N.  W.  91,  holding 
land  owner  is  not  liable  in  causing  surface  water  to  flow  in  its  natural  direction 
through  a  ditch  on  his  own  land  instead  of  over  the  surface  by  percolation,  as 
formerly;  Dennis  v.  Osborn,  75  Kan.  561,  89  Pac.  925,  holding  no  liability  at- 
taches by  reason  of  placing  culvert  across  a  highway  unless  water  is  negligently 
thrown  upon  owner's  land  in  such  form  and  quantity  as  to  constitute  a  nui- 
sance; Peck  V.  Baraboo,  141  Wis.  52,  122  N.  W.  740,  holding  no  liability  at- 
taches to  a  municipal  corporation  at  suit  of  landowner  by  reason  of  change 
of  natural  flow  of  and  increase  of  volume  of  surface  water  due  to  construction 
of  streets  and  gutters;  Merkel  v.  Germantown,  120  Wis.  496,  98  N.  W.  210, 
holding  a  town  for  purposes  of  improving  its  highways  haa  the  same  right  to 
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divert  and  obstruct  the  natural  flow  of  mere  surface  water  that  private  owners 
have  in  improving  their  land;  Shaw  v.  Ward,  131  Wis.  655,  111  N.  W.  671,  11 
Ann.  Cas.  1139,  holding  the  common  law  rule  prevails  that  the  owner  maj  expel 
surface  water  from  lids  land  so  long  as  he  does  not  collect  it  and  discharge  it 
in  a  volume  upon  his  neighbor  to  his  injury. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.R.A.  598)  on  rights  as  to  flow  of  surface  water;  (5 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  832)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  changing  course  of  drain- 
age. 

Distinguished  in  Schroeder  v.  Baraboo,  93  Wis.  100,  67  N.  W.  27,  holding  city 
liable  for  overflow  of  surface  water  caused  by  walling  up  of  disused  sewer: 
Wendlandt  v.  Cavanaugh,  85  Wis.  263,  55  N.  W.  408,  restraining  discharge  upon 
land  of  another  of  pond  of  surface  water  through  artificial  channel;  Hart  v. 
Neillsville,  125  Wis.  551,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  965,  104  N.  W.  699,  4  Ann.  Cas.  1085. 
holding  the  municipal  corporation  liable  in  constructing  a  sewer  system,  and 
permitting  connection  with  private  drains,  without  any  adopted  plan  by  the 
governing  body. 

19  L.  R.  A.  868,  Re  GARRABAD,  84  Wis.  586,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  948,  64  N.  W. 

1104. 
Validity  of  ordinances  and  ntatntea  rentrlctins   contracts  and  basiiiew. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Montgomery,  94  Me.  205,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  386,  47  Atl.  165. 
declaring  unconstitutional,  law  granting  peddler's  license  to  citizens  of  United 
States  only;  Walsh  v.  Denver,  11  Colo.  App.  628,  53  Pac.  458,  declaring  uncon- 
stitutional, ordinance  giving  officers  arbitrary  power  in  granting  licenses  for 
meat  market;  State  ew  rel.  Kellogg  v.  Currens,  111  Wis.  436,  66  L.  R.  A.  25o. 
S7  N.  W.  661,  declaring  constitutional,  law  compelling  graduates  of  medical 
schools  outside  of  state  to  take  examination  before  practising  in  state;  State  r. 
Gerhardt,  146  Ind.  486,  33  L.  R.  A.  329,  44  N.  E.  469  (dissenting  opinion),  ma 
jority  holding  liquor  law  constitutional,  which  gave  commissioners  discretion  in 
allowing  other  business  to  be  conducted  in  same  room;  Little  Chute  v.  Van 
Camp,  136  Wis.  527,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  1100,  117  N.  VV.  1012,  holding  an  ordi- 
nance void  which  provides  for  closing  of  all  saloons  between  certain  hours,  un- 
less by  special  permission  of  the  village  president;  Elkhart  v.  Murray,  16o 
Ind.  305,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  943,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  228,  76  N.  E.  593,  6  Ann.  Cas. 
748,  holding  void  an  ordinance  requiring  street  cars  to  use  a  certain  kind  of 
fenders  on  cars,  or  others  equally  good,  to  be  approved  by  city  council;  People 
•ex  rel.  Sontag  v.  Kruse,  1  111.  C.  C.  541,  holding  void  a  state  law  prohibiting 
use  of  national  flag  for  advertising  purposes. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  792)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restrictinj? 
•contracts  and  business;  (123  Am.  St.  Rep.  43)  on  test  of  validity  of  municipal 
ordinance  as  denying  equal  protection  of  the  laws;  (16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  679) 
-on  necessity  of  municipal  by-law  or  ordinance  being  reasonable. 

Distinguished  in  WMlson  v.  Eureka  City,  173  U.  S.  36,  43  L.  ed.  605,  19  Sup. 
'Ct.  Rep.   317,   declaring  constitutional,  ordinance  requiring  mayor's  consent  to 
move  building  on  street. 
—'  As  to  street  parades  and  speeches. 

Cited  in  Re  Flaherty,  105  Cal.  565,  27  L.  R.  A.  631,  footnote  p.  629,  38  Pac 
981,  sustaining  ordinance  prohibiting  beating  of  drum  in  streets  without  special 
permit;  Wilkes  Barre  v.  Garabed,  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  370,  sustaining  validity  of 
ordinance  prohibiting  use  of  musical  instruments  on  street  without  special 
permit. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Com.  v.  Davis,  26  L.  R.  A.  712,  which  sustainB  ordinance 
jprohibiting  public  address  on  Boston  Common  without  permit. 
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Cited  in  note    (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)    251)    on  validity  of  ordinances  as  to  street 
parades. 
Arrest    of    one    obatructlns    parade. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  White  v.  State,  37  L.  R.  A.  642,  which  denies  right  to 
arrest  person  refusing  to  make  way  for  military  parade. 
Hanlelpal  pov^er  over  nuisances. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.  R.  A.  674)  on  municipal  power  over  nuisances  affecting 
highways  and  waters. 
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OASES  IN  20  L.  R  A. 


20  L,  R.  A.  33,  WEED  v.  LINDSAY,  88  Ga.  686,  15  S.  E.  836. 
Riffhta   of  one   1b   pomiefialon   under  agreement   for   leaae. 

Approved  in  Gibson  y.  Needham,  96  Ga.  174,  22  S.  £.  702,  holding  one  who 
has  entered  into  executory  agreement  to  make  contract  of  rental  in  the  future 
not  entitled  to  retain  poeeession  of  premises. 

Cited  in  Hayes  v.  Atlanta,  1  Ga.  App.  29,  67  S.  E.  1087,  holding  one  in  pos- 
seshion  under  void  lease  a  tenant  at  will  and  entitled  to  damages  for  injuries 
to  his  leasehold  estate. 

Distinguished  in  Lanier  v.  Kelly,  6  6ra.  App.  741,  65   S.  E.  692,   holding  a 
tenant  at  will  who  is  in  arrears  of  rent  is  not  entitled  to  sixty  days  notice  to 
<)uit. 
Executed  nnd  executory  oontruct. 

Cited  in  Morse  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  102  Ga.  312,  29  S.  E.  865  (concurring 
opinion),  as  to  rights  under  executed  and  executory  contract. 

20  L.  R.  A.  40,  CASE  v.  HOFFMAN,  84  Wis.  438,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  937,  54  N. 
W.  793. 

HeaOirmed  as  law  of  case  on  appeal  from  decision  on  the  merits  in  100  Wis. 
314,  44  L.  R.  A.  728,  72  N.  W.  390,  74  N.  W.  220. 
What  count itnten  v^ater  courae. 

Approved  in  Tampa  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Cline,  37  Fla.  602,  33  L.  R.  A.  382, 
53  Am.  St.  Rep.  262,  20  So.  780,  and  Maxwell  v.  Shirts,  27  Ind.  App.  531, 
ST  Am.  St.  Rep.  268,  61  N.  E.  754,  holding  water  course  consists  of  regular 
channel  in  which  water  usually  flows;  Mitchell  v.  Bain,  142  Ind.  614,  42  N.  E. 
230,  and  Blohowak  v.  Grochoski,  119  Wis.  195,  96  N.  W.  551,  holding  stream  does 
not  cease  to  be  water  course  by  spreading  over  low  land  before  flowing  again  in 
definite  channel ;  Rigney  v.  Tacoma  Light  &  Water  Co.  9  Wash.  580,  26  L.  R.  A. 
427,  38  Pac.  147,  holding  spreading  out  of  natural  streams  over  large  area  of 
low  ground  does  not  deprive  them  of  their  character  as  water  courses. 

Cited  in  Rait  v.  Furrow,  74  Kan.  110,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  161,  85  Pac.  934,  10 
Ann.  Cas.  1044,  holding  surface  currents  of  living  water,  running  in  defined 
channels,  and  having  element  of  permanence  are  water  courses  whatever  out- 
let may  be;  Hastie  v.  Jenkins,  63  Wash.  26,  101  Pac.  496,  holding  outlet  for 
overflow  of  lake  in  high-water  season,  spread  over  wide  reaches  of  swamp  a 
water  course;  Harrington  v.  Demaris,  46  Or.  118,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  760,  77  Pac. 
603,  on  what  constitutes  a  water  course  through  swampy  places. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chamberlain  v.  Hemingway,  22  L.  R.  A.  45,  which  holda 
sluiceway  between  parts  of  bridge  not  water  course. 
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Cited   in  note    (1    L.R.A.  (N.S.)    757)    on  distinguishing  character  of   watfr 
course. 
Surface  and  percolatlus  v^ater. 

Cited  in  Sadlier  v.  New  York,  104  App.  Div.  86,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  679,  on 
surface  water  including  melted  snow. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Huber  v.  Merkel,  62  L.  R.  A.  589,  holding  that  facts  do 
not  show  existence  of  subterranean  stream. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  527)  on  what  is  surface  water;  (67  Am.  St.  Rep. 
668)  on  what  are  percolating  waters;  (25  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  425)  on  liability  for 
injury  to  adjoining  land  due  to  protecting  one's  own  land  from  flood. 

20  L.  R.  A.  45,  PARKER  v.  MARCO,  136  N.  Y.  685,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  770,  3^ 
N.  E.  989. 

Exemption   of  nonresident  snitor  or  i^itnemi   from  nervlce  of  process  or 
arrest. 

Approved  in  Fisk  v.  VVestover,  4  S.  D.  236,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  780,  55  N.  W. 
961,  holding  nonresident  suitor  protected  from  service  of  civil  process;  People 
ex  rel.  Hess  v.  Flansburgh,  55  N.  Y.  S.  R.  874,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  329,  holding 
party,  while  attending  pending  suit  in  another  county,  cannot  be  served  with 
summons  issued  out  of  justices's  court  in  such  county;  People  ca?  rel.  Hess  v, 
Inman,  74  Hun,  131,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  329;  Cake  v.  Haight,  30  Misc.  388.  63 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1043;  Linton  v.  Cooper,  54  Neb.  440,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  727.  74 
N.  W.  842,  —  holding  nonresident  attending  court  as  party  or  witness  exempt 
from  service  of  process;  Ela  v.  Ela,  68  N.  H.  314,  36  Atl.  15,  holding  nonresi- 
dent witness  exempt  from  service  of  process  in  civil  action  while  attending  trial 
or  going  to  and  returning  from  it;  Dickinson  v.  Farwell,  71  N.  H.  214,  51  All. 
624,  holding  nonresident  exempt  from  arrest  upon  civil  process  while  in  attend- 
ance before  referee  as  witness;  Weston  v.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  64  App.  Div. 
148,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  827,  holding  exemption  of  nonresident  witness  from  sen-ice 
of  process  a  personal  privilege  which  can  be  waived;  Dickinson  v.  Farwell,  71 
N.  H.  215,  51  Atl.  624,  holding  giving  of  bail  by  nonresident  witness  arresteil 
upon  civil  process  not  waiver  of  privilege  from  arrest. 

Cited  in  Monroe  v.  St.  Clair  Circuit  Judge,  125  Mich.  289,  52  L.  R.  A.  191. 
footnote  p.  189,  84  N.  VV.  305  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  owner  of 
vessel  not  exempt  from  arrest  while  attending  court  to  procure  discharge  of 
vessel  which  had  been  libeled;  Martin  v.  Whitney,  74  N.  H.  506,  69  Atl.  888. 
holding  nonresident  party  and  witness  exempt  from  service  of  process  while  in 
state  attending  hearing  in  equity  proceeding;  Goldsmith  v.  Haskell,  120  App. 
Div.  404,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  327,  holding  nonresident  party  and  witness  in  bank- 
ruptcy proceeding  exempt  from  process  while  returning  from  hearing;  Sewanee 
Coal,  Coke  &  Land  Co.  v.  Williams  &  Co.  120  Tenn.  342  107  S.  W.  968,  holding 
that  the  exemption  of  a  nonresident  party  or  witness  from  civil  process  while  in 
attendance  upon  court  is  an  ancient  privilege,  independent  of  statute  and 
liberally  construed;  People  ex  rel.  Ballin  v.  Smith,  184  N.  Y.  96,  76  N.  E.  925, 
35  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  326,  holding  nonresident  witness  in  supplementary 
proceedings  exempt  from  service  of  summons. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Holyoke  &  S.  H.  F.  Ice  Co.  v.  Amsden,  21  L.  R.  A.  319, 
which  holds  party  or  witness  not  exempt  from  service  of  process  in  passing 
through  other  state  to  attend  com .  :  Hoffman  v.  Circuit  Court  Judge,  38  L.  B.  .A. 
663,  which  holds  attorney  exempt  from  service  of  process  while  going  to  o^"^ 
county  from  supreme  court. 

Cited  in  notes   (14  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   665)   on  privilege  of  suitor  or  witness  from 
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process  as  affected  by  route  taken  or  time  consumed;    (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  536, 
537)  538,  539,  542)   on  exemption  from  service  of  civil  process. 

Distinguished  in  Bank  of  Metropolis  v.  White,  26  Misc.  505,  57  N.  Y.  Supp. 
460,  holding  debtor  liable  to  service  of  civil  process  at  suit  of  creditor,  although 
brought  in  state  under  extradition  proceedings;  Nctograph  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Scrugham,  197  N.  Y.  380,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  335,  134  Am.  St.  Rep.  886,  90  N.  E. 
962,  holding  privilege  does  not  extend  to  nonresident  who  has  been  arrested 
and  has  given  bail  since  he  constructively  is  in  custody  and  not  a  voluntary 
attendant;  Finucane  v.  Warner,  194  N.  Y.  163,  86  N.  E.  1118,  holding  exemp- 
tion does  not  extend  to  nonresidents  coming  into  state  for  purpose  of  trans- 
acting private  business  in  addition  to  attending  trial  as  witness  or  party. 

20  L.  R.  A.  48,  LEINKAUF  v.  LOMBARD,  137  N.  Y.  417,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  743, 

33  N.  E.  472. 
^OBsnlt  or  direction  of  verdict. 

Approved  in  Hemmens  v.  Nelson,  138  N.  Y.  530,  20  L.  R.  A.  446,  34  N.  E. 
342;  McDonald  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  46  App.  Div.  147,  61  N.  Y.  Supp. 
817;  Grockie  v.  Hirshfield,  60  App.  Div.  91,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  365;  Welsbach 
Light  Co.  V.  Mayhew,  51  App.  Div.  159,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  600;  Slade  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 53  App.  Div.  348,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  709;  Trudden  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins. 
Co.  69  App.  Div.  395,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  1083;  Hopkins  v.  Clark,  14  Misc.  604, 
36  N.  Y.  Supp.  456;  Diwer  v.  Hall,  21  Misc.  454,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  630,— hold- 
ing it  duty  of  court  to  nonsuit  or  direct  verdict  in  absence  of  evidence,  or  where 
it  preponderates  so  that  contrary  verdict  would  be  set  aside;  Lane  v.  Hancock, 
142  N.  Y.  619,  60  N.  Y.  S.  R.  115,  37  N.  E.  473,  and  Waller  v.  Hebron,  6  App. 
Div.  581,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  381,  holding  court  should  direct  nonsuit  or  verdict  in 
absence  of  evidence  warranting  verdict  for  party  having  the  burden  of  proof; 
Bello  V.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  14  Misc.  282,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  831,  and 
Cohn  V.  David  Mayer  Brewing  Co.  38  App.  Div.  6,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  293,  holding 
nonsuit  should  be  granted  where  evidence  so  preponderates  that  verdict  con- 
trary to  it  would  be  set  aside;  Boland  v.  Industrial  Ben.  Asso.  74  Hun,  388, 
26  N.  Y.  Supp.  433,  holding  trial  court  should  direct  verdict  for  defendant 
where  testimony  in  his  favor  is  contradicted  by  but  a  scintilla  of  evidence; 
Johnson  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  173  N.  Y.  83,  65  N.  E.  946,  holding 
verdict  supported  by  but  a  scintilla  of  evidence  and  contradicted  by  positive 
testimony  must  be  set  aside;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Driggers,  1  Ind. 
Terr.  423,  45  S.  W.  124,  holding  it  duty  of  court  to  direct  verdict  if  evidence 
sufficient  to  warrant  it;  Ketterman  v.  Dry  Fork  R.  Co.  48  W.  Va.  614,  37  S.  E. 
683,  holding  verdict  may  be  directed  in  absence  of  evidence  warranting  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  party  bearing  burden  of  proof;  Doyle  v.  White,  14  Misc.  421, 
35  N.  Y.  Supp.  760,  holding  nonsuit  properly  directed  in  absence  of  evidence 
to  sustain  plaintiff's  claim;  Fiddler  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  64  App. 
Div.  106,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  721,  holding  nonsuit  properly  granted  where  evidence 
did  not  present  an  issue  of  fact;  Schillinger  v.  McGarry,  25  Misc.  749,  55  N.  Y. 
Supp.  673,  holding  verdict  should  not  be  directed  unless  facts  are  imdisputed, 
or  so  convincing  that  a  reasonable  mind  could  come  to  only  one  conclusion; 
Hoffmann  v.  Coughlin,  26  Misc.  25,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  600,  holding  direction  of 
rerdict  erroneous  where  testimony  was  open  to  opposing  inferences;  Dobie  v. 
Armstrong,  160  N.  Y.  594,  55  N.  E.  302,  holding  fact  that  some  evidence  as  to 
testator's  mental  capacity  was  submitted  does  not  require  submission  to  jury 
in  order  to  establish  validity  of  probate  of  will;  Piehl  v.  Albany  R.  Co.  19 
App.  Div.   477,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  267,  holding  burden  of  proving  negligence  or 
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incompetency  of  engineer  not  maintained  by  showing  error  in  judgmoit  in 
acting  in  emergency  and  that  his  act  was  not  successful;  L&idlaw  t.  Sa^e,  158 
N.  Y.  96,  44  L.  R.  A.  224,  52  N.  E.  679,  holding  issue  should  not  be  submitted 
to  jury  upon  mere  speculation,  possibility,  or  scintilla  of  evidence;  Shotwell  v. 
Dixon,  163  N.  Y.  53,  57  N.  £.  178,  holding  finding  cannot  be  based  on  mere 
conjecture,  surmises,  or  speculation;  Dougherty  v.  King,  22  App.  Div.  612. 
48  N.  Y.  Supp.  110,  holding  verdict  cannot  be  based  upon  surmise;  Smart  v. 
Kansas  City,  91  Mo.  App.  593,  holding  that  if  injury  may  have  been  due  to 
two  causes,  plaintiff  must  show  with  reasonable  certainty  that  cause  for  which 
defendant  was  liable  produced  result. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Jenkins,  162  Mass.  398,  38  N.  E.  974,  holding  court  may 
set  aside  verdict  for  plaintiff,  although  it  had  refused  to  direct  verdict  for 
defendant;  Hopkins  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  96  Tenn.  435,  32  L.  R  A. 
362,  34  S.  W.  1029,  to  proposition  that  jury  may  be  instructed  to  return 
verdict;  Doyle  v.  White,  9  App.  Div.  527  note,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  628,  holding 
that,  upon  the  proofs  presented,  nonsuit  was  properly  directed;  Coloney  v. 
Farrow,  91  Hun,  87,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  164,  to  proposition  that  court  should  take 
case  from  jury  if  there  is  an  overwhelming  preponderance  on  one  side  and  but 
a  scintilla  on  the  other;  Cassidy  v.  Uhlmann,  170  N.  Y.  534,  63  K.  £.  554. 
dissenting  opinion  by  Martin,  J.,  to  point  that  verdict  cannot  be  based  upon 
surmise. 

Distinguished  in  Kirk  v.  Homer,  77  Him,  463,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  1009,  holding 
weight  of  evidence  did  not  so  distinctly  preponderate  as  to  require  nonsuit: 
McDonald  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R,  Co.  167  N.  Y.  70,  60  N.  E.  282,  holding 
direction  of  verdict  erroneous  where  evidence  presents  an  issue  of  fact. 

Limited  in  MeConnell  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  63  App.  Div.  548,  71 
N.  Y.  Supp.  616,  holding  that  evidence,  although  unsatisfactory,  may  be  sufficient 
to  carry  case  to  jury;  Luhrs  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  13  App.  Div.  126, 
42  N.  Y.  Supp.  1101,  holding  nonsuit  or  direction  of  verdict  not  proper  if  there 
is  a  conflict  of  evidence. 
Revievr  of  evidence  on  appeal. 

Approved  in  Hudson  v.  Rome,  W.  &  O.  R.  Co.  145  N.  Y.  412,  40  N.  E.  8,  and 
Re  Harriot,  145  N.  Y.  545,  40  N.  E.  246,  holding  court  may  review  evidence 
and  reverse  judgment  where  conflict  is  nothing  more  than  mere  scintilla,  or  is 
met  by  recognized  scientific  facts. 

Qualified  in  Fealey  v.  Bull,  163  N.  Y.  401,  57  N.  E.  631,  holding  refusal  to 
nonsuit  on  subsequent  trial,  where  evidence  same  as  on  former  trial  in  which 
verdict  was  set  aside  as  against  weight  of  evidence,  not  reviewable  by  court  of 
appeals. 
Ultra  virea  contract. 

Approved  in  Snow  C.  &  Co.  v.  Hall,  19  Misc.  658,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  427,  sus- 
taining power  of  collection  agency  to  employ  attorneys  for  collection  of  claims 
and  collect  expense  thereof  from  clients. 

Cited  in  Milborne  v.  Royal  Ben.  Soc.  14  App.  Div.  408,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  1026, 
holding  benefit  society  assuming  liabilities  of  another  society  and  receiving  assess- 
ments estopped  from  asserting  its  contract  to  be  ultra  vires;  Dunn  v.  O'Connor, 
25  App.  Div.  77,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  270,  holding  president  of  bank  or  his  assigaM 
estopped  from  asserting  that  the  loans  made  to  him,  for  which  he  gave  mort- 
gage, were  illegal  and  in  excess  of  one  fifth  of  capital  stock  and  surplus  of 
bank;  Usher  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R,  Co.  76  App.  Div.  425,  78  N.  Y.  Supp. 
^8,  holding  railroad  company  estopped  to  assert  that  contract  releasing  claim 
was  ultra  vires,  when  it  retains  release  and  claim  is  barred  by  statute  of  limita- 
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lions;  G«orge  v.  Nevada  C.  R.  Co:  22  Nev.  240,  38  Pac.  441,  to  point  that  ultra 
vires  contract  was  no  defense  to  action  thereon  when  contract  has  been  com* 
pleted;  Hyde  v.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  219,  on  estoppel  of 
corporation  to  plead  ultra  vires  to  a  contract  which  is  neither  contrary  to 
public  policy  nor  vicious  and  of  which  it  has  accepted  and  retained  the  benefits; 
Akers  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  59  Misc.  276,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  254,  on  same  point. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bath  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Claffy,  36  L.  R.  A.  664,  which 
denies  right  of  lessee  of  corporation  to  escape  payment  of  rent  on  ground  that 
lease  is  ultra  virea. 

Cited  in  note  (70  Am.  St.  Rep.  159,  168)  on  ultra  vires  contracts  of  private 
corporation. 
Defenae  of  ulti«  vires  to  liability  for  Injury. 

Approved  in  Nims  v.  Mt.  Hermon  Boys'  School,  160  Mass.  179,  22  L.  R.  A. 
366,  footnote  p.  364,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  467,  35  N.  E.  776,  holding  corporation 
liable  for  injuries  sustained  on  ferry  operated  by  it  in  excess  of  its  powers. 
Individual  liability  of  ollleerfi  and  atocklaoldera. 

Approved  in  Smith  v.  Sherman,  113  Iowa,  610,  85  N.  W.  747,  holding  officers 
of  mutiial  fire  insurance  company  not  personally  liable  on  policy  issued  under 
misapprehension  of  scope  of  corporation's  power;  Mandeville  v.  Courtwright, 
126  Fed.  1009,  holding  stockholders  not  liable  as  partners  for  torts  committed 
by  servants  of  corporation  while  carrying  on  business  outside  scope  of  charter. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1006)  on  personal  liability  at  common  law 
of  officers  or  stockholders  to  other  party  to  ultra  vires  or  unlawful  corporate 
transaction;  (48  Am.  St.  Rep.  916)  on  personal  liability  of  corporate  officers 
to  third  persons. 

WelKbt  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Rawson  v.  Leggett,  184  N.  Y.  514,  77  N.  E.  662  (dissenting  opinion), 
as  a  case  wherein  evidence  upon  a  certain  issue  was  so  slight  as  to  be  properlv 
disregarded. 

20  L.  R.  A.  62,  STATE  v.  LEWIS,  134  Ind.  250,  33  N.  E.  1024. 
LeirlBlatlve  po^ver  to   reatrtct   rlffht   of  llaliery. 

Approved  in  Lawton  v.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  133,  38  L.  ed.  385,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
499,  upholding  right  of  legislature  to  restrict  time  and  manner  of  taking  fish; 
Haggerty  v.  St.  Louis  Ice  Mfg.  &  Storage  Co.  143  Mo.  246,  40  L.  R.  A.  153,  65 
Am.  St.  Rep.  647,  44  S.  W.  1114,  upholding  right  of  state  to  protect  game  and 
animals  fercB  naturas;  State  v.  Theriault,  70  Vt.  624,  43  L.  R.  A.  293,  67  Am. 
St.  Rep.  695,  41  Atl.  1030,  upholding  poA^'er  of  legislature  to  enact  laws  protect- 
ing fish. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  State,  155  Ind.  614,  51  L.  R.  A.  406,  58  N.  E.  1044,  as  to 
validity  of  legislation  for  protection  and  preservation  of  fish;  People  v.  Boot- 
man,  180  N.  Y.  9,  72  N.  E.  505,  2  Ann.  (^as.  226,  19  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  35,  up- 
holding right  of  legislature  to  restrict  time  and  manner  of  taking  fish; 
People  V.  Booth  Fisheries  Co.  253  III.  429,  97  N.  E.  837,  holding  that  legis- 
lature has  right  to  prohibit  taking  of  fish  or  to  permit  such  taking  upon 
reasonable  conditions  as  it  deems  just. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Com.  v.  Gilbert,  22  L.  R.  A.  439,  which  upholds  legis- 
lative right  to  forbid  possession  or  sale  of  trout  during  close  season;  State  v 
Mrosinski,  27  L.  R.  A.  76,  which  holds  valid,  absolute  prohibition  against  taking 
fish  otherwise  than  by  hook  and  line,  with  specified  exceptions. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.R.A.  586)  on  governmental  control  over  right  of  fishery; 
tl31  Am.  St.  Rep.  751)   on  law  of  fishing. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.- 
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Uiumtliorlsed  poaseMilon  of  article  as  crime. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  State,  148  Ind.  350,  47  N.  E.  675,  sustaining  as  proper 
police  regulation,  act  making  it  misdemeanor  to  have  any  seine,  net,  etc.,  in 
one's  possession;  Re  Yun  Quong,  159  Cal.  512,  114  Pac.  835,  Ann.  Cas.  1912 
C.  969,  holding  that  statute  forbidding  possession  of  opium  except  in  speciiied 
cases,  is  not  violative  of  any  provision  of  Federal  constitution. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  McGuire,  21  L.  R.  A.  478,  which  holds  baring 
In  possession  during  close  season,  fish  previously  caught,  not  an  offense;  Men 
Luck  v.  Sears,  32  L.  R.  A.  738,  which  sustains  right  to  make  unauthorized 
possession  of  opium  a  crime;  Haggerty  v.  St.  Louis  Ice  Mfg.  &  Storage  Co. 
40  L.  R.  A.  151,  which  holds  void,  contract  for  cold  storage  of  game  during 
•!lose  season;  Ford  v.  State,  41  L.  R.  A.  551,  which  sustains  statute  making 
possession  of  record  of  lottery  drawing  or  ticket  an  offense;  Ew  parte  McClain, 
154  L.  R.  A.  779,  which  sustains  city's  right  to  make  mere  possession  of  lottery 
ticket  a  misdemeanor;  People  v.  Adams,  63  L.R.A.  406,  which  upholds  statute 
making  it  an  offense  to  knowingly  have  in  possession  any  papers  used  in  playing 
policy;  McConnell  v,  McKillip,  65  L.R.A.  611,  which  holds  void  statute  autlior- 
izipg  game  warden  to  seize  and  forfeit  to  state  without  hearing  all  guns,  dogs, 
decoys,  fishing  tackle,  etc.,  used  by  unlicenbcd  person  hunting  or  fishing. 
Poiver  to  prevent  llleiral  or  crliuinal  acta. 

Approved  in  Columbian  Athletic  Club  v.  State,  143  Ind.  106,  28  L.  R.  A.  730, 
52  Am.  St.  Rep.  407,  40  N.  E.  914,  holding  injunction  restraining  corporation 
from  conducting  prize  fights  will  not  be  denied  because  the  wrongful  acts  con- 
stitute crimes. 
Police  power. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  795)  on  police  restraints   upon    business. 

20  L.  R.  A.  55,  MARKLEY  v.  WHITMAN,  95  Mich.  236,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  558, 

54  N.  W.  763. 
Liability  of  Infant   for  tort*. 

Cited  in  note  (57  L.  R.  A.  675)  on  liability  of  infant  for  torts. 
Accidental  Injnry. 

Distinguished  in  Gibeline  v.  Smith,  106  Mo.  App.  548,  80  S.  VV.  961,  holding 
that  where  parties  voluntarily  engage  in  a  friendly  scuffle  and  one  accidentally 
hurts  the  other  without  intending  to  do  so,  no  action  will  lie. 

20  L.  R.  A.  57,  ROBINSON  v.  CHAMBERS,  94  Mich.  471,  54  N.  W.  176. 
Fees   of   fvltnes*   detained   In   default   of   ball. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Robinson  v.  Chambers,  94  Mich  473,  54 
N.  W.  176. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Somerset  County,  82  Md.  623,  32  L.  R.  A.  451,  footnote  p. 
440,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  484,  34  Atl.  771,  holding  one  unable  to  give  security  for 
his  appearance,  without  fault  on  his  part,  entitled  to  per  diem  witness  fees  for 
term  of  his  detention. 

The  annotation  in  20  L.  R.  A.  57,  was  referred  to  approvingly  in  Marshall 
County  V.  Tidmore,  74  Miss.  319,  21  So.  51,  holdixig  witness  imprisoned  to  se- 
cure his  attendance  entitled  only  to  fees  while  in  attendance  upon  court. 

20  L.  R.  A.  58,  YOUNGBLOOD  v.  BIRMINGHAM  TRUST  &  SAV.  CO.  95  Ala. 

521,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  245,  12  So.  579. 
"Wbat  !•  dlseonntli^ar* 

Approved  in  Anderson  v.  Timberlake,  114  Ala.  389,  62  Am.  St  Rep.  105,  22 
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So.   431,   holding  discounting  bill  is  to  buy   it  for  less  than  its   idce  value; 
Planters'  &  M.  Bank  v.  Goetter,  108  Ala.  410,  10  So.  54,  holding  taking  of  in- 
terest charged  out  of  principal  sum  an  essential  element  of  discount. 
Claaa  leslalatlon* 

Approved  in  Taliaferro  v.  Lee,  97  Ala.  100,  13  So.  125,  holding  extending  to 
one  class  of  officials,  and  denying  to  another,  right  of  jury  trial  in  election  con- 
test not  invalid  as  class  legislation;  Leep  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.-  Co.  58  Ark. 
440,  23  L.  R.  A.  276,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  109,  25  S.  W.  75,  holding  statute  as  to 
contracts  with  employees  general  and  uniform  where  it  applies  to  all  corpora- 
tions engaged  in  operating  or  constructing  railroads  or  railroad  bridges;  Robert- 
son V.  People,  20  Colo.  288,  38  Pac.  326,  holding  statute  forbidding  banker  with 
knowledge  of  insolvency,  to  receive  deposit,  within  legislative  discretion;  Smith 
V.  VVoolf,  160  Ala.  652,  49  So.  395,  holding  statute  requiring  coal  mine  operators 
to  keep  articles  for  the  care  of  the  injured  at  the  mine,  operates  on  all  coal 
mine  operators  alike  and  is  not  invalid  as  class  legislation. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  324,  21  L.  R.  A.  807,  22  S.  W.  350  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  classification  of  mining  and  manufacturing 
enterprises  for  legislation  as  to  mode  of  payment  of  employees  is  arbitrary  and 
unreasonable;  Slaughter  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  109  Ala.  160,  19  So.  430,  holding 
state  statute  forbidding  usurious  discounts  not  applicable  to  national  bank; 
Marymont  v.  Nevada  State  Bkg.  Bd.  —  Nev.  — ,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  484,  111 
Pac.  295,  holding  that  state  cannot  limit  transaction  of  ordinary  banking 
business  to  corporations;  State  v.  Sherman,  18  Wyo.  183,  27  L.R.A. (N.S.)  898, 
105  Pac.  299,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  819,  holding  that  statute  making  it  misdemeanor 
to  take  extortionate  interest  on  loans  less  than  $200  is  not  unconstitutional  as 
class  legislation;  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Parkes,  142  Ala.  659,  39  So.  204,  hold- 
ing statute  providing  that  no  notice  need  be  given  by  insured  to  fire  insurance 
company  and  applicable  to  all  persons  engaged  in  the  fire  insurance  business 
alike  is  not  unconstitutional  as  discriminating  against  a  business. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  L.R.A. (N.S.)  531)  on  power  to  make  usury  criminal;  (27 
L.R.A. (N.S.)  898)  on  constitutionality  of  statutory  discrimination  as  to  inter- 
est rates;  (5  L.R.A. (N.S.)  877)  on  power  to  prohibit  or  impose  conditions  upon 
right  of  individuals  to  engage  in  banking;  (55  L.  ed.  U.  S.  129)  on  prohibiting 
or  restricting  private  banking;  (78  Am*  St.  Rep.  249)  on  acts  which  legislature 
may  declare  criminal. 
Validity  of  contract  In  violation  of  ntatnte. 

Approved  in  Diefenbach  v.  Vaughan,  116  Ala.  154,  23  So.  88,  holding  mort- 
gage executed  to  foreign  corporation  not  entitled  to  do  business  within  state 
passes  legal  title  to  purchaser  after  foreclosure. 

Cited  in  McGarry  v.  Nicklin,  110  Ala.  566,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  40,  17  So.  726,. 
holding  contract  to  pay  interest  in  excess  of  legal  rate  void;  Turner  v.  Mer- 
chants Bank,  126  Ala.  403,  28  So.  469,  to  point  that  usurious  contract  in  con- 
travention of  penal  statute  is  absolutely  void;  The  Alexander  M.  Lawrence,. 
101  Fed.  136,  to  proposition  that  imposing  penalty  upon  performance  of  am 
act  implies  prohibition  of  it  and  renders  void  performance  of  such  act. 

Cited  in  notes   (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)   578,  579,  585,  586,  603)   on  validity  of  con- 
tracts  in  business  which  it  is  misdemeanor  to  transact;   (117  Am.  St.  Rep.  503) 
on  contracts,  consideration  for  which  has  partly  failed  or  is  partly  illegal. 

Distinguished  in  Sunflower  Lumber  Co.  v.  Turner  Supply  Co.  158  Ala.  198,  48 
So.  510,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  20,  holding  contracts  made  by  corporation  not  com- 
plying with  requirements  of  statute  valid  if  the  conditions  were  imposed 
primarily  for  revenue  and  no  specific  penalty  was  attached. 
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Effect  of  violation  of  statute  upon  rlslit  of  recoirery  for  injury. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Young,  138  Ala.  243,  36  So.  374,  holding 
telegraph  company  not  liable  for  failure  to  transmit  message  not  stamped  with 
revenue  stamp  as  required  by  statute;  McNeill  v.  Durham  &  C.  R.  Co.  135  N.  C. 
733,  47  S.  E.  765  (dissenting  opinion),  sustaining  recovery  for  injury  by  pas- 
senger riding  upon  illegally  issued  pass. 

20  L.  R.  A.  61,  STATE,  MENGER,  PROSECUTOR,  v.  LAUER,  55  N.  J.  L 

205,  26  Atl.   180. 
Care  to  avoid  injury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  54  L.  R.  A.  802,  which 
holds  duty  to  exercise  care  to  avoid  injury  from  another's  n^ligence  does  not 
arise  till   n^ligence  apprehensible. 

Cited  in  note  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  785)  on  voluntary  obstruction  of  view  while 
on  highway  as  contributory  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  Jones  v.  Swift,  30  Wash.  467,  70  Pac.   1109,  holding  ques- 
tions of  defendant's  negligence  and  plaintiff's  contributory  negligence  both  for 
jury. 
Neflrlifrence  and  -vrilfulnewi. 

Cited  in  Memphis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Roe,  118  Tenn.  614,  102  S.  W.  343,  on  dis- 
tinction between  mere  negligence  and  recklessness;  Rideout  v.  Winnebago  Trac- 
tion Co.  123  Wis.  304,  69  L.R.A.  613,  101  N.  W.  672,  holding  terms  "negli- 
gence" and  '^wilfulness"  incompatible  and  where  a  complaint  uses  both  terms 
indiscriminately,  it  is  error  to  submit  the  cause  to  the  jury  on  both  aspeets. 

20  L.  R.  A.  65,  FORD  v.  EASTHAMPTON  RUBBER-THREAD  CO.  158  Mass. 

84,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  462,  32  N.  E.  1036. 
Conditional    dividends. 

Approved  in  Bryant  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  109  Fed.  756,  holding  in- 
surance company  may  make  policy  holder's  claim  to  dividend  depend  upon 
prompt  payment  of  premium. 

Disapproved  in  McLaran  v.  Crescent  Planing  Mill  Co.  .117  Mo.  App.  50,  93 
S.  W.  819,  holding  declaration  of  dividend  creates  a  debt  in  favor  of  stock- 
holders which  cannot  be  revoked  without  their  consent. 

20  L.  R.  A.  07,  LOCKETT  v.  ROBINSON,  31  Fla.  134,  12  So.  649. 
KQuity  Jurisdiction  over  liens. 

Approved  in  Hibemia  Sav.  &  Loan  Soc.  v.  London  &  L.  F.  Ins.  Co.  138  Cal. 
259,  71  Pac.  334,  sustaining  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  enforce  judgment  lien  in 
absence  of  other  adequate  remedy. 

Cited   in  note    (74  Am.  St.  Rep.  389)    on  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  enforce 
liens. 
Adequate  lesal  rentedy. 

Cited  in  Hobbs  v.  Chamberlain,  55  Fla.  663,  45  So.  988,  sustaining  juris- 
diction  of  injunction  when  there  is  not  an  adequate  renedy  at  law  by  pleading 
equitable  defenses. 

20  L.  R.  A.  68,  PARKE  v.  SEATTLE,  5  Wash.  1,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  839,  31  Pac. 
310,  32  Pac.  82. 

Reaffirmed   without  special   discussion  on  appeal   from  decision  on  merits  in 
«  Wash.  79,  35  Pac.  594. 
^Liability  for  injury  tb  lateral  support  In  performance  of  public  ^Fork. 

Followed  in  Smith  v.  Seattle,  20  Wash.  617,  56  Pac.  389,  Prior  Appeal  in  18 
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Wash.  487,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  910,  51  Pac.  1057,  holding  city  liable  for  depriving 
land  of  lateral  support  in  grading. 

Approved  in  Dalilman  v.  Milwaukee,  131  Wis.  440,  110  N.  W.  .479,  holding 
city  liable  for  damages  to  property  caused  by  removing  the  supporting  earth. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Seattle,  5  Wash.  38,  18  L.  R.  A.  163,  31  Pac.  313,  to  point 
tbat  prior  to  adoption  of  Constitution,  property  owner  could  only  recover  for 
damage  sustained  by  change  of  grade,  arising  from  withdrawal  of  support; 
Casassa  v.  Seattle,  66  Wash.  150,  119  Pac.  13,  holding  that  city  is  liable  to 
abutting  owner  for  removing  lateral  support  to  his  land  by  grading  street; 
Compton  V.  Seattle,  38  Wash.  523,  80  Pac.  757,  on  liability  of  city  for  damages 
to  lot  caused  by  removing  the  supporting  earth;  Peters  v.  Lewis,  33  Wash.  621> 
74  Pac.  815,  holding  damages  to  lateral  support  are  recoverable  and  may  be 
set  up  in  a  cross  complaint  to  an  action  for  damages  for  drainage  of  same  land; 
Farnandis  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  41  Wash.  493,  5  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1088,  111 
Am.  St.  Rep.  1027,  84  Pac.  18,  holding  independent  of  negligence  parties  are 
liable  for  injuries  to  both  land  and  buildings  caused  by  excavations,  provided 
the  weight  of  the  buildings  do  not  contribute  to  the  sinking  of  the  ground. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Stork  v.  Philadelphia,  49  L.  R.  A.  600,  which  denies 
right  to  recover  in  eminent  domain  proceedings  for  injury  to  buildings  by  set- 
tling of  walls  from  negligent  performance  of  public  work;  Davis  v.  Summerfield,. 
63  L.R.A.  493,  which  holds  lot-owner  liable  for  injury  to  adjoining  building 
due  to  negligent  excavation  on  his  own  lot  by  an  independent  contractor. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.  R.  A.  659)  on  damage  to  abutting  owner  by  first  grad- 
ing and  improvement  of  street;  (12  L.R.A. (N.S.)  698,  700)  on  liability  of 
municipality  for  injury  to  lateral  support  in  making  street  improvements;  (68 
L.R.A.  699,  700)  on  liability  for  removal  of  lateral  or  subjacent  support  of 
land  in  its  natural  condition;  (5  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1087)  on  removal  of  lateral  sup- 
part  as  damage  or  injury  within  constitutional  provision  against  taking,  etc.» 
without  compensation;  (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  161,  162)  on  right  to  support  of 
land  in  its  natural  state  and  to  support  of  buildings  thereon;  (76  Am.  St.  Rep. 
419)    on  liability  for  negligence  and  torts  of  independent  contractors. 

Disapproved  in  Talcott  Bros.  v.  Des  Moines,  134  Iowa,  122,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
700,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  419,  109  N.  W.  311,  holding  damages  caused  by  loss  of 
lateral  support  to  adjacent  property  in  the  grading  of  a  street  by  the  city  are 
presumed  to  have  been  waived  by  the  dedication  of  the  street,  and  the  loss  to 
the  property  is  not  a  "taking''  of  private  property  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Bill  of  Rights. 

20  L.  R.  A.  79,  DETROIT  v.  FT.  W^AYNE  &  B.  I.  R.  CO.  95  Mich.  456,  35  Am. 

St.   Rep.   580,  64  N.  W.   958. 
Validity  of  ordinance. 

Approved  in  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Defiance,  167  U.  S.  100,  42  L.  ed.  93,  17  Sup, 
Ct.  Rep.  748,  holding  ordinance  as  to  control  and  improvement  of  streets  will 
override  license  previously  given,  surrendering  control  of  street  to  an  indi- 
vidual or  corporation;  Eureka  City  v.  Wilson,  15  Utah,  75,  63  Am.  St.  Rep. 
904,  48  Pac.  150,  holding  if  ordinance  separable  invalid  portion  may  be  rejected 
and  remainder  stand  as  valid;  Traverse  City  das  Co.  v.  Traverse  City,  130 
Mich.  23,  89  N.  W.  574,  holding  that  ordinances  conferring  grants  are  con- 
strued liberally  in  favor  of  public. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Bessemer,  143  Mich.  315,  106  N.  W.  852,  holding  an  ordi- 
nanoe  was  valid  to  the  extent  that  it  authorized  the  city  council  to  refuse  to 
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approve  the  bonds  of  a  liquor  dealer  although  no  penalty  provided  for  the  sale 
of  liquor  without  a  license  where  the  general  law  provides  for  such  a  penalty. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rice  v.  Detroit,  Y.  &  A.  A.  R.  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  84,  which 
holds  street  railway  company  required  by  franchise  to  sell  tickets  at  reduced 
rates  to  passenger  getting  on  car  anywhere  on  line;  Chicago  Union  Traction 
Co.  V.  Chicago,  59  L.  R.  A.  631,  which  sustains  city's  power  to  prescribe  com- 
pensation of  horse  car  companies. 

Cited  in  notes  (50  L.  R.  A.  145)  on  privilege  of  using  streets  as  a  contract, 
within  constitutional  provision  against  impairing  obligation  of  contracts;  (104 
Am.  St.  Rep.  637,  638,  655,  657)  on  municipal  regulations  of  street  railways  for 
protection  of  public;  (123  Am.  St.  Rep.  53)  on  test  of  validity  of  municipal 
ordinance  as  denying  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 
Delearation  of  power  to  euact  ordinance. 

Approved  in  Eureka  City  v.  Wilson,  15  Utah,  58,  48  Pac.  41,  holding  legisla- 
ture  may  delegate   to  city,   power   to   pass   ordinances,   and   these   may    be   re- 
viewed by  appeal. 
Bnforcement  of  ordinance. 

Approved  in  Lansing  v.  Lansing  City  Electric  R.  Co.  109  Mich.  127,  66  N. 
W.  949,  holding  mandamus  lies  to  compel  railroad  company  to  repave  with 
brick  between  its  tracks  in  conformity  with  resolution  of  council. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Milwaukee  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  144 
Wis.  391,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  1025,  129  N.  W.  623,  holding  that  mandamus  wiJl 
lie  to  enforce  performance  of  continuous  legal  duty;  Ross  Twp.  v.  Michigan 
United  R.  Co.  165  Mich.  40,  130  N.  W.  358,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  885  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  enforceability  of  contracts  growing  out  of  grants  of  public  Iran- 
•chises  to  railroads. 
JMnnldpal  control   of  «treeta« 

Cited  in  Monroe  v.  Detroit,  M.  &  T.  Short  Line  R.  Co.  143  Mich.  320,  106 
X.  W.  704,  on  the  right  of  a  city  absolutely  to  refuse  to  a  railroad  its  consent 
to  the  use  of  the  streets  by  the  railroad;  Manitowoc  v.  Manitowoc  &  N.  Traction 
Co.  146  Wis.  22,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  1056,  129  N.  W.  925,  holding  that  under 
statute  city  may  on  granting  right  to  interurban  railway  to  use  streets,  exact 
any  lawful  condition  it  sees  fit. 
•Ordinance  reqnlrlner  sale  of  tlclcet*  on  street  cars. 

Cited  in  West  Bloomfield  Twp.  v.  Detroit  United  R.  Co.  146  Mich.  201,  117 
Am.  St.  Rep.  628,  109  N.  W.  268,  holding  an  ordinance  granting  a  franchise  to 
a  suburban  railroad  which  required  the  road  to  sell  family  tickets  which  en- 
titled the  purchaser  and  his  family  to  ride  from  any  place  in  the  township  to 
any  place  in  the  city  was  not  complied  with  by  the  putting  of  tickets  on  sale 
in  a  store  in  the  city,  the  passengers  having  a  right  to  purchase  the  tickets  on 
.the  cars. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.R.A.(X.S.)  652)  on  right  of  municipality  to  contract  for 
free  transportation  or  special  rates  on  street  cars. 

20  L.  R.  A.  81,  PEOPLE  ex  rel  BAIRD  v.  BROOM,  138  N.  Y.  95,  33  N.  E.  827. 
Validity  of  apportionment. 

Approved  in  Re  Baird,  142  N.  Y.  525,  37  N.  E.  619,  holding  courts  will  not 
interfere  with  apportionment  of  assembly  districts  by  board  of  supervisors  in 
absence  of  manifest  abuse  of  discretion;  Re  Smith,  90  Hun,  572,  71  N.  Y.  S. 
R.  49,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  40,  holding  constitutional  requirement  as  to  equality  in 
numbers  of  population  paramount  to  consideration  of  convenience  of  communicii^ 
.tion. 
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Cited  in  Re  Whitney,  142  N.  Y.  633,  60  N.  Y.  S.  R.  Ill,  87  N.  E.  621,  refus- 
ing to  set  aside  reapportionment  because  not  based  on  citizen  population,  where 
such  objection  not  made  to  original  apportionment;  Re  Timmerman,  51  Misc. 
197,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  57,  holding  an  apportionment  of  a  county  into  Assembly 
<iistricts  was  invalid  where  the  difference  in  population  between  two  adjoining 
•districts  was  over  six  thousand  and  the  fact  that  most  of  the  population  of  the 
county  lived  in  a  city  made  it  possible  to  render  the  districts  of  substantially 
equal  population;  Ragland  v.  Anderson,  125  Ky.  160,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  242, 
100  S.  W.  865,  as  sustaining  the  proposition  that  any  legislative  act  which 
violates  a  constitutional  requirement  for  equality  of  representation  is  void. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Morris  v.  Wrightson,  22  L.  R.  A.  548,  sus- 
taining right  to  vote  for  all  members  of  assembly  elected  in  county. 
•^—  ^vestlom  for  tlie  courts. 

Cited  in  Re  Simons,  145  App.  Div.  477,  130  N.  Y.  Supp.  306,  holding  that 
exercise  of  discretion  of  legislature  in  classifying  probation  officers  in  exempt 
class  will  not  be  overturned  by  courts;  Brooks  v.  State,  162  Ind.  577,  70  N.  E. 
980,  holding  the  question  of  whether  the  legislature  in  the  apportionment  of 
its  senators  and  representatives  has  abused  its  discretion  is  one  for  the  courts; 
Sherrill  v.  O'Brien,  188  N.  Y.  197,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  841,  81  N.  E.  124,  on  legis- 
lative action  in  the  reapportionment  of  the  state  as  being  subject  to  review  by  the 
courts. 

Cited  in  note  (35  Am.  St.  Rep.  65,  66)  on  judicial  investigation  of  constitution- 
ality of  legislative  apportionments. 
Rl^lit    to    mandamnn. 

Approved  in  People  ex  rel,  Keene  v.  Queens  County,  142  N.  Y.  277,  36  N.  E. 
1062,  holding  citizen  injured  by  nonrepair  of  bridge  entitled  to  be  relator  in 
proceeding  by  mandamus  to  compel  official  action;  People  ex  rel.  Sherrill  v. 
Guggenheimer,  28  Misc.  742,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  913,  holding  citizens  and  taxpayers 
entitled  to  apply  for  mandamus  to  compel  council  to  approve  resolution  for 
issue  of  stock  to  pay  award;  People  ex  rel.  Kay  v.  Swanstrom,  79  App.  Div. 
97,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  934,  sustaining  right  of  citizen  to  mandamus  to  compel  pub- 
lic officer  to  perform  statutory  duty  in  which  whole  community  is  interested; 
People  ex  rel  Sims  v.  Collier,  175  N.  Y.  204,  67  N.  E.  309,  holding  that  man- 
damus will  not  lie  to  compel  performance  of  quasi  judicial  act  by  civil  service 
commissioners;  People  ex  rel.  Brink  v.  Way,  92  App.  Div.  88,  86  N.  Y.  Supp. 
892,  sustaining  discretionary  power  of  special  term  to  grant  mandamus  order- 
ing recanvass  of  votes,  not  returned  according  to  statute. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  John  Single  Paper  Co.  v.  Edgecomb,  112  App.  Div.  608, 
98  X.  Y.  Supp.  965,  holding  mandamus  would  lie  to  a  county  board  of  super- 
visors who  wrongfully  refused  to  approve  the  bond  of  a  successful  bidder  for 
county  work,  compelling  them  to  approve  such  bond;  Re  Wheeler,  62  Misc. 
50,  115  N.  Y.  Supp.  605,  holding  mandamus  will  lie  at  the  instance  of  a  private 
citizen  to  compel  the  city  to  maintain  and  operate  a  ferry  between  two 
boroughs  in  accordance  with  a  franchise  granted  by  a  charter;  People  ex  rel. 
Schaw  V.  McWilliams,  185  N.  Y.  100,  77  N.  E.  785,  on  when  mandamus  will  lie 
against  an  administrative  officer;  State  ex  rel.  Robbins  v.  Parker,  147  Iowa,  88, 
125  N.  W.  856,  holding  that  mandamus  is  proper  remedy  to  compel  county 
auditor  to  place  name  of  candidate  for  office  on  official  ballot. 

Cited  in  note  ( 1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  828 )  on  right  of  action  against  public  officers. 


Cited  in  Re  Stiles,  69  App.  Div.  594,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  278,  holding  poll  clerks 
necessary  parties  to  mandamus  to  compel  recanvass  of  votes;    People  ex   rel. 
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Robinson  v.  Burna,  106  App.  Div.  39,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  196,  holding  a  writ  of 
mandamus  to  compel  the  common  counsel  to  issue  certificates  of  election  should 
be  directed  to  the  persons  who  were  members  at  the  tim«  the  election  was 
held  and  not  to  their  successors. 

20  L.  R.  A.  87,  MAWHINNEY  v.  SOUTHERN  INS.  CO.  98  Cal.  184,  32  Pac 

945. 
Insurance  aa  affected  hy  o«e  or  location  of  property. 

Approved  in  Slinkard  v.  Manchester  Fire  Assur.  Co.  122  Cal.  598,  55  Pac 
417,  holding  insurance  on  harvester  while  in  use  does  not  cover  loss  of  machine 
when  stored  in  shed  after  harvest  is  over;  British- America  Assur.  Co.  v.  Miller, 
91  Tex.  420,  39  L.  R.  A.  547,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  901,  44  S.  W.  60,  holding  in- 
surance on  apparel  and  books  while  in  specified  building  does  not  cover  prop- 
erty when  taken  elsewhere  temporarily,  according  to  custom  of  owner  of 
which  agent  had  notice;  Allen  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  133  Cal.  32,  65  Pac.  138,  holding 
owner  of  property  occupied  as  disreputable  tavern  chargeable  with  notice  of 
its  use  so  as  to  invalidate  policy  insuring  premises  as  dwelling  house. 

Cited  in  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.  v.  Aachen  &  Munich  F.  Ins.  Co.  2  Cal.  App. 
697,  84  Pac.  253,  holding  a  representation  in  a  policy  of  reinsurance  that  grain 
was  in  a  warehouse  when  in  fact  it  was  in  an  elevator  for  which  a  higher  rate 
of  insurance  was  demanded  avoided  the  policy;  Jacobson  v.  Liverpool  L.  t 
G.  Ins.  Co.  135  111.  App.  24,  holding  a  policy  of  which  insures  the  property  of 
a  salesman  while  travelling  does  not  cover  a  loss  of  such  property  after  it  was 
returned  to  the  starting  point;  Palatine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kehoe,  197  Mass.  356,  15 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1008,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  375,  83  N.  E.  866,  14  Ann.  Cas.  690,  hold- 
ing a  policy  of  insurance  permitting  a  removal  of  the  property  to  another 
location  and  covering  the  property  in  both  locations  during  the  removal  did 
not  cover  the  property  temporarily  stored  in  a  building  other  than  those  in 
which  injured  pending  the  removal  to  the  new  location. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Minneapolis  Threshing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Firemen's  Ins.  Co- 
23  L.  R.  A.  576,  which  holds  threshing  machine  not  in  use  while  left  near 
farm  house  preparatory  to  use  some  days  later. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.  R.  A.  242)  on  location  of  movable  property  as  affect- 
ing fire  insurance  thereon;  (14  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  21)  on  rules  for  construing  in- 
surance policies. 

20  L.  R.  A.  89,  WELLS  v.  HYATTSVILLE,  77  Md.  125,  26  Atl.  357. 
Taxation. 

Approved  in  Rohr  v.  Gray,  80  Md.  277,  30  Atl.  632,  holding  license  tax 
on  business  or  occupation  permitted  under  provision  that  taxes  other  than  oit 
property  may  be  levied  for  good  government  and  benefit  of  community;  Adams 
V.  Kuykendall,  83  Miss.  586,  35  So.  830,  denying  legislative  power  to  exempt 
from  taxation  notes  representing  purchase  price  of  property,  when  all  other 
**solvent  credits"  are  taxed;  Simpson  v.  Hopkins,  82  Md.  489,  33  Atl.  714,  hold- 
ing taxation  of  corporate  bonds  secured  by  mortgage,  while  debt  of  individual 
thus  secured  is  exempt,  does  not  violate  rule  requiring  uniformity  of  taxa- 
tion. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  v.  Star  Methodist  Protestant  Church,  106  Md.  287,  67 
Atl.  261,  holding  an  act  exempting  the  revenue  producing  property  of  a  par- 
ticular church  from  taxation  while  similar  property  of  other  churches  is  tax- 
able is  in  conflict  with  the  declaration  of  rights  providing  against  suclr 
exemptions^  Schley  v.  Lee,  106  Md.  402,  67  Atl.  252,  on  i^«  extent  of  the  legis- 
lative power  to  exempt  property  from  taxation. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rode  y.  Siebe,  39  L.  R.  A.  342,  which  holds  discrimina- 
tion between  taxes  on  personalty  and  on  realty  justified  by  difference  between 
them;  State  ea>  rel  Richards  v.  Armstrong,  41  L.  R.  A.  407,  which  holds  void, 
abatement  of  taxes  of  infirm,  insane,  or  indigent  persons;  Crafts  v.  Ray,  49 
Lf.  R.  A.  604,  which  sustains  exemption  of  manufacturing  companies  from  taxa- 
tion for  term  of  years. 

Distinguished  in  Baltimore,  C.  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Wicomico  Coimty,  93  Md.  127, 
48  Atl.  853,  holding  property  unassessed  at  time  of  annual  levy  may  be  there- 
after  assessed   during   current   years. 
JIfaiidamiui  not  imve  if  fvtlle. 

Approved  in  Brown  v.  Bragunier,  79  Md.  236,  29  Atl-  7,  holding  mandamus  will 
never  be  granted  when,  if  issued,  it  will  be  nugatory  and  unavailing;  Summer- 
son  v.  Schilling,  94  Md.  589,  51  Atl.  610,  holding  court  will  not,  by  mandamus, 
attempt  to  compel  parties  to  do  a  nugatory  act;  Duvall  v.  Swann,  94  Md.  617, 
51  Atl.  617,  holding  mandamus  to  prevent  the  printing  of  names  on  official 
ballot  will  not  be  issued  after  election  has  been  held,  since  the  writ  would 
be  futile  and  nugatory. 

Cited  in  Sharpe  v.  Engle,  3  Okla.  22,  41  Pac.  346,  dissenting  opinion  by  Mc- 
Atee,  J.,  to  point  that  mandamus  will  not  issue  to  compel  levy  of  tax  after 
time  fixed  therefor  by  statute  has  expired;  Louisiana  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  v.  Coushatta, 
122  La.  1093,  48  So.  532,  holding  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  aid  in  the  collection 
of  taxes,  years  after  the  taxes  should  have  been  levied  assessed  and  collected; 
Ziegenheim  v.  Baltimore  Wholesale  Grocery  Co.  108  Md.  521,  69  Atl.  1071, 
holding  mandamus  would  not  lie  to  compel  reinstatement  of  a  member  where  he 
bad  been  expelled,  and  where  the  provisions  of  the  association  provided  wh^i 
membership  in  defendant  organization  should  cease,  and  the  petitioner  at  the 
time  of  the  trial  was  no  longer  eligible. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Evers  v.  Byrne,  32  Wash.  277,  73  Pac.  394, 
holding  mandamus  would  lie  to  compel  county  commissioners  who  for  several 
years  had  refused  to  levy  special  taxes  to  pay  school  bonds  to  make  such  levy 
although  a  demand  not  made  where  the  duty  to  levy  such  taxes  was  an  im- 
parative  one. 
Mandamiis  must  be  Issaed  mm  prayed. 

Approved  in  Upshur  v.  Baltimore,  94  Md.  760,  51  Atl.  053,  holding  mandamus 
must  issue  as  prayed,  if  issued  at  all. 

^0  L.  R.  A.  94,  SOLLERS  v.  SOLLERS,  77  Md.   148,  39  Am.   St.  Rep.  404, 

26   Atl.    188. 
Rl^r^t  of  flsherr* 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.  R.  A.  583)  on  governmental  control  over  right  of  fish- 
ery; (60  L.R.A.  512)  on  right  to  fish;  (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  752)  on  law  of  fishing. 
Adverse  possession. 

Cited  in  note  (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  489)  on  adverse  possession  of  public  property. 

20  L.  R.  A.  96,  MARKLAND  v.  McDANIEL,  51  Kan.  350,  32  Pac.  1114. 
'Waiver  of  demand  and  notice. 

Approved  in  Quaintance  v.  Goodrow,  16  Mont.  378,  41  Pac.  76,  holding  assur- 
ance by  indorser  before  maturity  that  he  will  pay  note,  waiver  of  demand  and 
notice. 

Cited  in  Bessenger  v.  Wenzel,  161  Mich.  66,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  520,  125  N.  W. 
750,  holding  where  the  indorsers  of  a  corporate  note  were  the  directors  and  the 
managers  of  the  corporation  and  knew  that  there  was  no  money  to  pay  the  note 
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and  assured  the  payee  that  it  could  not  be  paid  at  maturity  they  were  not 
discharged  by  a  failure  to  present  when  due;  Dewey  v.  Sibert,  21  S.  D.  4S3, 
113  N.  VV.  721,  16  Ann.  Cas.  151,  holding  that  indorsee  failing  to  show  legal  de- 
mand, protest  and  notice,  may  show  by  parol  waiver  of  protest  subsequent  to 
indorsement. 

Cited  in  note   (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)    640)   on  bills  and  notes:   implied  waiver  of 
presentment  and  notice  by  indorser  before  maturity. 
Refasal     of    instrnction. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Lindgrove,  1  Kan.  App.  58,  41  Pac.  688,  holding  instruc- 
tion  inapplicable  to  the  facts   properly  refused. 

20  L.  R.  A.  97,  DEMAREE  v.  SCATES,  50  Kan.  276,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  113,  3^ 

Pac.   1123. 
BlIflTibllltr  to  oAce. 

Approved  in  Kirkpatrick  v.  Brownfield,  97  Ky.  566,  29  L.  R.  A.  705.  53 
Am.  St.  Rep.  422,  31  S.  W.  137,  holding  'Eligible"  means  legally  qualified; 
Opinion  of  Justices,  95  Me.  587,  51  Atl.  224,  holding  office  holder  need  not 
resi^  his  office  before  election  to  the  legislature. 

Cited  in  Hoy  v.  State,  168  Ind.  517,  81  N.  E.  509,  11  Ann.  Cas.  944,  holding 
under  a  statute  providing  that  no  officer  of  any  corporation  having  any  con- 
tract with  the  city  shall  be  eligible  to  any  office  of  the  city,  a  person  is  not 
disqualified  to  hold  office  because  of  the  fact  that  at  the  time  of  his  election 
he  was  so  disqualified  where  at  the  time  his  term  of  office  begins  such  dis- 
qualification had  been  removed;  State  ex  rel.  Thornburg  v.  Huegle,  135  Iowa. 
102,  112  N.  VV.  234,  holding  under  a  statute  providing  requirements  for  eligi- 
bility for  the  office  of  county  superintendent  of  schools,  the  eligibility  must  exist 
at  the  time  of  entering  the  office  and  not  at  the  time  of  election  thereto. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kirkpatrick  v.  Brownfield,  29  L.  R.  A.  703,  which  holds 
certificate  of  eligibility  to  office,  obtained  after  election,  sufficient;  State  c« 
rel.  Thompson  v.  McCallister,  24  L.  R.  A.  343,  which  upholds  legislative  power 
to  prescribe  qualifications  for  office;  State  ew  rel.  Qoodell  v.  McGeary,  44  L.  H 
A.  446,  which  holds  ineligibility  of  successful  candidate  does  not  entitle  de- 
feated candidate  to  office. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1228)  on  time  as  to  which  eligibility  of  of- 
ficer to  be  determined;  (124  Am.  St.  Rep.  219)  on  effect  of  election  where  suc- 
cessful candidate  is  ineligible. 

20  L.  R.  A.  101,  VELTEN  v.  CARMACK,  23  Or.  282,  31  Pac.  658. 
Sole   deed   of  married   'woman. 

Approved  in  Howell   v.   Folsom,   38  Or.   189,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.   785,  63  Pac. 
116,  holding  married  woman  may  sell  or  convey  property  by  sole  deed. 
Parol  evidence  of  consideration. 

Cited  in  Columbia  Nat.  Bank  v.  Baldwin,  64  Neb.  747,  90  N.  W.  890,  susUin- 
ing  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  by  grantee  to  show  that  actual  consideration 
was  different  from  one  expressed  in  deed  assailed  as  fraudulent;  Hall  v.  McXal- 
ly,  23  Utah,  610,  65  Pac.  724,  holding  parol  evidence  admissible  of  agreement 
whereby  one  of  parties  to  written  agreement  for  sale  of  land  was  to  pay  another 
specified  commission  out  of  consideration  named;  Koogle  v.  Cline,  110  Md.  606, 
24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  423,  73  Atl.  672,  holding  it  might  be  shown  by  parol  that  when 
grantor  inserted  in  a  deed  the  consideration  and  an  untrue  recital  of  its  pay- 
ment, it  was  the  understanding  between  himself  and  grantees  that  it  should 
never  be  paid;  Clark  v.  Hindman^  46  Or.  70,  79  Pac.  56,  on  the  right  as  exist- 
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ing  to  show  by  parol  that  a  valuable  consideration  recited  in  a  deed  was  a  gift; 
Macl^aughlin  v.  Lake  Erie  &  D.  River  R.  Co.  3  Ont.  L.  Rep.  716,  holding  in  an 
action  to  enjoin  the  infringement  on  a  patent  it  was  proper  to  show  the  real 
consideration  for  the  use  of  the  patent  where  not  inconsistent  with  the  one 
expressed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Baird  v.  Baird,  28  L.  R.  A.  375,  which  holds  admissi- 
ble, evidence  of  lack  of  consideration  for  mortgage;  Baum  v.  Lynn,  30  L.  R.  A. 
441,  which  denies  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  as  to  consideration  of  deed 
expressly  made  for  settlement  of  specified  claims;  Johnson  v.  Elraen,  52  L. 
R.  A.  162,  which  holds  admissible,  oral  evidence  of  promise  to  assume  pay- 
ment of  certain  liens  by  grantee  in  deed  with  covenant  against  encumbrances. 

Cited  in  notes  (29  L.  R.  A.  737)  on  receipt  as  evidence  of  payment  as  against 
third  parties;  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1194)  on  parol  evidence  as  to  consideration 
of  deed;  (14  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  753)  on  parol  evidence  as  to  consideration  of  deed;. 
(24  L.R.A.(X.S.)  413)  on  parol  evidence  to  show  true  nature  of  transaction 
where  recited  consideration  of  deed  shown  not  paid;  (36  L.R.A. (N.S.)  896)  on 
admissibility  of  parol  evidence  as  to  improvements  to  be  made  on  tract  from, 
which  lot  sold;  (68  L.R.A.  926,  931)  on  recital  of  money  consideration  in  deed 
as  contractual. 
Rlirl>t«  of  liaabAnd  in  wife'*  realty* 

Cited  in  Runyan  v.  Winstock,  55  Or.  204,  104  Pac.  417,  holding  that  article 
15  of  constitution  deprives  husband  of  control  of  rents  and  profits  of  wife's 
realty  but  does  not  cut  off  husband's  curtesy. 

20  L.  R,  A.  115,  SMITH  v.  FARRA,  21  Or.  395,  28  Pac.  241. 
Compromise   as   conslderAtion    for   promise   to   pfLT. 

Approved  in  McGlynn  v.  Scott,  4  N.  D.  24,  58  N.  W.  460,  holding  compro- 
mise of  bona  fide  dispute  good  consideration  for  promise  of  other  party  to  pay 
sum  of  money;  Melcher  v.  Insurance  Co.  97  Me.  517,  55  Atl.  411,  holding  sur- 
render of  groundless  claim,  known  by  both  parties  to  be  unenforceable,  not  suffi- 
cient consideration  for  prohiise  to  pay  money  in  settlement  thereof;  Goltra  v. 
Penland,  42  Or.  24,  69  Pac.  925,  sustaining  admissibility  of  evidence  of  unli- 
quidated claim  as  basis  of  settlement  alleged  in  complaint. 

Cited  in  Heath  v.  Potlatch  Lumber  Co.  —  Idaho,  — ,  27  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  710,. 
108  Pac.  343,  holding  the  compromise  of  a  claim  on  which  liability  is  denied 
but  paid  in  order  to  avoid  a  lawsuit  is  based  upon  a  sufficient  consideration; 
Sing  On  v.  Brown,  44  Or.  13,  74  Pac.  207,  holding  a  compromise  between  a 
lessor  and  a  lessee  where  they  disagreed  as  to  the  effect  of  a  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty on  their  respective  rights  and  where  there  had  been  no  agreement  cover- 
ing such  situation  was  binding  on  the  parties ;  Multnomah  County  v.  Title 
Guarantee  Co.  46  Or.  531,  80  Pac.  409,  holding  a  settlement  made  with  tlie 
board  of  county  commissioners  with  whom  a  dispute  existed  as  the  validity  of 
taxes  and  the  tax  certificates  involved  in  the  compromise,  was  based  upon  a 
suflficient  consideration;  Dickey  v.  Jackson,  47  Or.  534,  84  Pac.  701,  liolding 
a  settlement  of  doubtful  claims,  made  in  good  faith  is  based  upon  a  sufiicient 
consideration;  Baines  v.  Coos  Bay  R.  &  £.  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  49  Or.  195,  89  Pac. 
371,  holding  a  compromise  of  a  claim  for  labor,  for  which  a  lien  had  been  filed 
and  which  was  about  to  be  foreclosed,  by  the  giving  of  notes  for  two-thirds  of 
the  claim  was  based  upon  a  sufficient  consideration;  Board  of  Regents  v.  Hutch- 
inson,  46  Or.  60,  78  Pac.  1028,  holding  compromise  agreement  as  to  use  of  ease- 
ment is  binding  on  both  parties;  Thayer  v.  Buchanan,  46  Or.  Ill,  79  Pac.  343; 
Rausen  v.  Prudential  Ins.  Co.  129  Iowa,  742,  106  N.  W.  198, — on  what  neces- 
sary to  sustain  a  compromise  of  a  contested  or  disputed  claim;  Heath  v.  Pot- 
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latch  Lumber  Co.  18  Idaho,  49,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  710,  108  Pac.  343,  holding 
that  claim  to  support  compromise  must  be  made  in  good  faith,  and  be  one  con- 
cerning which  parties  may  upon  reasonable  grounds  disagree. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  279,  280,  284,  310)  on  void,  invalid,  or  un- 
founded claim  as  subject  of  valid  compromise. 

20  L.  R.  A.  118,  DQUGLASS  v.  PHENIX  INS.  CO.  138  N.  Y.  209,  34  Am.  St 

Rep.   448,   33   N.   E.   938. 
Abatement  becAiise  of  pendeBcy  of  Another  vait* 

Approved  in  Sandwich  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Earl,  56  Minn.  396,  57  N.  W.  938,  and  Hill 
V.  HilU  51  S.  C.  137,  28  S.  E.  309,  holding  pendency  of  another  suit  in  for- 
eign jurisdiction  not  ground  for  abatement  of  subsequent  suit  in  domestic  forum; 
Sargent  v.  Sargent  Granite  Co.  6  Misc.  386,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  737,  holding  that 
pendency  of  foreign  attachment  suit  not  being  in  personam  is  not  pleadable 
in  abatement  of  subsequent  action  in  state  for  same  cause. 

Cited  in  Sargent  v.  Sargent  Granite  Co.  6  Misc.  387,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  737,  to 
point  that  trial  of  second  suit  may  be  stayed  on  application  of  defendant  until 
determination  of  suit  pending  in  another  jurisdiction;  Curlette  v.  Olds,  35  N.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  308,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  144,  110  App.  Div.  596,  holding  an  action 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  brought  against  the  mortgagor,  his  wife  and  his  creditors 
would  not  be  stayed  because  of  the  pendency  of  an  action  by  the  defendant  as 
plaintiff  in  the  federal  court  to  have  the  mortgage  set  aside  for  usury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sulz  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  28  L.  R.  A. 
379,  which  holds  pending  action  on  policy  by  administrator  in  state  where  in- 
sured died  a  bar  to  action  by  widow  in  state  of  home  office. 

Cited  in  notes  (29  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  405)  on  abatement  of  action  on  insurance 
policy  by  pendency  of  action  thereon  in  foreign  judisdiction ;  (1  Eng.  Rul.  Gas. 
545)  on  right  of  action  in  favor  of  subject  for  cause  arising  in  other  country 
notwithstanding  alleged  proceedings  in  such  country. 

Distinguished  and  criticised  as  obiter  in  Morgan  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
189  N.  Y.  458,  82  N.  E.  438,  upholding  jurisdiction  of  suit  on  policy  held  within 
state  by  resident  assignees  though  heirs  of  insured  served  by  publication  had 
sued  elsewhere  and  the  insurer  was  a  foreign  corporation. 
PendencT  of  An  Action  a»  arronnda  for  m,  continnnnce. 

Cited  in  Moore  v.  Maryland  Casualty  Co.  74  N.  H.  47,  64  Atl.  1099,  holding 
the  pendency  of  an  action  in  another  jurisdiction,  involving  the  same  subject- 
matter  and  between  the  same  parties  is  grounds  for  a  continuance  of  the  action 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
Conclnsivenemi   of   foreiarn   ffamlahn&ent. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  O'Connor  v.  Walter,  23  L.  R.  A.  650,  which  holds  gar- 
nishment of  wages  in  other  state  by  assignee  of  claim  against  employer  not  con- 
clusive as  between  assignor  and  employee. 

Cited  in  note  (94  Am.  St.  Rep.  553)  on  conclusiveness  of  foreign  judgments 
in  attachment  and  garnishment. 

Disapproved  in  Orient  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rudolph,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  575,  61  Atl.  26,  holding 
where  the  property  of  a  resident  of  this  state  is  garnished  in  another  state  by 
valid  proceedings,  the  rights  of  a  receiver  based  thereon  may  be  asserted  in  this 
state. 
Rlgrht  to  ararnish  or  nttnch  as  Affected  br  residence. 

Approved  in  Wood  v.  Furtiek,  17  Misc.  562,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  687,  Affirming  16 
Misc.  686,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  174,  holding  ISre  insurance  due  from  foreign  corpo- 
ration   to   nonresident    cannot    be    attached    by    resident    creditor;    Everett  v. 
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Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  4  Colo.  App.  514^  36  Pac.  616,  holding  debt  due 
from  foreign  corporation  to  nonresident  debtor  not  subject  to  garnishment  by 
service  of  process  upon  agent  of  company;  Strause  Bros.  v.  ^Etna  F.  Ins.  Co.  126 
N.  C.  229,  48  L.  R.  A.  464,  footnote  p.  452,  35  S.  E.  471,  holding  debt  of  insur- 
•  ance  company  for  loss  in  other  state  is  without  situs  for  garnishment  purposes 
in  third  state  where  company  has  agent;  National  Bank  v.  Furtick,  2  Marv. 
(Del.)  53,  44  L.  R.  A.  118,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  99,  42  Atl.  479,  holding  demand 
against  foreign  insurance  company  has  no  situs  in  state  where  it  has  an  agency, 
when  demand  is  due  nonresident  for  loss  sustained  and  payable  in  another  state; 
Morawetz  v.  Sun  Ins.  Office,  96  Wis.  180,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  43,  71  N.  W.  109, 
holding  claim  of  nonresident  against  foreign  insurance  company  for  loss  sus- 
tained in  another  state  not  subject  to  garnishment  by  resident  creditor;  Allen 
V.  United  Cigar  Stores  Co.  39  Misc.  501,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  401,  holding  void, 
attachment  by  foreign  corporation  of  debt  due  a  nonresident  from  foreign  cor- 
poration ;  Blanc  v.  Tennessee  Coal,  Iron  &  R.  Co.  2  App.  Div.  252,  37  N.  Y.  Supp. 
906,  holding  void,  attachment  of  debt  levied  in  foreign  state  in  which  neither 
debtor  nor  creditor  were  domiciled;  India  Rubber  Co.  v.  Katz,  65  App.  Div. 
352,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  658,  holding  foreign  corporation  doing  business  within  state, 
a  resident,  so  that  debt  due  by  it  to  foreign  corporation  is  subject  to  attach- 
ment; Swedish-American,  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bleecker,  72  Minn.  390,  42  L.  R.  A.  287, 
71  Am.  St.  Rep.  492,  75  N.  W.  740,  holding  debt  not  subject  to  garnishment  when 
neither  debtor  nor  creditor  reside  in  state,  and  the  indebtedness  neither  arose 
nor  was  payable  therein;  Reimers  v.  Seatco  Mfg.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  366,  17  C. 
C.  A.  230,  37  U.  S.  App.  426,  70  Fed.  575,  holding  debt  has  no  situs  for  pur- 
pose of  garnishment  in  state  in  which  all  parties  are  nonresidents,  although 
garnishee  is  foreign  corporation  which  by  suit  is  subject  to  garnishment. 

Cited  in  Ashley  v.  Quintard,  90  Fed.  92,  holding  shares  of  stock  of  foreign 
corporation  owned  by  resident  in  one  state  not  subject  to  garnishment  in  third 
state  in  which  corporation  transacts  business,  where  process  is  served  on  its 
agent  personally  and  on  the  stockholder  by  publication ;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Nash,  118  Ala.  487,  41  L.  R.  A.  333,  footnote  p.  331,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  181,  23 
So.  825,  holding  garnishment  of  debt  due  nonresident  not  personally  served  in 
state  invalid;  Stewart  v.  Northern  Assur.  Co.  45  W.  Va.  744,  44  L.  R.  A.  105, 
32  S.  E.  218,  dissenting  opinion  by  Brannon,  J.,  to  point  that  test  of  jurisdiction 
is  whether  court  had  control  over  garnishee  debtor  within  its  territory;  Southern 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  A.  J.  Lyon  &  Co.  99  Miss.  196,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  236,  54  So.  728, 
holding  tliat  debt  due  foreign  railroad  may  be  garnished  in  state  where  garnishee 
is  doing  business,  though  debt  was  payable  at  principal  office  of  garnishee  in 
another  state;  National  Broadway  Bank  v.  Sampson,  179  N.  Y.  223,  66  L.R.A. 
611,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  851,  71  N.  E.  766,  holding  personal  service  of  a  warrant 
of  attachment  on  a  nonresident  partner  of  a  foreign  partnership,  temporarily 
within  the  state,  for  a  debt  due  a  foreign  corporation  having  a  foreign  situs  is 
invalid;  Bridges  v.  Wade,  113  App.  Div.  355,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  126,  holding  an 
attachment  in  an  action  by  a  nonresident  of  the  debt  of  a  foreign  corporation  to 
a  nonresident  under  a  contract  made  out  of  the  the  state  is  bad  although  the 
home  office  of  the  corporation  is  within  the  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Neufelder  v.  German  American  Ins.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A. 
287,  which  holds  fund  kept  by  foreign  insurance  company  in  own  state  for 
payment  of  losses  there  and  elsewhere,  subject  to  garnishment;  Root  v.  Davis, 
23  L.  R.  A.  445,  which  authorizes  garnishment  on  service  by  publication  of  debt 
due  from  resident  to  nonresident  of  coimty;  Wyeth  Hardware  &  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Lang,  27  L.  R.  A.  651,  which  sustains  garnishment  of  debt  due  to  nonresident; 
Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Corbetts,  36  L.  R.  A.  640,  which  authorizes  garnishment 
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of  foreign  corporation  for  debt  due  nonresident;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Rogers, 
62  L.  R.  A.  178,  holding  nonresident  creditors,  doing  business  in  state  to  such 
extent  as  to  become  doniiciIe<l  therein,  subject  to  garnishment  therein. 

Cited  in  notes  (65  L.R.A.  805)  on  attachment  of  shares  of  stock  in  foreign 
corporation;  (67  L.R.A.  214,  218,  220)  as  to  where  debt  garnishable;  (3 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  611)  on  place  of  payment  as  affecting  jurisdiction  to  garnish 
debt;  (85  Am.  St.  Rep.  925)  on  jurisdiction  of  foreign  corporations  in  proceed- 
ings by  attachment  and  garnishment;  (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  212)  on  garnishment  of 
debt  due  to  nonresident. 

Distinguished  in  Harris  v.  Balk,  198  U.  S.  225,  49  L.  ed.  1027,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
()25,  3  Ann.  Cas.  1084,  holding  a  state  court  has  jurisdiction  to  render  judg- 
ment against  a  garnishee  temporarily  within  the  state  in  garnishment  proceed* 
ings  upon  personal  service  within  the  state,  the  principal  debtor  being  able  to 
sue  him  during  such  presence  within  the  state  and  the  garnishment  of  a  debtor 
of  the  principal  debtor  being  permissible. 

Criticized  in  Mooney  v.  Buford  &  G.  Mfg.  Co.  18  C.  C.  A.  428,  34  U.  S.  App. 
581,  72  Fed.  38,  holding,  when  tangible  property  has  not  been  attached,  jurisdic- 
tion depends,  not  upon  situs  of  debt,  but  upon  service  of  process  on  debtor. 

Criticized  and  distinguished  in  National   F.   Ins.  Co.  v.  Chambers,   53  N.  J. 
Eq.  489,  32  Atl.  663,  holding  corporation  may  have  several  domicils  for  pur 
pose   of   suit. 
Situs  of  debt. 

Approved  in  Ward  v.  Boyce,  152  N.  Y.  204,  36  L.  R.  A.  554,  46  N.  E.  180, 
Affirming  80  Hun,  503,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  491,  holding  courts  of  residence  of  maker 
of  note  belonging  to  nonresident,  without  jurisdiction  to  make  decree  affect- 
ing its  title  or  ownership;  Carr  v.  Corcoran,  44  App.  Div.  98,  00  N.  Y.  Supp. 
763,  holding  court  cannot  acquire  jurisdiction  in  attachment  proceedings,  unless 
res  is  actually  or  constructively  within  jurisdiction;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Chat- 
tanooga, R.  &  C.  R.  Co.  68  Fed.  689,  holding  that  for  purpose  of  jurisdiction 
debt  follows  creditor  and  his  doniicil;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Chattanooga,  R. 
&  C,  R.  Co.  68  Fed.  690,  holding  actual  or  constructive  presence  of  property 
witliin  jurisdiction   necessary   to  garnishment. 

Cited  in  Harvey  v.  Thompson,  128  Ga.  152,  9  L.R.A.(X.S.)  768,  119  Am.  St 
Rep.  373,  57  S.  E.  104,  on  the  situs  of  a  debt  for  the  purpose  of  garnishment; 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Allen,  58  W.  Va.  391,  3  L.R.A. (N.S.)  612,  112  Am.  St. 
Rep.  975,  52  S.  E.  465,  on  the  situs  of  debts  for  the  purpose  of  attachment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tootle  v.  Coleman,  57  L.R.A.  120,  which  holds  right 
to  garnish  debtor  not  limited  to  situs  of  chose  in  action;  National  Broadway 
Bank  v.  Sampson,  66  L.R.A.  600,  which  holds  liability  of  nonresident  to  non- 
resident corporation  not  subject  to  attachment  within  state  when  debtor  is 
temporarily  within  jurisdiction  as  situs  of  debt  is  at  place  of  residence  either 
of  debtor  or  of  creditor. 

Cited  in  note  (69  Am.  St.  Rep.  114,  117,  118,  122,  123)  on  situs  of  debts  for 
purposes  of  garnishment  and  of  property  in  transit  in  hands  of  carriers. 

Distinguished  in  Lancaster  v.  Spotswood,  41  Misc.  20,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  572, 
denying  motion  to  vacate  attachment  of  debt  due  nonresidents  by  foreign  cor- 
poration, when  debt  arose  out  of  contract  made  and  payable  within  state;  Mor- 
gan V.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  119  App.  Div.  648,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  185,  holding 
the  subject-matter  of  an  action  by  the  trustees  under  the  will  of  an  assignee  of 
a  policy  of  insurance  as  collateral  for  advancement  of  premiums,  against  the 
company,  which  was  a  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  the  state  in  com- 
pliance with  the  statutes,  and  the  beneficiaries,  was  personalty  within  the  statff 
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under  statute   authorizing  the   service   of   summons  by   publication  on   a   non- 
resident defendant. 

Disapproved  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Nash,   118  Ala.  486,  41  L.  R.  A. 
333,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  181,  23  So.  825,  holding  situs  of  debt  is  at  domieil  of  cred- 
itor  for  purpose  of  garnishment. 
Deneflt  of  denial  In  other  part  of  Ans^ver. 

Approved  in  Delaney  v.  Miller,  84  Hun,  246,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  505,  and  Wiley 
V.  Rouse's  Point,  86  Hun,  497,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  773,  holding  denials  in  other 
parts  of  answer  not  available  on  demurrer  to  separate  answer;  Jorgcnsen  v.  Re- 
formed Low  Dutch  Church,  7  Misc.  3,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  318,  holding  on  de- 
murrer defense  cannot  be  aided  by  allegation  in  distinct  and  independent  de- 
fense; Craft  V.  Brandow,  24  Misc.  308,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  1078,  holding  on  de- 
murrer to  affirmative  defense,  defendant  not  entitled  to  benefit  of  denials  in 
another  part  of  answer  unless  incorporated  in  affirmative  defense  by  reference; 
Eells  V.  Dumary,  84  App.  Div.  107,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  531,  holding  that  in  de- 
termining sufficiency  of  affirmative  defense  on  demurrer,  all  allegations  of  com- 
plaint must  be  treated  as  admitted  unless  denied  in  affirmative  defense;  Ivy 
Courts  Realty  Co.  v.  Morton,  73  App.  Div.  338,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  687,  holding 
failure  to  deny  allegation  of  breach  of  contract  admits  it,  and  denials  in  other 
parts  of  answer  cannot  be  considered;  Blumenfeld  v.  Stine,  42  Misc.  412,  87 
N.  Y.  Supp.  81,  holding  denials  in  preceding  paragraphs  of  answer  constitute 
no  part  of  separate  defense  subsequently  set  forth. 

Cited  in  Bernascheff  v.  Roeth,  34  Misc.  589,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  369,  holding  on  de- 
murrer to  answer,  an  affirmative  defense  cannot  be  aided  by  denials  in  another 
part  of  answer  unless  incorporated  in  defense  by  reference;  People  ex  rel.  Mc- 
Enroe v.  Wells,  89  App.  Div.  92,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  438,  and  Blaut  v,  Blaut,  41 
Misc.  573,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  146,  holding  defendant  setting  forth  affirmative  de- 
fense not  entitled  to  benefit  of  denials  made  elsewhere  in  answer,  unless  incor- 
porated in  affirmative  defense;  Dinkelspiel  v.  New  York  Evening  Journal  Pub. 
Co.  42  Misc.  76,  85  X.  Y.  Supp.  570,  holding  general  denial  of  allegations  of 
<*omplaint  not  proper  part  of  aefense  of  privilege,  in  action  for  libel;  Kraus  v. 
Agnew,  80  App.  Div.  5,  80  X.  Y.  Supp.  518,  dissenting  opinion  by  Laughlin,  J., 
to  point  that  general  denial  in  pleading  cannot  be  considered  on  demurrer  to 
separate  answer. 
^tcMskliolder's  liabllltr  vnder  forelipn  statate. 

Approved  in  Marshall  v.  Sherman,  148  N.  Y.  25,  34  L.  R.  A.  766,  51  Am.  St 
Rep.  ^54,  42  N.  E.  419,  holding  liability  of  stockholder  in  foreign  corporation 
under   foreign  statute  can  only  be  enforced   in-  domieil   of   corporation. 
DenlAl  in  defence. 

Cited  in  Staten  Jsland  Midland  R.  Co.  v.  Hinchcliffe,  34  Misc.  51,  68  N.  Y. 
Supp.  556,  holding  denial  can  have  no  place  in  defense  and  should  be  strick- 
en out;  Devoe  v.  Lutz,  133  App.  Div.  359,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  339,  holding  where 
new  matter  is  pleaded  as  a  separate  defense  the  paragraph  of  the  answer  con- 
taining such  defense  must  be  complete  in  itself;  Barnard  v.  Lawyers*  Title  Ins. 
Co.  45  Misc.  578,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  41,  holding  where  denials  contained  in  the 
first  part  of  an  answer  are  not  reiterated  or  referred  to  in  a  further  and  sepa- 
rate defense,  such  defense  must  stand  or  fall  independently  of  them;  Rogers  v. 
Morton,  46  Misc.  497,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  49,  holding  a  defense  in  an  action  on  a 
promissory  note  is  not  demurrable  on  the  ground  that  it  contains  a  denial  that 
the  note  was  ever  duly  negotiated  or  discounted  for  value;  Singer  v.  Abraras,  47 
Misc.  363,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  7,  holding  where  an  answer  contains  an  affirmative 
defense  on  a  demurrer  thereto  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
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ao  reference  made  thereto  in 

of  foreign  corporation  for  debt  due  nonresident      y^  ^^.^   ^g^,  121  N.  Y.  Supp. 

62  L.  R.  A.  178,  holding  nonresident  credit     ^.J^.^^^  j^  ^^  affirmative  defenae; 

extent  as  to  become  domiciled  therein,  p'      ^,  -^^^  j^.    ^    ^^^^    ^^S,   on  when  a 

Cited  in  notes   (55  L.R.A.  805)   o-        ,  ^^,.j^^  ^^^^^  .^  ^^  affirmative  defense; 

corporation;    (67    L.R.A.    214,   ^  > -r^iaan's  Time  Detector  Co.  44  Misc.  208, 

L.R.A.(N.S.)    611)    on   place  -^^  /^/-^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^^^^  ^^         .^  ^^  ^^^^,^^  ^^ 

debt;    (85  Am.  St.  Rep.  92  ..  /;,,*^<'^/ 

ings  by  attachment  and  -^  ^'t^''' 

debt  due  to  nonresidf  -^  •''^S''' .,        i.    /^     /.  ^€-       oar    oa  vr    v    o  -9- 

.        .  ,    ,  .  .  .  *^^Zent  Granite  Co.  6  Misc.  385,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  <3<, 

««,-    «    f*        ^  •    ;  ^/ "  '"^^.r/flxi  in  specified  court  plaintiff  attached   defend- 

625,   3  Ann.  Ca'       •'  ^  ^^^"^  m '^    \     •  i.     j      i.*  j  j 

.     ^  .  ,/^r  •   fw^  '   ;  <^nclu8ion  not  admitted  on  demurrer, 

ment  against        ^  ^  .^i*  '  ^  y<if*' 

ings  upon  •    *i  ^  ^^r* 

sue  him  •.  ^''^ *^\.  m"^^^  ^^^^^  ^*^»  ^^  ^'«<^-  ^3^'  ^^  N.  Y.  Supp.  300, 

of  the  '  ''Jj^' t^^]  dfi^'^^  ^^   demurrer   tested   by   asking   whether   matter 
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581        ^^*^!!^ 

V  i^  tt^  **       peSis^f  106  App.  Div.  167,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  380,  holding  sepa- 

^mJ'^^^VZ/i  ^^^^  neither  pleaded  as  partial  defenses  or  in  mitigation  of 

'  jef^^^   he  sufficient  in  themselves  as  complete  defenses  to  be  sustained 

^^  '^"^^^pire  Trust  Co.  v.  Magee,  117  App.  Div.  38,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  9, 

^  d^^^^ ^tions  of  a  complaint  not  denied  in  each  separate  defense  are  for 

^Qldiog  '    ^f  the  sufficiency  of  such  defense  to  be  treated  aa  admitted. 

z**^'^  Esmond  v.  Seeley,  28  App.  Div.  295,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  36,  holding  mo- 
^'       judgment  on  pleadings  properly  denied  where  nonpayment  is  averred 
t'^"    plaint  and  expressly  controverted  in  answer,  and  payment  pleaded. 

r  K  A.  123,  OCEAN  S.  S.  CO.  v.  WAY,  90  Ga.  747,  17  S.  E.  57. 
pf^d  eonatrvctlon   of  atatnte. 

Cited  in  Mathis  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  94  Ga.  341,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  167,  21 
c  £.  564,  holding  that  in  adopting  legislation  of  another  state,  its  decisions  are 
udopted  only  so  far  as  they  construe  and  interpret  language  used  in  statute. 
jjtfect  of  miarepreventatlon  a»  to  baflraraflre  on  reeoTery  for  lorn. 

Cited  in  note   (23  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   750)  on  effect  of  shipper's  misrepresentation 
as  to  character,  quantity,  or  value,  on  right  to  recover  for  loss. 
Wbat  is  baarflragre. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Yazoo  &  M.  V.  R.  Co.  v.  Blackmar,  67  L.R.A.  646,  which 
holds  papers  of  employer  pertaining  to  business  of  an  insurance  agent  not  bag- 
gage of  the  latter. 

20  L.  R.  A.  126,  LAKE  ROLAND  ELEV.  R.  CO.  v.  BALTIMORE,  77  Md.  352, 

26  Atl.  510. 
Repeal  of  franchise. 

Approved  in  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Hayes,  92  Md.  497,  48  Atl.  364,  hold- 
ing grant  of  franchise  to  lay  tracks  revocable;  Chesapeake  k  P.  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Baltimore,  89  Md.  710,  43  Atl.  784,  holding  ordinance  authorizing  laying  vires 
in  conduits  upon  conditions  which  have  been  performed,  and  which  ordinances 
have  been  ratified  by  legislature,  not  subject  to  repeal. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  Trust  &  G.  Co.  v.  Baltimore,  64  Fed.  160,  holding  ordi- 
nance authorizing  railway  to  lay  tracks  in  street,  and  on  which  it  has  acted,  is 
contract  which  cannot  be  impaired  by  repeal  of  ordinance;  Grand  Trunk  West- 
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V.  South  Bend,  174  Ind.  213,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  854,  89  N.  E.  885,  hold- 

dinance  permitting  use  of  street  for  railroad  may  be  revoked  after 

se,  so  far  as  additional  tracks  are  concerned  where  no  attempt  has 

^ay  such  tracks. 

'ted  in  Avoca  v.  Pittston,  J.  &  A.  Street  R.  Co.  7  Kulp,  476, 

counsel  without  an  express  reservation  of  the  right  could  not  re- 

ot  railroad  franchise  which  had  been  accepted  and  acted  upon. 

-d  in  footnote  to  Belleville  v.  Citizens'  Horse  R.  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  681,  which 

ids  mere  license  given  to  street  railway  company  by  consent  to  use  streets  for 
tracks. 

Cited  in  notes  (50  L.R.A.  145,  148,  149)  on  privilege  of  using  streets  as  a 
contract,  within  constitutional  provision  against  impairing  obligation  of  con* 
tracts;  (36  L.R.A. (N.S.)  850)  on  power  of  municipality  to  prevent  laying  ad- 
ditional track  under  franchise  originally  granting  right  to  double  tracks;  (36 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  861)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  repeal  of  or  interference  with 
street  franchise. 

Disapproved  in  Baltimore  Trust  &  G.  Co.  v.  Baltimore,  64  Fed.  160,  holding 
privilege  granted  to  street  railway  to  construct  and.  operate  road,  and  accepted 
by  it,  constitutes  contract  which  cannot  be  impaired  by  a  repealing  ordinance; 
Africa  v.  Knoxville,  70  Fed.  737,  holding  franchise  to  operate  railroad  in  streets 
of  city,  and  accepted  by  company,  cannot  be  revoked  by  city;  Africa  v.  Knox- 
ville, 70  Fed.  738,  holding  an  ordinance  revoking  the  consent  of  municipality 
to  the  use  of  streets  not  yet  occupied  by  a  street  railway  company  but  which 
it  was  authori7>ed  by  its  charter  to  occupy  was  void. 
V«lidltT  of  ordiiiAnce. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Beiling  v.  Evansville,  35  L.  R.  A.  272,  which  refuses  to 
hold  void,  ordinance  prohibiting  maintenance  of  slaughterhouse  within  city  when 
authorized  by  statute. 
Cpntrol    over   atreeta. 

Approved  in  Westport  v.  Mulholland,  84  Mo.  App.  324,  holding  railway  operat- 
ing road  over  highway  thereaftep  included  within  city  subject  to  municipal  regu- 
lations as  to  digging  in  highway. 

Cited  in  Detroit  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Detroit,  26  L.  R.  A.  675,  12  C.  C. 
A.  373,  22  U.  S.  App.  570,  64  Fed.  637,  to  point  where  power  of  controlling  streets 
will  not  support  consent  to  their  use  in  perpetuity  or  for  term  of  years;  State 
ex  reU  Laclede  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Murphy,  130  Mo.  23,  31  L.  R.  A.  809,  31  S.  W.  594, 
holding  right  to  lay  electric  wires  in  street  under  franchise  to  lay  fixtures  for 
lighting  subject  to  municipal  control,  especially  when  franchise  was  given  before 
use  of  electricity  for  lighting;  Snouffer  v.  Cedar  Rapids  &  M.  C,  R.  Co.  118 
Iowa,  298,  92  N.  W.  79,  holding  right  of  railway  company  in  streets,  through 
ordinance,  subject  to  indefeasible  right  of  municipality  to  control  use  of  streets ; 
Charles  Simon's  Sons  Co.  v.  Maryland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  99  Md.  141,  63  L.R.A. 
735,  57  Atl.  193,  sustaining  regulation  of  telephone  rates  as  condition  to  use  of 
streets  by  telephone  company,  by  municipality  having  statutory  authority  to 
regulate  use  of  streets  as  to  telephone  wires;  Webb  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co. 
114  Md.  227,  79  Atl.  193,  holding  that  owner  of  land  abutting  on  street  is 
entitled  to  recover  damages  for  injury  caused  by  construction  of  railroad  in 
street  whieh  impedes  access  to  land;  Anne  Arundel  County  v.  United  R.  & 
Electric  Co.  109  Md.  391,  72  Atl.  542,  holding  the  legislature  may  by  making 
proper  provision  for  indemnity  compel  a  street  railway  company  to  remove  or 
change  the  location  of  its  tracks  in  the  streets. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Des  Moines  City  R.  Co.  v.  Des  Moines,  26  L.  R.  A.  767, 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 42. 
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which  denies  right  to  compel  removal  of  street  railway  from  center  to  side  of 
street;  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  Milwaukee,  36  L.  R.  A.  45,  which 
denies  city's  right  to  prevent  relaying  of  street  railway  tracks  by  company  whose 
franchise  not  declared  forfeited. 
Enjolnlngr  imllnray  oa  nuisance. 

Cited  in  Poole  v.  Falls  Road  Electric  R.  Co.  88  Md.  538,  41  Atl.  1069,  holding 
construction  of  railway  in  street  so  narrow  that  in  places  there  will  not  be  room 
for  vehicles  to  pass  between  the  curb  line  and  tracks  not  public  nuisance. 
Reneiral    of   contract. 

Approved  in  Bear  Creek  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Baltimore,  87  Md.  94,  39  Atl.  550, 
Tiolding  contractor  for  removal  of  night-soil  under  ordinance  providing  contract 
shall  continue  for  definite  term  with  privilege  of  renewal,  is  entitled  to  renewal 
of  contract  until  ordinance  is  changed. 
Rlffhta  of  public  in  atreets* 

Cited  in  Brauer  v.  Baltimore  Refrigerating  &  Heating  Co.  90  Md.  376,  66 
L.R.A.  406,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  304,  58  Atl.  21,  on  the  rights  of  the  public  in  the 
streets  for  the  purpose  of  travel  and  transportation  as  being  paramount  to 
rights  of  abutting  owners  to  occupy  for  other  purposes. 

Riffht  of  maniclpal  bodr  to  revolce  an  order  nndertalclnfp  n  public  Im- 
proventent. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Sullivan  v.  Ross,  82  Neb.  423,  118  N.  W.  85,  holding  it 
is  within  the  power  of  the  board  of  county  commissioners  to  revoke  and  set 
aside  its  formal  order  establishing  a  county  ditch  where  no  proceedings  have 
been  taken  thereunder  except  the  employment  of  an  engineer  and  the  doing  of  a 
part  of  the  preliminary  surveying. 

20  L.  R.  A.  136,  UNION  SCHOOL  FURNITURE  CO.  v.  SCHOOL  DIST.  NO.  60, 

50  Kan.  727,  32  Pac.  368. 
Municipal   liability^   for   iPFork    done   or   materials    furnlfihed. 

Approved  in  McCluro  Bros.  v.  School  District.  79  Mo.  App.  87,  holding  school 
district  liable  for  reasonable  value  of  material  used  for  its  benefit  by  school 
board  authorized  to  build  school  house. 

Cited  in  Watkins  v.  School  Dist.  No.  104,  85  Kan.  764,  118  Pac.  1069,  holding 
that  school  district  is  liable  for  reasonable  value  of  extra  work  done  on  building, 
where  members  of  board  of  education  ratified  doing  of  work,  although  no  con- 
tract was  made  therefore. 

Distinguished  in  Hovey  v.  Wyandotte  County,  56  Kan.  681,  44  Pac.  17,  holding 
county  not  liable  for  value  of  work  done  in  improving  roads  under  void  statute. 

20  L.  R.  A.  138,  MITCHELL  v.  BRADSTREET  CO.  110  Mo.  226,  38  Am.  St.  Rep. 

592;  22  S.  W.  368,  724. 
Publication  libelous  per  ve. 

Approved  in  Bee  Pub.  Co.  v.  World  Pub.  Co.  59  Neb.  719,  82  N.  W.  28,  holding 
charge  of  insolvency  libelous  per  se;  Minter  v.  Bradstreet  Co.  174  Mo.  486,  73 
S.  W.  668,  holding  false  report  made  by  agent  to  mercantile  agency,  affecting 
merchant's  credit,  actionable  per  se. 

Cited  in  Ferguson  v.  Evening  Chronicle  Pub.  Co.  72  Mo.  App.  465,  to  point 
that  application  libelous,  although  not  charging  offense,  when  it  exposes  person 
to  contempt,  hatred,  scorn,  or  ridicule;  Dobbin  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  157 
Mo.  App.  698,  138  S.  W.  682,  holding  that  publication  which  imputes  to  business 
man  conduct  which   is  injurious  to  his  character  as  such   is  libelous  per  ae; 
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Flowers  v.  Smith,  214  Mo.  136,  112  S.  W.  499,  on  it  being  necessary  to  allege 
and  prove  damages  where  a  libel  complained  of  is  not  libelous  per  se. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dun  v.  Weintraub,  50  L.  R.  A.  670,  as  to  libel  of  mer- 
chant. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  977)  on  written  charge  with  reference  to  plain- 
tifTs  business  as  libel;    (116  Am.  St.  Rep.  816,  817)  on  what  words  are  libelous 
per  se. 
Impvtatiom  of  Insolveaey  m»  libel. 

Cited  in  Patterson  v.  Evans,  153  Mo.  App.  688,  134  S.  W.  1030,  holding 
it  libelous  per  Be  to  publish  in  commercial  credit  journal  of  boarding  house 
keeper  that  she  is  "delinquent"  or  is  "unworthy  of  credit;"  Ukman  v.  Daily 
Becord  Co.  189  Mo.  392,  88  S.  W.  60,  holding  an  imputation  of  insolvency  is  not 
libelous  where  proof  is  made  of  the  truth  of  the  imputation. 
Implication   of  maliee. 

Approved  in  Jones  v.  Murray,  167  Mo.  47,  66  S.  W.  981,  holding  where  appli- 
cation libelous  per  se  law  implies  malice. 

Cited  in  Callahan  v.  Ingram,  122  Mo.  370,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  583,  26  S.  W.  1020, 
to  proposition  that  law  implies  malice  when  words  spoken  are  false  and  action- 
able in  themselves;  Robinson  v.  Dun,  28  Ont.  Rep.  24,  holding  that  want  of 
due  care  in  collecting  information  of  a  person's  credit  is  evidence  of  malice 
which  destroys  the  privilege  of  commercial  agencies  furnishing  such  informa- 
tion. 
Dellnition   of  insolvency. 

Approved  in  Moore  v.  Carr,  65  Mo.  App.  70,  holding  insolvency  means  inability 
to  pay  debts  when  they  fall  due  in  usual  course  of  business. 

Cited  in  Pelham  v.  Chattahoochie  Grocery  Co.  156  Ala.  509,  47  So.  172,  on 
when  a  debtor  may  be  regarded  in  the  eyes  of  the  law  as  insolvent. 
4|«e«tlon  for  Jvrr* 

Approved  in  St.  James  Military  Academy  v.  Gaiser,  125  Mo.  527,  28  L.  R.  A. 
676,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  502,  28  S.  W.  851,  holding  justification  of  public  opinion 
that  academy  is  harmful  to  moral  interests,  on  ground  that  dancing  is  immoral, 
<)uestion  for  jury. 

Cited  in  note    (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)    212)    on  effect  of  provision  that  jury  shall 
determine  law  and  facts  in  libel  cases. 
Dlr4»etfon  of  ▼erdlct. 

Cited  in  Heller  v.  Pulitzer  Pub.  Co.  153  Mo.  214,  54  S.  W.  457,  holding  court 
not  authorized  to  direct  verdict  in  libel  case. 
Pallnre  to  fflve  Instmctlon. 

Approved  in  McCloskey  v.  Pulitzer  Pub.  Co.  152  Mo.  348,  53  S.  W.  1087,  hold- 
ing court  which  has  properly  refused  instruction  incorrectly  defining  libel  not 
obliged  on  its  own  motion  to  define  libel  in  a  civil  case;  Minter  v.  Bradstreet 
Co.  174  Mo.  496,  73  S.  W.  668,  holding  that  it  is  not  duty  of  court  to  give  in- 
structions unless  asked  to  do  so;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ragsdale,  171  Mo.  186,  71 
S.  W.  178,  holding  that  party  failing  to  ask  for  proper  instructions  cannot  com- 
plain if  instructions  given  do  not  cover  whole  case. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  St.  Louis  &  Suburban  R.  Co.  124  Mo.  App.  673,  101  S.  W.  1137; 
Wilson  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  122  Mo.  App.  674,  99  S.  W.  465,— holding 
in  an  action  for  damages  for  a  negligent  injury  the  court  did  not  err  in  not  in- 
structing as  to  the  law  of  the  case  where  no  request  made  for  instructions. 
Proof  of  areneral  Iomi  of  patrona^re  nnder  nllearatiom  of  loaa  of  bn»ine«s. 

Cited  in  Bee  Pub.  Co.  v.  World  Pub.  Co.  59  Neb.  720,  82  N.  W.  28,  to  point 
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that  under  allegation  of  loss  of  business  because  of  libel,  general  loss  of  patron- 
age may  be  shown  without  naming  particular  customers. 
Prlvllefped  commanlcAtion. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Douglass  v.  Daisley,  57  L.  R.  A.  475,  which  denies  privi- 
lege, as  matter  of  law,  to  communication  by  commercial  agency  that  assignor  to 
secure  indorser  had  made  assignment  for  creditors. 

Cited  in  notes  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  366)  on  libel  and  slander;  privilege  as  affect- 
ed by  extent  of  publication;    (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  146)    on  what  libelous  state- 
ments  are  privileged;    (2   Brit.  Rul.   Cas.   217,   219)    on   report  of  mercantile 
agency  as  privileged. 
Damaares  for  defamation. 

Cited  in  Cook  v.  Globe  Printing  Co.  227  Mo.  603,  127  S.  W.  332   (dissenting 
opinion),  on  amount  of  recovery  for  slander  or  libel. 

20  L.  R.  A.  143,  O'SULLIVAN  v.  PEOPLE,  144  III.  604,  32  N.  E.  192. 
Abatement   by    death    of   party. 

Cited  in  Coughlin  v.  People,  144  111.  144,  19  L.  R.  A.  60,  33  N.  E.  1,  as  holding 
death  of  accused  pending  writ  of  error  from  judgment  of  conviction  and  sentence 
to  imprisonment  abates  writ;  State  v.  Martin,  30  Or.  110,  47  Pac.  196,  holding 
personal  representative  of  one  who  dies  pending  appeal  from  judgment  of  convic- 
tion cannot  prosecute  appeal,  although  there  is  a  judgment  for  costs  enforceable 
against  estate;  State  v.  Lambert,  52  VV.  Va.  250,  43  8.  £.  176,  holding  that  court 
will  not  decide  questions  rendered  unnecessary  by  extinguishment  of  cause;  Boyd 
V.  State,  3  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  685,  108  Pac.  431,  holding  that  criminal  action  abates 
upon  death  of  defendant;  Stanisics  v.  State,  90  Xeb.  279,  133  N.  W.  412,  to  the 
point  that  death  of  convict  abates  appeal;  Overland  Cotton  Mill  Co.  v.  People, 
32  Colo.  265,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  74,  holding  a  judgment  against  a  person  upon  a 
conviction  for  a  violation  of  a  statute  is  not  enforceable  against  his  estate  upon 
his  death;  United  States  v.  Pomeroy,  152  Fed.  281,  holding  the  death  of  a 
party,  convicted  of  giving  rebates  and  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine,  abated  the  entire 
proceedings  so  that  the  judgment  was  not  a  claim  against  his  personal  repre- 
sentative; United  States  v.  Mitchell,  163  Fed.  1015,  holding  upon  the  death  of  a 
defendant  in  a  criminal  action  before  the  collection  of  the  fine  imposed,  such 
fine  is  not  collectable  from  the  estate  of  the  defendant. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Begbie  v.  Begbie,  49  L.  R.  A.  141,  which  holds  power  of 
court  over  costs  terminated  by  abatement  of  divorce  proceeding  by  appellant's 
death;  Ex  parte  Massie,  56  L.  R.  A.  671,  which  holds  void,  judgment  rendered 
after  death  of  defendant  though  on  same  day. 

Cited  in  note  (49  L.  R.  A.  175)  on  effect  of  judgment  entered  against  dead 
person. 

Distinguished  in  Wasaerman  v.  United  States,  88  C.  C.  A.  582,  161  Fed. 
773,  holding  where  the  defendant  in  an  equity  suit  was  adjudged  to  pay  a  fine 
and  committed  until  its  payment  for  contempt  of  court  in  failing  to  obey  a  pre- 
liminary injunction,  the  contempt  proceedings  were  not  abated  by  the  death  of 
the  defendant. 
Bntry    of   Jnd^rntent   nnnc    pro   tnne. 

Approved  in  Linn  v.  Brecher,  90  111.  App.  8,  holding  judgment  may  be  entered 
nunc  pro  tunc  as  to  the  time  of  return  of  verdict,  where  defendant  dies  pending 
motion  for  new  trial,  which  is  denied. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  District  Ct.  132  Iowa,  604,  109  N.  W.  1086,  11  Ann.  Cas.  296, 
holding  a  judgment  for  imprisonment  and  a  fine  cannot  be  corrected  six  years 
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after  the  entry  of  judgment  by  tbe  making  of  a  nunc  pro  tunc  order  for  the  in- 
sertion of  a  fine. 

20  L.  R.  A.  161,  ACADEMY  OF  RICHMOND  COUNTY  v.  AUGUSTA,  90  Ga. 

634,  17  S.  E.  6L 
T»x«tion  of  property. 

Approved  in  Brand  v.  LawrenceviUe,  104  Ga.  496,  30  S.  E.  954,  holding  money, 
notes,  and  accounts  of  residents  taxable  by  town. 

Cited  in  Walden  v.  Whigham,  120  Ga.  649,  48  S.  E.  159,  holding  a  building  and 
stock  of  liquors  owned  by  a  municipality  and  operated  by  it  are  public  prop- 
erty within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  exempting  "public  property"  from  taxation 
although  the  town  had  no  authority  to  operate  such  place  for  the  sale  of 
liquor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Minneapolis  &  N.  Elevator  Co.  v.  Traill  County,  50  L.  R. 
A.  267,  which  sustains  statute  taxing  grain  in  elevators,  etc.,  in  proprietor's 
name;  Myers  v.  Baltimore  County,  34  L.  R.  A.  309,  which  sustains  taxation  of 
average  amount  of  live  stock  received  weekly  by  dealers. 

Cited  in  notes   (23  L.R.A.  808)   on  municipal  assessment  of  street  property; 
<132  Am.  St.  Rep.  330)    on  exemption  from  taxation  or  assessment  of  lands 
owned  by  governmental  bodies,  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest. 
-—In  lumds  of  tmateea. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Willard,  77  Minn.  195,  79  N.  W.  829,  holding  personal 
property  held  by  trustee  properly  taxed  at  his  domicil ;  Mackay  v.  San  Francisco, 
128  Cal.  684,  61  Pac.  382,  holding  interest  of  nonresident  trustee  not  taxable 
within  state;  Walla  Walla  v.  Moore,  16  Wash.  341,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  31,  47  Pac. 
753,  holding  personal  property  in  hands  of  trustees  taxable  in  township  in  which 
they  reside. 

Cited  in  Goodsite  v.  Lane,  72  C.  C.  A.  281,  139  Fed.  595,  2  Ann.  Cas.  849, 
holding  a  trust  estate  which  is  situated  without  the  state,  the  beneficiaries  also 
residing  without  the  state,  is  not  taxable  within  the  state  because  of  the  fact 
that  the  trustees  reside  within  the  state,  where  the  trustees  do  not  act  as  such 
In  the  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Detroit  v.  Lewis,  32  L.  R.  A.  439,  which  sustains  right  of 
l^slature  to  tax  credits  in  hands  of  resident  trustees  in  trust  for  nonresi- 
dents;  Re  Houdayer,  34  L.  R.  A.  235,  which  holds  nonresident's  money  mingled 
with  trust  funds  in  bank,  subject  to  transfer  tax;  Schmidt  v.  Failey,  37  L.  R. 
A.  442,  which  holds  money  in  receiver's  hands  taxable  in  state,  though  largely 
paid  over  by  receivers  in  other  states;  Augusta  v.  Kimball,  41  L.  R.  A.  475, 
which  holds  nonresident  trustees  not  taxable  on  property  held  by  them  outside 
•of  state;  Gerard  v.  Duncan,  66  L.R.A.  461,  which  holds  bank  assets  in  hands  of 
assignee  for  creditors  assessable  to  him  for  taxation  although  some  of  bank's 
creditors  reside  beyond  jurisdiction  of  taxing  authorities. 

Distinguished  ia  Armour  Packing  Co.  v.  Augusta,  118  Ga.  556,  98  Am.  St. 
Rep.  128,  45  S.  E.  424,  holding  city  has  power  to  tax  notes  and  accounts  of 
foreign  corporation  in  hands  of  its  local  agent  in  regular  course  of  business. 
Place  of  taxAtion. 

Cited  in  Greene  County  v.  Wright,  126  Ga.  510,  54  S.  E.  951,  holding  stock 
in  a  foreign  corporation  is  taxable  for  municipal  purposes  in  the  county  and 
city  where  the  principal  ofiice  of  the  corporation  is  fixed  by  its  charter. 

Cited  in  note   (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  468)   on  situs  of  personal  property  for  pur- 
poses of  taxation. 
Public  property  In  scltool  bulldlnsa. 

Cited  in  Neal-Millard  Co.  v.  Chatham  Academy,  121  Ga.  213,  48  S.  E.  978, 
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holding  the  buildings  of  an  academy  existing  under  legislative  authority  and  by 
reason  of  grant  of  public  lands  for  its  benefit,  are  public  property  and  in  the 
absence  of  an  express  statute  are  not  subject  to  a  materialman's  lien;  Morgan- 
ton  Hardware  Co.  v.  Morgan  ton  Gradel  School,  150  N.  C.  682,  134  Am.  St.  Rep. 
953,  64  S.  E.  764,  17  Ann.  Cas.  130,  holding  a  public  school  building  the  title  to- 
which  is  vested  in  a  board  of  trustees  is  not  subject  to  a  mechanic's  lien  for 
materials  furnished  for  its  construction. 

20  L.  R.  A.  159,  TEMPLE  v.  NORRIS,  53  Minn.  286,  66  N.  W.  133. 

20  L.  R.  A.  161,  MOUNDSVILLE  v.  OHIO  RIVER  R.  CO.  37  W.  Va.  92,  16  & 

E.  514. 
Obstruction    or    Improvement    of    public    lilarli'vray'. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Dry  Fork  R.  Co.  50  W.  Va.  237,  40  S.  E.  447,  holding  in- 
dictment of  railroad,  charging  unlawful  obstruction  of  highway,  not  bad  for 
failure  to  negative  authorization  of  company  to  construct  track;  State  v.  Elk 
Island  Boom  Co.  41  W.  Va.  799,  24  S.  E.  590,  holding  boom  company  which  un- 
reasonably or  unnecessarily  obstructs  ordinary  use  of  river  which  is  a  public 
highway  may  be  indicted  therefor;  Mason  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  51  W.  Va.  188. 
41  8.  E.  418,  holding  mandamus  or  mandatory  injunction  lies  to  compel  railroad 
company  to  so  use  highway  as  not  to  destroy  or  impair  its  use  by  public;  State 
V.  Monongahela  River  R.  Co.  37  W.  Va.  109,  16  S.  E.  519,  and  State  v.  Ohifr 
River  R.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  244,  18  S.  E.  582,  holding  railroad  company  which  fails 
to  restore  highway  to  its  former  condition,  guilty  of  maintaining  a  nuisance  for 
which  it  may  be  indicted. 
Injunctive  relief. 

Approved  in  Bienville  Water  Supply  Co.  v.  Mobile,  112  Ala.  166,  33  L.  R.  A- 
61,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  28,  20  So.  742,  holding  water  company  will  be  enjoined  from 
shutting  off  supply  for  public  purposes,  to  enforce  disputed  denuuid  under  its 
contract  with  city. 

Cited  in  Alcorn  v.  Alcorn.  76  Miss.  922,  25  So.  877,  to  point  that  mandatorr 
injunction  may  be  granted  prior  to  hearing,  where  exigency  is  great;  Chicago,  L 
&  L.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  158  Ind.  195,  63  N.  E.  224,  sustaining  court's  authority  to 
particularly  direct  by  mandamus  manner  in  which  railway  company  must  restore 
highway  at  crossing;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Billings,  77  Kan.  124.  93 
Pac.  590,  holding  a  mandatory  injunction  will  issue  to  compel  a  railroad  to* 
construct  cattle  guards  required  by  statute  where  it  has  failed  for  a  long  time  to 
do  so ;  Pence  v.  Bryant,  54  W.  Va.  266,  46  S.  E.  276,  holding  an  injunction  would 
lie  by  the  owner  of  a  lot  abutting  on  a  public  street  to  prevent  the  erection  of  a 
permanent  building  on  the  street  where  such  building  would  be  injurious  to  the 
owner  of  the  lot. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lynch  v.  Union  Inst,  for  Savings,  20  L.  R.  A.  842,  which 
denies  right  to  enforce  restoration  of  leased  premises  to  former  condition  by 
mandatory  injunction;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Moran,  29  L.  R.  A.  212,  which  au- 
thorizes grant  of  injunctions  mandatory  in  substance;  Weinstock  v.  Marks,  3(> 
L.  R.  A.  182,  which  authorizes  mandatory  injunction  to  compel  person  to 
distinguish  place  of  business  from  another's;  Bass  v.  Metropolitan  West  Side 
Elev.  R.  Co.  39  L.  R.  A.  711,  which  authorizes  injunction  to  compel  restoration 
by  railroad  company  of  part  of  building  removed  without  making  compensa- 
tion; VVelty  V.  Jacobs,  40  L.  R.  A.  98,  which  denies  injunction  against  letting 
rival  company  have  theater  in  breach  of  agreement;  Standard  Fashion  Co.  v. 
Siegel-Cooper  Co.  43  L.  R.  A.  854,  which  authorizes  injunction  against  depart- 
ment store  violating  contract  giving  exclusive  right  to  sell   certain  article  in 
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store;  Allen  v.  Stowell,  68  L.R.A.  223,  which  sustains  right  to  mandatory  in- 
junction to  compel  removal  of  dams  wrongfully  diverting  water  onto  plaintiff's 
property  so  as  to  destroy  trees  and  cut  gulches. 

Cited  in  notes  (44  L.  R.  A.  568)  on  injunctions  by  municipalities  against 
nuiaances  by  railroad  and  electrical  companies;  (51  L.  R.  A.  661)  on  right  of 
municipality  to  maintain  suit  to  enjoin  or  abate  nuisances;  (37  Am.  St.  Rep. 
321)  on  mandamus  to  compel  private  corporation  to  perform  duty;  (7  Eng.  Rul. 
Cas.  464)  on  mandamus  to  compel  public  service  corporation  to  perform  its 
obligations  and  to  refrain  from  exceeding  its  powers. 

Distinguished  in  Franklin  Fire  Proofing  Co.  v.  Dallas,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
451,  68  S.  W.  S20,  denying  city  mandatory  injunction  against  contractor,  com- 
pelling him  to  repair  defects  in  streets  improved  by  him,  when  he  is  bound 
by  bond  to  do  so;  Johnson  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  61  W.  Va.  149,  56  S.  E.  200, 
holding  a  bill  would  not  lie  to  compel  a  railroad  to  construct  cattle  guards 
where  such  relief  is  based  upon  the  covenants  of  a  contract. 
Stfrnatnre  to  cbaneery  bill  by  corporation. 

Cited  in  Washington  Nat.  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Buser,  61  W.  Va.  594,  57  S.  E. 
40,  holding  a  bill  by  a  corporation,  signed  by  counsel  is  sufficiently  authenti- 
cated as  not  to  require  sealing  with  the  corporate  seal. 

20  L.  R.  A.  172,  CONNELL  v.  WESTERN  U.  TELEG.  CO.  116  Mo.  34,  38  Am. 

St.  Rep.  576,  22  S.  W.  346. 
Mental  «nflerlny  due   to   failure   to   deliver   teleirram. 

Approved  in  Lewis  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  57  S.  C.  331,  35  S.  E.  556,  and 
Peay  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  64  Ark.  543,  39  L.  R.  A.  466,  footnote  p.  463,  43 
S.  W.  965,  holding  damages  for  mental  anguish,  independent  of  physical 
injury,  not  recoverable  for  delay  in  delivering  telegram;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
V.  FergUJion,  157  Ind.  76,  54  L.  R.  A.  850,  footnote  p.  846,  60  N.  E.  674;  Francis 
V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  58  Minn.  263,  25  L.  R.  A.  412,  footnote  p.  406,  49  Am. 
St.  Rep.  507,  59  N.  W.  1078;  Butner  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  2  Okla.  239, 
4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  772,  37  Pac.  1087;  Summerfield  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
87  Wis.  10,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  57  N.  W.  973,— holding  tiiat  mental  anguish 
due  to  failure  to  promptly  deliver  tel^ram  will  not  support  action;  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Sklar,  61  C.  C.  A.  283,  126  Fed.  297,  denying  recovery  for  de- 
lay in  delivery  of  telegram,  causing  mental  anguish  unaccompanied  by  pe- 
cuniary loss  or  bodily  injury. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  See,  94  Ark.  89,  126  S.  W.  78,  to  the  point 
that  damages  for  mental  anguish  are  not  recoverable  against  telegraph  company 
for  negligence  in  failing  to  deliver  message;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Chouteau, 
28  Okla.  672,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  115  Pac.  879,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  824,  holding 
that  in  absence  of  statute  damages  are  not  recoverable  for  mental  distress  alone 
caused  by  delay  in  delivering  telegram;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Burris,  102 
C.  C.  A.  386,  179  Fed.  95,  holding  no  recovery  could  be  had  for  mental  anguish 
caused  by  the  failure  of  the  defendant  company  to  deliver  a  telegram  announc- 
ing the  death  of  a  relative. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Wood,  21  L.  R.  A.  706,  which 
denies  recovery  for  mental  anguish  from  delay  in  delivering  telegram;  Inter- 
national Ocean  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Saunders,  21  L.  R.  A.  810,  which  holds  mental 
suffering  not  element  of  damage  for  failure  to  promptly  deliver  telegram; 
Simmons  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  607,  which  sustains  statute  ren- 
dering telegraph  companies  liable  for  delay  in  delivering  messages;  Cowan  v. 
Western  U.  Tel<»g,  Co.  64  L.  R.  A.  546,  holding  that  mental  anguish  will  sus- 
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of  foreign  corporation  for  debt  due  nonresident;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Rogers, 
62  L.  R.  A.  178,  holding  nonresident  creditors,  doing  business  in  state  to  such 
extent  as  to  become  domiciled  therein,  subject  to  garnishment  therein. 

Cited  in  notes  (55  L.R.A.  805)  on  attachment  of  shares  of  stock  in  foreign 
corporation;  (67  L.R.A.  214,  218,  220)  as  to  where  debt  gamishable;  (3 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  611)  on  place  of  payment  as  affecting  jurisdiction  to  garnish 
debt;  (85  Am.  St.  Rep.  925)  on  jurisdiction  of  foreign  corporations  in  proceed- 
ings by  attachment  and  garnishment;  (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  212)  on  garnishment  of 
debt  due  to  nonresident. 

Distinguished  in  Harris  v.  Balk,  198  U.  S.  225,  49  L.  ed.  1027,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
625,  3  Ann.  Cas.  1084,  holding  a  state  court  has  jurisdiction  to  render  judg- 
ment against  a  garnishee  temporarily  within  the  state  in  garnishment  proceed^ 
ings  upon  personal  service  within  the  state,  the  principal  debtor  being  able  to 
sue  him  during  such  presence  within  the  state  and  the  garnishment  of  a  debtor 
of  the  principal  debtor  being  permissible. 

Criticized  in  Mooney  v.  Buford  &  G.  Mfg.  Co.  18  C.  C.  A.  428,  34  U.  S.  App. 
581,  72  Fed.  38,  holding,  when  tangible  property  has  not  been  attached,  jurisdic- 
tion depends,  not  upon  situs  of  debt,  but  upon  service  of  process  on  debtor. 

Criticized  and  distinguished  in   National   F.   Ins.  Co.  v.  Chambers,   53  N.  J. 
Eq.  489,  32  Atl.   663,  holding  corporation  may  have  several  domicils  for  pur- 
pose  of   suit. 
SltuM  Of  debt. 

Approved  in  Ward  v.  Boyce,  152  N.  Y.  204,  36  L.  R.  A.  554,  46  N.  E.  180, 
Affirming  80  Hun,  503,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  491,  holding  courts  of  residence  of  maker 
of  note  belonging  to  nonresident,  without  jurisdiction  to  make  decree  aifect- 
ing  its  title  or  ownership;  Carr  v.  Corcoran,  44  App.  Div.  98,  60  N.  Y.  Supp. 
703,  holding  court  cannot  acquire  jurisdiction  in  attachment  proceedings,  unless 
res  is  actually  or  constructively  within  jurisdiction;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Chat- 
tanooga, R.  L  C.  R.  Co.  68  Fed.  689,  holding  that  for  purpose  of  jurisdiction 
debt  follows  creditor  and  his  domicil;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Chattanooga,  R. 
&  C.  R.  Co.  08  Fed.  690,  holding  actual  or  constructive  presence  of  property 
within   jurisdiction  necessary   to  garnishment. 

Cited  in  Harvey  v.  Thompson,  128  Ga.  152,  9  L.R.A. (X.S.)  768,  119  Am.  St. 
Rep.  373,  57  S.  E.  104,  on  the  situs  of  a  debt  for  the  purpose  of  garnishment; 
Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Allen,  58  \V.  Va.  391,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  612,  112  Am.  Si 
Rep.  975,  52  S.  E.  465,  on  the  situs  of  debts  for  the  purpose  of  attachment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  io  Tootle  v.  Coleman,  57  L.R.A.  120,  which  holds  right 
to  garnish  debtor  not  limited  to  situs  of  chose  in  action;  National  Broadway 
Bank  v.  Sampson,  66  L.R.A.  606,  which  holds  liability  of  nonresident  to  non- 
resident corporation  not  subject  to  attachment  within  state  w^hen  debtor  is 
.temporarily  within  jurisdiction  as  situs  of  debt  is  at  place  of  residence  either 
of  debtor  or  of  creditor. 

Cited  in  note  (69  Am.  St.  Rep.  114,  117,  118,  122,  123)  on  situs  of  debts  for 
purposes  of  garnishment  and  of  property  in  transit  in  hands  of  carriers. 

Distinguished  in  Lancaster  v.  Spotswood,  41  Misc.  20,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  572, 
denying  motion  to  vacate  attachment  of  debt  due  nonresidents  by  foreign  cor- 
poration, when  debt  arose  out  of  contract  made  and  payable  within  state;  Mor- 
gan V.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  119  App.  Div.  648,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  185,  holding 
the  subject-matter  of  an  action  by  the  trustees  under  the  will  of  an  assignee  of 
a  policy  of  insurance  as  collateral  for  advancement  of  premiums,  against  the 
company,  which  was  a  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  the  state  in  com- 
pliance with  the  statutes,  and  the  beneficiaries,  was  personalty  within  the  8tat9 
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under   statute   authorizing  the   service  of   summons  by   publication  on   a  non- 
resident defendant. 

Disapproved  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Nash,   118  Ala.  486,  41   L.  R.  A. 
333,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  181,  23  So.  825,  holding  situs  of  debt  is  at  domicil  of  cred- 
itor  for   purpose  of  garnishment. 
Benefit  of  denial  in  other  part  of  an«>ver. 

Approved  in  Delaney  v.  Miller,  84  Hun,  246,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  506,  and  Wiley 
V.  Rouse's  Point,  86  Hun,  497,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  773,  holding  denials  in  other 
parts  of  answer  not  available  on  demurrer  to  separate  answer;  Jorgensen  v.  Re- 
formed Low  Dutch  Church,  7  Misc.  3,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  318,  holding  on  de- 
murrer defense  cannot  be  aided  by  allegation  in  distinct  and  independent  de- 
fense; Craft  v.  Brandow,  24  Misc.  308,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  1078,  holding  on  de- 
murrer to  affirmative  defense,  defendant  not  entitled  to  benefit  of  denials  in 
Another  part  of  answer  unless  incorporated  in  affirmative  defense  by  reference; 
Eells  v.  Dumary,  84  App.  Div.  107,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  531,  holding  that  in  de- 
termining sufficiency  of  affirmative  defense  on  demurrer,  all  allegations  of  com- 
plaint must  be  treated  as  admitted  unless  denied  in  affirmative  defense;  Ivy 
Courts  Realty  Co.  v.  Morton,  73  App.  Div.  338,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  687,  holding 
failure  to  deny  allegation  of  breach  of  contract  admits  it,  and  denials  in  other 
parts  of  answer  cannot  be  considered;  Blumenfeld  v.  Stine,  42  Misc.  412,  87 
N.  Y*.  Supp.  81,  holding  denials  in  preceding  paragraphs  of  answer  constitute 
no  part  of  separate  defense  subsequently  set  forth. 

Cited  in  Bernascheff  v.  Roeth,  34  Misc.  689,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  369,  holding  on  de- 
murrer to  answer,  an  affirmative  defense  cannot  be  aided  by  denials  in  another 
part  of  answer  unless  incorporated  in  defense  by  reference;  People  ex  rel.  Mc- 
Enroe V.  Wells,  89  App.  Div.  92,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  438,  and  Blaut  v.  Blaut,  41 
Misc.  573,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  146,  holding  defendant  setting  forth  affirmative  de- 
fense not  entitled  to  benefit  of  denials  made  elsewhere  in  answer,  unless  incor- 
porated in  affirmative  defense;  Dinkelspiel  v.  New  York  Evening  Journal  Pub. 
Co.  42  Misc.  70,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  570,  holding  general  denial  of  allegations  of 
complaint  not  proper  part  of  uefense  of  privilege,  in  action  for  libel;  Kraus  v. 
Agnew,  80  App.  Div.  5,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  518,  dissenting  opinion  by  Laughlin,  J., 
to  point  that  general  denial  in  pleading  cannot  be  considered  on  demurrer  to 
separate  answer. 
Stockltolder'a  llabilitF  under  foreig^n  statute. 

Approved  in  Marshall  v.  Sherman,  148  N.  Y.  25,  34  L.  R.  A.  766,  61  Am.  St. 
Rep.  ^54,  42  N.  E.  419,  holding  liability  of  stockholder  in  foreign  corporation 
under   foreign  statute  can  only  be  enforced  in  domicil   of   corporation. 
JDenlAl  in   defense. 

Cited  in  Staten  Jsland  Midland  R.  Co.  v.  Hinchclifl'e,  34  Misc.  51,  68  N.  Y. 
.Supp.  566,  holding  denial  can  have  no  place  in  defense  and  should  be  strick- 
en out;  Devoe  v.  Lutz,  133  App.  Div.  359,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  339,  holding  where 
new  matter  is  pleaded  as  a  separate  defense  the  paragraph  of  the  answer  con- 
taining such  defense  must  be  complete  in  itself;  Barnard  v.  Lawyers'  Title  Ins. 
Co.  45  Misc.  578,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  41,  holding  where  denials  contained  in  the 
first  part  of  an  answer  are  not  reiterated  or  referred  to  in  a  further  and  sepa- 
rate defense,  such  defense  must  stand  or  fall  independently  of  them;  Rogers  v. 
Morton,  46  Misc.  497,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  49,  holding  a  defense  in  an  action  on  a 
promissory  note  is  not  demurrable  on  the  ground  that  it  contains  a  denial  that 
the  note  was  ever  duly  negotiated  or  discounted  for  value;  Singer  v.  Abrams,  47 
Misc.  363,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  7,  holding  where  an  answer  contains  an  affirmative 
defense  on  a  demurrer  thereto  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
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selling  liquor  to  members  and  guests,  but  not  for  profit,  not  engaged  in  selling 
within  statute  requiring  license;  State  v.  Austin  Club,  89  Tex.  26,  30  L.  R.  A. 
503,  33  S.  W.  113,  holding  incorporated  social  club  which  does  not  sell  liquor 
for  profit,  and  only  to  its  members,  jiot  engaged  in  selling  within  statute  impos- 
ing tax  on   business  of  liquor  selling. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Craig,  155  111.  App.  75,  holding  that  use  of  lockers  by  social 
club  to  distribute  liquor  to  members  in  anti-saloon  territory,  is  evasion  of  stat- 
ute; Ada  County  v.  Boise  Commercial  Club,  20  Idaho,  437,  38  L.R.A.(NJS.} 
no,  118  Pac.  1086,  holding  that  social  club  which  delivers  liquor  to  members  for 
cash  must  take  out  license;  Cuzner  v.  California  Club,  155  Cal.  312,  20  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1099,  100  Pac.  868,  holding  an  ordinance  imposing  a  liquor  tax  on  the 
carrying  on  of  the  business  of  a  retail  liquor  dealer  did  not  apply  to  a  bona  fid<! 
social  club  which  sells  liquor  to  its  members  and  guests;  Manning  v.  Canon  Cit}', 
45  Colo.  577,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  195,  101  Pac.  978,  holding  where  the  members  of 
-a  club  authorized  its  board  of  control  to  dispose  of  liquor  belonging  to  the  club, 
the  sale  of  liquor  to  members  under  such  circumstances  was  a  sale  within  the 
meaning  of  an  ordinance  imposing  a  fine  for  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors; 
State  ex  rel.  Young  v.  Minnesota  Club,  106  Minn.  522,  20  L.R.A.(NJS;)  1105, 
119  N.  W.  494,  holding  the  sale  of  liquor  by  the  defendant  club  to  its  members 
in  less  quantities  than  five  gallons  was  a  sale  of  intoxicating  liquor  within  the 
meaning  of  an  ordinance  prohibiting  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquor  without  a 
license. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Bell  v.  St.  Louis  Club,  26  L.  R.  A.  573, 
which  holds  distribution  of  liquor  among -members  by  social  club  not  a  sale; 
People  v.  Adelphi  Club,  31  L.  R.  A.  510,  which  holds  distributicm  of  liquor 
by  social  club  to  members  not  illegal  sale;  State  ea  rel.  Stevenson  v.  Law  & 
Order  Club,  62  L.  R.  A.  885,  denying  right  of  incorporated  social  club  to  dis- 
pense liquor  to  members,  without  license,  by  device  to  evade  statute. 

Cited  in  note  (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  522)  on  applicability  of  liquor  laws  to  social 
xihih. 

Distinguished  in  State  ew  rel.  Bell  v.  St.  Louis  Club,  125  Mo.  330,  26  L  R 
A.  581,  28  S.  W.  604,  holding  distribution  of  liquors  among  members  of  social 
club  of  limited  membership  not  sale  requiring  it  to  take  out  license. 
iSnnday  clo«lnar  lavr. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Gelpi,  48  La.  Ann.  521,  19  So.  468,  holding  social  club 
In   which   liquors  are  sold   within   statute  requiring  stores,   shops,   and  saloons 
to    close   on    Sunday. 
Social  club  aa  nonbuMlnem  orgranisatlon. 

Cited  in  State  v.  New  Orleans  Chess,  C.  &  Whist  Club,  116  La.  48,  40  So.  526, 
holding  the  conducting  of  a  social  club  is  not  the  carrying  on  of  a  business 
within  the  meaning  of  the  liquor  laws  of  the  state;  Ridcau  Club  v.  Ottawa,  15 
Ont.  L.  Rep.  127,  holding  a  social  club  having  no  capital  stock  and  ir>  •amings 
to  be  divided,  although  it  furnishes  meals  and  liquors  to  members  and  guests,  is 
not  such  a  club  as  is  liable  to  a  '^business  assessment''  within  the  meaning  of  a 
statute. 

20  L.  R.  A.  192,  BARBOUR  v.  NATIONAL  EXCH.  BANK,  50  Ohio  St.  90,  33 

N.  E.  542. 
Rll^lit  to  aet-olf. 

Approved  in  St.  Paul  &  M.  Trust  Co.  v.  Leek,  57  Minn.  92,  47  Am.  St.  Rep. 
576,  58  N.  W.  826,  holding  right  of  equitable  set-off  existing  in  favor  of  debtor 
of  insolvent  not  affected  by  tatter's  assignment. 


667  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [20  L.R.A.  199 

Cited  in  Heintz  v.  Sawyer,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  164,  13  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec. 
723,  on  right  to  set-off  of  all  payments  on  payment  of  mortgage. 

Cited  in  note  (56  L.R.A.  701)  on  set-off  of  judgment  against  national  bank  for 
usurious  interest. 

Distinguished  in  Gellhaus  v.  Allemania  L.  &  Bldg.  Asso.  4  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S. 
256,  6  Ohio  8.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  444,  holding  in  action  by  stockholder  withdrawing 
from  building  association  for  paid  up  instalments  and  dividends,  association  can 
set-off  claim  for  wrongful  disbursement  of  money  by  plaintiff  as  treasurer;  Mc- 
Neill V.  Stewart  Electric  Co.  16  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  469,  2  Ohio  L.  Rep.  336, 
holding  in  action  on  contract  of  employment  a  cause  of  action  for  alleged  wrong- 
ful attachment  in  same  proceeding  in  lower  court  cannot  be  enforced  as  set-off. 
IMiriietber   action    to    recover    nanrlous    interest    on    contract    or    tort. 

Cited  in  Gelhaus  v.  Allemania  Loan  &  Bldg.  Asso.  4  Ohio  N.  P.  266,  court 
holding  it  not  authority  for  proposition  that  action  to  recover  usurious  interest 
paid  by  customer  to  bank  does  not  arise  on  contract. 
ESffeet  of  bank's  taking  nsnrions  interest. 

Cited  in  note  (56  L.  R.  A.  701)  on  forfeiture  or  other  effect  of  taking  or  re- 
serving illegal  interest  by  national  bank. 

20  L.  R.  A.  197,  I^IARION  v.  BOARD  OP  EDUCATION,  97  Cal.  606,  32  Pac. 

643. 
Riarlit  of  removal. 

Cited  in  Patton  v.  Board  of  Health,  127  Cal.  392,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  66,  59  Pac. 
702,  to  point  that  statute  authorizing  removal  of  appointee  only  for  just  cause 
implies  right  to  notice  and  opportunity  to  be  heard;  Bates  v.  Board  of  Educa- 
tion, 139  Cal.  148,  72  Pac.  907,  sustaining  discretion  of  board  of  education  to 
retire  teachers  without  pay,  in  interests  of  economy;  Barthel  v.  Board  of  Educa- 
tion, 153  Cal.  379,  95  Pac.  892,  holding  a  teacher  duly  elected  for  a  certain  year 
could  not  be  removed  by  the  board  before  the  commencement  of  the  school  year 
without  notice  of  such  contemplated  dismissal  the  board  only  having  the  power 
of  dismissal  on  the  adverse  finding  of  the  classification  committee. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Freeman  v.  Bourne,  39  L.  R.  A.  510,  which  holds  dis- 
missal of  school  superintendent  authorized  by  indictment  for,  and  conviction  of, 
adultery;  Gillan  v.  Normal  Schools,  24  L.  R.  A.  336,  which  holds  power  to  re- 
iiiuve  normal  school  teacher  at  pleasure  not  reviewable  by  courts;  Gillan  v. 
Normal  Schools,  24  L.  R.  A.  336,  which  holds  power  of  board  of  regents  to  re- 
move normal  school  teacher  at  pleasure  cannot  be  limited  by  by-law  or  contract 
of  board. 
Validity   of  contract  antliorisinar   extra  cbarare   for  special   studies. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Major  v.  Cayce,  30  L.  R.  A.  697,  which  holds  valid, 
contract  giving  school  teacher  right  to  charge  extra  from  pupils  taking  special 
studies. 

20  L.  R.  A.  199,  NUGENT  v.  POWELL,  4  Wyo.  173,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  83 

Pac.  23. 
Riflrlita  of  parents  in  their  minor  children. 

Cited  in  Swift  A  Co.  v.  Johnson,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1168,  71  C.  C.  A.  619,  138 
Fed.   873;   Mill  v.  Brown,  31  Utah,  484,   120  Am.  St.  Rep.  935,   88  Pac.  609; 
Purington  v.  Jamrock,  195  Mass.  200,  18  L.RJl.(N.S.)   931,  80  N.  E.  802,— on 
the  nature  of  the  rights  had  by  parents  in  their  minor  children. 
Rlfplit  to  custody  of  child. 

Approved  in  Schroeder  v.  State,  41   Neb.  750,  60  N.  W.   89,  holding  right 
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of  father  to  custody  of  child  not  for  benefit  of  father  but  for  benefit  of  child- 
Cited  in  Tytler  v.  Tytler,  15  Wyo.  329,  123  Am.  St.  Rep.  1067,  89  Pac.  1,  hold- 
ing the  right  of  a  father  to  children  living  with  the  mother  is  to  be  determined 
with  reference  to  the  best  interests  of  the  children  although  a  statute  existed 
providing  that  the  father  when  living  was  entitled  to  the  custody  of  the  children; 
Brtggs  V.  State,  13  Wyo.  99,  77  Pac.  901,  holding  a  wife  was  not  guilty  of  kid- 
napping in  taking  her  child  from  the  state  where  the  husband  abandoned  her  and 
the  child  and  made  no  objection  though  he  knew  of  her  intention  to  take  the  child 
to  anotlier  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Young,  36  L.  R.  A.  224,  which  denies  grandparents*' 
right  to  custody  of  children  to  exclusion  of  guardian  appointed  in  father's  will 
although  person  with  whom  will  directs  guardian  to  .leave  children  is  im- 
proper custodian;  Hibbette  v.  Bains,  51  L.  R.  A.  839,  which  sustains  fathers- 
right  to  custody  of  child,  notwithstanding  assent  to  wife's  deathbed  contract 
to  give  custody  to  lier  relatives;  Anderson  v.  Young,  44  L.  R.  A.  277,  which 
sustains  court's  power  to  uphold  in  interest  of  child,  custody  held  under  void 
agreement  with  parent;  Kelsey  v.  Green,  38  L.  R.  A.  471,  which  denies  absolute 
right  of  guardian  appointed  on  father's  application,  as  against  guardian  ap- 
pointed in  other  state  where  child  actually  resides;  Re  Reiss,  25  L.  R.  A.  798, 
which  denies  power  of  court  to  compel  father  to  send  children  to  visit  their 
grandmother. 

Cited  in  note    (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  870)    on  contracts  for  transfer  of  parental 
custody  and  responsibility. 
Notice  to  parent  In  Adoption  proeeedlns** 

Approved  in  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  101  Wis.  82,  70  Am.  St  Rep.  894,  77  N.  W. 
147,  holding  notice  to  parent  not  requisite  to  determination  of  fact  of  abandon- 
ment in  adoption  proceedings. 

Cited  in  Re  MacRae,  189  N.  Y.  149,  81  N.  E.  956,  12  Ann.  Cas.  505,  holding 
where  a  child  had  been  adopted  by  her  paternal  grandparents  it  might  be  sub- 
sequently adopted  by  the  maternal  grandparents  without  notice  to  or  the  opn- 
sent  of  the  child's  natural  father;  Beatty  v.  Davenport,  45  Wash.  560,  122  Ani. 
St.  Rep.  937,  88  Pac.  1109,  13  Ann.  Cas.  585,  holding  an  order  of  adoption  miy 
be  attacked  in  habeas  corpus  proceedings  for  the  possession  of  the  child  where 
the  parent  was  not  a  party  to  the  proceedings  for  adoption  or  given  notice 
thereof. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Schiltz  v.  Roenitz,  21  L.  R.  A.  483,  which  requires  notice 
to  parent  of  proceedings  for  adoption  of  child,  based  on  abandonment. 

Cited  in  notes   (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)    927)   on  constitutionality  of  statute  permit- 
ting adoption  of  child  without  consent  of  parents;    (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)    147,  149^ 
150)  on  validity  of  adoption  without  consent  of  parents;    (39  Am.  St.  Rep.  212. 
221)   on  notice  to  parent  in  adoption  proceedings. 
Fillnir  Adoption  piipem. 

Cited  in  J.  M.  Guffey  Petroleum  Co.  v.  Hooks,  47  Tex.  Civ.  App.  567,  106  S.  W. 
690,  holding  an  instrument  of  adoption  was  not  invalid  because  of  the  failure 
of  the  clerk  of  the  county  court  to  record  the  instrument  where  it  was  duly  exe- 
cuted and  properly  filed  for  record  in  the  proper  ofilce;  Re  Marchant,  121  Wis. 
532,  99  N.  W.  320,  holding  an  order  of  adoption  was  not  rendered  void  because  cf 
the  failure  of  the  county  court  to  record  the  order  as  required  the  order  being 
proper  in  every  respect. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Johnson,  21  L.  R.  A.  380^  which  holds  filing  of  adop- 
tion papers  before  appearance  of  parties  immaterial. 
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De>«emt  of  land  to  Adopted  eliild. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Van  Matre  v.  Sankey,  23  L.  R.  A.  665,  which  authorizes 
descent  ol  land  to  child  adopted  in  other  state. 
ConelvslveneMi  of  adoption  proceedinara. 

Approved  in  Re  McKeag,  141  Cal.  411,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  80,  74  Pac.  1039,  hold- 
ing adoption  proceedings  conclusive  upon  parties  thereto  and  their  privies. 

Cited  in  Coleman  v.  Coleman,  81  Ark.  12,  98  S.  W.  733,  holding  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  making  an  order  of  adoption  was  not  subject  to  attack  on  the 
ground  that  the  statutory  requirement  that  it  be  shown  that  the  residence  of 
the  parents  was  unknown  was  not  complied  with,  by  the  brother  of  the  adoptive 
father,  or  one  claiming  through  him;  Sullivan  v.  People,  224  111.  476,  79  N.  E. 
695,  on  a  decree  of  adoption  as  not  subject  to  attack  by  others  than  the  parents 
of  the  child. 

Cited  in  notes   (30  L.R^.(N.S.)    159)   on  rights  of  parties  to  adoption  pro- 
ceedings, or  their  privies  to  attack  decree;    (39  Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  217)   on  col- 
lateral attack  on  adoption  proceedings. 
C^OBAtmctlon  of  adoption  Atatntea. 

Approved  in  Ferguson  v.  Herr,  64  Neb.  665,  94  N.  W.  542,  holding  that  stat- 
ute providing  for  adoption  of  children  should  be  liberally  construed,  with  a  view 
to  uphold  decrees  entered  thereunder. 

Cited  in  note  (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  675)  on  construction  of  adoption  statutes. 
Public  •uperTialon  over  clilldren. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  v.  Ewer,  26  L.  R.  A.  794,  which  holds  valid,  act 
prohibiting  employment  of  girls  under  fourteen  as  dancers  or  in  theatrical  ex- 
hibitions. 

20  L.  R.  A.  207,  JANSEN  v.  WILLIAMS,  36  Neb.  869,  65  N.  W.  279. 
Aflrent'*  duty  to  disclose  facts. 

Approved  in  Strawbridge  v.  Swan,  43  Neb.  787,  62  N.  W.  199,  holding  real 
estate  agent  who  has  acted  for  both  parties  may  claim  compensation  when  his 
dual  employment  was  known,  and  he  simply  brought  parties  together. 

Cited  in  Duesman  v.  Hale,  66  Neb.  582,  76  N.  W.  205,  holding  person  acting 
in  fiduciary  capacity  for  two  parties,  and  who  gains  personal  advantage  which  he 
seeks  to  enforce,  must  show  fairness  of  transaction;  Humphrey  v.  Robinson,  134 
N.  C.  437,  46  S.  E.  953,  holding  broker  failing  to  make  full  disclosure  to  prin- 
cipal of  material  facts  cannot  recover  commissions;  Northup  v.  Bathrick,  80 
Neb.  38,  113  N.  W.  808,  holding  an  agent  having  authority  to  sell  real  and  per- 
sonal property  for  a  certain  sum,  cannot  without  the  consent  of  the  principal 
take  over  the  personal  property  for  their  own  benefit  on  affecting  a  sale  of  the 
real  estate  for  the  authorized  sum;  Van  Dusen  v.  Bigelow,  13  N.  D.  283,  67 
L.R.A.  291,  100  N.  W.  723,  holding  a  person  having  the  agency  of  a  house  and 
lot  for  the  collection  of  the  rents,  payment  of  taxes,  etc.,  who  gives  advice  to  the 
owner  as  to  the  value  of  certain  farm  lands  cannot  purchase  such  lands  for  his 
own  benefit  without  disclosing  such  fact  to  his  principal. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Holmes  v.  Cathcart,  60  L.  R.  A.  734,  which  requires 
ag«nt,  authorized  to  make  sale  or  exchange  at  specified  terms,  to  disclose  to  prin- 
cipal facts  as  to  more  advantageous  ofi'er  learned  of. 

Cited  in  note  (45  L.  R.  A.  35,  37,  41,  42,  43)  on  fraud  and  secret  dealings  or 
interest  of  real  estate  brokers  as  affecting  their  commissions. 
Sale  or  pnrcliase  1»t  asent* 

Approved  in  Oliver  v.  Lansing,  48  Neb.  354,  67  N.  W.  195,  holding  trusted 
agent  who  sells  his  own  lands  to  principal  liable  for  difference  between  its  real 
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value  and  sum  charged;  Bedford  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Parke  Connty  Coal  Co.  44 
Ind.  App.  392,  89  N.  E.  412,  holding  that  agent  of  corporation  has  no  right  to 
sell  property  of  corporation  to  himself;  Johnson  v.  Knappe,  24  S.  D.  422,  123  N. 
W.  857,  holding  that  agent  of  mortgagee  could  not  purchase  fee  and  hold  it  as 
his  own  when  mortgagee  through  him  was  foreclosing  on  land,  but  upon  such 
purchase  he  became  trustee  for  mortgagee;  Fisk  v.  Waite,  53  Or.  149,  99  Pac. 
283,  holding  subagent  for  sale  of  land  cannot  himself  purchase  for  resale  at  a 
profit  without  full  notice  to  principal. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Trice  v.  Comstock,  61  L.  R.  A.  176,  which  denies  right  of 
one  employed  to  conduct  probable  customers  to  principals  engaged  in  reselling  at 
advances,  options  procured  from  owners,  to  purchase  for  own  benefit  adversely 
to  principals,  even  after  agency  terminates;  Van  Dusen  v.  Bigelow,  67  L.B.A. 
288,  which  holds  that  agent  for  collecting  rent,  paying  tax,  seeing  to  repairs,  and 
giving  advice  as  to  value  of  farm  lands,  cannot  purchase  for  himself  without  full 
disclosure  of  all  facts  bearing  on  the  value  of  the  land;  State  v.  Edwards,  69 
L.R.A.  667,  which  denies  right  of  commission  merchants  to  whom  grain  is  con- 
signed for  sale  on  commissions  to  purchase  themselves  after  business  hours  at 
highest  price  of  the  day  on  the  board  of  trade. 

Cited  in  note   (80  Am.  St.  Rep.  565,  566)   on  purchase  by  agent  of  principal's 
property. 
Dual  employment. 

Cited  in  Lemon  v.  Little,  21  S.  D.  637,  114  N.  W.  1001,  holding  that  agent 
who  acts  without  principal's  knowledge  for  both  parties  cannot  recover  eom- 
pensation  from  principal,  whether  principal  was  injured  or  not;  McClure  v. 
tollman,  102  Mo.  App.  704,  77  S.  W.  325,  holding  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
made  through  an  agent  is  void  as  against  public  policy  where  the  agent  acts  for 
both  parties  without  the  seller's  knowledge  of  his  agency  for  the  purchaser. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Strong  v.  Brennan,  47  L.  R.  A.  792,  which  denies  right  of 
attorney  to  recover  for  services  to  association  employing  him,  when  also  engaged 
and    paid   by   adverse   party. 
Forfeiture  of  comnniaMlon  for  ml«condact. 

Cited  in  Hahl  v.  Kellogg,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  639,  94  S.  W.  389,  holding  an  agent 
was  guilty  of  such  misconduct  as  would  not  entitle  him  to  compensation  for 
procuring  a  sale  of  land  where  he  represented  to  the  owner  the  amount  he  was 
to  receive  for  the  land  and  the  owner  executed  the  deed  in  reliance  upon  his 
representations;  Easterly  v.  Mills,  54  Wash.  360,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  955,  103  Pac. 
475,  on  fraud  on  the  part  of  agent  as  rendering  him  liable  to  a  forfeiture  of  his 
commission. 
Preaumptlon  of  aarency. 

Approved  in  Judkins  v.  Burr,  1  Neb.  (Unof.)  270,  95  N.  W.  475,  holding 
agency  not  presumed  w^here  interests  of  alleged  principal  and  agent  are  adverse. 
Interest  as  dl«anallf9^1nar. 

Cited  in  Havemeyer  v.  Dahn,  48  Neb.  536,  33  L.R.A.  334,  67  N.  D.  489  (diss#nt- 
ing  opinion),  majority  holding  attorney  who  is  notary  public  not  disqualified 
from  taking  mortgage  made  to  his  client  to  secure  claim  "which  attorney  holds 
for  collection;  Horbach  v.  Tyrrell,  48  Neb.  528,  37  L.  R.  A.  439,  67  N.  W.  485 
(dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  notary  public  not  disqualified  from  tak- 
ing acknow^ledgement  of  mortgage  made  to  corporation  of  which  he  is  secretary 
and  treasurer. 
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20  L.  R.  A.  210,  SUPREME  SITTING,  O.  I.  H.  v.  BAKER,  134  Ind.  293,  33  N. 
E.  1128. 

Action  by  receiver  to  enjoin  collection  of  taxes  in  Schmidt  v.  Failey,  148  Ind. 
150,  37  L.  R.  A.  442,  47  N.  E.  326. 

Action  to  compel  payment  of  judgment  by  receiver  appointed  in  other  state  in 
Mosher  v.  Supreme  Sitting  of  1.  H.  88  Hun,  304,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  816. 
Appointment  of  receiver. 

Approved  in  Sheridan  Brick  Works  v.  Marion  Trust  Co.  157  Ind.  298,  87  Am. 
St.  Rep.  207,  61  N.  E.  666,  holding  receiver  properly  appointed  in  suit  against 
corporation,  where  stockholders  unable  to  agree  on  officers  and  plant  remains 
idle;  State  ex  rel.  Independent  Dist.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Second  Judicial  Dist.  Court, 
15  Mont.  336,  27  L.  R.  A.  397,  footnote  p.  392,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  682,  39  Pac.  316, 
holding  receiver  may  be  appointed  on  application  of  minority  stockholders  pend- 
ing investigation  of  charges  of  outrageous  fraud  by  managers;  Hay  v.  McDaniol, 
26  Ind.  App.  687,  60  N.  E.  729,  refusing  to  appoint  receiver  of  land  in  suit  by 
owner  against  life  tenant,  on  ground  that  latter  has  failed  to  repair  premises 
or  pay  taxes;  Huntington  County  Loan  &  Sav.  Asso.  v.  Fulk,  158.  Ind.  114,  63 
N.  E.  123,  holding  appointment  of  receiver  for  insolvent  buildings  and  loan  asso- 
elation  invalid  unless  recommended  by  auditor. 

Cited  in  Re  Lewis,  52  Kan.  665,  35  Pac.  287,  holding  corporate  assets  wliich 
are  being  dissipated  will  be  preserved  under  supervision  of  court  and  restored  to 
officers  of  corporation  when  deemed  safe  and  prudent;  Sheridan  Brick  Works  v. 
Marion  Trust  Co.  157  Ind.  298,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  207,  61  X.  E.  666,  holding  that 
receiver  of  corporation  should  be  appointed  where  indebtedness  is  large,  works 
are  idle,  and  internal  dissensions  prevent  election  of  officers;  State  ex  rel.  Bar- 
ton V.  Farmers'  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  90  Neb.  672,  134  N.  W.  284,  holding  that  under 
statute  court  may  after  decree  of  dissolution,  appoint  receiver  to  close  up  busi- 
ness of  corporation;  iFeess  v.  Mechanics'  State  Bank,  84  Kan.  835,  —  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  — ,  116  Pac.  663,  to  the  point  that  at  common  law  court  of  equity  bad 
no  authority  at  suit  of  stockholder,  to  dissolve  corporation;  Thayer  v.  Kinder, 
45  Ind.  App.  112,  89  N.  E.  408,  holding  that  stockholder  of  corporation  which 
is  in  imminent  danger  of  insolvency  may  maintain  suit  for  appointment  of  re- 
ceiver; Guynn  v.  Newman,  174  Ind.  162,  90  N.  E.  759,  holding  that  order  ap- 
pointing receiver  of  corporation  is  not  void  because  complaint  does  not  state 
sufficient  facts  where  evidence  on  hearing  supplies  facts;  John  H.  McGowan  Co. 
V.  Ingalls,  60  Fla.  121,  53  So.  932,  to  the  point  that  court  of  equity  has 
power  to  appoint  receiver  of  corporation  upon  due  notice;  Platner  v.  Kirby,  138 
Iowa,  267,  115  N.  W.  1032,  holding  a  corporation  will  not  be  dissolved  and  a 
receiver  appointed  at  the  request  of  the  minority  of  the  stockholders  because  the 
business  is  a  losing  under  the  majority  management  where  it  does  not  appear 
the  corporation  is  insolvent;  Huntington  County  Loan  &  Sav.  Asso.  v.  Fulk, 
158  Ind.  114,  63  N.  E.  123,  on  courts  of  equity  as  having  no  power  in  the  absence 
of  an  express  statute  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  an  insolvent  corporation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  St.  Louis,  K.  &  S.  R,  Co.  v.  Wear,  33  L.  R. 
A.  341,  which  denies  right  to  liave  temporary  receiver  appointed  without  afford- 
ing hearing  to  party  affected;  Sternberg  v,  Wolff,  39  L.  R.  A.  762,  which  author- 
izes appointment  of  receiver  of  trading  corporation  in  case  of  deadlock  from 
dissensions  of  stockholders;  Wallace  v.  Pierce-Wallace  Pub.  Co.  38  L.  R,  A.  122, 
which  denies  right  to  appoint  receiver  for  disRensions  between  equal  owners  of 
stock;  Columbian  Athletic  Club  v.  State,  28  L.  R.  A.  727,  which  authorizes  ap- 
pointment of  receiver  of  corporation  forfeiting  franchise  by  unlawfully  conduct- 
ing prize  fights;  State  ex  rel.  Amsterdamsch  Trustees  Kantoor  v.  Superior  Court, 
37  L.  R.  A.  Ill,  which  denies  right  to  appoint  receiver  before  judgment  in  pro^ 
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ceeding  on  behalf  of  state;  Phillips  v.  ProYidence  Steam  Engine  Co.  45  L.  R.  A. 
500,  which  refuses  to  appoint  receiver  in  suit  by  minority  stockholder  for  cor- 
poration unable  to  continue  business;  Vila  v.  Grand  Island,  E.  L.  I.  &  C.  S.  Co. 
63  L.R.A.  791,  which  denies  right  to  appoint  receiver  for  corporation  in  an  inde- 
pendent action  where  that  is  the  only  relief  asked  for;  Slover  v.  Coal  Creek  Coal 
Co.  68  L.R.A.  852,  which  holds  that  equity  will  not  appoint  a  receiver  for  assets 
of  a  mining  corporation  at.  suit  of  plaintiff  in  action  againat  it  for  damages  on 
ground  that  it  is  exhausting  the  mine. 

Cited  in  notes   (39  L.ll.A.(N.S.)   1033)  on  inherent  equity  jurisdiction  to  ap- 
point receiver  or  wind  up  corporation  because  of  mismanagement  or  fraud;    (72 
Am.  St.  Rep.  47,  49,  50,  54,  55,  58)  as  to  when  appointment  of  receiver  is  proper; 
(118  Am.  St.  Rep.  205)  as  to  when  and  at  whose  instance  a  receiver  of  a  corpo- 
.  ration  may  be  appointed. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Union  Nat.  Bank,  145  Ind.  549,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  209, 
44  N.  E.  585,  holding  receiver  of  property  of  individual  cannot  be  appointed  in 
suit  by  creditors  in  which  it  is  sole  relief  sought;  Slover  v.  Coal  Creek  Coal  Co. 
113  Tenn.  439,  68  L.R.A.  857,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  851,  82  S.  W.  1131,  holding  equity 
had  no  power  to  appoint  a  receiver  for  a  corporation  where  no  grounds  for  sup- 
posing its  insolvency  except  the  fact  of  damage  suits  having  been  brought  which 
in  the  aggregate  exceeded  the  total  assets  of  the  corporation. 
JnrlMdiction  of  action. 

Approved  in  Chicago  A  S.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Kenney,  159  Ind.  77,  62  N.  E.  26,  hold- 
ing court  has  jurisdiction  of  action  by  several  plaintiffs  for  appointment  of  re- 
ceiver, although  parties  are  not  jointly  interested  in  claims  sought  to  be  enforced. 
Revlevr  of  order  appolntlngr  receiver. 

Approved  in  Chicago  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  McBeth,  149  Ind.  80,  47  N.  E.  678,  hold- 
ing appointment  of  receiver  will  not  be  reviewed  on  appeal  when  affidavits  sup- 
plementing complaint  and  on  which  appointment  was  made  are  not  preserved  in 
record. 
Revievr  of  complaint  on  appeal  from  order  appolntlnar  receiver. 

Approved  in  Tuttle  v.  Blow,  163  Mo.  643,  63  S.  W.  839,  holding  on  appeal  from 
action  of  trial  court  refusing  to  vacate  order  appointing  receiver,  court  will  only 
consider  whether  complaint  is  sufficient  to  call  into  action  power  of  court  to 
make  order;  Sullivan  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Blue,  142  Ind.  408,  41  N.  E.  806, 
holding  on  appeal  from  interlocutory  order  appointing  receiver,  sufficiency  of 
complaint  reviewable  so  far  as  it  relates  to  statement  of  cause  of  action  for  ap- 
pointment of  receiver;  Gray  v.  Oughton,  146  Ind.  286,  45  N.  E,  191,  holding  in- 
sufficiency of  complaint  cannot  be  urged  on  appeal  from  interlocutory  order  ap- 
pointing receiver;  Levin  v.  Florsheim  &  Co.  161  Ind.  462,  68  N.  E.  1025,  holding 
sufficiency  of  complaint  in  principal  action  not  reviewable  on  appeal  from  order 
appointing  receiver  pendente  lite. 

CHed  in  Sallee  v.  Soules,  168  Ind.  628,  81  N.  E.  687,  holding  an  appeal  from 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  alleged  errors  relating  to  a  motion  to  make  the 
complaint  more  specific  having  but  slight  relation  to  the  question  to  be  con- 
sidered, will  not  be  separately  considered. 
Collateral  attack  upon  appointment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Whitney  v.  Hanover  Nat.  Bank,  23  L.  R*  A.  631,  denying 
right  to  collaterally  attack  appointment  of  receiver  in  suit  by  general  creditors. 
Mntoal  Inanraace  aMoelatlon. 

Cited  in  Cowen  v.  Failey,  149  Ind.  383,  49  N.  E.  270,  to  point  that  Order  of 
Iron  Hall  is  a  mutual  insurance  association. 
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S4o«k]ioldeni'  ralta. 

Distinguished  in  Independent  Brewing  Asso.  v.  Klein,  135  111.  App.  253,  hold- 
ing a  bill  by  a  stockholder  questioning  the  validity  of  official  acts  of  manage- 
ment which  were  not  ultra  vires  will  be  dismissed  where  such  acts  approved  by 
the  stockholders. 

20  L.  R.  A.  222,  KINZY  v.  KINZY,  116  Mo.  496,  22  8.  W.  497. 
F'orfeitnre  of  property  rli^lita  bT  di-vorce. 

Approved  in  Bufe  v.  Bufe,  88  Mo.  App.  630,  holding  divorce  granted  for  wife's 
•desertion  does  not  forfeit  her  rights  acquired  by  antenuptial  agreement,  where 
statute  provides  for  forfeiture  of  rights  acquired  by  virtue  of  marriage;  Saunders 
V.  Saimders,  144  Mo.  490,  46  S.  W.  428,  holding  that  wife's  interest  arising  from 
•deed  in  consideration  of  dower  not  devested  by  subsequent  divorce  on  ground  of 
wife's  abandonment. 

Cited  in  McNutt  v.  McNutt,  78  Ark.  354,  95  S.  W.  778,  holding  statute  requir- 
ing  restoration  of  property  upon  divorce  is  inapplicable  to  property  conveyed  to 
wife  upon  volimtary  separation. 

Cited  in  notes  (69  L.R.A.  379)  on  eifect  of  divorce  on  conieyance  by  husband 
to  wife;  (39  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  193)  on  applicability  of  statutory  provision  for 
restoration  of  property  on  divorce,  to  voluntary  gifts  or  conveyances. 

Distinguished  in  Leavy  v.  Cook,  171  Mo.  296,  71  S.  W.  182,  holding  adultery 
or  divorce  of  wife  forfeits  jointure  acquired  under  antenuptial  contract. 

Disapproved  in  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  27  Okla.  791,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)    128,   109 
Pac.  825,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  713,  holding  that  where  husband  placed  title  to  land 
in  wife,  but  afterwards  secured  divorce  from  her,  he  may  in  action  for  posses- 
sion of  same  by  wife  set  up  defense  upon  equitable  grounds. 
3*reoiimptlon  as  to  deed  taken  tn  -wife'*  name. 

Approved  in  Ilgenfritz  v.  Ilgenfritz,  116  Mo.  435,  22  S.  W.  786,  and  Curd  v. 
Brown,  148  Mo.  92,  49  S.  W.  990,  holding  conveyance  made  to  wife  at  husband's 
•direction  presumed  settlement  for  her  benefit  in  absence  of  evidence  that  she  was 
to  hold  in  trust. 

20  L.  R.  A.  223,  STATE  v.  McFETRIDGE,  84  Wis.  473,  54  N.  W.  1,  998. 
Interest  on  public  fnads. 

Followed  in  Stote  v.  Harshaw,  84  Wis.  536,  54  N.  W.  17,  holding  state  may 
recover  interest  on  public  funds  received  by  treasurer's  bondsman  who  deposited 
such  interest  in  his  own  name  as  trustee. 

Approved  in  Thompson  v.  Territory,  10  Okla.  420,  63  Pac.  355,  holding  treas- 
urer must  account  for  interest  received  from  public  funds  on  deposit;  Vansant  v. 
State,  96  Md.  129,  53  Atl.  711,  holding  clerk  of  court  not  entitled  on  ground  of 
usage  to  retain  interest  on  public  money  deposited  by  him;  Baker  v.  Williams 
Bkg.  Co.  42  Or.  223,  70  Pac.  711,  holding,  on  failure  of  bank,  public  officer  not 
•entitled  to  interest  on  public  funds  deposited  by  him. 

Cited  in  Adams  v.  Williams,  97  Miss.  143,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  868,  62  So.  866, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  1129,  holding  that  surety  of  custodian  of  public  money  is 
liable  to  account  for  interest  which  he  receives  upon  it;  Rhea  v.  Brewster,  130 
Iowa,  735,  107  N.  W.  940,  8  Ann.  Cas.  389,  holding  the  interest  on  money  de- 
posited by  the  county  clerk  of  court  under  requirement  of  statute,  for  the  per- 
son entitled  to,  belong^  to  the  person  for  whose  benefit  it  was  deposited. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wilkes  Barre  v.  Rockafellow,  30  L.  R.  A.  393,  which  holds 
city  treasurer  liable  on  bond  for  failure  to  turn  over  to  successor  interest  paid 
to  him  as  treasurer;  Maloy  v.  Bernalillo  County,  62  L.  R.  A.  126,  which  denies 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 43. 
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defaulting  county  treasurer's  liability  to  county  for  interest  paid  to  him  by  bank 
in  which  public  money  deposited,  after  he  had  paid  county. 

Cited  in  note    (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)    857,  858,  861)    on  liability  of  public  oflScer 
or  his  bond  for  interest  received. 
Deposit  as  loan. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Hill,  47  Neb.  533,  66  N.  W.  541,  holding  deposit  of  public 
funds  in  bank  for  safe  keeping  not  a  loan  within  statute  forbidding  loan  of  public 
money;  Bardsley  v.  Sternberg,  18  Wash.  625,  52  Pac.  251,  holding  deposit  of 
'  public  funds  in  bank  for  safe  keeping,  and  subject  to  repayment  on  demand, 
neither  loan  nor  investment;  Hunt  v.  Hopley,  120  Iowa,  700,  95  N.  W.  205,  hold- 
ing deposit  by  school  treasurer  of  money  with  bank  not  a  loan. 

Cited  in  Allibone  v.  Ames,  9  S.  D.  79,  33  L.  R.  A.  588,  68  N.  W.  165,  holding 
deposit  of  public  money  by  county  trc*asurer  in  bank  not  a  loan;  Fairchild  v. 
Hedges,  14  Wash.  128,  31  L.  R.  A.  855,  44  Pac.  125  (dissenting  opinion),  to  prop- 
osition that  deposit  of  public  money  in  bank  not  a  loan;  Warren  v.  Nix,  97 
Ark.  382,  135  S.  W.  896,  to  the  point  that  general  deposits  are  not  investments, 
within  meaning  of  statutes  forbidding  investments  by  state  treasurer. 
Definition  of  money. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Hill,  47  Neb.  533,  66  N.  W.  541,  holding  money  includes 
not  only  coin  or  currency,  but  any  other  circulating  medium,  instrument,  or 
token  in  general  use;  Montgomery  County  v.  Cochran,  57  C.  C.  A.  265,  121  Fed. 
21,  holding  term  "money"  not  limited  to  coin  or  bank  bills. 
Iilabillty  of  snretT* 

Approved  in  Weld  v.  Johnson  Mfg.  Co.  84  Wis.  540,  54  N.  W.  335,  holding 
surety  on  bond  given  by  guardian  on  sale  of  lands  not  liable  for  guardian's 
neglect  of  duty  as  to  lands  not  specifically  described  in  bond;  Evison  v.  Hallock, 
108  Wis.  253,  83  N.  W.  1102,  holding  guardian's  promise  on  deeding  land  of 
ward,  to  pay  mortgage  thereon,  is  individual  contract  for  which  his  sureties  not 
liable. 

Cited  in  Donkle  v.  Milem,  88  Wis.  40,  59  N.  W.  586,  to  point  surety  entitled  to 
stand  on  exact  words  of  his  contract,  without  alteration  affecting  or  impairing 
his  rights. 
—  Necessity  of  demand  on  principal. 

Cited  in  Prentice  v.  Nelson,  134  Wis.  460,  114  N.  W.  830,  holding  where  a  duty 
ifi.  imposed  upon  a  treasurer  to  pay  a  balance  in  his  hands  to  his  successor  upon 
the  qualification  of  the  latter  without  a  demand,  no  demand  is  necessary  to  fix 
'^  liability  on  the  bond. 
Certificates  of  deposit. 

Approved  in  Nebraska  v.  Hayden,  89  Fed.  61,  holding  allegation  of  deposit  of 
certificates  of  deposit  same  in  legal  eflTect  as  allegation  of  presentation  and  pay- 
ment of  certificates,  and  deposit  of  their  proceeds. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Hill,  47  Neb.  513,  66  N.  W.  541    (concurring  opinion),  hold- 
ing mere  delivery  and  acceptance  of  certificates  of  deposits,  upon  which  no  money 
has  been  obtained,  not  such  deposits  as  will  discharge  outgoing  treasurer. 
Treasurer's  liability  for  loss  of  fnnds. 

Cited  in  Fairchild  v.  Hedges,  14  Wash.  127,  31  L.  R.  A.  854,  44  Pac.  125  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  loss  of  public  money  without  negligence,  by 
bank  failure,  will  not  prevent  liability  of  county  treasurer. 
Bstoppel  of  1»t\n1c  by  credit  of  deposit. 

Approved  in  Ouster  County  v.  Walker,  10  S.  D.  598,  74  N.  W.  1040,  holding 
bank  loaning  money  to  county  treasurer  and  accepting  amount  as  deposit  in  his 
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official  capacity  estopped  from  claiming  lien  upon  it  for  personal  balance  against 

treasurer. 

F*ollovrlnir  trust  fund. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Foster,  6  Wyo.  213,  29  L.  R.  A.  260,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  47, 
38  Pac.  926,  holding  state  or  county  may  maintain  action  to  charge  with  trust, 
property  purchased  with  public  moneys,  so  long  as  they  can  be  traced  or  identi- 
fied. 

20  L.  R.  A.  241,  BELL  v.  LAMBORN,  18  Colo.  346,  32  Pac.  989. 
Condemnation  of  land  for  le-vee. 

Cited  in  Norris  v.  Pueblo,  12  Colo.  App.  296,  56  Pac.  747,  holding  city  has  right 
to  condemn  property  for  construction  of  levee. 
MannfactnriuM:  company. 

Approved  in  Denver  Power  &  Irrig.  Co.  v.  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  30  Colo.  208, 
60  L.  R.  A.  386,  68  Pac.  568,  holding  term  "milling"  synonymous  with  "manu- 
facturing" as  used  in  constitutional  provision  regarding  condemnation  of  land  for 
reservoir  site. 

Cited  in  Carlsbad  Water  Co.  V.  New,  33  Colo.  392,  81  Pac.  34,  holding  a  corpo- 
ration organized  to  sell  mineral  and  other  waters,  to  bottle  the  water  and  carbon- 
ize it  for  the  purpose  of  forming  root  beer,  ginger  ale,  etc.,  was  a  manufacturing 
corporation  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  providing  when  it  might  encumber 
the  plant  for  machinery. 

Cited  in  note  (64  L.  R.  A.  60)  as  to  what  constitutes  manufacturing  company. 

RlKlkt  of  prior  approprlator  of  -water. 

Cited  in  Cascade  Town  Co.  v.  Empire  Water  &  Power  Co.  181  Fed.  1016,  hold- 
ing tliat  impounding  and  piping  of  waters  of  creek  to  generate  electricity  to  be 
sold  to  public  is  valid  appropriation  of  waters  under  constitution  of  Colorado?; 
Perkins  v.  Coffin,  84  Conn.  309,  79  Atl.  1070,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  1188  (dissenting., 
opinion),  on  right  to  condemn  water  for  use  by  electric  light  plant. 

Cited  in  notes   (30  L.R.A.  676)   on  right  of  prior  appropriator  of  water;    (60 
Am.  St.  Rep.  802 )  on  what  constitutes  an  appropriation  of  water, 
statutory  conatrnctlon. 

Cited  in  Hover  v.  People,  1?  Colo.  App.  393,  68  Pac.  679  (dissenting  opinion), 
'to  point  that  statute  should  be  so  construed  as  to  harmonize  and  give  effect  to 
conflicting  portions;   Denver  City  Tramway  Co.  v.  Kennedy,  50  Colo.  420,  117 
Pac.  167,  holding  that  in  construing  statute,  full  effect  is  to  be  given  to  evQi^r 
word  and  phrase  thereof,  provided  proper  and  reasonable  conclusion  is  thus  de- 
duced; Kitchin  v.  Wood,  154  N.  C.  568,  70  S.  E.  995,  to  the  point  that  affirmative; 
provisions  in  constitution  may  be  self-executing. 
Appealable  orders  or  decrees  In  condemnation. 

Cited  in  Burlington  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Colorado  Eastern  Co.  45  Colo.  227    100 
Pac.  607,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1002,  holding  that  no  appeal  would  lie  from  an  order 
determining   that  tlie   petitioner   had   the   power   to   condemn,   it   being   in   its 
nature  merely  interlocutory. 
Poorer  of  eminent  domain. 

Cited  in  Sternberger  v.  Seaton  Min.  Co.  45  Colo.  406,  102  Pac.  168,  holding  a. 
corporation  organized  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  manufacture  and  gen- 
eration and  sale  of  light,  heat  and  power  is  entitled  to  invoke  the  power  of 
eminent  domain. 
Tlnte  of  estimation  of  -valne  of  property. 

Cited  in  Lavelle  v.  Julesburg,  49  Colo.  302,  112  Pac.  774,  holding  that  under 
statute  actual  value  of  property  taken,  estimated  at  time  of  appraisement  must- 
be  allowed. 
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liriiat  is  public  use  or  pnrpone. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rockingham  County  L.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Hobbs,  66  L.R.A.  581, 
which  holds  collection,  storing,  and  distribution  of  electricity  for  use  of  all  who 
may  need  it  on  equal  and  reasonable  terms  a  publi«  use. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  844)  on  generation  of  electricity  for  sale  for 
power  as  public  purpose;  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  931)  on  existence  of  public  use  as 
question  for  courts. 

20  L.  K  A.  244,  CUNNINGHAM  v.  FITZGERALD,  138  N.  Y.  166,  33  N.  E.  840. 
RielitM  of  abuttlnar  ovrnem. 

Approved  in  Haight  v.  Littlefield,  147  N.  Y.  342,  41  N.  E.  696,  holding  grantees 
of  land  described  as  bounded  upon  street  indicated  upon  map  obtain  a  right  of 
way  in  said  street,  and  are  entitled  to  equitable  relief  to  prevent  its  obstruction; 
Swan  V.  Colville,  19  R.  I.  163,  32  Atl.  854,  holding  lot  owner's  right  to  use  of 
streets  prior  to  their  acceptance  as  public  highways  limited  to  use  of  them  as 
they  existed  when  he  acquired  his  property,  without  interfering  with  rights  of 
others;  Ray  v.  New  York  Bay  Extension  R.  Co.  34  App.  Div.  5,  53  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1062,  holding  grant  of  privilege  of  using  street  to  be  opened,  if  only  an  easement, 
is  still  a  property  right  which  can  only  be  taken  by  condemnation;  Evans  v. 
Street  Comrs.  84  Hun,  213,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  547,  holding  allegation  of  ownership 
of  premises  bounded  by  street,  if  unexplained,  alleges  ownership  of  fee  to  center 

of  street. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Underbill,  144  N.  Y.  326,  39  N.  E.  333,  as  to  rights  of  abut- 
ting owners;  Alexander  Smith  &,  Sons  Carpet  Co.  v.  Ball,  143  App.  Div.  88,  127 
N.  Y.  Supp.  974,  holding  that  where  common  grantee  conveys  to  different  par- 
ties with  common  right  of  way  over  adjacent  strip,  every  grantee  abutting  on 
such  strip  has  right  to  have  it  preserved  in  original  condition;  Re  New  York, 
118  App.  Div.  880,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  1069,  holding  a  grantor  by  conveying  away 
lots  abutting  on  a  street,  conveyed  to  his  grantee  any  right  he  had  to  change 
the  grade  of  the  street  so  as  to  make  the  right  of  ingress  or  egress  more  dif- 
ficult; Restetsky  v.  Delmar  Ave.  &  C.  R.  Co.  106  Mo.  App.  388,  84  S.  W.  665, 
holding  purchaser  of  lot  acquires  as  an  appurtenant  a  right  in  the  use  of  the 
adjacent  street. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  881)  on  effect  on  grantee's  right  to  call  in  deed 
for  street  or  alley  in  which  grantor  owns  fee. 

Limited  in  India  Wharf  Brewing  Co.  v.  Brooklyn  Wharf  &  Warehouse  C^.  173 
N.  Y.  176,  65  N.  E.  985,  holding  grantee  of  lots  bounded  by  wharf  fronting  on 
navigable  basin,  ownership  and  control  of  both  of  which  is  reserved  by  grantor, 
acquires  right  of  access  subject  to  reasonable  control. 
Damaires  i^vhen  private  easement  replaced  hy  pnblle. 

Approved  in  Re  Adams,  141  N.  Y.  301,  36  N.  E.  318,  holding  owner  of  land 

?  burdened  with  but  private  easement  for  street  purposes  entitled  only  to  nominal 

(damages  when  acquired  by  public  for  similar  purposes. 

\^nestion  flmt  raised  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Lilly  v.  Menke,  126  Mo.  225,  28  S.  W^  994,  dissenting  opinion  by  Bar- 

'day,  J.,  who  holds  contention  that  interest  of  plaintiffs  was  found  to  be  greater 
than  facts  alleged  warranted  cannot  be  first  raised  on  appeal. 

■20  L.  R.  A.  247,  HALE  v.  HALE,  146  111.  227,  33  N.  E.  858. 
In  vrltouK  leiiral  title  rests. 

Approved  in  Greenwood  v.  Greenwood,  178  111.  403,  53  N.  E.  101,  holding 
power  to  convey  land  for  purpose  stated  creates  trust  and  passes  title  to  trustee; 
Planner  v.  Fellows,  206  111.  139,  68  N.  E.  1057,  holding  direction  to  trustee  to 
invest  estate  confers  upon  him  title  to  realty,  with  power  to  sell. 
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Cited  in  Arlington  State  Bank  v.  Paulsen,  57  Neb.  730,  78  N.  W.  303,  holding 
legal  title  to  testator's  estate  vested  in  executors  when  charged  with  payment  of 
debts,  conversion  of  realty,  and  distribution  of  proceeds. 
PovFer  of  eauity  to  Interefere   ^i-lth   traiit  or  direct  sale. 

Approved  in  Marsh  v.  Reed,  64  III.  App.  538,  holding,  where  necessity  requires 
it,  chancellor  has  power  to  alter  limitations  and  provisions  governing  trust 
estates;  Ruggles  v.  Tyson,  104  Wis.  508,  48  L.  R,  A.  812,  79  N.  W.  766,  holding 
that  for  purpose  of  preserving  property,  equity  may  interfere  with  scheme  of 
grantor  of  estates  and  direct  their  sale;  Gavin  v.  Curtin,  171  III.  648,  40  L.  R, 
A.  779,  49  N.  E.  523,  holding  equity  may  protect  unproductive  life  estate  and 
remainder  of  great  value,  liable  to  be  lost  for  nonpayment  of  taxes;  Gorman  v, 
Mullins,  172  111.  353,  50  N.  £.  222,  holding  equity  may  authorize  conversion  of 
infants'  real  estate  into  personalty  when  clearly  for  their  interests;  Johns  v.. 
Johns,  172  111.  480,  50  N.  E.  337,  holding  equity  has  power  to  convert  into  money,, 
land  held  in  trust  under  direction  to  pay  income  to  specified  persons;  Baldrige- 
v.  Coffey,  184  Ind.  76,  56  N.  E.  411,  holding  equity  has  power  to  direct  sale  of 
trust  property  and  reinvestment  of  proceeds,  where,  otherwise,  property  would  be- 
lost  to  both  tenant  and  remainderman;  Richards  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.. 
Co.  IOC  Ga.  635,  45  L.  R.  A.  721,  33  S.  E.  193,  holding  equity  has  inherent  juris- 
diction  to  order  sale  of  legal  estate  of  minors  for  reinvestment  to  minors'  advan- 
tage; Mayall  v.  Mayall,  63  Minn.  514,  65  N.  W.  942,  holding  equity,  for  purpose 
of  preserving  trust,  may  direct  sale,  mortgage,  lease,  or  other  disposition  of  prop- 
erty, although  trust  instrument  contains  no  authority  for  so  doing. 

Cited  in  Beeler  v.  Barringer,  252  111.  291,  96  N.  E.  874,  to  the  point  that 
court  of  chancery  had  power  to  authorize  sale  of  lands  held  by  trustee  for  in- 
fant, where  it  is  for  infant's  interest;  King  v.  King,  216  111.  118,  74  N.  E.  89, 
holding  chancery  may  order  the  sale  of  the  estate  of  an  infant  where  it  is  in 
danger  of  being  lost  by  sale  for  taxes  and  other  assessments  which  the  owner 
has  no  means  to  pay;  Re  Hubbell  Trust,  135  Iowa,  661,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  507,. 
113  N.  W.  512,  14  Ann.  Cas.  640,  holding  the  court  might  order  a  lease  of  trust 
land  for  a  period  of  ninety-nine  years  without  violating  the  provisions  of  a 
trust  deed  forbidding  the  trustees  to  sell  or  dispose  of  the  property  where  such 
a  measure  is  necessary  for  the  preservation  of  the  trust;  Denegee  v.  Walker,. 
214  111.  118,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  981,  73  N.  E.  409,  2  Ann.  Cas.  787,  affirming  114 
111.  App.  240,  on  the  supervision  of  chancery  over  trust  estates. 

Cited  in  note  (120  Am.  St.  Rep.  657,  659)  on  inherent  equity  jurisdiction  to 
decree  sale  of  land  of  minors. 

Criticized  in  Richards  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  106  Ga.  660,  45  L.  R. 
A.  730,  33  S.  E.  193  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  sale  of  infant's  legal 
estate  for  reinvestment  to  infant's  advantage  seems  to  be  within  inherent  juris- 
diction of  courts  of  equity. 
Po'wer  of  equity  to  direct  compromiAe  of  suit* 

Approved  in  Williams  v.  Williams,  204  111.  52,  68  N.  E,  449,  sustaining  power    ' 
of  court  of  chancery  to  authorize  advantageous  settlement  of  suit  by  minor  to  set 
aside  will. 
Virtual  representation. 

Approved  in  Ridley  v.  Halliday,  106  Tenn.  620,  53  L.  R.  A.  481,  82  Am.  St. 
Rep.  902,  61  S.  W.  1025,  holding  unborn  remainderman  represented  by  life  ten- 
ant whether  suit  brought  by  or  against  latter;  Gavin  v.  Curtin,  171  111.  640,  40 
L.  R,  A.  780,  49  N.  E.  523,  holding  possible  future-born  children  bound  by  decree 
directing  sale  of  estate  liable  to  be  lost  for  nonpayment  of  taxes,  where  their 
rights  were  fully  defended  by  those  in  being;  Nevitt  v.  Woodbufn,  S2  111.  App. 
658,  holding  decree  binding  on  person  not  before  court,  when  so  represented  by 
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others  that  his  interests  receive  protection;  Mayall  v.  Mayall,  63  Minn.  517,  65 
N.  W.  942,  holding  one  thereafter  becoming  beneficiary  of  trust  bound  by  decree 
rendered,  when  trustee  and  every  person  liaving  vested  interest  was  before  court; 
Ruggles  v.  Tyson,  104  Wis.  507,  48  L.  R.  A.  812,  79  N.  W.  766,  holding  persons  in 
being,  having  only  contingent  interests,  deemed  represented  by  owners  of  pre- 
cedent estate  of  inheritance  for  purpose  of  litigation ;  McCampbell  v.  Mason,  151 
111.  511,  38  N.  E.  672,  holding  decree  of  foreclosure  binding  on  remainderman  not 
made  party,  where  her  brothers  and  sisters,  representing  identical  interests,  were 
before  court;  Burlingham  v.  Vandevender,  47  W.  Va.  808,  35  S.  E.  835,  holding 
contingent  interests  of  heirs  and  persons  not  in  being  sufficiently  represented  by 
those  prior  in  right;  Thompson  v.  Adams,  205  111.  559,  69  N.  E.  1,  holding  de- 
cree in  suit  to  construe  will,  binding  upon  grandchild  of  testator,  likewise  binding 
upon  after-bom  grandchildren;  Ammons  v.  Aramons,  50  W.  Va.  406,  40  S.  E. 
490,  holding  children,  unborn  at  time  of  sale  of  estate  in  which  they  have  re- 
mainder in  fee,  though  deemed  before  court  by  representation,  may  participate  in 
fund  with  previously  bom  children;  Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Lake  Street  Elev. 
R.  Co.  173  111.  457,  51  N.  E.  55,  holding  bondholders  need  not  be  made  parties 
to  suit  to  foreclose  mortgage  when  represented  by  trustee;  De  Witt  County  v. 
Leeper,  209  111.  141,  70  N.  E.  760,  holding  county  holding  title  to  cemetery  bound 
by  decree  in  suit,  although  not  a  party,  where  trustees  of  cemetery  were  parties  : 
Farmers  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Lake  Street  Elev.  R.  Co.  68  111.  App.  678,  holdinjr 
cestui  que  trust  not  necessary  party  to  sttit  to  remove  trustee,  where  his  intere.st 
is  not  injuriously  affected. 

Cited  in  Phinizy  v.  Wallace,  136  Ga.  530,  71  S.  E.  896,  as  to  when  unborn 
persons  may  be  bound  by  decree  for  sale  of  property;  Los  Angeles  County  v. 
Winans.  13  Cal.  App.  245,  109  Pac.  640,  to  the  point  that  rights  of  persons  un- 
born are  sufficiently  care<l  for  if,  when  estate  shall  be  sold  under  regular  valid 
judgment,  proceeds  take  its  place  and  are  secured  in  some  way  for  such  persons: 
Leviness  v.  Consolidated  Gas  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  114  Md.  570,  80  Atl.  304, 
to  the  point  that  court  has  power  to  name  as  defendants  a  few  individuals  who 
•are  in  fact  representatives  of  large  class,  and  make  decree  effective  upon  class 
represented  by  them;  Woolsey  v.  Woolsey,  78  N.  J.  Eq.  525,  76  Atl.  1076,  holding 
that  contingent  interests  are  bound  by  decree,  if  interest  be  represented  in  litiga- 
tion by  trustee;  American  Percheron  Horse  Breeders*  Asso.  v.  American  Per- 
<iheron  Horse  Breeders'  &  Importers*  Asso.  114  111.  App.  139,  holding  a  bill 
brought  by  a  duly  authorized  officer  of  an  association  in  its  behalf  is  binding 
upon  the  members  of  such  association  in  a  subsequent  proceeding  brought  by 
them  upon  the  same  matter. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brown  v.  Brown,  33  L.  R.  A.  816,  which  denies  right  to 
•cancel  deed  on  ground  of  nondelivery,  without  making  parties  persons  in  e-ss^ 
having  remainder  interest;  Bidley  v.  Halliday,  53  L.R.A.  477,  which  holds  sale 
t)f  realty  binding  on  unborn  remaindermen. 

Cited  in  notes    (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)   50,  51,  52,  53,  57,  62,  72)   on  devestiture  of 
estates  of  persons  not  in  being;   (97  Am.  St.  Rep.  764)  on  judgments  against  per- 
sons not  in  being. 
•Contingrent  Interesta. 

Approved  in  Hale  v.  Hobson,  167  Mass.  398,  45  N.  E.  913,  holding,  under  will 
providing  that  on   death  of  last  of  life  annuitants   residue  be  divided  among 
•grandchildren  per  stirpeSy  latter  take  contingent  interest. 
Proper  parties.  * 

Cited  in  Negaunee  Iron  Co.  v.  Iron  Cliffs  Co.  134  Mich.  278,  96  N.  W.  468, 
"holding  a  bill  to  quiet  title  to  certain  mining  property  was  not  objectionable  for 
a  failure  to  make  a  certain  corporation  a   party  where  the  bill   alleged  that 


679  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [20  L.R.A.  267 

such  corporation  was  a  mere  dummy  and  that  the  defendants  had  owned  its 
capital  stock  and  controlled  ita  affairs  and  that  its  charter  had  expired  by  limi- 
tation and  had  never  been  reorganized. 
Ser-riee  of  procesii  on  nonresldeiit  minor. 

Cited  in  Cohen  v.  Portland  Lodge  No.  142  B.  P.  0.  E.  144  Fed.  276,  holding  in 
the  making  of  service  by  publication  on  a  defendant  who  is  a  nonresident,  the 
fact  that  the  defendant  is  a  minor  does  not  require  a  different  procedure  to 
render  the  service  valid. 

20  L.  R.  A.  257,  HEYMAN  v.  DOOLEY,  77  Md.  162,  26  Atl.  117. 
JTotlce  to  bind  irvarantor. 

Cited  in  Hixghes  v.  Heyman,  4  App.  D.  C.  450,  holding  guarantor  not  dis- 
charged by  failure  to  notify  him  of  default  of  principal  obligor,  unless  former 
suffers  loss  thereby;  People's  Bank  v.  Stewart,  152  Mo.  App.  328,  133  S.  W. 
70,  holding  that  where  undertaking  is  absolute  promise  to  pay  debt  of  another, 
promisor  is  not  entitled  to  notice  of  default;  Cumberland  Glass  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Wheaton,  208  Mass.  432,  94  N.  E.  803,  to  the  point  that  notice  of  default  to 
l^uarantor  is  unnecessary  where  he  guarantees  delivery  of  specified  goods  which 
are  paid  for  in  advance  on  faith  of  guaranty. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  German  Sav.  Bank  v.  Drake  Roofing  Co.  51  L.  R.  A.  758, 
which  holds  notice  of  acceptance  necessary  to  bind  guarantor;  Welch  V.  Walsh, 
^2  L.  R.  A.  782,  which  holds  guarantor  of  punctual  payment  of  rent  not  dis- 
charged by  delay  in  collecting  and  giving  notice  of  nonpayment;  Lemert  v. 
-Guthrie,  62  L.R.A.  954,  which  holds  reasonable  notice  of  maker's  default  essential 
to  liability  of  grantor  of  negotiable  note. 

Cited  in  notes  (16  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  353)  on  necessity  of  notice  of  acceptance  to 
l>ind  guarantor;    (105  Am.  St.  Rep.  518)   on  necessity  of  notice  of  default. 

The  annotation  in  20  L.  R.  A.  267,  was  referred  to  particularly  in  Donnelly 
V.  Newbold,  94  Md.  223,  50  Atl.  513,  holding  guarantor  whose  undertaking  is  col- 
lateral released  by  failure  to  notify  him  of  principal  debtor's  default. 
InatriictloB  iprhether  irnaranty  ywwui  collateral  or  oriarlnal  nndertaklna:. 

Distinguished  in  Donnelly  v.  Newbold,  94  Md.  224,  50  Atl.  513,  holding  court 
should  not  instruct,  as  matter  of  law,  that  guaranty  was  original  undertaking  or 
-collateral  guaranty,  where  it  does  not  appear  upon  whose  credit  goods  were  sold. 
Lflablllty  of  arnarantor. 

Cited  in  Walter  A.  Wood  Reaping  &  Mowing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Ascher,  103  Md. 
136,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  343,  62  Atl.  1023,  holding  the  guarantor  of  the  payment  of 
;a  note  is  liable  when  it  is  not  paid  at  maturity,  without  a  showing  that  the 
payee  exhausted  the  remedies  against  the  principal  or  that  he  was  insolvent. 
Principal  contract  a«  conalderatlon  for  arnaranty. 

Cited  in  note  (105  Am.  St.  Rep.  509)  on  principal  contract  as  consideration 
for  contemporaneous  guaranty. 

20  L.  R.  A.  265,  STATE  ex  rel.  MAIN  v.  CROUNSE,  36  Neb.  835,  55  N.  W.  246. 
Governor  an  jmrt  of  laifv-mafcinsr  poiprer. 

Approved  in  Weis  v.  Ashley,  59  Neb.  497,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  704,  81  N.  W.  318, 
holding  governor  part  of  law-making  power,  and  in  acting  on  bills  presented  to 
him  he  is  engaged  in  performance  of  legislative  duty. 

20  L.  R.  A.  267,  CAREY  v.  GERMAN  AMERICAN  INS.  CO.  84  Wis.  80,  36  Am. 

St.  Rep.  907,  54  N.  W.  18. 
V*orfel4are  of  inirarance  becaaiie  of  lltlgratlon  affecting  title  or  i>o«(ieM«lon. 

Followed  in  Burr  y,  German  Ins.  Co.  84  Wis.  78,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  905,  54  N. 
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W.  22,  and  Carey  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  84  Wis.  208,  54  X.  W.  403,  holding  levy  of 
attachment  on  part  of  insured  property  renders  void  the  policy  as  to  whole. 

Cited  in  Bronson  v.  New  York  F.  Ins.  Co.  64  W.  Va.  496,  19  L.R.A.(X.S.) 
645,  63  S.  £.  283,  16  Ann.  Cas.  868,  holding  under  a  policy  of  fire  insurance  pro- 
viding that  if  any  change  takes  place  in  the  interest,  title,  or  possession  of  the 
property,  whether  by  legal  process  or  judgment  or  otherwise,  the  policy  should 
be  void  the  policy  is  avoided  by  the  taking  of  possession  by  a  receiver  who  had 
been  appointed  in  a  suit  to  take  possession  of  the  property;  Woodward  v. 
German-American  Ins.  Co.  128  Wis.  6,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  106  N.  W.  681, 
holding  under  a  policy  providing  that  it  should  be  void  if  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  insured  foreclosure  proceedings  were  commenced,  such  condition  was  not 
waived  by  a  failure  of  the  insurer  to  return  unearned  premiums  or  a  retention 
of  the  proofs  of  loss. 
Forfeiture  by  clianare  of  title. 

Approved  in  Keith  v.  Royal  Ins.  Co.  117  Wis.  534,  94  N.  W.  295,  holding  trans- 
fer of  insured  property  by  partner  to  co-owner  invalidates  policy  unless  for- 
feiture waived  by  company. 

Cited  in  Sullivan  v.  Mercantile  Town  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  20  Okla.  467,  129  Am.  St 
Rep.  761,  94  Pac.'676,  holding  a  condition  in  a  policy  of  fire  insurance  pro- 
viding that  the  policy  should  be  void  if  the  subject  of  the  insurance  be  covered 
with  a  jnortgage  is  not  waived  by  the  fact  that  the  agent  who  countersigned  and 
delivered  the  mortgage  had  notice  of  the  mortgage  and  collected  a  portion  of  the 
premium  after  the  property  was  destroyed  by  fire. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.R^.(N.S.)  803)  on  levy  of  process  upon  insured  property 
as  change  in  interest,  etc. 
"Waiver  by  airent. 

Approved  in  St.  Clara  Female  Academy  ▼.  Northwestern  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  98  Wis. 
264,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  805,  73  N.  W.  767,  holding  insurance  agent  may  waive  condi- 
tion in  policy,  notwithstanding  cause  prohibiting  waiver  by  him;  Keith  v.  Roysl 
Ins.  Co.  117  Wis.  537,  94  N.  W.  295,  holding  casual  statement  to  agent  of  fact  of 
transfer  of  insured  property  does  not  estop  company  from  claiming  forfeiture  of 
policy. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Richard  v.  Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  69  L.R.A.  278, 
which   holds   that   insurance   agent   having   power  to   issue   and   renew   policies 
and   grant  permits   or  privileges  has  apparent  power  to   waive   prior  to  loss 
breach  of  iron  safe  clause. 
—  Oral  'walver  ^whea  vrrltten  "walver  required. 

Followed  in  Burr  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  84  Wis.  78,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  905,  54  K. 
W.  22,  and  Carey  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  84  Wis.  208,  54  N.  W.  403,  holding  waiver 
of  forfeiture  by  agent  invalid  if  not  indorsed  on  policy  in  writing,  as  required  by 
policy. 

Approved  in  Murphy  v.  Royal  Ins.  Co.  52  La.  Ann.  790,  27  So.  143,  holdin*,' 
verbal  waiver  by  agent  not  binding  on  company  where  policy  provides  that  waiver 
must  be  in  writing;  Oshkosh  Match  Works  v.  Manchester  Fire  Assur.  Co.  92 
Wis.  516,  66  N.  W.  525,  holding  oral  waiver  ineffectual  where  policy  provide* 
for  written  waiver;  Egan  v.  Westchester  Ins.  Co.  28  Or.  295,  42  Pac.  611,  hold- 
ing parol  waiver  by  agent  of  terms  of  policy  not  binding  on  company,  where 
agent's  authority  is  limited  by  policy  to  written  waiver;  Lippman  v.  ^Etna 
Ins,  Co.  108  Ga.  397,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  02,  33  S.  E.  987,  holding  evidence  of  oral 
consent  to  additional  insurance  inadmissible  where  policy  provides  agent's  waiver 
of  conditions  must  be  in  writing. 

Cited  in  notes   (10  L.R.A.(X.S.)   1077)  on  oral  waiver  or  estoppel  as  to  for- 
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feitures  after  issuance  of  policy  and  before  loss,  under  policies  requiring  writ- 
ten consent  or  waiver;    (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  126)   on  waiver  of  provision  of  non- 
waiver or  written  waiver  of  conditions  and  forfeitures  in  policies. 
IVAlver  of  condition  or  forfeiture. 

Approved  in  Taylor  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  98  Iowa,  528,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  210,  67 
N.  W.  577,  holding  additional  insurance  Invalidates  policy  although  placed  upon 
property  by  same  agent,  whose  authority  was  limited  to  making  contracts  of 
insurance;  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  v.  Myers,  62  Ohio  St.  541,  49  L.  R.  A.  764,  57 
X.  £.  458,  holding  failure  to  give  written  notice  of  accident  within  reasonable 
time  cannot  be  waived  by  agent,  where  policy  stipulates  he  shall  not  have  au- 
thority to  waive  or  alter  its  contents;  Dale  v.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  95  Tenn. 
48,  31  S.  W.  266,  holding  neither  failure  to  reply  to  letter  promising  to  pay 
premium  later,  nor  keeping  for  six  days  the  premium  sent  after  loss,  waiver  of 
forfeiture  for  nonpayment;  Goss  v.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  92  Wis.  236,  65  N.  W. 
1036,  holding  provision  that  insured  must  have  title  in  fee  waived  where  insur- 
ance agent  knew  she  had  only  estate  for  years;  Schmidt  v.  Supreme  Tent,  K. 
of  M.  97  Wis.  532,  73  N.  W.  22,  holding  engaging  in  prohibited  occupation  not 
waived  by  acceptance  of  assessment,  where  contract  provides  such  payments  shall 
not  constitute  waiver. 

Cited  in  Welch  v.  Fire  Asso.  of  Philadelphia,  120  Wis.  465,  98  N.  W.  227,  on 
the  waiver  of  the  conditions  of  a  policy  of  fire  insurance. 

Cited  in  notes  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  869)  on  effect  of  nonwaiver  agreement  on 
conditions  existing  at  inception  of  policy;  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  20)  on  failure  of 
insurer  to  speak  or  act  after  notice  of  breach  of  policy  as  waiver;  (80  Am.  St. 
Rep.  308)  on  revival  of  forfeited  insurance  by  discontinuance  of  cause  of  for- 
feiture before  loss. 
Divislliilltr   of   insnrance   poller* 

Approved  in  Worachek  v.  New  Denmark  Mut.  Home  F.  Ins.  Co.  102  Wis.  91, 
78  N.  W.  411,  holding  insurance  on  building  and  contents  indivisible  contract, 
and  that  general  forfeiture  clause,  under  which  recovery  for  part  of  property 
is  barred,  will  prevent  recovery  for  any. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Miller  v.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  65  L.R.A.  173,  which  holds 
policy  on  a  building  and  on  fixtures  and  merchandise  therein,  specifying  a  cer- 
tain amount  for  each,  severable  and  valid  as  to  building  and  fixtures,  notwith- 
standing breach  of  condition  as  to  inventory  avoiding  policy  as  to  merchandise. 
Validity  of  condition. 

Approved  in  Smith  v.  St.  Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  106  Iowa,  227,  76  N.  W.  676, 
holding  condition  forfeiting  insurance  if  litigation  arises  in  respect  to  title, 
whether  insured  responsible  for  it  or  not,  valid;  Elliott  v.  Farmers  Ins.  Co. 
114  Iowa,  155,  86  X.  W.  224,  holding  provision  avoiding  policy  if  premises  oc- 
cupied by  tenants  valid  although  tenant  devoted  property  to  same  purposes 
owner  did. 
"Writ  a*  proeeiM. 

Cited  in  Re  Original  W>its,  37  Pa.  Go.  Ct.  525,  19  Pa.  Dist.  R.  883,  holding 
that  writ  is  a  process,  and  process  is  a  writ,  interchangeably. 

20  L.  R.  A.  272,  PAULINO  v.  PURTUGUESE  BENEFICIAL  ASSO.   18  R.  L 

165,  26  Atl.  36. 
Snlt  bjr  private  person  to  enjoin  asiinniptlon  of  name  hy  corporation. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  631)  on  relief  against  infringement  of  trade 
name  not  used  in  connection  with  manufactured  article. 

Distinguished  in  Armington  v.  Palmer,  21  R.  I.  112,  43  L.  R.  A.  99,  79  Am. 
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St.  Rep.  786,  42  Atl.  308,  holding  injunction  against  wrongful  use  by  corpora- 
tion, of  individual  or  corporate  name,  may  be  granted  in  suit  by  owner  of  name. 

20  L.  R.  A.  273,  PARISH  v.  WILLIAMS,  88  Iowa,  66,  55  N.  W.  74. 

20  L.  R.  A.  277,  MICHIGAN  PIPE  CO.  v.  MICHIGAN  F.  k  M.  INS.  00.  92 

Mich.  482,  52  N.  W.  1070. 
^veMtlon  for  Jury. 

Approved  in  Klumph  v.  Bousfield  &  Co.  112  Mich.  69,  70  N.  W.  317,  holding 
dispute  as  to  whom  credit  was  extended  raises  issue  of  fact  for  jury;  Dove  v. 
Royal  Ins.  Co.  98  Mich.  125,  57  N.  W.  30,  holding  construction  of  oral  testi- 
mony from  which  more  than  one  inference  may  be  drawn,  for  jury;  Barr  v. 
Guelph  Patent  Cask  Co.  129  Mich.  284,  88  N.  W.  640,  holding  verdict  should 
not  be  directed  because  testimony  uncontradicted,  when  witness  has  impor- 
tant  interest   in  question. 

Distinguished  in  Thomson  v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  R.  Co.  131  Mich.  100,  90  N.  W. 
1037,  sustaining  direction  of  verdict  when  testimony  undisputed,  where  witness 
is    credible    and    without    interest.    . 
luMiiraiiGe  on  aflrent*ii  property. 

Approved  in  Zimmerman  v.  Dwelling- House  Ins.  Co.  110  Mich.  401,  33  L. 
R.  A.  699,  68  N.  \V.  215,  holding  instructions  by  agent  to  local  insurance  agent 
to  write  policy  on  his  own  property  in  usual  way  not  binding  on  company  until 
it  is  notified  policy  has  been  written. 

Cited  in  footnote   to   Wildberger  v.   Hartford   F.   Ins.   Co.   28   L.   R.  A.  220, 
which  holds  invalid,  policy  issued  by  insurance  agent  to  himself  as  receiver. 
Wbetber  solicitor  WLgeut  of  company  or  Inanrcd. 

Cited  in  Bernard  v.  United  L.  Ins.  Asso.  17  Misc.  119,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  356, 
holding  stipulation  that  agent  taking  application  be  regarded  as  agent  of  insured 
not  applicable  where  he  is  acting  within  scope  of  authority  previously  con- 
ferred by  insurer;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  State,  76  Ark.  183,  88  S.  W.  017,  G  Ann. 
Cas.  440,  holding  where  tlie  agent  of  several  insurance  companies  was  instructed 
to  place  insurance  and  without  the  knowledge  of  the  insured  cancelled  a  policy 
in  one  company  and  substituted  the  policy  of  the  defendant  company  and 
gave  notice  to  the  insured  before  the  lire,  defendant  company  is  liable  for  lobS 
occurring. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hart  v.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  86,  which 
holds  one  sent  out  to  solicit  insurance  business,  agent  of  company;  Davis  Lumber 
Co.  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  37  L.  R.  A.  131,  which  holds  insurance  broker  not 
prevented,  by  statute  as  to  being  agent  of  insurer,  from  binding  insured;  Rams- 
peck  v.  Pattillo,  42  L.  R.  A.  197,  which  holds  insurance  agent  cannot,  without 
company's  consent,  become  agent  of  insured;  United  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Thom- 
as, 47  L.  R.  A.  450,  which  holds  insurance  broker,  authorized  to  procure  cer- 
tain amount  of  insurance  in  companies  to  be  chosen  by  him,  not  insurer's 
Agent. 

Cited  in  note   (70  L.R.A.  106)   on  effect  of  party's  ignorance  of  contents  of 
extraneous  papers  upon  attempt  to  incorporate  it  into  contract  by  reference. 
Antborlty  of  aarcnt. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McCabe  v.  ^Etna  Ins.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  641,  which  sus- 
tains authority  of  agent  of  foreign   insurance  company  to  orally  renew  policy 
issued   by   him. 
Rlirlit*  of  Insured  'vrliere  losa  occurs  before  policy  Issued. 

Cited  in  Allen  v.  Patrons'  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  165  Mich.  24,  130  N.  W.  196,  hold- 


683  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [20  L.R.A.  291 

ing  thai  reine^  is  on  second  policy  where  first  policy  was  cancelled  on  company's 
book  at  time  of  fire,  but  second  application  had  been  made  althougli  second  policy 
Tiras  not  delivered  until  after  fire. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hicks  v.  Briti»h  America  Assur.  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  424, 
which  holds  rights  of  one  whose  property  destroyed  after  oral  contract  to  in- 
sure it,  but  before  policy  issued,  subject  to  provisions  of  standard  policy  pre- 
scribed by  law. 
IfiMiieiitlals  to  contract  of  Inmirancc 

Cited  in  Ten  Broek  v.  Jansma,  161  Mich.  699,  126  N.  W.  710,  holding  that  life 
insurance  company  cannot  recover  on  note  accompanying  application,  w'lere  it 
has  not  accepted  risk  and  applicant  told  company  that  he  did  not  want  policy; 
Todd  v.  German  American  Ins.  Co.  2  Ga.  App.  793,  59  8.  E.  94,  on  what  is  essen- 
tial to  constitute  a  completed  contract  of  insurance. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Summers  v.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  812,  which 
holds  contract  for  present  insurance  not  made  by  applicant  giving  note  for  first 
premium  in  consideration  tliat  a  policy  shall  be  issued  where  his  examination 
is  to  be  made  in  future  and  he  expressly  stipulates  that  note  shall  not  be  nego- 
tiated until  policy  has  been  delivered  and  accepted. 

Cited  in  note  (69  Am.  St.  Rep.  143,  146)  as  to  when  insurance  contract  is  com- 
plete. 

Credibility  of  vrltness  an  a  aoentlon  for  tlie  jary. 

Cited  in  Zart  v.  Singer  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  162  Mich.  393,  127  N.  W.  272,  hold- 
ing that  jury  are  not  bound  to  believe  witness,  whose  testimony  is  inconsistent 
with  circumstances;  Goppelt  v.  Burgess,  132  Mich.  30,  92  N.  W.  497,  holding  a 
direction  to  a  jury  that  they  were  bound  to  believe  the  testimony  of  a  witness 
who  was  the  only  one  to  testify  as  to  certain  facts  was  erroneous  where  the  wit- 
ness was  not  a  disinterested  one  or  her  testimony  so  clear  and  certain  that  the 
jury  were  bound  to  accept  it  as  conclusive;  Preuschoff  v.  B.  Stroh  Brewing  Co. 
132  Mich.  110,  92  N.  W.  945,  holding  an  instruction  that  the  jury  might  believe 
the  testimony  of  any  witness  or  disregard  the  testimony  of  any  witness  without 
further  explanation  was  erroneous;  Ball-Barnhart-Putman  Co.  v.  Lane,  135 
Mich.  278,  97  X.  W.  727,  holding  a  court  erred  in  directing  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  for  trover  where  the  plaintiff's  title  was  not  complete 
without  the  testimony  of  a  witness  who  was  a  self-confes8e<l  thief,  the  credibil- 
ity of  snch  witness  being  for  the  jury;  Linsell  v.  Linsell,  138  Mich.  66,  100  N.  W. 
1009,  holding  instruction  which  compelled  the  jury  to  credit  the  defendant's  te's- 
timony  was  erroneous  where  the  defendant  supported  his  defense  by  his  own  un- 
corroborated evidence  and  the  plaintiff  testified  as  to  statements  of  defendant 
which  would  tend  to  discredit  defendant's  testimony;  Welch  v.  Michigan  C.  R. 
Co.  147  Mich.  221,  110  N.  VV.  1069)  (dissenting  opinion),  on  when  the  credibility 
of  a  witness  is  for  the  jury;  Abbott  v.  Detroit,  150  Mich.  249,  113  N.  W.  1121, 
holding  the  credibility  of  a  witness  and  the  weight  to  be  given  to  his  testimony 
is  a  question  for  the  jury  where  there  was  evidence  in  the  case  tending  to 
contradict  and  discredit  his  testimony. 

20  L.  R.  A-  291,  TRYON  v.  WHITE  &  C.  CO.  62  Conn.  161,  25  Atl.  712. 
Recovery  of  secret  profits  from  promoter. 

Limited  in  Yale  Gas  Stove  Co.  v.  Wilcox,  64  Conn.  126,  25  L.  R.  A.  104, 
42  Am.  St.  Rep.  159,  29  Atl.  303,  holding  offer  of  rescission  not  necessary  to 
obtain  accounting  from  promoter  who  has  secretly  received  profits  on  property 
sold  to  corporation. 
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Corporation  as  liable  on  an  Implied  contract. 

Cited  in  Mahoney  v.  Hartford  Invest.  Corp.  82  Conn.  286,  73  Atl.  766,  holding 
a  corporation  accepting  the  benefits  of  the  expenditure  of  money  and  the  fur- 
nishing of  labor  and  materials  by  another  will  be  bound  to  pay  the  reasonable 
value  thereof  as  on  an  implied  contract. 

20  L.  R.  A.  297,  LYNN  GAS  &  ELECTRIC  CO.  v.  MERLDEN  F.  INS.  CO.  158 
Mass.  570,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  540,  33  N.  E.  690. 

JLiOiw  by  lire  "vrltliln  nteanlngr  of  policy  of  Insnranee. 

Cited  in  O'Connor  v.  Queens  Ins.  Co.  140  Wis.  393,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  505,  133 
Am.  St.  Rep.  1081,  122  N.  W.  1038,  17  Ann.  Cas.  1118,  holding  where  the  fire  in 
■a  furnace  was  of  such  a  highly  inflammable  character  that  the  heat  and  smoke 
escaping  through  the  registers  into  the  rooms  damaged  the  house  and  furniture, 
the  loss  was  a  loss  by  lire  within  the  meaning  of  a  policy  of  insurance  against 
loss  or  damage  by  fire. 

Cited  in  notes  (38  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  475)  on  liability  of  insurer  for  loss  cause;! 
by  explosion ;  ( 133  Am.  St.  Rep.  1091 )  as  to  what  are  losses  or  damages  by  fire 
within  the  meaning  of  insurance. 

Proximate  canne. 

Approved  in  Stone  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  171  Mass.  540,  41  L.  R,  A.  797, 
^1  N.  E.  1,  holding  negligence  in  unlawfully  storing  oil  on  station  platform  not 
proximate  cause  of  fire  started  by  one  who,  while  delivering  goods,  carelessly 
•dropped  match;  Moge  v.  Soci^^  de  Bienfaisance  St.  Jean  Baptiste,  167  Mass. 
299,  35  L.  R.  A.  736,  45  N.  E.  749,  holding  injur}-  to  eye,  from  which  total 
•blindness  ensues,  entitles  member  to  benefits  under  contract  providing  there- 
for if  he  become  incapable  of  working  by  reason  of  sickness  or  accident. 

Cited  in  Igo  v.  Cambridge,  208  Mass.  575,  95  N.  E.  557,  holding  that  open 
trench  left  by  contractor  repairing  city  street  was  not  proximate  cause  of  in- 
jury where  horse  beyond  control  shied  because  of  blowing  off  of  steam  from  port- 
able engine  in  street;  Oulighan  v.  Butler,  189  Mass.  292,  75  N.  E.  726,  holding 
•defendant's  negligence  in  allowing  nitro-glycerine  to  soak  into  the  floor  of  a 
magazine  and  then  sending  an  inexperienced  workman  into  such  magazine  to 
Temove  without  removing  the  contents  of  the  magazine  or  without  a  knowledge 
as  to  how  the  nitro-glycerine  should  be  removed  from  the  floor  was  the  eflicient 
cause  of  an  explosion;  Russell  v.  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  100  Minn.  536,  10  L.K.A. 
((N.S.)  330,  111  N.  VV.  400,  holding  where  an  adjoining  building  was  destroyed 
l)y  fire  leaving  a  wall  standing,  which  several  days  after  during  a  wind  storm 
blew  over  injuring  the  plaintifTs  building,  the  Are  and  not  the  storm  was  tlic 
proximate  cause  of  the  damage;  Higgins  v.  Higgins,  188  Mass.  116,  74  N.  E. 
471,  holding  where  an  extension  ladder  furnished  by  the  master  wfcs  defective 
in  that  it  would  not  hold  when  extended  and  the  fellow-servants  of  the  plaintiff 
fastened  it  together  with  ropes  which  broke  causing  injury  to  plaintiff,  the 
negligence  of  the  fellow  servants  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury;  Hale 
V.  National  F.  Ins.  Co.  115  Tenn.  518,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  870,  92  S.  W.  402,  5  Ann. 
Cas.  777,  holding  where  plaintiffs  suffered  damage  to  their  stock  of  merchandise 
by  reason  of  an  explosion  in  an  adjoining  building  during  a  Are  in  such  building 
^he  fire  and  not  the  explosion  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  damage;  Harton 
V.  Forest  City  Teleg.  Co.  141  N.  C.  464,  54  S.  £.  299,  on  the  test  of  what  is  the 
proximate  cause  of  an  injury. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Mutch,  21  L.  R.  A.  316,  which  holds 

-excessive  speed  not  proximate  cause  of  death   of  boy   attempting   to  catch  on 

train;  American  Steam  Boiler  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chicago  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  21  L.  R.  A. 

iS72,  which  holds  damage  from  explosion  of  starch  dust  on  which  water  throi^n 
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to  put  out  fire  not  covered  by  insurance  against  explosion;  Way  v.  Abington 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  608,  which  holds  damage  from  burning  of  soot  in 
chimney,  accidentally  ignited,  covered  by  policy;  Leonard  v.  Orien  Ins.  Co. 
54  L.  R.  A.  706,  which  authorizes  recovery  for  insured  building  destroyed  by 
,  fire  breaking  out  immediately  after  one  corner  knocked  down  by  explosion  in 
neighboring  building. 

Cited  in  note  (14  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  293)  on  proximate  cause  of  loss. 

Distinguished  in  Goodlander  Mill  Co.  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  587, 
11   C.  C.  A.  260,  24  U.  S.  App.  7,  63  Fed.  406,  holding  negligence  in  omitting 
to  have  proper  valve  in  outlet  of  tank  car  not  proximate  cause  of  destruction  of 
mill  by  oil  flowing  into  furnace  room  when  outlet  was  open. 
other  efficient  ca«iie» 

Approved  in  Collins  v.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  7  Del.  Co.  Rep.  368,  9  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
580,  44  W.  N.  C.  232,  holding  insurance  against  fire  covers  loss  due  to  smoke 
and  soot  from  coal-oil  stove,  the  oiJ  in  which  took  fire;'Garant  v.  Cashman,  183 
>Ias8.  18,  66  N.  E.  599,  sustaining  instruction  that  if  injury  to  servant  is 
due  in  part  to  master's  negligence,  contributory  negligence  of  fellow  servant 
may  be  disregarded. 

20  L.  R.  A.  304,  JACQUES  v.  LITLE,  61  Kan.  300,  33  Pac.  106. 
Removal  for  official  mlacondoct.  i 

Approved  in  Lease  v.  Freeborn,  52  Kan.  754,  35  Pac.  817,  holding  officer  whose 
term  is  fixed  by  law  not  subject  to  removal  without  notice  and  hearing;  Lynch 
V.  Chase,  55  Kan.  371,  40  Pac.  666,  holding  officer  chosen  for  definite  term  and 
removable  for  cause  entitled  to  notice  and  hearing  on  charges  preferred. 

Cited  in  Porter  v.  Murphy,  7  Ind.  Terr.  432,  104  S.  W.  658,  holding  where  the 
chief  of  an  Indian  tribe  under  proper  authority  appointed  an  attorney  for  a 
designated  period,  but  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  discharged  the  attorney 
because  the  federal  authorities  upon  investigation  found  him  untrustworthy  in 
matters  not  involving  the  tribe,  such  discharge  was  not  justifiable. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Little  v.  Mitchell,  20  L.  R.  A.  306,  which 
holds  removal  of  railroad  commissioners  at  discretion  of  council  permitted  by 
statute. 
Po'vrer  of  urovemor  to  Inveatliirate  cliarireii. 

Cited  in  McMaster  v.  Herald,  56  Kan.  235,  42  Pac.  697,  holding  governor  may, 
upon  notice  to  accused,  investigate  charge  of  official  misconduct  with  view  to  re- 
moval. 

20  L.  R.  A.  306,  STATE  eo!  rel,  LITTLE  v.  MITCHELL,  50  Kan.  289,  33  Pac. 

104. 
Removal  of  officer. 

Approved  in  State  ex  rel.  Ayers  v.  Kipp,  10  S.  D.  500,  74  N.  W.  440,  holding 
officer  authorized  to  hold  for  definite  term  unless  sooner  removed  may  be  re- 
moved by  governor  at  pleasure;  Jacques  v.  Li  tie,  51  Kan.  302,  20  L.  R.  A. 
306,  footnote  p.  304,  33  Pac.  106,  denying  right  to  remove  school  district  of- 
ficer for  neglect  or  refusal  to  perform  duty,  without  notice  and  hearing. 

Cited  in  Lynch  v.  Chase,  55  Kan.  371,  40  Pac.  666,  to  proposition  that  where 
office  is  to  be  held  during  pleasure  of  appointing  power,  right  of  removal  is 
discretionary  and  without  control;  Brennan  v.  Kau£fman,  42  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  201^ 
to  the  point  that  where  power  of  appointment  is  conferred  in  general  terms, 
power  of  removal  is  implied. 

Diatinguished  in  Lease  v.  Freeborn,  52  Kan.  755,  35  Pac.  817,  holding  officer- 
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whose  term  is  fixed  by  law  cannot  be  removed  without  notice  of  charges  and 

hearing. 

ConiitriiGtloii  of  atatute. 

Approved  in  Spencer  v.  Carlaon,  36  Or.  367,  59  Pac.  708,  holding  all  parts 
of  statute  relating  to  same  subject-matter  should  be  construed  together. 

20  L.  R.  A.  309,  CARTER  v.  MOULTON,  51  Kan.  9,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  259,  32 

Pac.    633. 

Private  iinderstandlnir  bet'weea  prlaclpal  and  nurety  an  defenae  by  lat- 
ter. 

Approved  in  Doorley  v.  Farmers  &  M.  Lumber  Co.  4  Kan.  App.  97,  46  Pac. 
195,  holding  surety  who  signs  bond  to  be  conditionally  delivered,  and  leaves 
it  with  principal,  liable  where  principal  delivers  it  to  obligee  without  no- 
tice, and  without  complying  with  condition;  Risse  v.  Hopkins  Planing  Mill.  Co. 
65  Kan.  524,  40  Pac.  904,  and  Bannister  v.  Wallace,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  455. 
37  S.  W.  250,  holding  surety  who  signs  bond  on  condition  that  the  principal  ob- 
tain another  surety  not  relieved  from  liability,  although  principal  failed  to  do 
so;  Roberson  v.  Blevins,  57  Kan.  53,  45  Pac.  63,  holding  surety  who  signs 
blank  note  and  indorses  it  to  principal,  who  inserts  larger  sum  than  agreed 
upon,  generally  liable  to  payee  who  takes  it  without  notice. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hurt  v.  Ford,  41  L.  R.  A.  823,  which  denies  right  to  make 
subsequent  signature  of  anotlier   person  essential  to  validity  of  note  delivered 
to  payee  or  his  agent. 
Siirety*ii  liability  on  bond  executed  by  hlnmelf  alone. 

Approved  in  Novak  v.  Pitlick,  120  Iowa,  292,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  360,  94  K.  W. 
916,  denying  recovery  on  bond  executed  by  surety  alone,  in  absence  of  showing 
that  he  consented  to  its  delivery. 
Depoalt  of  note  -«Tlth  payee  a«  escroir. 

Cited  in  note  (130  Am.  St.  Rep.  927)  on  deposit  of  note  with  payee  as  escrow. 

20  L.  R.  A.  311,  STATE  ex  rel.  PETERS  v.  DAVIDSON,  92  Tenn.  531,  22  S. 

W.  203. 
Rlffbt  of  iToman  to  bold  office. 

Cited  in  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Abbott,  121  Mich.  547,  47  L.  R.  A.  96,  80  N.  W.  372, 
denying  right  of  woman  to  hold  office  of  prosecuting  attorney. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  32  L.  R.  A.  350,  which  denies 
right  to  authorize  appointment  of  women  as  notaries ;  Re  Maddox,  55  L.  R.  A.  298, 
which  denies  right  of  woman  to  practise  law. 

Cited  in  note  (38  L.  R.  A.  215)   on  right  of  woman  to  hold  office. 

20  L.  R.  A.  313,  WHIPPLE  v.  HILL,  36  Neb.  720,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  742,  55  N.  W. 

227. 
Affidavit  for  attacbnient  or  frarnlsbment. 

Approved  in  ISIoline,  M.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Curtis,  38  Neb.  523,  57  N.  W.  161,  holding 
affidavit  for  attachment  sufficient,  although  in  opening  clause  affidavit  purports 
to  bo  that  of  corporation,  when,  construed  as  a  whole,  it  appears  that  affiant 
inakes  oath  thereto  and  is  plaintiff's  agent. 

Distinguished   in   Jeary   v.   American    Exch.   Bank,   2    Neb.    (Unof.)    659,  80 
N.  W.  771,  holding  affidavit  in  garnishment  proceeding  defective  when  it  pur- 
ports to  be  made  by  bank,  but  is  signed  by  individual. 
RevleiT  of  order  si*AntlnBr  or  denylnir  motion  to  dlncliariire  attaclkoient. 

Followed  in  Nebraska  Moline  Plow  Co.  v.  Klingman,  48  Neb.  209,  66  N.  \V. 
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1101,  holding  decision  of  court  on  motion  to  discharge  attachment  on  ground 
that  statements  in  affidavit  are  untrue  and  heard  on  conflicting  affidavits  will 
not  be  disturbed  unless  clearly  against  weight  of  evidence. 

Approved  in  Johnson  v.  May,  49  Neb.  606,  68  N.  W.  1032,  holding  order  grant- 
ing or  denying  motion  to  discharge  attachment,  based  on  conflicting  proofs,  will 
not  be  reversed  unless  manifestly  wrong. 
"VaJidlty  of  net  done  on  holiday. 

Approved  in  Reclamation  Dist.  No.  635  v.  Hamilton,  112  Cal.  611,  44  Pac. 
1074,  holding  service  of  proposed  statement  on  day  of  general  election  not  ju- 
dicial business;  Havens  v.  Stiles,  8  Idaho,  254,  50  L.  R.  A.  738,  67  Pac.  919, 
holding  filing  of  complaint  and  issuance  of  summons  by  clerk,  municipal  and  not 
judicial  act  prohibited  by  statute. 

Cited  in  TuUy  v.  Grand  Island  Teleph.  Co.  87  Neb.  824,  128  N.  W.  508,  holding 
that  statutes  commanding  suspension  of  official  business  upon  holidays  should 
be  construed  to  prohibit  only  such  acts  as  are  in  express  terms  or  by  clear  impli- 
cation within  purview  of  act;  Michael  v.  Boxholm  Co-op.  Creamery,  128  Iowa, 
708,  105  N.  W.  323,  5  Ann.  Cas.  918,  holding  under  a  statute  providing  that  no 
person  shall  be  held  to  answer  or  appear  in  court  on  certain  legal  holidays,  a 
trial  was  not  forbidden;  State  v.  Duncan,  118  La.  702,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  796,  43 
So.  283,  11  Ann.  Cas.  557  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  nature  of  acts  that  may 
be  done  by  the  court  on  legal  holidays. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Thomas,  48  L.  R.  A.  "459,  which  sustains  indict- 
ment found  by  grand  jury  impaneled  on  holiday;  Page  v.  Shainwald,  57  L.  R. 
A.  173,  which  denies  right  to  exercise  option  on  day  succeeding  holiday  on  which 
it  matures;  Oceumpaugh  v.  Norton,  68  L.R.A.  272,  which  holds  that  aggregate 
of  half  holidays  shall  be  added  in  computing  time  for  taking  appeals  under  stat- 
ute excluding  holidays  from  number  of  days  specified. 

Cited  in  note  (10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  793)  on  court  business  on  legal  holiday. 

20  L.  R.  A.  316,  SPELLMAN  v.  LINCOLN  RAPID  TRANSIT  CO.  36  Neb.  890, 

38  Am.  St.  Rep.  753,  55  N.  W.  270. 
Care  street  rall-vray  moat  exerclne. 

Approved  in  East  Omaha  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Godola,  50  Neb.  909,  70  N.  W.  491, 
holding  street  railway  a  common  (barrier,  bound  to  exercise  more  than  ordinary 
skill  and  caution  to  insure  safety  of  passengers;  Lincoln  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Clellan,  54  Neb.  674,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  736,  74  N.  W.  1074,  holding  street  railway 
common  carrier,  liable  for  slightest  negligence;  Citizens  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Hoff- 
bauer,  23  Ind.  App.  621,  56  N.  K  54,  holding  it  duty  of  carrier  to  warn  passen- 
ger of  danger  of  which  latter  is  ignorant;  Baltimore  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Nugent, 
86  Md.  360,  39  L.  R.  A.  164,  38  Atl.  779,  holding  carrier,  in  absence  of  negligence, 
not  liable  for  injury  caused  by  breaking  of  trolley  wire,  due  to  latent  defect. 

Cited  in  Qiiimby  v.  Bee  Bldg.  Co.  87  Neb.  197,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  477,  127  N. 
W.  118,  holding  that  carriers  of  passengers  are  required  to  use  highest  degree 
of  care  and  forethought  of  which  human  mind  is  capable;  Lincoln  Traction  Co. 
V.  Webb,  73  Neb.  138,  11©  Am.  St.  Rep.  879,  102  N.  W.  268,  on  street  railway 
companies  as  being  liable  as  common  carriers  of  passengers  ;•  Mannon  v.  Camden 
Interstate  R.  Co.  56  W.  Va.  557,  .49  S.  £.  450,  on  the  degree  of  care  owed  by  a 
common  carrier  to  passengers. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cassady  v.  Old  Colony  Street  R.  Co.  63  L.R.A.  295,  which 
holds  ordinary  burning  out  of  fuse  in  an  electric  car  not  prima  facie  evidence  of 
carrier's  negligence. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A. (N.S.)  124)  on  measure  of  diligence  required  toward 
pnao^iiger  on  'street  railway;    (77  Am.  St.  Rep.  28)   on  diligence  required  when 
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human  life  is  involved;   (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  462,  465,  466)  on  duties  and  liabilities 
of   street   railway   companies   toward   passengers;     (6   Eng.   Rul.   Cas.   462)    on 
extent  of  duty  to  secure  safety  of  passengers. 
PreiinittptloB  of  negrllirence. 

Approved  ia  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Young,  58  Neb.  680,  79  N.  W.  556, 
holding  injury  to  passenger  presumed  due  to  carrier's  negligence;  Pray  v.  Omaha 
Street  R.  Co.  44  Neb.  171,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  717,  62  N.  W.  447,  holding  over- 
crowding of  cars  evidence  of  negligence;  San  Antonio  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Muth,  7 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  451,  27  S.  W.  752,  holding  derailment  of  car  evidence  of  negli- 
gence; Whittlesey  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  121  Iowa,  602,  90  N.  W.  516. 
holding  burden  of  proof  resting  on  injured  passenger  to  show  negligence  of  car- 
rier sustained  by  proof  that  injury  was  due  to  derailment  of  train. 

Cited  in  Goss  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  48  Or.  442,  87  Pac.  149,  on  when  negli- 
gence may  be  inferred  on  the  part  of  a  carrier  from  the  fact  of  the  injury  to  a 
passenger;  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Fales,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  462,  77  S.  W. 
234,  holding  where  the  derailment  of  a  train  results  in  injury  to  a  passenger, 
the  burden  is  on  the  carrier  to  show  that  the  accident  was  not  the  result  of  de- 
fective equipment  or  roadbed  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  carrier. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fleming  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A. 
351,  which  denies  presumption  of  negligence  from  injury  to  passenger  by  fall  of 
detached  rock  on  train ;  Shafer  v.  Lacock,  29  L.  R.  A.  254,  which  holds  negligence 
presumed  from  burning  of  house  through  lire  set  from  sparks  of  fire-pot  placed 
on  roof  by  workmen;  Budd  v.  United  Carriage  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  279,  which  hold* 
running  and  kicking  of  team  on  public  carriage  makes  prima  facie  case  of  negli- 
gence as  to  passenger;  Springer  v.  Ford,  52  L.  R.  A.  930,  which  sustains  pre- 
sumption of  negligence  from  injury  to  passenger  by  unexplained  breaking  of  ele- 
vator appliance. 

Cited  in  notes   (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)   607)   on  presumption  of  negligence  from  iD- 
jury  to  passenger;    (113  Am.  St.  Rep.  1021,  1027)  on  presumption  of  negligence 
from  happening  of  accident  causing  personal  injuries. 
Contractual  limitation  of  liability. 

Approved  in  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Lawler,  40  Neb.  379,  59  N.  W.  968, 
holding  carrier  cannot,  by  contract,  limit  damages  for  loss  due  to  its  negligence. 

20  L.  R.  A.  321,  SILL  v.  WHITE,  62  Conn.  430,  26  Atl.  396. 
Effect  on  life  estate  of  power  of  dlnpOMil. 

Approved  in  Mansfield  v.  Shelton,  67  Conn.  394,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  285,  35  Atl. 
271,  holding  life  estate  in  residue  not  enlarged  to  fee  by  unrestricted  power  of 
disposal. 

Blectlon   to  accept   testamentarr  provision  conferrlnir  lean  than  statvte. 

Distinguished  in  Coe's  Appeal,  64  Conn.  355,  30  Atl.  140,  holding  husband  en- 
titled by  statute  to  life  use  of  wife's  personalty  may  elect  to  accept  provision  ii> 
her  will  giving  him  life  use  of  remainder  after  payment  of  legacies. 
BMtate  bjr  cnrtenr* 

Cited  in  Ne^  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Russell,  83  Conn.  591,  78  Atl.  324, 
to  the  point  that  tenancy  by  curtesy  is  estate  for  life;  Winestine  v.  Ziglatzki' 
Marks  Co.  77  Conn.  406,  59  Atl.  496,  holding  a  tenant  by  curtesy  initiate 
on  his  wife  inheriting  land  becomes  seized  of  a  freehold  estate  and  her  interest 
therein  is  merely  a  reversionary  one. 

Cited  in  note  (112  Am.  St.  Rep.  693)  on  tenancy  by  the  curtesy. 
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20  L.  R.  A.  323,  Re  WASHINGTON  MONUMENT  FUND,  154  Pa.  621,  26  Atl. 
647. 

Monmnent  ««  bulldlniT* 

Approved  in  Van  Baman  v.  Lelthiser,  44  W.  N.  C.  890,  and  Spangler  v.  Leit- 
beiser,  182  Pa.  279,  37  Atl.  832,  holding  soldiers'  monument  not  county  building. 

Cited  in  Qgden's  Petition,  25  R.  I.  376,  &^  Atl.  933,  holding  a  bequest  for  the 
erection  of  a  soldier's  monument  did  not  authorize  the  erection  of  a  memorial  or 
a  memorial  building;  Fancher  v.  Fancher,  156  Cal.  15,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  945, 
103  Pac.  206,  holding  executors  cannot  use  a  portion  of  estate  set  aside  for 
monument  to  build  a  memorial  librarj\ 

Distinguished  in  Yoho  v.  Allegheny  County,  218  Pa.  403,  67  Atl.  648,  holding 
that   while  a  monument  is  not  a  building  a  building  may  be  monumental  in 
character. 
Apartment  hoiiJie  a*  "slnarle  dvrelllnff." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hutchinson  v.  Ulrich,  21  L.  R.  A.  391,  which  construes 
restriction  to  "single  dwelling"  as  authorizing  apartment  house. 

eO  L.  R.  A.  329,  HOLMES  v.  GARDNER,  50  Ohio  St,  167,  33  N.  E.  644. 
Protection  of  bona  llde  pnrclia«er. 

Approved  in  Robinson  v.  Welty,  40  W.  Va.  396,  22  S.  E.  73,  holding  failure  of 
bona  fide  assignee  of  fraudulent  mortgage  to  set  up  such  fraud  in  defense  to  fore- 
closure suit  does  not  prevent  recovery  from  assignor  of  sum  paid  for  assign- 
ment; Strait  v.  Ady,  4  Ohio  N.  P.  87,  holding  rights  of  assignee  of  mortgage  who 
fails  to  record  assignment  subordinate  to  subsequent  bona  fide  purchasers,  mort- 
gagees, or  assignees  of  mortgages  without  notice,  where  mortgagee  cancels  mort- 
gage of  record. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Brotherton,  78  Ohio  St.  173,  84  N.  E.  794,  holding 
the  bona  fide  indorsee  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note  secured  by  a  mortgage 
on  real  estate  has  a  lien  upon  the  real  estate  free  from  latent  equities  in  favor 
of  persons  who  are  strangers  to  the  title;  Mansfield  Sav.  Bank  v.  Post,  12  Ohio 
8.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  243,  holding  a  bank  which  gives  up  note  not  yet  matured  and  re- 
leases surety  and  takes  in  its  place  a  mortgage,  it  is  entitled  to  protection  as 
bona  fide  purchaser  if  it  be  without  knowledge  of  prior  fraudulent  transfer  of 
mortgage. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Economy  Sav.  Bank  v.  Gordon,  48  L.  R.  A.  63,  which  sus- 
tains, as  against  mortgagor's  creditors,  lien  of  bona  fide  purchaser  of  mortgage 
given  without  consideration. 
Effeet  of  asfiivnmcnt  of  portion  of  note*  •ecnred  bjr  mortiraire* 

Approved  in  Kemohan  v.  Manss,  53  Ohio  St.  133,  29  L.  R.  A.  320,  41  N.  E.  258, 
holding  transfer  of  portion  of  notes  secured  by  mortgage  carries  with  it  propor- 
tional interest  in  security. 
AsslsnmentJi  fl^ood  ajpalnst  bona  fide  pnrcliasera. 

Cited  in  In  re  Mortgage  (Assignment  of)  7  Ohio  N.  P.  634,  5  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P. 
Dec.  556,  holding  assignment  of  mortgage  must  be  made  matter  of  record  to  give 
claim  priority  over  innocent  persons. 
Recovery  from  frandolent  nrrantee. 

Cited  in  Mengert  v.  Brinkerhoff,  67  Ohio  St.  493,  66  N.  E.  530,  allowing  re- 
covery by  judgment  creditor  from  fraudulent  grantee  of  proceeds  of  sale. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.  — 44. 
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20  L.  R.  A.  333,  MARSH  v.  McNIDER,  88  Iowa,  390,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  240,  55 

N.  W.  469. 
Rlfirlit  to  take  Ice. 

Approved  in  Gehlen  Bros.  v.  Knorr,  101  Iowa,  711,  36  L.  R.  A.  700,  63  Am.  St. 
Rep.  416,  70  N.  W.  757,  and  Eidemiller  Ice  Co.  v.  Guthrie,  42  Neb.  254,  28  L.  R 
A.  587,  footjiote  p.  581,  60  N.  W.  717,  holding  that  owner  of  soil  may  remove  from 
non-navigable  stream  ice  for  storage  or  sale,  if  he  does  not  appreciably  diminish 
head  of  water  at  dam  of  lower  proprietor. 

Cited  in  Park  Comrs.  v.  Diamond  Ice  Co.  130  Iowa,  607,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1105, 
105  N.  W.  203,  8  Ann.  Cas.  28,  on  the  riparian  owners  on  a  public  streem  as  hav- 
ing no  title  in  the  ice  that  forms  therein.  ' 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sanborn  v.  People's  Ice  Co.  51  L.  R.  A.  829j  which  hold;; 
taking  of  ice  in  large  quantities  from  public  lake  not  exercise  of  common  right 
in  its  waters. 
Appropriation  of  Ice. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Becker  v.  Hall,  66  L.  R.  A.  673,  which  holds  marking,  stak- 
ing, or  cleaning  ice  not  thick  enough  for  harvesting,  insufficient  appropriation. 

20  L.  R.  A.  336,  MADISON  SQUARE  BANK  v.  PIERCE,  137  N.  Y.  444,  33  Am. 

St.  Rep.  751,  33  N.  E.  557. 
Recover jr  of  fall  amoant. 

Approved  in  Culliford  v.  Walzer,  13  Misc.  495,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  475,  holding  judg- 
ment creditor  in  action  in  which  order  of  arrest  was  granted  may  sue  bail  for 
amount  of  principal  judgment  and  judgment  for  costs,  and  account  to  sureties 
on  undertaking  to  stay  execution,  who  had  paid  some  of  the  judgments;  Dix  v. 
Jaquay,  94  A  pp.  Div.  560,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  228,  holding  life  tenant  may  recover 
from  subtenant  committing  waste,  not  only  his  own  loss,  but  that  of  remainder- 
man :  Hanover  Nat.  Bank  v.  American  Dock  A  Trust  Co.  14  App.  Div.  259,  43  X. 
Y.  Supp.  544,  holding  where  assignee  bank  is  entitled  to  recover  possession  of 
property  covered  by  warehouse  receipt,  it  is  no  concern  of  defendant  as  to  how 
much  assignor  owes  bank. 
Effect  of  paya&eat  by.  iiaretF  or  third  peraoa. 

Approved  in  Culliford  v.  Walser,  3  App.  Div.  270,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  199,  holding 
payment  of  judgment  by  surety  on  undertaking  to  stay  execution  does  not  dis- 
charge liability  of  sureties  on  bail  bond  given  in  such  action;  Twelfth  Ward 
Bank  v.  Brooks,  63  App.  Div.  222,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  388,  holding  fact  that  subse- 
quent indorser  has  paid  note  to  plaintiff,  no  defense  to  prior  indorser  where  pay- 
ment of  note  not  made  for  him ;  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dickenson,  73  Hun,  581, 
26  N.  Y.  Supp.  175,  holding  debt  due  from  firm  acting  as  insurance  agents  not 
discharged  where  third  person,  in  consideration  of  appointment  as  agent,  agreed 
to  pay  debt  and  did  pay  it  in  part;  Crawford  v.  Tyng,  10  Misc.  146,  30  X.  Y. 
Supp.  907,  holding  payment  of  debt  made  by  third  person  at  debtor's  request  in- 
ures to  benefit  of  latter;  Re  Heyman,  95  Fed.  801,  holding  creditor  entitled  to 
prove  his  full  claim  in  bankruptcy  in  preference  to  surety  who  has  discharged 
part  of  indebtedness;  Swarts  v.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank,  64  C.  C.  A.  399,  117  Fed.  13, 
holding  creditor  partly  paid  by  surety  may  recover  full  amount  from  bankrupt 
principal's  estate,  holding  surplus  in  trust  for  surety. 

Cited  in  Re  Beaver  Knitting  Mills,  83  C.  C.  A.  240,  154  Fed.  322,  holding  a 
corporation  by  its  assumption  of  a  mortgage  debt  as  part  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase price  of  property  became  the  principal  debtor  and  the  original  debtor  the 
surety  so  that  a  creditor  might  prove  his  claim  and  recover  the  full  amouut 
thereof  without  deducting  the  amount  of  proceeds  from  other  mortgaged  prop- 


691  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [20  L.R.A.  338 

i^rty  securing  the  same  debt;  Homestead  Bank  v.  HoUister,  7  Misc.  425,  27  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1015,  holding  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  recover  on  a  note  where  there  is 
evidence  that  the  defendant  endorsed  the  note  sued  on  as  collateral  security  for 
a  note  given  by  another  and  that  the  plaintiff  released  the  maker  of  such  other 
note  from  liability  thereon. 
ContlanliiK  aiilt  for  imrety'*  beMellt. 

Approved  in  Oneida  County  Bank  v.  Lewis,  23  Misc.  35,  51  X.  Y.  Supp.  826, 
holding  indorser  may,  when  sued,  pay  note  and  continue  suit  in  name  of  plaintiff. 
Maker  a«  ultimate  debtor. 

Cited  in  Homestead  Bank  v.  Hollister,  7  Misc.  425,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  1015,  to 
point  that  maker  of  note  is  ultimate  debtor  who  ought  to  pay  in  preference  to, 
and  in  exoneration  of,  indorser;  Guardian  Trust  Co.  v.  Peabody,  ]22  App.  Div. 
656,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  515  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  making  of  a  note  by  drawer 
to  self  and  endorsing  it  as  being  the  same  as  making  direct  to  endorsee. 

20  L.  R.  A.  338,  RICHARDSON  v.  CARBON  HILL  COAL  CO.  6  Wash.  52,  32 
Pac.  1012. 

Aaannptloa  of  rink. 

Approved  in  Fritz  v.  Salt  Lake  &  O.  Gas  &  £.  L.  Co.  18  Utah,  503,  56  Pac.  90, 
holding  servant  voluntarily  choosing  most  hazardous  way  of  performing  duty  as- 
sumes risk. 
friability  of  maater  for  slciU  of  pbrsielan  fnmlalied. 

Second  appeal  in  10  Wash.  650,  39  Pac.  95,  holding  employer  not  liable  for  neg- 
ligence of  physician  selected  with  ordinary  care  at  hospital  maintained  with 
money  retained  from  employees'  wages  without  profit  to  employer.  Third  appeal 
in  18  Wash.  376,  51  Pac.  402,  holding  trial  of  issue  as  to  negligence  in  selecting 
surgeon  not  barred  by  decisions  on  former  appeals. 

Approved  in  Haggerty  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  &  N.  W.  R,  Co.  100  Mo.  App.  447,  74 
S.  W.  456,  holding  employer  contracting  to  provide  competent  surgeon  liable  to 
employee  injured  by  surgeon's  unskilfulness;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Artist,  23  L.  R. 
A.  683,  9  C.  C.  A.  18,  19  U.  S.  App.  612,  60  Fed.  368,  holding  railroad  company  not 
liable  for  malpractice  of  physicians  or  carelessness  of  attendants  in  hospital  main- 
tained as  charitable  enterprise  by  aid  of  company  and  small  sums  deducted  from 
wages  of  employees;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Sullivan,  141  Ind.  91,  50 
Am.  St.  Rep.  313,  40  N.  E.  138,  holding  corporation  voluntarily  providing  physician 
for  injured  employees  only  liable,  if  at  all,  for  negligence  in  his  selection,  and  not 
for  malpractice;  Quinn  v.  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  94  Tenn.  720,  28  L.  R.  A. 
556,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  767,  30  S.  W.  1036,  holding  master  who  has  selected  skilled 
and  competent  surgeon  to  attend  employee  not  liable  for  mistakes  of  latter. 

Cited  in  Zumwalt  v.  Texas  C.  R.  Co.  56  Tex.  Civ.  App.  571,  121  S.  W.  1133, 
to  the  point  that  employer  is  liable  for  negligence  in  employing  surgeon  in 
hospital  maintained  by  employer  from  deductions  from  wages. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1168,  1169)  on  liability  for  negligence  of  at- 
tendants furnished  by  relief  department  toward  which  employees  contribute. 

Distinguished  in  Sawdey  v.  Spokane  Falls  &  N.  R.  Co.  30  Wash.  356,  94  Am. 
St.  Rep.  880,  70  Pac.  972,  holding  employer  contracting  to  treat  injured  employ- 
ee's liable  for  malpractice  of  surgeon,  although  due  care  was  used  in  his  selection. 
Master's  duty  to  farninh  medical  aid. 

Cited  in  notes   (28  L.R.A.  549)   on  duty  of  master  to  furnish  medical  aid  to 
servant;    (4  L.R.A.(NJS.)   66)  on  same  point. 
Master'*  liability  for  injarr  by  incompetent  fello^fv  servant. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  710)  on  liability  of  master  for  injuries  caused  to 
one  servant  by  incompetency  of  fellow  servant. 
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20  L.  R.  A.  342,  WORTHINGTO^  v.  WARING,  157  Mass.  421,  84  Am.  St.  Rep. 

294,  32  N.  E.  744. 
Determination  of  equitable  ri^lits. 

Approved  in  Smith  v.  Butler,  164  Mass.  38,  41  N.  E.  00,  holding  action  against 
co-owner  of  ship  to  recover  disbursements  not  maintainable  at  law  or  in  absence 
of  other  owners  interested  in  the  account;  Brierly  v.  Ekjuitable  Aid  Union,  170 
Mass.  219,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  297,  48  N.  £.  1090,  holding  equitable  rights  aad  in- 
terests may  be  determined  in  action  on  benefit  certificate;  Isenburger  v.  Hotel 
Reynolds  Co.  177  Mass.  457,  59  N.  E.  120,  holding  equitable  defense  not  pleaded 
in  action  on  promissory  note  not  available. 
Abnence  ot  Interested  portles. 

Approved  in  Wamesit  Power  Co.  v.  Sterling  Mills,  158  Mass.  445,  33  N.  E.  503, 
holding  party's  obligation  to  enlarge  canal  will  not  be  determined  as  an  incident 
to  suit  to  partition  water  power,  where  interested  parties  not  before  court. 
Combination  of  employers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cote  v.  Murphy,  23  L.  R.  A.  135,  which  holds  lawful, 
combination  of  employers  to  prevent  advance  in  wages;  State  ex  rel.  Schcffer 
V.  Justus,  56  L.  R.  A.  757,  which  sustains  statute  prohibiting  employers  com- 
bining to  prevent  procuring  of  employment  by  threats,  promises,  or  blacklisting. 

Cited  in  note  (63  L.  R.  A.  290)   on  right  of  employers  to  combine  for  black- 
listing purposes. 
Patrol  of  strlkem. 

Approved  in  Vegelahn  v.  Guntner,   167  Mass.  99,  35  L.  R.  A.  724,  footnote 
p.  722,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  443,  44  N.  E.  1077,  holding  maintenance  of  patrol  not 
justified  by  strikers'  purpose  to  secure  better  wages,  by  compelling  acceptance  of 
their   schedule. 
Force  necessary  to  constitute  Intimidation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  O'Neil  v.  Behanna,  38  L.  R.  A.  382,  which  holds  actual 
use  of  force  unnecessary  to  constitute  intimidation  by  strikers  making  display 
of  force. 
Injunction  agralnst  blackllstlnir  or  strikes. 

Cited  in  Boyer  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  124  Fed.  250,  refusing  to  enjoin  dis- 
charge and  blacklisting  of  employees  because  of  membership  in  labor  union. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.  467)  on  injunction  against  strikes;   (4  L.R.A.(K.S.) 
1119)  on  liability  for  blacklisting  of  servants. 
Cross-bill,  'When  necessary. 

Cited  in  Braman  v.  Foss,  204  Mass.  411,  90  N.  E.  563,  holding  in  a  suit  involv- 
ing an  accounting  the  defendant  may  have  affirmative  relief  without  the  filing  of 
a  cross-bill. 
Remedy  by  "petition." 

Distinguished  in  McArthur  Bros.  Co.  v.  Com.  197  Mass.  139,  83  N.  E.  334,  on 
the  nature  of  a  "petition"  brought  under  statute  against  state  for  damages  for 
breach  of  contract  entered  into  with  an  agency  of  the  state. 

20  L.  R.  A.  347,  SUPREME  LODGE  K.  &  L,  OF  H.  v.  OWENS,  94  Ky.  327,  22 

S.   W.   326. 
Distribution  of  money  contributed  for  relief. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Doyle  v.  Whalen,  31  L.  R.  A.  118,  requiring  expenditure 
for  sufferers  from  fire,  of  fund  contributed  for  their  relief;  Hallinan  v.  Hearst, 
55  L.  R.  A.  216,  which  denies  right  of  minor  beneficiary  of  fund  contributed  for 
families  of  firemen,  to  compel  payment  of  share  faster  than  necessities  require. 
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20  L.  R.  A.  350,  FARBER  v.  MISSOURI  P.  R.  CO.  116  Mo.  81,  22  S.  W.  631.  . 
Kxemptlon  from  toxatlon  a«  public  ^igh.'wva-yu. 

Approved,  in  Nevada  use  of  Gilflllan  v.  Eddy,   123  Mo.  560,  27   S.  W.   471, 
holding  railroad   lands   not   exempt   from   taxation   for   street   improvement   be- 
cause Constitution  declares  railways  public  highways. 
Removal  of  treapan'^r  from  cara. 

Approved  in  Farber  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co,  139  Mo.  283,  40  S.  W.  932,  holding 
railroad  company  liable  to  trespasser  compelled  to  leave  moving  train,  whether 
Actual  force  applied  or  not. 

Cited  in  Cincinnati,  N.  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Rue,  142  Ky.  702,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
205,  134  S.  W.  1144,  holding  that  railroad  is  not  liable  for  assault  by  train  crew 
upon  trespasser  after  he  had  left  train  and  did  not  attempt  to  come  back; 
Drogmund  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  122  Mo.  App.  160,  98  S.  W.  1091,  hold- 
ing defendant  company  was  liable  for  an  injury  to  a  child  stealing  a  ride  on  a 
■street  car  where  the  conductor  while  the  car  was  in  motion  ordered  the  boy  to 
leave  the  car  and  threatened  him  with  a  broom  causing  the  boy  to  loose  his  bal- 
:ance  and  fall  from  the  car. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Pittsburgh,  C.  C,  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Redding,  34^  L.  R. 
A.  767,  which  holds  wanton  neglect  of  duty  not  shown  by  failure  to  stop  freight 
train  on  sharp  grade  to  remove  boy  catching  on. 

Cited  in  notes  (13  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  368)  on  liability  of  railroad  for  negligence  in 
ejecting  trespasser  from  moving  train;    (25  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  142)    on  master's 
liability  for  ejection  of  tresspasser  from  train. 
^cope  of  employ^nent. 

Approved  in  Raming  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  157  Mo.  509,  50  S.  W. 
791,  holding  acts  of  gripman  from  which  injury  resulted  to  trespasser  must  be 
shown  to  be  within  scope  of  his  duty;  Walker  v.  Hannibal  &  St.' J.  R.  Co.  121 
Mo.  584,  24  L.  R.  A.  367,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  547,  26  S.  W.  360,  holding  carrier  not 
liable  for  injury  due  to  negligence  of  baggageman  in  throwing  from  car  drills 
.carried  to  accommodate  persons;  Owens  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  84  Mo.  App.  149, 
holding  brakeman  directing  passenger  to  jump  from  moving  train  acting  with- 
in line  of  his  duty;  Ephland  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  71  Mo.  App.  610,  holding  car- 
rier   liable  for  injury  due  to  alarming  exclamation   of  brakeman. 

Cited  in  McPeak  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  128  Mo.  643,  30  S.  W.  170  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  majority  holding  carrier  liable  for  alarming  exclanAtign  of  brake- 
man  causing  passenger  to  jump  from  moving  train;  Brennan  v.  Santa  Fe,  72 
Mo.  App.  Ill,  holding  it  question  for  jury  whether  brakeman  pushing  trespasser 
irora  train  engaged  in  performance  of  duties  assigned  him;  Tangner  v.  South- 
west Missouri  Electric  R.  Co.  85  Mo.  App.  31,  holding  carrier  liable  for  ma- 
licious and  wanton  acts  of  servant  to  passenger,  done  during  course  of  dis- 
charge of  his  duty;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Moran,  117  III.  App.  49,  holding 
41  railroad  company  was  not  fiable  for  the  unauthorized  act  of  a  brakeman  in 
ejecting  a  passenger  from  a  moving  train;  Drolshagen  v.  Union  Depot  R.  Co. 
186  Mo.  266,  85  S.  W.  344,  holding  a  street  railway  company  was  not  liable  for 
injuries  received  by  a  boy  when  ejected  by  the  motorman  from  the  car  on  which 
he  was  stealing  a  ride,  such  acts  not  being  within  the  scope  of  the  motorman's 
employment;  Milton  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  193  Mo.  57,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  286,  91 
S.  W.  949,  holding  defendant  company,  the  officers  of  which  had  directed  the 
proprietors  of  a  detective  agency  to  find  the  persons  who  had  held  up  one  of 
-defendant's  trains  and  report,  was  not  liable  for  the  false  imprisonment  of  the 
plaintiff  by  employees  of  such  detective  agency;  Compher  v.  Missouri  &  K. 
Teleph.  Co.  127  Mo.  App.  558,  106  S.  W.  536,  holding  the  defendant  company 
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liable  for  injuries  to  an  employee  received  when  the  chief  operator  for  the  pur- 
pose of  maintaining  discipline  among  the  operators  violently  whirled  the  chair 
of  an  operator  who  had  turned  away  from  the  switch  board,  and  thus  injured 
her;  Keen  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  129  Mo.  App.  307,  108  S.  W.'  1125,  hold- 
ing a  carrier  was  liable  for  an  assault  by  a  brakeman  on  a  passenger  whom  he 
found  in  a  freight  car  instead  of  the  passenger  car  in  which  he  should  have 
been  riding;  McLain  v.  St.  Louis  &  G.  R.  Co.  131  Mo.  App.  739,  111  S.  W.  835, 
holding  a  passenger  on  a  train  might  recover  for  injuries  received  when  the 
conductor  forcibly  removed  him  from  the  seat  he  was  occupying  for  the  purpose 
of  occupying  it  himself;  Bowen  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  922,  69  C.  C.  A. 
444,  136  Fed.  313,  holding  a  railroad  company  was  not  liable  for  the  killing  of 
a  person  who  came  to  the  station  to  make  inquiries  whether  demurrage  would 
be  charged  for  a  delay  in  removing  freight  and  without  warning  or  provocation 
was  shot  by  the  agent  in  charge;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Moran,  129  III. 
App.  44,  on  a  brakeman  as  having  no  implied  authority  to  evict  a  person  from  a 
moving  train. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  I^ouisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  72, 
which  holds  brakeman  within  scope  of  employment  in  kicking  boy  off  movin«r 
train  for  failure  to  pay  fare;  Guille  v.  Campbell,  65  L.  R.  A.  Ill,  which  denies 
master's  liability  for  injury  to  bystander  by  slipping  of  hook  from  servant's 
hand,  while  pretending  to  throw  at  boys  playing  on  cotton  bales. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.  R.  A.  164,  188)  on  master's  civil  responsibility  for  wrong- 
ful or  negligent  act  of  servant  or  agent  to\^ards  one  who  has  no  claim  on  mas- 
ter by  reason  of  contract,  incipient  or  perfected. 
Avtliorlty  of  aervant  or  aflrent. 

Approved  in  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Peterson,  144  Ind.  222,  42  N.  E. 
480,  holding  trespasser  must  show  brakeman  authorized  to  do  act  resulting  in 
injury;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  King,  179  111.  95,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  93.  53  N.  E.  552, 
holding  duty  of  servant  to  eject  trespasser  from  train  not  assumed;  Interna- 
tional &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Armstrong,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  155,  23  S.  W.  236,  holding 
authority  of  brakeman  to  manage  train  must  be  proved  when  relied  on;  Chicago, 
R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Brackman,  78  111.  App.  149;  Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ketchem,  99  111.  App.  664;  Randall  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  Co.  113  Mich.  120. 
38  L.  R.  A.  669,  footnote  p.  666,  71  N.  \V.  450,— holding  that  brakeman  has 
no  implied  authority  to  eject  passenger;  Leonard  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co. 
68  Mo.  App.  51,  holding  authority  of  local  agent  to  consent  to  assignment  of 
salary  will  not  be  inferred. 

Cited  in  note   (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1164)   on  express  authority  to  certain  train 
employees  to  eject  trespassers  as  negativing  implied  authority  of  others. 
Duty  of  brakeman  to  eject  tre>pa«iierB. 

Cited  in  Golden  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  39  Mont  449,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1159. 
104  Pac.  549,  18  Ann.  Cas.  886,  on  it  being  prima  facie  within  the  duties  of  a 
brakeman  to  eject  trespassers  from  trains. 

Disapproved  in  Dixon  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  37  Wash.  315,  68  L.R.A.  898, 
107  Am.  St.  Rep.  810,  79  Pac.  943,  2  Ann.  Cas.  620,  holding  a  brakeman  on  a 
freight  train  has  prima  facie  implied  authority  to  eject  a  trespasser  so  as  to 
make  the  railroad  company  liable  for  injuries  sustained  by  the  trespasser. 
Carrier'*  duty  to  luUMeiiffer. 

Approved  in  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Brackman,  78  III.  App.  149,  holding 
carrier  bound  to  protect  passenger  against  violence  of  its  servants;  £xton  v. 
Central  R.  Co.  62  N.  J.  L.  15,  56  L.  R.  A.  511,  42  Atl.  486,  holding  carrier  liable 
for  injury  to  passenger,  due  to  hackmen  scuffling  on  walkway  to  baggage  room; 
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Clark  T.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  127  Mo.  211,  29  S.  W.  1013,  holding  carrier  stop- 
ping its  train  at  intersection  of  connecting  line  liable  for  injury  due  to  collision; 
Shaefer  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  98  Mo.  App.  454,  72  S.  W.  154,  holding  carrier  not 
only  bound  to  carry  passengers  safely,  but  to  treat  them  respectfully  and  with 
courtesy. 

Cited  in  note  (54  Am.  St.  Rep.  89,  90)  on  liability  of  railroad  for  injuries  to 
passengers  and  trespassers. 
Opinion  eTtd«'ace  bm  to  authority. 

Approved  in  Krueger  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  84  Mo.  App.  366,  holding  duty 
of  brakeman  to  put  off  trespasser  should  be  proved,  but  not  by  opinion  evidence. 

Cited  in  Charlton  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  200  Mo.  442,  ^S  S.  W.  529,  hold- 
ing in  an  action  for  the  death  of  a  brakemaji  it  was  proper  to  prove  by  a  former 
brakeman  on  the  same  road  the  duties  of  a  brakeman  with  reference  to  keeping 
trespassers  off  of  the  train,  the  decedent  brakeman  being  engaged  in  such  task 
at  the  time;  Marcum  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  139  Mo.  App.  220,  122  S.  W. 
1148,  holding  in  an  action  to  recover  for  injuries  received  when  thrown  off  of  a 
train  by  defendant's  brakeman,  it  was  proper  to  show  that  it  was  customary  on. 
defendant's  road  for  the  brakemen  to  put  off  trespassers  with  the  knowledge  of 
defendant's  officers. 
'Who  i«  treapasser. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Boggesa  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  777, 
which  holds  ticket  holder  in  good  faith  boarding  freight  train  not  carrying 
passengers  entitled  to  treatment  as  passenger;  Purple  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  57 
L.  R.  A.  700,  which  holds  one  riding  on  train  prohibited  from  carrying  passen- 
gers, a  trespasser. 

Cited  in  note  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  86)  on  who  are  passengers  and  when  they  be- 
come  such. 
Injury  in  arettina:  on  or  off  movlngr  train. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.R.A.  355)  on  injuries  in  getting  on  or  off  railroad  trains. 
Rtarht  of  carrier  to  regmlate  the  carriage  of  pa«>en8rer>  or  freight. 

Cited  in  Gardiner  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  117  Mo.  App.  146,  93  S.  W.  917, 
on  the  right  of  a  railroad  company  to  make  reasonable  regulations  for  the  car- 
riage of  passengers  and  freight  on  its  trains. 

20  L.  R.  A.  355,  IOWA  ECLECTIC  MEDICAL  COLLEGE  ASSO.  v.  SCHRADER, 

87  Iowa,  669,  55  N.  W.  24. 
RevteTF  by  certiorari. 

Approved  in  Traer  v.  State  Bd.  of  Medical  Examiners,  106  Iowa,  564,  7ft 
N".  W.  853,  holding  revocation  of  physician's  certificate  by  state  board  of  medi- 
cal examiners  not  reviewable  by  certiorari  where  board  did  not  act  arbitrarily 
or  unreasonably. 

Cited  in  Iowa  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  District  Ct.  149  Iowa,  71,  127  N.  W.  1114, 
to  the  point  that  if  tribunal  is  clothed  with  authority  to  decide  upon  facts,  de- 
cision is  not  illegal,  if  subject-matter  and  parties  are  within  its  jurisdiction; 
Haaf  V.  State  Bd.  of  Medical  Examiners,  11  Idaho,  718,  84  Pac.  33,  holding 
the  action  of  a  state  board  of  medical  examiners  in  refusing  to  grant  a  license 
to  an  applicant  is  not  subject  to  review  by  the  courts  as  to  the  exercise  of  a 
discretion  by  the  board. 
Rifflit  to  mandamna. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Van  Vleck  v.  Board  of  Dental  Examiners,  44  L.  R.  A. 
635,  which  denies  right  to  mandamus  to  compel  dental  examining  board  to  in> 
dorse  diploma;   State  ex  rel,  Uygea  Medical   College  v.  Coleman,  55  L.  R.  A* 
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105,  which  denies  power  to  compel  state  board  by  mandamus  to  issue  certifi- 
cates to  holders  of  diplomas  from  medic&I  college. 
I^a^ivB  revnlatlnff  practice  of  medicine. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel  Burroughs  v.  Webster,  150  Ind.  616,  41  L.  R.  A.  217, 
50  N.  E.  750,  holding  requirement  that  practising  physicians  obtain  new  license 
valid  exercise  of  police  power;  Kenedy  v.  Schultz,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  462,  25  S. 
W.  667,  holding  exemption  from  operation  of  law  regulating  practice  of  medi- 
cine of  those  engaged  in  such  practice  for  specified  period  is  constitutional; 
Scholle  V.  State,  90  Md.  744,  50  L.  R.  A.  415,  46  Atl.  326,  to  point  that  enact- 
ments regulating  practice  of  medicine  are  valid;  State  v.  Miller,  146  Iowa,  524, 
124  N.  W.  167,  holding  that  statutes  relating  to  appointment  of  board  of  medical 
examiners  and  conferring  upon  board  power  and  discretion  are  not  unconstitu- 
tional because  of  possibility  that  its  power  may  be  exercised  improperly. 
1>i>crliiilnatlon  by  board  of  examtnera* 

Approved  in  Bragg  v.  State,  134  Ala.  182,  58  L.  R.  A.  931,  32  So.  767,  hold 
ing  it  no  defense  to  one  who  practised  medicine  without  license,  that  board  of 
examiners  discriminated  in  favor  of  ''regular  practitioners." 
Statute  reatrictlns  bnainesB. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Noel  v.  People,  52  L.  R.  A.  287,  which  holds  void,  act 
giving  exclusive  privilege  to  sell  patent  medicines  to  registered  pharmacists. 

Cited  in  note   (21  L.  R.  A^  791)    on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting 
contracts  and  business. 
Bxemptlon  of  dentiat  from  Jury  dnty* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ea  rel,  Flickinger  v.  Fisher,  22  L.  R.  A.  799,  whicb 
holds  dentist  not  exempt  from  jury  duty. 
Class  lefflalatlon. 

•  Approved  in  Burk  v.  Putman,  113  Iowa,  234,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  372,  84  N.  W 

1053,  holding  statute  allowing  husband  and  wife  to  testify  against  each  othei 
in  special  case  not  unconstitutional  as  class  legislation. 

Uniform  operation  of  statute. 
^  Approved  in  Cook  v.  Marshall  County,  119  Iowa,  403,  93  N.  W.  372,  holding 

statute  exempting  jobbers  from  tax  which  it  imposes  on  cigarette  dealers  oper- 
ates uniformly  on  all  persons  in  like  situation,  and  is  constitutional. 

Notice  of  proceediiMr** 

'  Cited  in  Smith  v.  State  Medical  Examiners,  140  Iowa,  71,  117  N.  W.  1116, 

.  on  notice  as  being  implied  from  the  fact  that  it  is  a  constitutional  requirement 

*  irrespective  of  statutory  provision  for. 

^0  L.  R.  A.  360,  LANG  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  R.  CO.  154  Pa.  342,  35  Am.  St 

Rep.  846,  26  Atl.  370. 
Carrier's  liability  for  loss  of  frelffbt  or  baararaffe* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wald  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  k  St.  L.  R.  Co.  35  L.  R.  A. 
356,  which  holds  carrier  liable  for  baggage  lost  by  unprecedented  flood,  where 
loss  due  to  negligent  delay;  Faucher  v.  Wilson,  39  L.  R.  A.  431,  which  denies 
•carrier's  liability  for  bursting  of  hogshead  of  molasses  from  fermentation;  Bibb 
Broom  Corn  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  69  L.R.A.  509,  which  holds  carrier 
negligently  delaying  shipment  liable  for  loss  by  unanticipated  act  of  God  which 
would  not  have  caused  the  damage  but  for  the  delay. 

Cited  in  notes  (29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  672)  on  duty  of  carrier  where  act  of  God 
has  occurred  or  is  threatened;  (39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  644)  on  duty  of  carrier 
to  take  precaution  to  prevent  loss  threatened  without  its  antecedent  fault. 
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CArrier's  duty  to  pamiengrer. 

Approved  in  Duggan  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  159  Pa.  255,  33  W.  N.  C.  384, 
25  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  14,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  672,  28  Atl.  182,  holding,  while  con- 
ductor must  protect  passengers  from  injury  by  negligence  or  violence,  he  is  not 
required  to  oppose  officers  of  the  law  in  performance  of  their  duty. 

Cited  in  Artherholt  v.  Erie  Electric  Motor  Co.  27  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  146,  holding 
a  passenger  in  a  street  car  might  recover  for  injuries  received  when  assaulted 
by  the  conductor  who  became  angered  at  the  passenger  for  pulling  the  cord  which 
registered  fares  instead  of  the  cord  which  rings  the  signal  bell. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Smith  v.  North  American  Transp.  &  Trading  Co.  44  L. 
R.  A.  557,  which  holds  steamer  company  abandoning  trip  to  Dawson  required 
to  bring  passenger  back  without  charge. 
Carrier'^  liability  for  injury  to  employee. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Fowler,  48  L.  R.  A.  531,  which 
holds  railroad  liable  for  injury  to  employee  by  breaking  of  railroad  trestle  by 
flood  and  drift. 
Act  of  God. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Idbby  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  812,  which  holds 
unprecedented  flood  causing  washout  of  railroad  culvert  an  act  of  God. 

20  L.  R.  A.  362,  REIDY  v.  SMALL,  154  Pa.  505,  26  Atl.  602. 
Revocation  of  deed. 

Approved  in  Wilson  v.  Anderson,  13  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  191,  holding  deed  of 
trust  executed  by  man  of  Intemperate  habits  not  invalid  because  not  reserving 
power  of  revocation;  Xeal  v.  Black,  177  Pa.  102,  34  L.  R.  A.  713,  26  Pittsb.  L. 
J.  N.  S.  53,  35  Atl.  561,  holding  absence  of  clause  of  revocation  in  voluntary 
deed  of  incompetent  does  not  affect  its  validity;  Chestnut  Street  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Fidelity  Ins.  Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.  42  W.  N.  C.  317,  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  110,  holding  deed 
reserving  income  for  life  and  vesting  beneficial  interest  in  grantor's  children 
at  her  death  not  revocable  in  absence  of  provision  therefor  (Reversed  on  appeal). 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wilson  v.  Anderson,  44  L.  R.  A.  542,  which  holds  trust 
deed  by  intemperate  and  improvident  person,  without  power  of  revocation,  ir- 
revocable; Neisler  v.  Pearsall,  52  L.  R.  A.  874,  which  holds  settlement  of  prop- 
erty in  trust,  stated  to  be  irrevocable,  not  revocable  without  interposition  of 
duly  constituted  tribunal. 
Effect  of  -want  of  po-wer  of  revocation  in  a  deed  of  trust. 

Cited  in  Wallace  v.  Industrial  Trust  Co.  29  R.  I.  561,  73  Atl.  25,  holding  the 
want  of  power  of  revocation  in  a  deed  of  trust  is  not  prima  facie  evidence  of  a. 
mistake  where  the  purpose  of  the  trust  was  inconsistent  with  such  power  of 
revocation;  Crumlish  v.  Security  Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.  8  Del.  Ch.  396,  holding  the 
absence  of  a  power  of  revocation  in  a  deed  of  trust  is  not  prima  facie  evidence 
of  a  mistake  where  such  a  power  in  the  deed  would  tend  to  defeat  its  object. 

20  L.  R.  A.  366,  HALL  v.  ARMSTRONG,  65  Vt.  421,  26  Atl.  592. 
niKht  to  Jury  trial. 

Cited  in  Crampton  v.  Hollister,  70  Vt.  635,  41  Atl.  588,  holding  right  to  jury 
trial  does  not  exist  in  insolvency  appeals;  Shapira  v.  D'Arcy,  180  Mass.  378, 
62  N.  E.  412,  holding  constitutional  right  to  trial  by  jury  does  not  extend  to 
suits  in  equity,  in  which,  from  early  times,  there  was  no  such  right;  Library 
Bureau  v.  Hooker,  C.  &  M.  Co.  84  Vt.  536,  80  Atl.  660,  to  the  point  that  action 
*or  book  account  are  not  triable  by  jury;  Tilley  v.  Cox,  119  Ga.  870,  47  S.  E. 
219,  holding  a  statutory  provision   authorizing  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict 
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-w'here  there  is  no  conflict  in  the  evidence  is  not  unconstitutional  as  depriving 

ti  person  of  a  right  to  trial  by  jury  or  of  his  property  without  due  process  of 

law;  Loeb  v.  Jennings,  133  Ga.  806,  67  S.  E,  101,  18  Ann.  Cas.  376,  holding  the 

trial  of  a  person  in  the  police  court  and  the  levying  of  a  tine  for  a  violation  of 

a  municipal   ordinance  without  a  jury  is  not  a  violation  of  a  constitutional 

right. 

Conatltnttonal  conatractiom. 

Approved  in  Colton  v.  Montpelier,  71  Vt.  416,  45  Atl.  1039,  holding  practical 
•construction  of  Constitution,  contemporaneous  with  its  adoption  and  long  ae 
quiesced  in,  equivalent  to  judicial  determination. 

Cited  in  New  England  Trout  &  Salmon  Club  v.  Mather,  68  Vt.  355,  33  L.  R. 
A.  574,  35  Atl.  323  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  constitutional  right 
to  fish  in  boatable  waters  does  not  include  all  waters  boatable  in  fact. 

20  L.  R.  A.  370,  MOULTON  v.  CORNISH,  138  N.  Y.  133,  33  N.  E.  842. 
Rlfflit  to  Bell  mortffaffed  property. 

Approved  in  Denton  v.  Ontario  County  Nat.  Bank,  150  N.  Y.  134,  44  N.  £. 
781,  holding  junior  mortgagee,  not  made  party  to  suit  in  which  direct  fore- 
closure of  prior  mortgage  was  decreed,  entitled  to  foreclosure  and  sale  of  prop- 
erty subject  to  prior  liens;  Breed  v.  Ruoif,  173  N.  Y.  345,  66  N.  E.  5,  holding, 
in  foreclosure  suit  by  receivers  of  loan  association,  plaintiff  entitled  to  sale 
•of  mortgaged  premises,  although  upon  final  settlement  there  may  be  some 
•amount  payable  to  mortgagors. 

Cited  in  Vought  v.  Levin,  142  App.  Div.  625,  127  N.  Y.  Supp.  479,  to  the 
point  that  where  sale  has  been  made  in  foreclosure  action  but  because  of  de- 
fects in  proceedings  existing  lien  was  not  cut  off,  purchaser  may  foreclose  mort- 
gage as  to  such  lien. 

Cited  in  note   (18  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  501)   on  time  allowed  to  redeem  from  fore- 
•closure. 
Parties  to  salt. 

Approved  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Shuler,  153  N.  Y.  170,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  601, 
47  N.  E.  262,  holding  in  suit  to  set  aside  assignment  of  creditors  on  death  of 
•defendant  assignor,  his  executrix  must  be  made  party,  although  already  a  party 
in  her  individual  capacity;  Titcomb  v.  Fonda,  J.  &,  G.  R.  Co.  38  Misc.  634,  78 
N.  Y.  Supp.  226,  holding  foreclosure  without  notice  to  vendee  in  possession  con- 
stitutes purchaser  at  sale  equitable  assignee  of  mortgage;  Johns  v.  Wilson,  180 
TJ.  S.  451,  45  L.  ed.  618,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  445,  holding  failure  to  file  amended 
Ibill  in  foreclosure  suit  on  learning  of  secret  conveyance  to  stranger  to  suit  will 
not  preclude  second  foreclosure  if  such  failure  did  not  prejudice  defendants. 

Cited  in  Galusha  v.  Galusha,  138  N.  Y.  281,  33  N.  E.  1062,  to  point  that 
trustee  is  necessary  party  to  suit  to  cancel  deed  of  separation. 

Cited   in   note    (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)    437)    on  necessity    of    making    jiuior   en- 
cumbrancer party  to  foreclosure. 
Effect  of  failure  to  Join  Interested  parties. 

Cited  in  People  v.  McClellan,  119  App.  Div.  421,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  447,  holding 
where  it  appears  in  an  action  that  there  are  parties  in  interest  who  are  not 
"before  the  court,  the  court  is  bound  of  its  own  motion  to  direct  that  they  he 
joined  and  refused  to  give  judgment  until  they  be  so  brought  in;  Gillian  t. 
McDowall,  66  Neb.  820,  92  N.  W.  991,  holding  in  proceedings  to  foreclose  a  lien 
-v^here  subsequent  lien  holders  claiming  an  interest  have  been  omitted,  it  is 
proper  to  bring  a  supplemental  suit  for  the  purpos  of  barring  the  omitted  claim. 
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AppeaUibllity  of  order. 

Approved  in  Re  Talmage,  160  N.  Y.  515,  55  N.  E.  276,  holding  order  confirm- 
ing intermediate  accounting  by  general  assignee,  and  releasing  his  sureties  to 
that  extent,  final  order  in  special  proceeding  and  appealable  as  such;  Re  Munn, 
165  N.  Y.  158,  58  N.  E.  881,  holding  order  made  in  special  proceeding  to  review 
assessment,  setting  it  wholly  aside,  final  order  and  appealable  as  such. 

20  L.  R.  A.  381,  PEOPLE  v.  PECK,  138  N.  Y.  386,  52  N.  Y.  S.  R,  907,  34  N.  B. 
347. 

20  L.  R,  A.  386,  DUNCAN  v.  NEW  YORK  MUT.  INS.  CO.  138  N.  Y.  88,  33  N. 

E.  730. 
Bffect  of  mi«t«lce  or  iarnonukce  of  faet« 

Cited  in  Flynn  v.  Smith,  111  App.  Div.  874,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  56,  holding  the  as- 
signment of  a  claim  supposed  to  be  worthless  may  be  rescinded  where  it  appears 
that  it  is  secured  by  stocks  of  considerable  value  and  it  appears  that  neither 
party  had  knowledge  of  such  security. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bigham  v.  Madison,  47  L.  R.  A.  267,  which  authorizes 
rescission  for  mutual  mistake  as  to  location  of  boundary  lines  pointed  out  by 
vendor;  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  McCarty,  53  L.  R.  A.  507,  which  denies  right 
to  set  aside  release  in  full  because  of  internal  injuries,  unsuspected  at  time. 

Cited  in  note  (117  Am.  St.  Rep.  234)   on  mistakes  for  which  written  instru- 
ments may  be  canceled  or  corrected  in  equity. 
Riflrlit  of  insured  to  a^otd  tlie  cancelation  of  policy  of  inanrancc. 

Distinguished  in  Cassville  Roller  Milling  Co.  v.  iEtna  Ins.  Co.  105  Mo.  App. 
153,  79  S.  W.  720,  holding  an  insured  not  bound  by  the  cancelation  of  a  policy 
of  fire  insurance  made  without  the  knowledge  of  the  insured,  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  after  the  fire  the  premiums  paid  were  returned  to  the  general  agent 
of  the  insured  who  accepted  the  same. 

^  L.  R.  A.  389,  Re  McLEAN,  138  N.  Y.  158,  33  N.  E.  821. 
"WaiT-er  of  objection*. 

Approved  in  People  ex  rel.  Mohawk  k  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Garmon,  34  Misc.  353,  69 
N.  Y.  Supp.  819,  holding  appearance  before  assessors  and  trial  of  propriety 
of  valuation,  waiver  of  manner  of  setting  forth  name  or  quantity  of  land;  Con- 
ant  V.  American  Rubber  Tire  Co.  37  Misc.  132,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  409,  holding 
noticing  cause  and  placing  on  calendar  for  trial,  waiver  of  omission  to  enter 
order  of  reversal. 

Cited  in  Hoyt  v.  Ogden  Portland  Cement  Co.  185  Fed.  893,  to  the  point  that 
if  the  defendant  who  has  not  been  served  with  process  presents  case  on  merits, 
he  cannot  afterwards  deny  jurisdiction;  Wilkins  Co.  v.  Baltimore,  103  Md.  314, 
63  Atl.  562,  7  Ann.  Cas.  1192,  holding  the  petitioner  was  estopped  from  assert- 
ing that  an  assessment  was  not  made  in  time  where  it  appeared  that  petitioner's 
counsel  appeared  before  the  tax  court  and  stated  that  the  bill  be  made 
out  against  the  petitioner  and  that  the  petitioner's  officers  made  out  a  regular 
assessment  form  and  delivered  it  to  tlie  tax  court  who  adopted  such  valuation; 
Brown  v.  Otis,  98  App.  Div.  558,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  250,  holding  jurisdictional  defect 
in  tax  assessment  might  be  waived. 

Distinguished  in  New  York  v.  Mason-Au  k  M.  Confectionery  Co.  64  Misc.  406, 
119  N.  Y.  Supp.  472,  holding  the  appearance  by  a  foreign  corporation  before  the 
tax  commission  for  the  reduction  of  the  assessment  on  its  capital  invested  in  the 
state,  is  not  a  waiver  of  its  right  to  immunity  from  nersonal  liability  on  the  tax 
levied. 
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Certiorari  to  correct  araeMment. 

Approved  in  Litchfield  v.  Brooklyn,  13  Misc.  701,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  1090,  holding 
errors  in  amount  assessed  can  only  be  corrected  by  certiorari;  People  ex  rW. 
Greenwood  v.  Feitner,  77  App.  Div.  431,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  309,  holding,  on  cer- 
tiorari to  review  assessment,  relator  must  stand  or  fall  upon  grounds  of  error 
stated  in  his  application  for  reduction. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Buffalo,  R.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Carmichael,  64  Misc.  273,  US 
N.  Y.  Supp.  354,  on  petitioner  on  certiorari  to  review  the  action  of  an  assessing 
board  as  limited  to  a  review  of  the  case  made  by  him  before  the  assessment 
board. 
Taxation  of  manafacturlnar  corpoimtiona. 

Cited  in  notes   (64  L.  R.  A.  68)   on  taxation  of  manufacturing  corporations; 
(69  L.R.A.  440)  on  situs,  for  taxing  purposes,  of  tangible  personalty  of  domestic 
corporations. 
Voluntary  appearance. 

Cited  in  Freeman  v.  Freeman,  126  App.  Div.  602,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  686,  on  a 
voluntary  general  appearance  in  an  action  as  being  equivalent  to  personal  service 
of  process  and  confers  jurisdiction. 

20  L.  R.  A.  391,  Re  SCHUYLER'S  STEAM  TOW-BOAT  CO.  136  N.  Y.  169,  32 
N.  E.  623. 

Reversed  in  Moran  v.  Sturges,  154  U.  S.  256,  38  L.  ed.  981,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
1019. 
Conlllctlnar  Jarladlctlon*. 

Approved  in  Rodgers  v.  Pitt,  96  Fed.  670,  holding  that  where  courts  have  con- 
current jurisdiction,  that  w^hich  first  obtains  jurisdiction  is  entitled  to  retain  it 
without  interference;  National  Broadway  Bank  v.  Sampson,  85  App.  Div.  323,  S3 
N.  Y.  Supp.  426,  holding,  in  case  of  concurrent  jurisdiction,  court  first  acquiring 
jurisdiction  draws  to  it  exclusive  right  to  control  property  involved  in  litigation; 
Jervey  v.  The  Carolina,  66  Fed.  1020,  holding  owner  of  boat  seized  without  war- 
rant by  state  officer  will  not  be  remitted  to  state  court  for  remedy. 

Cited  in  The  Vigilancia,  63  Fed.  734,  sustaining  jurisdiction  of  court  of  ad- 
miralty to  adjudicate  maritime  claims  as  "to  freights  in  hands  of  depositary 
within  its  jurisdiction,  though  part  of  fund  not  affected  by  such  claims  is  in 
custody  of  state  court;  Cobe  v.  Rickett8,lll  Mo.  App.  110,  85  S.  VV.  131,  hold- 
ing the  acquirement  by  a  state  court  of  jurisdiction  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  a 
building  association  prior  to  acquirement  of  jurisdiction  by  a  federal  court  for 
the  same  purpose  gives  it  the  right  to  finally  determine  the  same  notwith- 
standing the  suit  in  the  federal  court;  Beardslee  v.  Ingraham,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1076,  183  N.  Y.  417,  76  N.  E,  476,  35  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.'l86,  as  reversed  in  the 
United  States  Supreme"  Court  on  the  grounds  that  it  was  not  within  the  power 
of  a  state  court  to  enjoin  proceedings  in  the  Federal  court;  Beardslee  v.  Ingra- 
ham,  106  App.  Div.  513,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  937,  35  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  63,  on  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  court  as  continuing  until  the  rendition  and  satisfaction  of  a 
judgment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Riesner  v.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  171,  which 
holds  filing  of  bill  for  Federal  receiver  gives  priority  over  subsequent  garnish- 
ment in  state  court;  Pendleton  v.  Lutz,  51  L.  R.  A.  649,  which  holds  jurisdiction 
by  state  court  of  action  against  corporation  not  ousted  by  subsequent  appoint- 
ment of  receiver  bv  Federal  court. 
'Wben  title  veMtn  In  receiver. 

Approved  in  Re  Hoagland  Robinson  Co.  36  Misc.  31,  72  X.  Y.  Supp.  435,  hold- 
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ing  receiver's  title,  on  filing  bond,  relates  back  to  time  of  appointment;  Re 
Muehlfeld  k  H.  Piano  Ck>.  12  App.  Div.  493,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  802,  holding  receiver 
on  filing  bond  takes  property  as  of  date  when  appointment  made,  and  subject  to 
Talid  liens. 

Cited  in  Re  Lengert  Wagon  Co.  110  Fed.  927,  to  point  that  receiver's  title  re- 
lates back  to  date  of  appointment;  Buchanan  v.  Hicks,  98  Ark.  376,  34  L.R.A. 
(N.8.)   1203,  136  S.  W.  177,  to  the  point  that  receiver  of  insolvent  corporation 
18  real  party  in  interest  in  any  litigation  concerning  its  property. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  657,  658,  660)  on  time  from  which  order  ap- 
pointing receiver  operative. 

Distinguished  in  Mutual  Brewing  Co.  v.  New  York  &  C.  P.  Ferry  Co.  16  App. 
Div.   151,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  101,  holding  appointment  of  temporary  receiver  does 
not  devest  corporation  of  title  to  property  undisposed  of  by  receiver. 
Receiver's  rlfflit  to  aaaets. 

Approved  in  Gardner  v.  Caldwell,  16  Mont.  231,  40  Pac.  590,  holding  property 
in  possession  of  receiver  not  subject  to  seizure  under  execution ;  Dickey  v.  Bates, 
13  Misc.  491,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  525,  holding  receiver's  title  to  corporate  assets  su- 
perior to  right  of  subsequent  attaching  creditors;  National  Park  Bank  v.  Clark, 
■92  App.  Div.  269,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  185,  upholding  attachment  levied  on  property 
of  foreign  corporation  subsequently  to  appointment  of  receiver  in  home 
jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Re  Muehlfeld,  16  App.  Div.  405,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  16  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), majority  holding  court  cannot  direct  general  assignee  obtaining  corporate 
property  after  petition  filed,  but  before  appointment  of  receiver,  to  turn  it  over 
to  Matter. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Hunt  v.  Superior  Court,  25  L.  R.  A.  354, 
which  holds  sheriff's  right  to  possession  of  attached  property  not  lost  by  appoint- 
ment of  receiver;  Rogers  &  B.  Hardware  Co.  v.  Cleveland  Bldg.  Co.  31  L.  R.  A. 
335,  which  authorizes  sale  of  property  under  execution  from  state  court  after 
appointment  of  Federal  receiver. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.  R.  A.  104)  on  injunction  against  seizure  of  property  in 
custody  of  law. 
Appointment  of  receiver. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Port  Royal  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  King,  24  L.  R.  A.  730,  which 
holds  railroad  receiver  appointed  in  ope  state  should  also  be  appointed  for  small 
portion  of  road  in  other  state. 
Receiver  a>  aarent. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Gay,  25  L.  R.  A.  52,  which  holds  rail- 
road receiver  appointed  without  jurisdiction,  mere  agent  of  company. 
Recelver'a  commi>«lon>. 

Cited  in  Re  Warren  E.  Smith  Co.  31  App.  Div.  46,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  877,  holding 
possession  and  preservation  of  corporate  personal  property  by  temporary  receiver 
not  a  receipt  and  disbursement  entitling  him  to  commissions. 
Gnrntalinftent  of  debt  doe  trout  receiver* 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.  R.  A.  218)  on  garnishment  of  money  due  from  receiver. 
Bmjoininar  proceedlnarii* 

Approved  in  Paxson  v.  Cunningham,  11  C.  C.  A.  114,  21  U.  S.  App.  466,  63  Fed. 
136,  holding  circuit  court  will  not  enjoin  prosecution  of  libel  in  admiralty  against 
vessel  in  hands  of  receiver  appointed  by  it. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Phelps  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  61  L.  R.  A.  717, 
which  denies  jurisdiction  of  Federal  court  to  enjoin  receiver  illegally  appointed 
by  state  court  from  acting. 
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Cited  in  note  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  713)  on  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  try  claims 
against  its  receiver  involving  purely  legal  questions. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Hamilton  Park  Co.  1  App.  Div.  377,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  310, 
holding  foreclosure  of  mortgage  given  by  corporation  to  secure  bond  issue  will 
not  be  enjoined,  although  temporary  receiver  has  been  appointed. 

20  L.  R.  A-  308,  GILDER  v.  DAVIS,  137  N.  Y.  504,  33  N.  E.  599. 
Broker'^  rtffltt  to  commtaiiloiia. 

Approved  in  Diamond  v.  Hartley,  38  App.  Div.  91,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  994,  holding 
that  to  recover  commissions  broker  must  show  parties  had  reached  enforceable 
agreement  as  between  themselves;  Kirwan  v.  Barney,  27  Misc.  181,  57  N.  Y. 
Supp.  812,  holding  broker  must  show  proposed  purchaser  able,  ready,  and  willing^ 
to  take  property  upon  vendor's  terms;  Feiner  v.  Kobre,  13  Misc.  501,  34  K.  Y. 
Supp.  676,  holding  broker  cannot  recover  commissions  where  principal  ready  to 
perform,  but  purchaser  fails  to  appear;  Folinsbee  v.  Sawyer,  8  Misc.  371,  28  X. 
Y.  Supp.  698,  holding  broker  has  earned  commissions  when  minds  of  partie*)  meet 
upon  contract  to  sell,  and  terms  of  sale,  whether  carried  out  or  not;  I>vy  v.  Ruff, 
4  Misc.  181,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  1002,  holding  owner  who  signed  informal  agreement 
of  sale,  but  refused  to  sign  contract  embodying  same  terms,  liable  for  commis- 
sions; Thain  v.  Philbrick,  36  Misc.  829,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  856,  holding  rigbt  of 
broker  to  commissions  does  not  depend  on  performance  of  contract  by  purchaser; 
Bro\\Ti  V.  Grassman,  53  App.  Div.  640,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  1126,  holding  broker  may 
recover  commissions  although  contract  not  carried  out,  when  commissions  Dot 
dependent  on  its  execution;  Brady  v.  Foster,  72  App.  Div.  418,  75  N.  Y.  Supp. 
994,  holding  purchaser's  refusal  to  carry  out  contract  as  executed  does  not  de- 
prive broker  of  right  to  commissions;  Mattes  v.  Engel,  15  S.  D.  337,  89  N.  W. 
651,  holding  agent  entitled  to  commission,  although  contract  of  sale  subsequently 
modified  or  canceled;  Hamm  v.  Weber,  19  Misc.  489,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  1069,  holdings 
broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  where  grantee  of  one  of  the  parties  makes  ex- 
change with  other  on  different  terms ;  Charles  v.  Cook,  88  App.  Div.  82,  84  N.  Y. 
Supp.  867,  holding  broker  entitled  to  commissions  when  contract  for  exchange  of 
properties  has  been  made,  although  parties  are  unable  to  fulfil  contract;  Hen- 
ken  V.  Schwicker,  174  N.  Y.  302,  66  N.  E.  971,  holding  broker  employed  to  procure- 
loan  entitled  to  commissions  when  he  procures  lender  ready  to  make  loan;  Shein- 
house  V.  Klueppel,  80  App.  Div.  446,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  116,  holding  broker  not  en- 
titled to  commissions  where  contract  not  executed  because  purchaser  refused  to 
pay  current  taxes;  Cusack  v.  Aikman,  93  App.  Div.  580,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  940, 
holding  broker  may  recover  commissions  although  vendor  refuses  to  execute  con- 
tract because  of  defect  in  his  title. 

Cited  in  Henken  v.  Schwicker,  67  App.  Div.  205,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  656  (dis- 
senting opinion),  to  point  that  broker  securing  lender  able  and  willing  to  make 
loan  entitled  to  commissions  without  tender  of  amount  of  loan;  Mutchnick  t. 
Davis,  130  App.  Div.  419,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  097,  holding  that  broker  is  entitled  to 
commissions,  where  contract  of  sale  is  executed,  even  though  deed  is  not  given 
owing  to  defect  in  title  of  his  client;  Davidson  v.  Stocky,  202  N.  Y.  425,  95  N.  E. 
753,  holding  that  where  sale  is  defeated  on  account  of  unreasonable  imposition 
of  new  terms  by  vendor,  broker  employed  by  latter  is  entitled  to  compensation; 
Smith  V.  Peyrot,  201  N.  Y.  214,  94  N.  E.  662,  holding  that  broker  is  entitled  to 
commissions  where  he  procures  party  able  and  willing  to  make  desired  loan,  but 
loan  is  not  made  because  party  cannot  furnish  security;  Mayhew  v.  Brislin,  13 
Ariz.  109,  108  Pac.  253,  holding  that  broker  is  entitled  to  compensation  when 
he  has  introduced  purchaser  to  principal;  Yoder  v.  Randol,  16  Okla.  314,  3 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  579,  83  Pac.  537,  holding  where  purchaser  presented  by  broker  is 
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accepted  hy  his  employer,  and  the  land  owner  and  purchaser  enter  into  a  bind- 
ing, valid  and  enforceable  contract  of  sale,  the  broker  is  entitled  to  his  com- 
mission; Stiewell  v.  Lally,  89  Ark.  208,  115  S.  W.  1134,  holding  agent  entitled 
to  commissions  where  he  brought  buyer  to  vendor  and  vendor  voluntarily  re- 
duced price  to  effect  sale;  Alt  v.  Doscher,  102  App.  Div.  347,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  439, 
holding  when  broker  in  good  faith  procured  purchaser  he  was  entitled  to  com- 
missions though  vendee  could  not  complete  contract  because  of  lack  of  financial 
responsibility;  Putter  v.  Berger,  95  App.  Div.  62,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  462,  holding 
broker  who  brought  customer  willing  to  purchase  on  owner's  terms  entitled  to 
commissions  although  there  was  no  sale  because  owner  could  not  do  as  he  agreed 
and  give  immediate  possession;  Martin  v.  Wermann,  107  App.  Div.  485,  95  N.  Y. 
Supp.  284,  holding  real  estate  broker  entitled  to  commission  upon  production 
of  responsible  purchaser  though  employer  changes  his  mind  and  refuses  to  sell. 

Cited  in  notes  (44  L.  R.  A.  324,  351)  as  to  when  real  estate  broker  is  consid- 
ered as  procuring  cause  of  sale  or  exchange  effected;  (44  L.  R.  A.  593,  594,  597, 
603,  605,  606,  614,  618,  619,  621,  625)  on  performance  by  real  esUte  broker  of 
his  contract  to  find  purchaser  or  effect  exchange  of  principal's  property;  (45  L. 
R.  A.  34)  on  fraud  and  secret  dealings  or  interest  of  real  estate  brokers  as  af- 
fecting their  commissions;  (43  L.  R.  A.  599,  601,  609)  on  real  estate  broker's 
commissions  as  affected  by  negligence,  fraud,  or  default  of  principal,  and  defect- 
ive title;  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  576)  on  broker's  right  to  commission  on  failure  of 
employer's  title;  (38  Am.  St.  Rep.  807)  on  brokers  commissions  on  unauthorized 
sales. 

Distinguished  in  Runck  v.  Dimmick,  51  Tex.  Civ.  App.  216,  111  S.  W.  779, 
holding  that  broker  was  not  entitled  to  commissions  where  there  w^as  only  an 
option  on  part  of  buyer  either  to  consummate  purchase  or  forfeit  earnest  money 
and  buyer  elected  to  forfeit  earnest  money;  Shinn  v.  Boyd,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
155,  77  S.  W.  1027,  holding  where  owners  of  land  agreed  with  broker  that  he 
should  receive  a  certain  commission  for  sale  of  a  specified  quantity  of  land 
he  cannot  receive  for  sale  of  less  amount. 
M odillcatton  of  contract  of  sale  by  broker. 

Cited  in  Phinizy  v.  Bush,  129  Ga.  491,  59  S.  E.  259,  holding  if  a  broker  under- 
takes to  accede  to  a  modification  of  the  contract  contained  in  the  offer  of  the 
seller,  the  latter  may  repudiate  his  contract  and  decline  to  be  bound  or  he  may 
ratify  act  of  broker  and  be  bound  by  the  change. 

20  L..  R.  A.  400,  BOWLUS  v.  PHOENIX  INS.  CO.  133  Ind.  106,  32  N.  E.  319. 
Demurrer  to  pleadtnar* 

Approved  in  Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v,  Huyck,  5  Ind.  App.  476,  32  N.  E.  580, 
holding,  where  demurrer  to  bad  paragraph  of  answer  overruled,  it  will  be  re- 
garded as  reversible  error  unless  record  afiimatively  shows  that  judgment  rests 
upon  good  paragraph;  Norris  v.  Tice,  13  Ind.  App.  21,  39  N.  E.  1046,  holding 
error  in  overruling  demurrer  to  bad  answer  not  cured  because  facts  provable 
under  answer  were  also  admissible  imder  general  denial  pleaded ;  Knauss  v.  Lake 
Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  29  Ind.  App.  220,  64  N.  E.  95,  holding  complaint  in  action  for 
damages  for  death  bad  on  demurrer  if  it  shows  decedent  was  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence. 
F*orfeltvre  of  policy. 

Approved  in  Travelers'  L.  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cash,  14  Ind.  App.  6,  42  N.  E. 
246,  holding  forfeiture  not  favored  by  law  and  not  to  be  supplied  by  inference. 
^—  Mortflrajire  encambrance. 

Approved  in  German  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Niewedde,  11  Ind.  App,  625.  39  N.  B. 
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534,  holding  valid,  provision  forfeiting  policy  if  property  is  encumbered,  unless 
80  represented  in  written  part  of  policy;  Milwaukee  Mechanics'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Nie- 
wedde,  12  Ind.  App.  146,  39  N.  E.  757,  holding  valid,  clause  declaring  policy  void 
if  property  insured  then  is  or  thereafter  becomes  encumbered  by  mortgage:  Shaf- 
fer V.  Milwaukee  Mechanics'  Ins.  Co.  17  Ind.  App.  215,  48  N.  E.  557,  holding 
valid,  condition  forfeiting  policy  if  there  is  encumbrance  not  mentioned;  Traders 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Cassell,  24  Ind.  App.  242,  56  N.  E.  259,  holding  condition  against 
chattel  mortgages  valid,  and,  if  disregarded,  policy  is  void;  Dougherty  v.  Ger- 
man-American Ins.  Co.  67  Mo.  App.  533,  holding  new  mortgage  decreasing 
amount  of  indebtedness  as  stated  in  application  will  not  avoid  policy;  Kansas 
Farmers'  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Saindon,  53  Kan.  625,  36  Pac.  983,  holding  increasing 
existing  encumbrance,  contrary  to  terms  of  policy,  avoids  same;  Koshland  v. 
Home  Ins.  Co.  31  Or.  326,  49  Pac.  864,  holding  giving  new  mortgage  in  lieu  of 
existing  encumbrance  no  violation  of  conditions  of  policy  against  encumbrance; 
Kansas  Farmers'  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Saindon,  52  Kan.  494,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  356,  35 
Pac.  15,  holding  mortgage  given  in  renewal  or  in  lieu  of  existing  mortgage  does 
not  invalidate  policy. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fitzgibbons  v.  Merchants'  &  B.  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  70  L.RA. 
243,  which  holds  that  mere  accumulation  of  interest  on  mortgage  of  which  in- 
surer was  notified  will  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  insurance. 

Cited  in  notes  (16  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1237)  on  estoppel  to  forfeit  policy  for  false 
answer  as  to  encumbrances  through  fraud  or  mistake  of  agent;  (107  Adl  St. 
Rep.  140)   on  waiver  of  condition  respecting  encumbrances. 

—  For  nonpayment  of  dae>  or  preminm. 

Approved  in  Ohio  Farmers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Stowman,  16  Ind.  App.  213,  44  N.  E. 
940,  holding  failure  to  pay  premium  within  definite  time  does  not  forfeit  policy 
in  absence  of  stipulation  therein  to  that  effect;  Columbian  Relief  Fimd  Asso.  v. 
Hopper,  24  Ind.  App.  172,  53  N.  E.  1051,  holding  failure  to  pay  dues  while  in- 
surer is  indebted  to  insured  for  benefits  accrued  does  not  work  forfeiture. 

—  Ownerslilp  In  fee  aimple. 

Approved  in  Ohio  Farmers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bevis,  18  Ind.  App.  20,  46  N.  E.  928, 
holding  fact  that  insured  holds  title  under  deed  from  husband,  whose  wife  did 
not  join,  does  not  forfeit  policy  conditioned  to  be  void  if  insured  not  owner  in 
fee  simple. 
Fraud  of  affent. 

Approved  in  La  Marche  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  126  Cal.  502,  58  Pac.  1053,  hold- 
ing agent's  fraud  in  filling  out  application  for  applicant  not  familiar  with  Eng- 
lish language  will  be  imputed  to  company;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sylvester,  25  Ind.  App. 
212,57  N.  E.  901,  holding  misstatement  by  agent,  unauthorized  by  applicant,  will 
be  imputed  to  company  and  not  to  insured;  Howe  v.  Provident  Fund  Soc  7  Ind. 
App.  594,  34  N.  E.  830,  and  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chew,  11  Ind*  App.  332,  M 
Am.  St.  Rep.  506,  38  N.  E.  417,  holding  false  answers  written  in  application  by 
agent  binding  on  company  where  applicant  gives  him  correct  information. 

Cited  in  United  States  Health  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Clark,  41  Ind.  App.  357,  83 
N.  E.  760,  holding  insurer  bound  where  agent  having  true  information  wrote  fabe 
answers  in  application. 
"Waiver  of  proofs  of  loss. 

Approved  in  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rogers,  11  Ind.  App.  78,  38  N.  E.  865,  holding 
proof  of  loss  waived  where,  ^fter  notice  of  fire,  company  refused  to  pay  on  ground 
property  was  vacant  when  fire  occurred;  ilt^tna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Strout,  16  Ind.  App- 
161,  44  N.  E.  934,  holding  denial  of  liability  of  company  after  notice  of  loss  is 
waiver  of  proofs;  Western  Assur.  Co.  v.  McCarty,  18  Ind.  App.  457,  48  N.  E.  265, 
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holding  refusal  of  adjusting  agent  to  pay  because  insured  property  was  mort- 
gaged, waiver  of  proofs  of  loss;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sylvester,  25  Ind.  App.  209,  57 
N.  E.  991,  holding  denial  by  company  of  liability,  and  refusal  to  pay  after  notice 
of  loss,  waiver  of  proofs. 

Cited  in  United  States  Health  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Clark,  41  Ind.  App.  357,  83 
N.  £.  760,  holding  denial  of  liability  within  time  for  filing  proof  of  death  consti- 
tues  a  waiver  of  such  proofs;  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Sanders,  32  Ind.  App.  453,  70 
N.  E.  167,  holding  where  company  gives  no  reason  for  refusal  to  pay  there  is  no 
waiver  of  proof  of  loss;  Ohio  Farmers  Ins.  Co.  v.  Vogel,  166  Ind.  244,  3  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  969,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  382,  76  N.  E.  977,  9  Ann.  Cas.  91,  holding  where 
plaintiff  notifies  defendant  insurance  company  of  his  loss. and  defendant  sends 
its  adjuster  to  investigate  the  loss  his  denial  of  the  company's  liability  is  waiver 
of  company's  right  to  proofs  of  loss. 
MTAlver  of  eondltion  of  OTPneriiliip  in  fe«. 

Cited  in  Farmers  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jackman,  35  Ind.  App.  18,  73  N.  E.  730, 
holding  where  insured  at  time  of  policy  owned  property  in  fee  simple  and  after- 
ward transferred  it  to  her  son,  retaining  a  life  estate,  and  notified  insurance 
company  to  that  effect  and  secretary  of  company  informed  her  no  change  in 
policy  was  necessary,  the  company  was  liable  on  the  policy. 
Averment  of  exevse  for  aonperformanee. 

Approved  in  Hanover  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  26  Ind.  App.  130,  67  N.  E.  277, 
holding,  under  allegation  of  full  performance  of  conditions  precedent,  plaintiff 
cannot  recover  on  evidence  showing  failure  to  perform,  with  excuse  therefor. 
Kindlngra  of  Jury  not  wltbin  taaiiefi. 

Cited  in  Avery  v.  Nordyke  &  M.  Co.  34  Ind.  App.  558,  70  N.  E.  888,  holding 
findings  of  jury  not  within  issues  cannot  be  considered. 
Proof  of  harmleaanera  of  error. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Case,  174  Ind.  377,  91  N.  E.  238, 
holding  that  burden  of  showing  that  error  committed  in  giving  erroneous  in- 
structions was  harmless  rests  upon  appellee. 

20  L.  R.  A.  405,  PHENIX  INS.  CO.  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  00.  134  Ind.  215,  33  N. 

E.  970. 
ISabroiratlon  of  inaarer. 

Approved  in  Indiana,  Natural  &  Illuminating  Gas  Co.  v.  New  Hampshire  F. 
Ins.  Co.  23  Ind.  App.  300,  53  N.  E.  485,  holding  insurance  company  subrogated  to 
rights  of  insured  may  maintain  action  against  one  through  whose  negligence  loss 
occurred;  Lumberman's  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  149 
Mo.  180,  50  S.  W.  281,  holding  insurance  company  after  payment  is  subrogated 
to  rights  of  insured  against  wrongdoer,  although  it  has  not  complied  with  stat- 
ute as  to  right  to  do  business. 

Cited  in  Sims  v.  Mutual  F.  Ins.  Co.  101  Wis.  591,  77  N.  W.  908,  to  point  that 
insured,  after  payment  by  insurer,  cannot  sue  railroad  company  which  caused 
lose  without  making  insurer  a  party;  New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Roper, 
—  Ind.  — ,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  954,  96  N.  E.  468,  holding  that  insurance  company 
paying  fire  loss  from  negligence  of  railroad  is  subrogated  to  property  owner's 
right  of  action  against  railroad;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Stonewall  Ins.  Co.  163  Ala. 
164,  50  So.  940,  holding  insurance  company  subrogated  to  rights  of  insured 
against  third  persons  who  tortiously  burned  insured  buildings;  Lake  Erie  &  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Hobbs,  40  Ind.  App.  615,  81  N.  E.  90,  holding  right  of  insurer  to  re- 
•eover  against  wrongdoer  who  has  burned  insured  property  exists  by  reason  of 
subrogation  and  not  as  an  independent  cause  of  action. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 45. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mason  v.  Marine  Ins.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  700,  which  holds 
insurer  receiving  abandonment  of  vessel  injured  by  collision  entitled  to  sum 
recovered  from  owners  of  vessel  at  fault  for  loss  of  prospective  earnings;  United 
States  Casualty  Co.  v.  Bagley,  55  L.  R.  A.  616,  which  holds  landlord  liable  to 
insurer  of  tenant,  subrogated  to  his  rights,  for  loss  from  defective  condition  of 
automatic  fire  apparatus;  New  Hampshire  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  National  L.  Ins.  Co. 
57  L.  R.  A.  692,  which  denies  right  of  insurer,  subrogated  to  mortgagee's  claims 
against  mortgagor,  to  insist  on  charging  mortgagee,  retaining  more  than  its 
share  from  other  policy,  with  amoimt  paid  to  mortgagor. 

Cited  in  note  (44  Am.  St.  Rep.  732,  736)  on  subrogation  of  insurer. 
Compliance  ^vltli  atatutory  condlttona  as  to  rtflrl^t  to  do  bvaineaa. 

Approved  in  Security  Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Elbert,  153  Ind.  203,  64  N.  E.  753. 
holding  contract  with  foreign  corporation,  valid  when  made,  not  invalidated  by 
its  failure  to  comply  with  subsequent  statute  as  to  right  to  do  business;  Clarke 
V.  Darr,  156  Ind.  701,  60  N.  E.  688,  holding  statute  giving  receiver  of  foreign 
corporation,  not  entitled  to  transact  business,  right  to  sue  does  not  impair  con- 
tracts or  disturb  vestt^l  rights;  Lumberman's  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft 
8.  &  M.  R.  Co.  149  Mo.  178,  60  S.  W.  281,  holding  contract  made  by  corporatiou 
not  complying  with  statute  as  to  right  to  do  business  not  void  unless  act  so 
declares;  Barricklow  v.  Stewart,  31  Ind.  App.  461,  68  N.  E.  316,  holding  foreign 
corporation  liable  on  its  contract,  although  it  has  failed  to  comply  with  statu- 
tory conditions  entitling  it  to  do  business. 

Cited  in  Pittoburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  44  Ind.  App.  27*2, 
87  N.  E.  995,  holding  that  insurance  company  not  authorized  to  transact  business, 
but  which  pays  loss  of  barn  destroyed  by  railroad  fire,  may  sue  railroad  for 
negligence;  Swing  v.  Wellington,  44  Ind.  App.  462,  89  N.  E.  614,  holding  that 
action  by  foreign  corporation  which  has  not  complied  with  laws  of  this  state 
giving  right  to  do  business,  will  be  abated  until  compliance  is  made;  State  v. 
American  Book  Co.  69  Kan.  10,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1046,  76  Pac.  411,  2  Ann.  Cas. 
56,  holding  contracts  made  with  a  foreign  corporation  before  it  has  obtained 
permission  to  do  business  within  the  state  are  not  for  that  reason  invalid  or 
subject  to  cancelation  at  suit  of  one  of  the  parties. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fort  v.  State,  23  L.  R.  A.  86,  which  holds  it  no  offense 
for  agents  to  assist  accident  Lloyds  in  transacting  business,  without  license. 

Cited  in  notes  {24  L.  R.  A.  317,  318,  319,  320)  on  validity  of  contracts  made 
by  foreign  corporations  which  have  not  complied  with  statutory  conditions  as  to 
right  to  do  business  in  state;  (24  L.  R.  A.  305)  on  restrictions  on  business  of 
foreign  insurance  companies;  (24  L.  R.  A.  297)  on  recognition  or  exclusion  of 
foreign  corporation;  (1  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1042)  on  validity  of  contracts  of  foreign 
corporations  before  getting  permission  to  do  business;  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  707) 
on  right  of  cancelation  of  contract  with  foreign  corporation  because  it  has  not 
complied  with  state  laws  entitling  it  to  do  business. 
Prolltluar  1>F  one'a  oim  ywrotkg. 

Approved  in  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Kelley,  153  Ind.  123,  52  N.  E.  152,  holdmg  il- 
legal deduction  from  employee's  wages  for  support  of  hospital  no  defense  to 
action  for  malpractice  of  hospital  surgeon. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  669)   on  how  far  statutes  will  be  r^^rded  as  hav- 
ing abrogated  maxim  that  one  cannot  profit  by  his  own  wrong. 
Lilabillty  of  membera  of  mutual  fire  Insurance  company. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.  R.  A.  481)  on  liability  of  members  of  mutual  fire  in- 
surance company. 
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Stockbolder'B  liability  outside  of  state. 

Cited  in  note  (34  L.  R.  A.  741)  on  right  to  enforce  stockholder's  liability  out- 
side of  state  of  incorporation. 

20  L.  R.  A.  411,  CITIZENS'  ELECTRIC  LIGHT  &  P.  CO.  v.  SANDS,  95  Mich. 
551,  56  N.  W.  452. 

20  L.  R.  A.  416,  SAVANNAH  F.  &  W.  R.  CO.  v.  DANIELS,  90  Ga.  608,  17  S.  E. 

647. 
Identity  of  approach  and  abutment. 

Dii^tinguished  in  Augusta  v.  Hudson,  94  Ga.  138,  21  S.  E.  289,  holding,  where 
approaches  and  abutments  same  structure,  allegation  of  absence  of  railing  from 
abutment  supported  by  proof  of  its  absence  from  approach. 
Klevated  approach   over  tracks  as  additional  burden. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Home  BIdg.  &  Conveyance  Co.  v.  Roanoke,  27  L.  R.  A.  651^ 
which   holds   elevated  approach   to   bridge   over   railroad   tracks   not   additional 
burden. 
**Brldse." 

Cited  in  Howington  v.  Madison  County,  126  Ga.  701,  55  S.  E.  941,  holding 
the  term  ''bridge"  includes  all  the  appurtenances  necessary  to  its  proper  use 
and  embraces  its  abutments  and  approaches. 

Annotation  cited  in  St.  Louis  v.  Terminal  R.  Asso.  211  Mo.  408,  109  S.  W. 
641,  holding  approaches  part  of  bridge. 

20  L.  R.  A.  419,  FLORIDA  C.  &  P.  R.  CO.  v.  STATE,  31  Fla.  482,  34  Am.  St. 

Rep.  30,  13  So.  103. 
Wben  mandamus  irlll  Issue. 

Approved  in  Chatters  v.  Coahoma  County,  73  Miss.  355,  19  So.  107,  holding 
mandamus  may  be  awarded  to  compel  county  to  pay  items  legally  allovred,  al- 
though payment  of  items  illegally  allowed  is  also  sought;  State  ea  rel.  Elmen- 
dorf  V.  San  Antonio  Street  R.  Co.  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  14,  30  S.  W.  266,  holding 
public  duties  of  corporations  enforceable  by  mandamus,  but  not  duties  arising 
out  of  contract;  Morris  v.  Williams,  23  Wash.  469,  63  Pac.  236,  refusing  man- 
damus to  compel  county  commissioners  to  issue  bonds  they  had  contracted  to 
deliver. 

Cited  in  State  ex' rel.  Moodie  v.  Bryan,  50  Fla,  366,  39  So.  929,  as  to  writ 
of  mandamus  not  lying  to  enforce  private  contracts;  State  ex  rel.  Ellis  v. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  51  Fla.  592,  40  So.  875;  State  ex  rel.  Ellis  v. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  48  Fla.  128,  37  So.  652,— holding  mandamus  will  lie 
to  compel  the  observance  of  a  valid  regulation  of  the  railroad  commissioners 
imposing  specific  public  duties  upon  railroad  companies;  State  ex  rel.  Krutz 
v.  Washington  Irrig.  Co.  41  Wash.  287.  Ill  Am.  St.  Rep.  1019,  83  Pac.  308, 
holding  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  enforce  private  contract  with  irrigation  com- 
pany although  the  latter  is  a  common  carrier  of  water. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  Am.  St.  Rep.  320)  on  mandamus  to  compel  private  corpa- 
ration  to  perform  duty;  (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  512)  on  duties,  performance  of 
which  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus;  (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  465)  on  right  to  com- 
pel public  service  corporation  to  perform  its  obligations  and  to  refrain  from 
exceeding  its  powers;  (16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  784)  as  to  when  mandamus  will  be 
irranted. 
Proper  relator. 

Cited  in  Aggers  y.  People,  20  Colo.  352,  38  Pac.  386,  holding  town  proper 
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party  as  relator  to  proceeding  by  mandamus  to  compel  assessor  to  extend  levies 
for  town  purposes;  De  Soto  County,  v.  Howell,  51  Fla.  166,  40  So.  192,  hold- 
ing when  mandamus  is  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  a  private  right, 
the  person  interested  in  having  the  right  enforced  must  be  relator  and  must 
make  his  right  appear. 
Settlnar  forth  duty  reavired  in  -writ. 

Approved  in  Applegate  v.  State,  158  Ind.  123,  63  N.  E.  16,  holding  in  action 
of  mandamus  respondent  not  bound  to  look  dehors  the  writ  to  ascertain  exact 
duty  required  of  him. 

Cited  in  Howell  v.  State,  54  Fla.  202,  45  So.  453;  People  ex  rel.  Bumham  t. 
Chicago,  146  111.  App.  629, — holding  duty  claimed  must  appear  from  the  papers 
constituting  the  record. 
liOcatton  or  continuance  of  depot  or  airttcli. 

Approved  in  Beasley  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  191  U.  S.  497,  48  L.  ed.  276,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  164,  Affirming  53  C.  C.  A.  437,  115  Fed.  955,  refusing  to  specific- 
ally enforce  covenant  by  railroad  not  to  build  depot  within  3  miles  of  one 
stipulated  for. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Newport  News  &  M.  Valley  Co,  13  C.  C.  A.  98,  31  U.  8,  App. 
92,  65  Fed.  739,  holding  railroad  may  discontinue  switch  from  its  line  to  pri- 
vate warehouse,  although  in  use  for  years;  Ford  v.  Oregon  Electric  R.  C^.  60 
Or.  286,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  361,  117  Pac.  809,  holding  that  covenant  by  intenirban 
railway  to  stop  trains  at  private  road  is  not  enforcible;  Jacquelin  v.  Erie  R. 
Co.  69  N.  J.  Eq.  437,  61  Atl.  18,  holding  continuance  of  railroad  station  cannot 
be  enforced  by  injunction. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Scott,  37  L.  R.  A.  94,  which  holds 
agreement  to  establish  depot  at  particular  point  not  require  keeping  it  there 
forever;  Lyman  v.  Suburban  R.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  645,  which  sustains  condition 
in  grant  of  right  of  way  for  maintenance  of  depot  on  land  conveyed;  Reed  v. 
Johnson,  67  L.  R.  A.  404,  which  holds  agreement  to  convey  interest  in  land  for 
services  in  securing  location  of  depot  will  not  be  specifically  enforced  where 
grantee  has  agreed  to  divide  profits  with  certain  officials  of  road. 
Suit  by  city  to  enjoin  violation  of  contract  by  vaa  company. 

Cited  in  Muncic  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Muncie,  160  Ind.  109,  60  L.  R.  A.  829, 
66  N.  E.  436,  holding  city  may  sue  to  enjoin  gas  company  from  violating  con- 
tract as  to  price  of  gas,  made  in  consideration  of  right  to  place  mains. 
Afirreenient  by  railroad  company  to  eatabliab  station  at  particular  place. 

Cited  in  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Quigley,  181  Fed.  206,  to  the  point 
that  contracts  undertaking  to  obligate  railroad  to  establish  depot  exclusively 
at  particular  point  are  void  as  against  public  policy;  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co. 
V.  Southern  I.  R.  Co.  38  Ind.  App.  240,  70  N.  E.  843,  holding  contract  whereby 
railroad  company  agrees  not  to  locate  station  within  certain  limits  void; 
Edwards  v.  Goldsboro,  141  N.  C.  70,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  596,  63  S.  E.  652,  8  Ann. 
Cas.  479;  Maryland  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Silver,  110  Md.  518,  73  Atl.  297,— as  to 
legality  of  agreements  by  railroad  company  to  establish  station  at  particular 
place. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  596)  on  validity  of  contract  of  railroad  to 
establish  and  maintain  station. 

20  L.  R.  A.  424,  CHOATE  v.  SPENCER,  13  Mont.  127,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  425, 

32  Pac.  651. 
Validity  of  aommon*. 

Cited  in  Sharman  v.  Huot,  20  Mont.  558,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  646,  62  Pac.  658, 
holding  failure  of  clerk  to  sign  summons  invalidates  it. 
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Cited  in  note  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  485)  on  effect  of  defects  in  eerrioe  of  process 
on  jurisdiction. 
Vatlldity  of  iiii«e«led  ezecntlon  or  ^vrlt. 

Cited  in  Starkey  v.  Lunz,  57  Or.  151,  110  Pac.  702,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  783, 
holding  that  clerk's  omission  to  attach  his  seal  to  writ  as  required  is  remediable 
irregularity  only  when  statute  authorizes  such  amendment;  Re  Farrell,  36 
Mont.  262,  92  jfac.  785,  holding  statute  requiring  certificate  of  service  to  be 
under  seal  mandatory;  White  v.  Taylor,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  473,  102  S.  W.  747, 
as  to  requirement  of  seal  on  writ  being  mandatory. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kipp  v.  Burton,  63  L.R.A.  325,  which  holds  that  un- 
sealed execution  may  be  amended  after  sale  of  property  thereunder. 

Distinguished  in  Kipp  v.  Burton,  29  Mont.  99,  63  L.  R.  A.  327,  74  Pac.  85, 
holding  execution  issued  without  seal  required  by  statute  not  void,  but  amend- 
able. 
Proof  of  aervlce. 

Disapproved  in  McFarlane  v.  Cornelius,  43  Or.  526,  73  Pac.  325,  holding  stat- 
utory requirement  that  proof  of  service  be  made  within  six  months  after  last 
day  of  publication  directory  only. 
Collateral  attack. 

Approved  in  Coffin  v.  Bell,  22  Nev.  185,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  738,  37  Pac.  240, 
holding  attack  by  purchaser  of  property  upon  judgment  against  vendor  on  ground 
that  it  was  rendered  without  jurisdiction,  direct  and  not  collateral. 

Distinguished  in  Burke  v.  Inter- State  Sav.  &  Loan  Asso.  25  Mont.  328,  87 
Am.  St.  Rep.  416,  64  Pac.  879,  holding-  service  of  summons  by  person  under 
statutory  age  does  not  render  judgment  void  or  subject  to  attack  save  by  appeal. 

20  L.  R.  A.  430,  STUART  v.  CUNNINGHAM,  88  Iowa,  191,  55  N.  W.  311. 
IVlio  are  peddlem. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Wells,  69  N.  H.  425,  48  L.  R.  A.  100,  footnote  p.  99,  45 
Atl.  143,  holding  one  RoHciting  orders  for  firm  doing  business  in  state,  without 
carrying  goods  with  him  except  to  fill  orders,  not  a  peddler;  Wausau  v.  Heide- 
man,  119  Wis.  248,  96  N.  W.  549,  holding  transient  dealer  one  who  exposes 
goods  for  sale,  not  one  who  merely  takes  orders. 

Cited  in  SUte  v.  Bristow,  131  Iowa,  669,  109  N.  W.  199,  holding  traveling 
solicitor  taking  orders  for  tea  not  a  peddler;  State  v.  Nelson,  128  Iowa,  742, 
105  N.  W.  327,  holding  traveling  salesman  not  a  "transient  merchant." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hewson  v.  Englewood,  21  L.  R.  A.  736,  which  holds  agent 
delivering  from  wagon  goods  previously  ordered,  and  taking  other  orders,  not  a 
peddler. 

Cited  in  note  (12  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  504)   on  who  are  peddlers. 
Dlscrlntlaatlon  In  favor  of  reiiideiitB. 

Approved  in  State  ex  rel.  Bump  v.  Omaha  &  C.  B.  R.  &  Bridge  Co.  113  Iowa, 
36,  52  L.  R.  A.  318,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  357,  84  N.  W.  983,  holding  ordinances  ex- 
tending railway  franchise  and  stipulating  that  tickets  shall  be  sold  at  reduced 
rates  to  residents  unconstitutional  for  want  of  uniform  operation. 

20  L.  R.  A.  432,  DILLS  v.  DOEBLER,  62  Conn.  366,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  343,  26 

Atl.  398. 
Coa tract*  airaiaat  envavlav  la  bvalaeaa. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Oakdale  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Garst,  23  L.  R.  A.  639,  which  holds 
contract  preventing  manufacturer  of  oleomargarine  engaging  in  business  lor 
fiye  years  not  unreasonable. 
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iBjanctlon  avmlnst  violating  aarreemeitt  not  to  practine  proCeasfon. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wilkinson  v.  Colley,  26  L.  R.  A.  114,  which  holds  in- 
junction aginst  violating  agreement  against  practising  medicine  not  prevented 
by  naming  penalty. 

Cited  in  note    (90  Am.  St.  Rep.   634,  635)    on  injunction  against  breach  of 
contract. 
Contracts  11x1  nar  amount  of  dantaares  In  case  of  breacb. 

Cited  in  McCurry  v.  Gibson,  108  Ala.  458,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  177,  18  So.  806, 
holding  stipulation  providing  for  damages  in  contract  to  refrain  from  entering 
into  business  for  certain  period,  valid;  Dejon  v.  Street,  79  Conn.  337,  65  Atl. 
145,  as  to  validity  of  contract  fixing  damages  in  case  of  breach  when  damages 
could  not  be  ascertained. 

Cited  in  notes  (10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  207,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  645)  on  effect  of  stipu- 
lation for  liquidated  damages  in  contract  not  to  engage  in  business  upon 
equitable  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  breach. 

20  L.  R.  A.  434,  ST.  LOUIS,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  CO.  v.  PETTY,  57  Ark.  359,  21  S.  W. 

884. 
Judicial  notice. 

Distinguished  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Cady,  67  Ark.  514,  55  S.  W. 
929,  holding  judicial  notice  cannot  be  taken  that  place  which  does  not  appear  to 
be  town,  village,  or  postoffice  is  within  certain  county. 
Public  u«e. 

Approved  in  Butte,  A.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Montana  Union  R.  Co.  16  Mont.  524,  31 
L.  R.  A.  305,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  508,  41  Pac.  232,  holding  private  corporation  own- 
ing and  operating  railroad  for  benefit  of  its  mines  may  condemn  land  where  all 
may  use  road  who  wish;  Kansas  &  T.  Coal  R.  Co.  v.  Northwestern  Coal  &  Min. 
Co.  161  Mo.  309,  61  .L.  R.  A.  943,  footnote  p.  936,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  717,  61 
S.  W.  684,  upholding  condemnation  of  land  for  railway  public  use,  although 
road  organized  chiefly  for  benefit  of  coal  company;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Morehouse,  112  Wis.  13,  56  L.  R.  A.  245,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  918,  87  N.  W.  849, 
holding  land  condemned  for  spur  track  to  buildings  of  single  industry,  taken 
for  public  use,  if  to  be  operated  for  benefit  of  all  persons  desiring  service; 
Ulmer  v.  Lime  Rock  R.  Co.  98  Me.  590,  66  L.  R.  A.  393,  57  Atl.  1001,  holding 
railroad  may  condemn  land  on  which  to  establish  branch  track  to  quarry  of 
private  owner,  if  public  is  granted  equal  use  of  track;  Cereghino  v.  Oregon 
Short  Line  R.  Co.  26  Utah,  479,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  843,  73  Pac.  634,  holding  city 
without  power  to  grant  franchise  to  lay  in  street  switch  track  to  be  devoted  to 
private  use;  Great  Western  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  v.  Hawkins,  30  Ind.  App. 
567,  66  N.  E.  765,  holding  gas  company  cannot  condemn  land  for  pipe-line  pur- 
poses unless  it  supplies  gas  for  public  consumption;  Brown  v.  Wyandotte  & 
S.  E.  R.  Co.  68  Ark.  140,  56  S.  W.  862,  holding,  if  land  needed  for  legitimate 
railroad  purposes,  notice  for  undertaking  the  work  will  not  affect  its  public 
character. 

Cited  in  Riley  v.  Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  142  Ky.  75,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
641,  133  S.  W.  971,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  230,  holding  that  fact  that  manufacturer 
to  whose  plant  railroad  is  seeking  to  run  spur  track  over  private  land,  agreed 
to  furnish  funds,  is  not  conclusive  that  improvement  is  not  of  public  nature; 
Dotson  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  81  Kan.  822,  106  Pac.  1046,  holding  if 
spur  track  is  part  of  railway  system  which  all  may  use  its  location  is  for  a 
public  use  irrespective  of  number  of  persons  accommodated;  Pere  Marquette 
R.  Co.  V.  United  States  Gypsum  Co.  154  Mich.  299,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)    190,  117 
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K.  W.  733,  holding  where  it  is  not  shown  that  side  track  will  benefit  more  than 
one  individual  public  use  is  not  she  *n ;  Kansas  City,  S.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Louisiana 
Western  R.  Co.  116  La.  184,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  518,  40  So.  627,  7  Ann.  Cas.  831, 
holding  where  proposed  spur  track  is  intended  to  transfer  freight  in  carload 
lots  to  and  from  a  number  of  idustrial  plants  in  a  town  its  use  is  public;  Zircle 
V.  Southern  R.  Co.  102  Va.  21,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  805,  45  S.  E.  802,  holding  rail- 
way company  may  condemn  land  for  a  track  to  a  private  enterprise  if  the 
latter  uses  the  same  in  furtherance  of  its  public  business. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Healy  Lumber  Co.  v.  Morris,  63  L.R.A.  821,  which  denies 
right  to  condemn  land  for  transportation  to  market  of  logs  of  private  owner. 

Cited  in  notes  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  978)  on  exercise  of  eminent  domain  for  mining 
road;  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  516)  on  right  of  railroad  to  condemn  right  of  way  over 
or  across  tracks  of  another  for  spur  to  private  establishments;  "22  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
181;  35  L.R.A.{N.S.)  636)  on  power  to  condemn  right  of  way  for  track  to 
private  establishment. 
Discretion  in  aelectlnv  Innd. 

Approved  in  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  23  Utah, 
484,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  705,  65  Pac  735,  holding  corporate  discretion  in  selecting 
land  will  not  be  interfered  with  in  absence  of  bad  faith  or  oppression;  Mc- 
Kennon  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  69  Ark.  108,  61  S.  W.  383,  holding  whether 
land  taken  by  railroad  company  within  its  right  of  way  was  necessary  to  oper- 
ation of  road  is  matter  to  be  determined  by  company. 

Cited  in  Dallas  v.  Hallock,  44  Or.  254,  75  Pac.  204,  holding  city. being  em- 
powered to  condemn   land  for  waterworks  system  the  location  of  its  pumping 
station  was  in  its  discretion. 
Question  for  Jnry. 

Approved  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Petty,  63  Ark.  99,  37  S.  W.  300, 
holding  intent  of  railway  to  connect  branch  with  main  line,  which  alone  would 
authorize  taking  property,  question   for  jury. 
Qn  est  ion  of  grood  faitb  and  corporate  existence  in  condemnation. 

Cited  in  Re  Milwaukee  S.  R.  Co.  124  Wis.  505,  102  N.  W.  401,  as  to  issuability 
of  good  faith  and  corporate  existence. 
Judicial  po^ver  over  eminent  domain. 

Cited  in  Ozark  Coal  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Anthracite  R.  Co.  97  Ark.  500,  134 
S.  W.  634,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  1000,  holding  that  it  is  judicial  question  for  courts 
to  determine  whether  particular  use  for  which  private  property  is  taken  is 
public  one;  Cloth  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  97  Ark.  88,  132  S.  W.  1005,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912  C,  1115,  holding  that  under  power  of  eminent  domain  private  property 
can  be  taken  for  public  use,  and  whether  or  not  property  taken  for  public  use 
la  judicial  question. 

Cited  in  notes  (11  L.R.A.(N,S.)  941)  on  necessity  of  taking  particular  land 
by  eminent  domain,  as  a  judicial  question;  (22  L.R.A. (N.S.)  3,  25,  61,  81,  88, 
122,  129)  on  judicial  power  over  eminent  domain;  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  929)  on 
existence  of  public  use  as  question  for  courts. 

20  L.  R.  A.  440,  HEMMENS  v.  NELSON,  138  N.  Y.  517,  34  N.  E.  342. 
Publication  libelous  per  se. 

Cited  in  Lynott  v.  Pearson,  138  App.  Div.  308,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  986  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  on  whether  or  not  slanderous  words  spoken  of  person  have  re- 
lation to  his  business,  a  question  for  jury. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  615,  625)  on  slander  and  libel  in  charging 
woman  with  unchastity. 
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•  

Distinguished  in  Cady  v.  Brooklyn  Union  Pub.  Co.  23  Misc.  412,  51   N.  Y. 
Supp.  108,  holding  false  publication  that  dentist  had  committed  suicide  libelous 
per  ae, 
Privlleared  commnalcAtloaa. 

Approved  in  Coloney  v.  Farrow,  5  App.  Div.  608,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  460,  holding 
statement  to  excise  commissioner  that  applicant  for  license  kept  house  of  ill- 
fame  presumptively  privileged;  Pendleton  v.  Hawkins,  11  App.  Div.  607,  42 
N.  Y.  Supp.  626,  holding  exhibition  of  defamatory  letter  concerning  minister, 
by  one  church  officer  to  others,  privileged  if  made  in  good  faith;  McCarty  v. 
Lambley,  20  App.  Div.  267,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  792,  holding  statements  made  in 
discharging  subordinate  for  stealing,  in  presence  of  employees  reporting  theft, 
privileged;  Sickles  v.  Kling,  60  App.  Div.  617,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  944,  holding  eUte- 
ments  in  attorney's  printed  brief  on  appeal  privileged  if  pertinent;  Reynolds  v. 
Plumbers'  Material  Protective  Asso.  30  Misc.  714,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  303,  holding 
communication  sent  to  members  of  an  association  that  plaintiff  owed,  but  re- 
fused to  pay,  one  of  members,  privileged;  Ross  v.  Ward,  14  8.  D.  246,  86  Am. 
St.  Rep.  746,  85  N.  W.  182,  holding  charge  of  theft,  made  in  good  faith  by 
elector  against  candidate  for  office,  privileged;  Lally  v.  Emery,  79  Hun,  562. 
29  N.  Y.  Supp.  888,  holding  privileged  communication  justifiable  if  made  on 
probable  cause  and  without  malice. 

Cited  in  Sickles  v.  Kling,  60  App.  Div.  520,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  944,  as  pointing 
out  distinction  between  absolute  and  conditional  privilege;  Peterson  t.  Steener- 
son,  113  Minn.  90,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  675,  129  N.  W.  147,  holding  that  libelous 
publications  contained  in  reports  of  public  officers,  other  than  judicial  or  legis- 
lative proceedings  are  only  qualifiedly  privileged;  Ranson  v.  West,  126  Ky.  463, 
101  S.  W.  885,  holding  letter  by  school  trustee  to  another  and  to  county  superin- 
tendent in  regard  to  official  conduct  of  former  trustee  qualifiedly  privileged: 
Kersting  v.  White,  107  Mo.  App.  279,  80  S.  W.  730,  holding  statements  made  in 
good  faith  by  one  member  of  religious  society  to  another  in  regard  to  moral 
character  of  a  third  member,  privileged;  Joseph  v.  Baars,  142  Wis.  393,  135  Am. 
St.  Rep.  1076,  125  N.  W.  913;  Ashcroft  v.  Hammond,  197  N.  Y.  496,  90  N.  K. 
1117, — ^holding  burden  is  on  plaintiff  to  show  that  communication  prima  facie 
privileged  ceases  to  be  so  on  account  of  bad  faith  or  malice. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Caldwell  v.  Story,  45  L.  R.  A.  735,  which  holds  privi 
leged,  indorsement  by  cashier  of  collecting  bank  that  note  is  forged;  Niven  v. 
Boland,  52  L.  R.  A.  786,  which  denies  liability  of  physician  for  signing  in  good 
faith  certificate  necessary  to  commit  to  hospital  for  dipsomaniacs;  Finley  v. 
Steele,  52  L.  R.  A.  852,  which  holds  members  of  school  board  not  guilty  of  libel 
in  sending  request  to  school  commissioner  to  revoke  teacher's  certificate;  Buis- 
son  V.  Huard,  56  L.  R.  A.  296,  which  holds  privileged,  answers  to  inquiries  by 
interested  persons  as  to  defamatory  remarks  by  others:  Mauk  v.  Brundage,  62 
L.R.A.  477,  which  holds  statute  as  to  carelessness  of  physician  in  preamble  to 
order  of  board  of  health  not  privileged. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1109,  1115)  on  liability  growing  out  of  giv- 
ing or  refusing  information  affecting  character  or  reputation  of  servant;  (5 
L.R.A.CN.S.)  164)  on  report  by  executive  or  administrative  officer  as  privileged; 
(30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  200,  201)  on  privilege  of  school  officer  in  leportiiig  to  au- 
thorities upon  character  of  teacher. 
Proo<  of  aaalice. 

Approved  in  Coloney  v.  Farrow,  5  App.  Div.  608,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  460,  holding 
in  action  for  slander,  words  and  conduct  of  defendant  in  other  matters  admis- 
sible to  show  malice;  Haft  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  19  App.  Div.  426,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
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481,  and  Stevenson  t.  Ward,  48  App.  Div.  293,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  717,  holding  non- 
suit proper  where  communication  privileged,  and  express  malice  not  shown. 

Cited  in  Youmans  v.  Paine,  86  Hun,  484,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  50,  to  point  that 
plaintiff  has  burden  of  showing  actual  malice  only  where  defamatory  article 
is  privileged;  Davis  v.  Hearst,  160  Cal.  160,  116  Pac.  530,  holding  that  malice 
under  penal  code  section  7,  may  be  established  either  by  direct  proof  of  state 
of  mind  of  person  or  by  indirect  evidence  satisfactory  to  jury;  Morton  v. 
Knipe,  128  App.  Div.  98,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  451,  holding  where  words  are  privileged 
presumption  of  malice  not  raised  by  their  falsity;  Denver  Public  Warehouse 
Co.  V.  HoUoway,  34  Colo.  440,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  700,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  171,  83 
Pac.  131,  7  Ann.  Cas.  840,  holding  on  a  prima  facie  showing  of  privilege  the 
burden  falls  on  plaintiff  to  show  malice  destroying  the  privilege. 
"Wlien  nonsuit  proper. 

Approved  in  Cohn  v.  David  Mayer  Brewing  Co.  38  App.  Div.  6,  56  N.  Y.  Supp. 
293;  McDonald  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  46  App.  Div.  147,  61  N.  Y.  Supp. 
817;  Grockie  v.  Hirshfield,  50  App.  Div.  91,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  365,— holding  non- 
suit on  direction  of  verdict  proper  if  evidence  so  preponderates  that  verdict 
contrary  thereto  would  be  set  aside  on  motion;  Bello  v.  Metropolitan  Street 
R.  Co.  14  Misc.  282,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  831,  holding  nonsuit  should  be  granted 
where  evidence  so  preponderates  that  verdict  contrary  thereto  would  be  set 
aside;  Johnson  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  173  N.  Y.  83,  65  N.  E.  946, 
reversing  judgment  for  plaintiff  where  positive  evidence  for  defendant  not  con- 
tradicted by  plaintiff;  Hopkins  v.  Clark,  14  Misc.  604,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  456, 
awarding  new  trial  where  verdict  was  against  apparent  weight  of  evidence; 
Waller  v.  Hebron,  5  App.  Div.  581,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  381,  holding  court  should 
direct  nonsuit  or  verdict  in  absence  of  evidence  justifying  verdict  for  party  on 
whom  burden  of  proof  imposed;  Millie  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  5  Misc.  305,  25 
N.  Y.  Supp.  753,  holding  complaint  should  be  dismissed  in  absence  of  evidence 
upon  the  issue;  Doyle  v.  White,  14  Misc.  421,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  760,  holding  com- 
plaint properly  dismissed  in  absence  of  evidence  supporting  it;  Lane  v.  Han- 
cock, 142  N.  Y.  519,  37  N.  E.  473,  holding  nonsuit  should  be  granted  in  absence 
of  evidence  justifying  verdict  for  party  producing  it;  Doyle  v.  White,  9  App. 
Div.  527,  note,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  628,  holding  nonsuit  properly  directed  upon 
proofs. 

Cited  in  Coloney  v.  Farrow,  91  Hun,  87,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  164,*  to  point  that 
nonsuit  is  proper  where  overwhelming  preponderance  of  evidence  opposed  by 
mere  scintilla. 

Distinguished  in  Dougherty  v.  Horseheads,  73  Hun,  447,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  642, 
holding  nonsuit  improper  where  there  is  more  than  scintilla  of  evidence  to  up- 
hold plaintiff's  case. 

Limited  in  Luhrs  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R,  Co.  13  App.  Div.  127,  42  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1101,  holding  trial  judge  cannot  nonsuit  or  direct  verdict  when  evidence  conflict- 
ing. 

Cited  as  overruled  in  effect  in  Marshall  v.  Buffalo,  63  App.  Div.  606,  71  N. 
Y,  Supp.  719,  holding  nonsuit  improper  if  issue  of  fact  exists,  although  verdict 
for  plaintiff  would  not  be  permitted  to  stand;  McConnell  v.  New  York  C.  &  H. 
R.  R.  Co.  63  App.  Div.  548,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  616,  holding  evidence,  although  un- 
satisfactory, suflBcient  to  take  case  to  jury. 

Cited  as  not  overruled  in  Fiddler  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  64  App.  Div. 
106,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  721,  holding  nonsuit  proper  where  evidence  offered  to  show 
freedom  from  contributory  negligence  does  not  raise  issue  of  act. 
Direction  of  -verdict. 

Approved  in  Luhra  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  18  App.  Div.  126,  42  N.  Y. 
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Supp.  1101^  holding  trial  court  cannot  direct  verdict  if  there  is  conflict  of 
evidence;  Slade  v.  Montgomery',  53  App.  Div.  348,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  709,  holding 
direction  of  verdict  unwarranted  where  evidence  is  conflicting  and  its  weight 
does  not  so  preponderate  that  contrary  verdict  would  be  set  aside;  Schillinger 
V.  McGarry,  25  Misc.  749,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  673,  holding  verdict  should  be  directed 
only  when  facts  undisputed,  or  so  convincing  that  a  reasonable  mind  could  reach 
but  one  conclusion;  Bussel  v.  Sagor,  27  Misc.  811,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  221,  holding 
verdict  against  weight  of  evidence  will  be  set  aside. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Jenkins,  162  Mass.  398,  38  N.  E.  974,  holding  it  duty  of  court 
to  direct  verdict  for  defendant  where  whole  evidence  insuflicient  to  direct  ver- 
dict for  plaintiff. 

Cited  in  note  (15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  72)  on  right  to  withdraw  civil  action  from 
jury  for  insufficiency  of  proof. 

Limited  in  McDonald  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  167  N.  Y.  70,  60  N.  £. 
282,  holding  direction  of  verdict  improper  when  issue  of  fact  exists. 
NeceMilty  of  Innvendo. 

Approved  in  Youmans  v.  Paine,  86  Hun,  483,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  50,  holding  in- 
nuendo necessary  when  words  themselves  are  harmless  and  innocent;  Taylor 
V.  Wallace,  31  Misc.  393,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  271,  holding  meaning  of  equivocal  words 
must  be  averred;  Hatfield  v.  Sisson,  28  Misc.  257,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  73,  holding 
innuendo  or  allegation  necessary  where  words  not  actionable  per  ae;  Beecher 
V.  Press  Pub.  Co.  60  App.  Div.  539,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  895,  holding  innuendo  neces- 
sary where  publication  equivocal;  Keller  v.  Dean,  57  App.  Div.  8,  67  N.  Y. 
Supp.  842,  holding  innuendo  unnecessary  where  words  charge  plaintiff  with 
having  intentionally  set  fire  to  plaintifT's  barn;  Qates  v.  New  York  Recorder 
Co.  155  N.  Y.  239,  49  N.  E.  769,  dissenting  opinion  by  O'Brien,  J.,  who  holds 
innuendo  necessary  if  words  not  actionable  in  themselves. 

Cited  in  Daily  v.  New  York  Herald  Co.  151  Fed.  117;  Maerlender  v.  Porter, 
114  App.  Div.  181,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  533;  Outcault  v.  New  York  Herald  Co.  117 
App.  Div.  638,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  685;  Ken  worthy  v.  Brown,  45  Misc.  292,  92  N.  Y. 
Supp.  34, — holding  when  words  capable  of  two  meanings,  one  slanderous  and 
other  not,  innuendo  necessary. 
Flndlnar  baaed  on  coajectarer 

Approved  in  Laidlaw  v.  Sage,  158  N.  Y.  96,  44  L.  R.  A.  225,  52  N.  E.  679, 
holding  conjecture,  possibility,  or  scintilla  of  evidence  not  enough  to  take  case 
to  jury;  Shotwcll  v.  Dixon,  163  N.  Y.  53,  57  N.  E.  178,  holding  conjecture,  sur- 
mise, or  speculation  insufficient  to  authorize  finding. 

Cited  in  Cassidy  v.  Uhlmann,   170  N.  Y.   534,  63  N.  E.  554,  by  Martin,  J., 
dissenting,  who  holds  finding  of  fraud  cannot  be  based  on  surmise,  speculation, 
or  conjecture. 
Revie-vF  by  court  of  appeals. 

Approved  in  Hudson  v.  Rome,  W.  &  O.  R.  Co.  145  N.  Y.  412,  40  N.  E.  8, 
holding  court  of  appeals  will  review  evidence  where  apparent  conflict  is  met 
by  well-known  scientific  facts;  Re  Harriot,  145  N.  Y.  545,  40  N.  E.  246,  holding 
that  court  of  appeals  will  review  evidence  if  justice  requires,  though  apparent 
conflict  is  mere  scintilla  or  met  by  well-known  scientific  facts. 

Qualified  in  Fealcy  v.  Bull,  163  N.  Y.  401,  57  N.  E.  631,  holding  refusal  to 
nonsuit  not  reviewable  by  court  of  appeals  where  evidence  sufficient  to  support 
verdict. 
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20  L.  R.  A.  446,  PEOPLE  e»  rel  CAUFFMAN  v.  VAN  BUREN,  136  N.  Y.  252, 

32  N.  E.  776. 
Utnobedlenoe  of  order. 

Approved  in  People  ex  rel.  Gaynor  v.  McKane,  78  Hun,  158,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
981,  and  Sheffield  v.  Cooper,  21  App.  Div.  520,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  639,  holding  In- 
junction granted  within  jurisdiction  of  court  must  be  obeyed  until  revoked; 
People  ex  rel.  Piatt  v.  State  Canvassers,  74  Hun,  186,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  346,  hold- 
ing party  violating  order  not  void  on  its  face  for  lack  of  jurisdiction,  guilty 
of  contempt;  Re  Van  Ness,  17  App.  Div.  582,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  576,  holding  order 
granted  within  jurisdiction  of  court  must  be  obeyed  until  revoked;  People  y. 
Houchard,  6  Misc.  460,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  201,  holding  injunction  must  be  obeyed 
until  revoked,  although  issued  to  enjoin  sale  of  oleomargarine  prohibited  by 
unconstitutional  statute. 
QveiitlonB  considered  on  chargre  of  eontempt. 

Approved  in  People  ex  rel.  Gaynor  v.  McKane,  78  Hun,  161,  28  N.  Y.  Supp. 
981,  holding,  in  determining  charge  of  civil  contempt,  court  will  consider  whether 
party  was  entitled  to  equitable  remedy  awarded;  Ke  Pye,  18  App.  Div.  308,  46 
X.  Y.  Supp.  350,  holding,  on  motion  to  charge  with  contempt  for  disobedience 
to  order,  court's  jurisdiction  to  make  order  only  question  presented. 
Injunction  In  aid  of  attadtment. 

Approved  in  Moritz  v.  Kaliske,  31  Abb.  N.  C.  51,  69  N.  Y.  S.  R.  867,  28  N.  Y. 
Supp.  380,  holding  attaching  creditor  entitled  to  injunction  restraining  removal 
of  debtor's  property  from  jurisdiction  of  court;  Garden  v.  Garden,  34  Misc.  98, 
69  N.  Y.  Supp.  481,  holding,  after  appointment  of  receiver  on  husband's  failure 
to  pay  alimony,  wife  may  sue  to  enjoin  payment  of  legacy  to  husband. 

Cited  in  Coffin  v.  Harris,  141  N.  C.  713,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  626,  54  S.  E.  437, 
holding  injunction  to  protect  property  in  custody  of  law  must  be  issued  by 
court  which  holds  the  property  in  custody  and  also  citing  annotation  to  the 
point;  Hart  v.  A.  L.  Clarke  &  Co.  194  N.  Y.  407,  87  N.  E.  808,  holding  attaching 
creditor  entitled  to  injunction  to  prevent  debtor  from  fraudulently  disposing 
of  the  attached  property. 

Cited  in  note   (.38  L.R.A.(N.S.)   233)   on  jurisdiction  of  equity  when  the  only 
relief  sought  is  an  injunction  or  receiver  to  preserve  status  quo,  in  aid  of  at- 
tachment proceedings. 
injunction  airalnst  Jodarment  by  confeftnlon. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.  R.  A.  236,  238)  on  injunction  against  judgments  entered 
on   confession. 
Salt  In  aid  of  attachment. 

Cited  in  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Greenhood,  16  Mont.  445,  41  Pac.  260,  hold- 
ing attaching  creditor  who  has  recovered  judgment  may  sue  to  remove  fraudu- 
lent obstruction  to  execution,  returned  unsatisfied,  but  not  nulla  bona;  Lopez 
v.  Merchants'  &  F.  Nat.  Bank,  18  App.  Div.  434,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  91,  holding 
attaching  creditor  may  sue  to  set  aside  fraudulent  judgments  against  insolvent 
defendant  corporation;  Montgomery  v.  McDermott.  83  Fed.  577,  holding  equity 
will  aid  attaching  creditor  where  defendant  dies  pending  .suit  and  there  is  con- 
spiracy to  remove  fund  attaclied;  Burtis  v.  Dickinson,  81  Hun,  345,  30  N.  Y. 
Supp.  886,  denying  motion  to  vacate  judgments,  made  by  creditor  who  has  not 
recovered  judgment  and  whose  attacliment  has  not  been  levied;  Whitney  v.  Da- 
vis, 148  N.  Y.  259,  42  N.  E.  061,  Allirming  88  Hun,  172,  S.")  N.  Y.  Supp.  531, 
holding  suit  in  aid  of  attachment  i^^sued  in  another  action  in  wliieh  defendants 
not  in  default  not  maintainable:  (tavazzi  v.  Dryfoos,  110  App.  Div.  93,  97  N. 
Y.  Supp.  59;  Marks  v.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  109  App.  Div.  677,  96  N.  Y. 
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Supp.  551, — as  to  when  suit  in  equity  may  be  maintained  in  aid  of  attachmeDt. 

Cited  in  note   (23  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   42)   on  attachment  and  garnishment  liois  as 
conditions  precedent  to  equitable  remedies  of  creditors. 

Distinguished  in  Hart  v.  A.  L.  Clarke  &  Co.  127  App.  Div.  683,  111  N.  Y. 
Supp.  886,  holding  no  action  in  equity  will  lie  to  reach  property  by  attaahment 
alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently  disposed  of  by  debtor,  when  sheriff  has  not 
possession  of  same  and  not  subject  to  attachment  by  him  as  property  capable 
of  manual  delivery. 
Jariadlctlon  to  Arrant  order. 

Approved  in  Perry  v.  Kent,  88  Hun,  411,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  843,  holding  order 
discharging  one  in  custody  under  body  execution  within  jurisdiction  of  court 
where  construction  of  statute  involved;  Re  Lenox  Corp.  57  App.  Div.  518,  68 
N.  Y.  Supp.  103,  holding  order  appointing  temporary  receiver  and  enjoining 
prosecution  of  claims  not  nullity  if  evidence  tends  to  show  jurisdictional  facts; 
Rigas  V.  Livingston,  178  N.  Y.  24,  70  N.  £.  107,  holding  power  of  court  to  grant 
Injunction  pendente  lite  \»  found  in  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 
Grantlnar  attacliinent  an  adjudication  of  indebtednesn. 

Approved  in  Ledoux  v.  East  River  Silk  Co.  19  Misc.  442,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  489, 
holding  granting  of  attachment  adjudication  of  indebtedness  which  cannot  bi- 
attacked  collaterally  in  struggle  for  priority  of  liens. 
Presumption  as  to  validity  of  attacl&ntent. 

Approved  in  V.  G.  Pfluke  Co.  v.  Papulias,  42  Misc.  21,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  543, 
holding  attachment  issued  by  court  of  general  jurisdiction  presumed  good  until 
vacated  in  direct  proceeding. 
Snit  to  eatabllBli  priority. 

Approved  in  Robinson  v.  Hawley,  45  App.  Div.  290,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  138,  holding 
judgment  creditor  may  sue  in  equity  to  establish  priority  of  his  lien  over  chattel 
mortgages. 
Lien  acQnired. 

Approved  in  Montgomery  v.  McDermott,  43  C.  C.  A.  367,  103  Fed.  809,  holding 
attaching  creditor  acquires  no  lien  on  trust  certificates  where  title  had  been 
transferred  to  third  person. 
Abandonment  of  lien. 

Approved  in  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Greenhood,  16  Mont.  448,  41  Pac.  260, 
holding  issue  and  return  of  execution  unsatisfied  not  abandonment  of  attachment 
lien. 

Po'wer  of  conrt  of  equity  to  arrant  interlocutory  injnnctiona. 

Cited  in  Bachman  v.  Harrington,  184  N.  Y.  462,  77  N.  E.  667,  holding  court 
of  equity  has  no  inherent  absolute  power  to  grant  interlocutory  injunctions  but 
the  authority  therefor  must  be  found  in  the  Code. 

20   L.  R.  A.  463,  PEOPLE   cot  reh  EDISON   ELECTRIC   LIGHT   00.  v.  CAMP- 
BELL, 138  N.  Y.  643,  34  N.  E.  370. 
Capital  employed  ipvitliin  iitate. 

Approved  in  People  ex  ret.  Blackinton  Co.  v.  Roberts,  4  App.  Div.  391,  88  N- 
Y.  Supp.  872,  holding  bank  account  of  domestic  corporation  and  manufactured 
goods  on  hand,  part  of  capital  stock  employed  within  state;  People  ew  reL  New 
England  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Roberts,  25  App.  Div.  18,  49  N.  Y.  Snpp.  10,  holding 
foreign  corporation  loaning  money  in  other  states,  but  maintaining  local  office 
disposing  of  securities  and  depositing  money,  employs  capital  within  state;  Peo* 
pie  ea?  rel  New  York  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Knight,  75  App.  Div.  171,  77  N.  Y.  Supp- 
401,  holding  corporation  taxable  on  acoount  of  stodc  of  domestic  corporation  held 
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by  ity  corresponding  with  proportion  of  assets  of  such  corporation  used  without 
state;  People  ew  rel.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  v.  Barker,  23  Misc.  190,  51  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1105,  holding  real  property  owned  hy  railroad  company  without  state  not 
part  of  its  capital  for  purposes  of  taxation;  People  ex  rel.  American  Surety  Co. 
▼.  Campbell,  74  Hun,  103,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  462,  holding  bonds  deposited  and  real 
estate  purchased  in  foreign  state  to  enable  domestic  corporation  to  transact  busi- 
ness therein  not  taxable  in  home  state. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  C-ommercial  Cable  Co.  v.  Morgan,  178  N.  Y.  440,  67 
Ii.R.A.  964,  70  N.  E.  967,  holding  United  States  bonds  held  by  corporation  pur- 
chased with  its  capital  are  capital  employed  within  state;  People  ex  rel.  Stein- 
way  &  Sons  V.  Kelsey,  108  App.  Div.  140,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  42,  holding  surplus  of 
corporation  not  within  franchise  tax  law  levying  tax  on  corporation  in  proportion 
to  capital  stock  employed  within  state. 

Cited  in  note  (58  L.  R.  A.  533,  548,  566,  568,  596)  on  taxation  of  capital  stock 
in  I'nited  States. 

Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  United  States  Aluminum  Printing  Plate  Co.  v. 
Knight,  174  N.  Y.  483,  63  L.  R.  A.  90,  67  N,  E.  63,  holding  corporation  whose 
capital  consists  of  patent  rights  liable  to  franchise  tax  on  amount  of  its  capital 
tf'mployed  within  state. 

Cited  as  overruled  in  People  ex  rel.  United  States  Aluminum  Printing  Plate 
Co.  V.  Knight,  67  App.  Div.  334,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  745,  holding  patent  rights  not 
capital  employed  within  state. 
Taxation  of  stock  or  bonds  acquired  or  iparchaBed. 

Followed  in  People  ex  rel.  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Wemple,  148  N.  Y.  602, 
43  N.  E.  176,  holding  stock  in  foreign  companies  received  by  domestic  corpora- 
tion for  right  to  use  its  patents  not  taxable  as  capital  stock  '^employed  within 
state." 

Approved  in  People  v.  Campbell,  88  Hun,  550,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  801,  holding 
stock  of  foreign  corporations  in  which  portion  of  capital  stock  invested  not  cap- 
ital stock  used  in  state;  People  ex  rel.  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Campbell,  88 
Hun,  532,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  713,  holding  bonds  of  foreign  or  domestic  corporations 
received  on  sale  of  patents  subject  to  taxation  as  capital  employed  within  state; 
People  ea  rel.  United  Verde  Copper  Co.  v.  Roberts,  25  App.  Div.  90,  48  N.  Y. 
Supp.  881,  holding  bonds  of  foreign  railroad  constructed  to  haul  mineral  from 
iTiines  of  corporation  are  capital  stock  if  operation  of  mine  will  decrease  its  value 
by  exhaustion;  People  ex  rel.  Brown  v.  O'Rourke,  31  App.  Div.  687,  52  N.  Y. 
Supp.  427,  holding  bonds,  even  of  foreign  corporation,  taxable  in  hands  of  holder ; 
Pcwple  ea  rel.  Commercial  Cable  Co.  v.  Morgan,  178  N.  Y.  440,  70  N.  E.  967,  hold- 
ing bonds  purchased  by  corporation  not. presumed  to  have  been  purchased  with 
surplus  instead  of  capital,  and  therefore  not  taxable. 

Cited  in  note    (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  453,  458)    on  situs  of  stock  and  bonds  for 
purposes  of  taxation. 
Dolngr  baiiliiesa  ^within  state. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Badische  Anilin  &  Soda  Fabrik  v.  Roberts,  11  App.  Div. 
315,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  502  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  foreign  corpora- 
tion which  is  special  partus  in  limited  partnership  is  "doing  business"  within 
state  and  subject  to  taxation;  People  ex  rel.  Edison  Light  &  Power  Installation 
Co.  T.  Kelsey,  101  App.  Div.  206,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  709,  holding  foreign  corporation 
whose  capital  stock  is  invested  in  a  local  corporation  not  doing  business  within 
state  so  as  to  be  subject  to  taxation. 
Patent  rlarltts. 

Cited  in  Crown  Cork  &  Seal  Co.  y.  State,  87  Md.  701,  63  L.  R.  A.  420,  67  Am^ 
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St.  Rep.  371,  40  Atl.  1074,  holding  assessment  of  capital  stock  of  corporation  not 
limited  to  value  of  its  property  other  than  patents. 

Cited  in  notes  (29  L.  R.  A.  793)  on  power  of  state  to  restrict  and  regulate  sale 
or  enjoyment  of  patent  rights;   (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  375;  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  749,  750) 
on  taxation  of  patent  rights,  and  patented  articles. 
Franchise  tax. 

Cited  in  note  (57  L.  R,  A.  77)  on  taxation  of  corporate  franchises  in  United 
States. 

20  L.  R.  A.  455,  GOTIHELF  v.  STR-\yAHAX,  138  N.  Y.  345,  34  N.  E.  288. 
Specific  performance. 

Approved  in  McPherson  v. 'Schade,  149  N.  Y.  22,  43  N.  E.  527;  Heller  v. 
Cohen,  154  N.  Y.  307,  48  N.  E.  527;  Stokes  v.  Stokes,  155  N.  Y.  590,  50  N.  E. 
342;  Finkel  v.  Kohn,  38  App.  Div.  205,  56  X.  Y.  Supp.  569,— holding  right  of 
specific  performance  rests  in  judicial  discretion;  Bowman  v.  McClenahan,  19 
Misc.  439,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  482,  refusing  specific  performance  where  buyer  desired 
premises  for  immediate  use  and  was  ignorant  of  unexpired  lease. 

Cited  in  Eisman  v.  Josephthal,  71  Misc.  291,  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  699,  holding  that 
specific  performance  may  be  refused  on  ground  of  excusable  mistake,  misconcep- 
tion or  understanding  respecting  important  provision  of  contract;  Stitt  v.  Ward, 
142  App.  Div.  630,  127  N.  Y.  Supp.  351,  holding  that  specific  performance  of  con- 
tract will  never  be  decreed  where  it  would  be  inequitable;  Richardson  Shoe  Ma- 
chinery Co.  V.  Essex  Mach.  Co.  207  Mass.  225,  93  N.  E.  650,  holding  that  specific 
performance  will  be  refused  where  common  purpose  of  both  parties  has  been 
destroyed  by  act  of  plaintiff  after  agreement  was  made;  Byrne  v.  Fremont 
Realty  Co.  120  App.  Div.  698,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  838,  holding  specific  performance 
will  not  be  enforced  when  it  would  be  inequitable. 

Cited  in  note   (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  720)   on  refusal  to  enforce  specific  perform- 
ance of  unfair  contract  or  one  involving  hardship. 
Covenant  agrainat  encnmbrances. 

Cited  in  Sheinhouse  v.  Klueppel,  80  App.  Div.  447,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  116,  to  point 
that  taxes  a  lien  within  warranty  against  encumbrances. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Green  v.  Tidball,  55  L.  R.  A.  879,  which  holds  city's  right 
to  reassess  for  street  improvement  within  covenant  against  encumbrances. 

20  L.  R.  A.  457,  BIRMINGHAM  R.  &  ELECTRIC  CO.  v.  ALLEN,  99  Ala.  369,  13 

So.  8. 
Managrement  of  dnnintir  line. 

Followed  in  Birmingham  R.  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Baylor,  101  Ala.  498,  13  So.  T93, 
holding  dummy  lines  should  adopt  rules  and  appliances  in  use  by  well-regulated 
railroads. 
AsMamption  of  risk. 

Approved  in  Louisville  k  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Banks,  104  Ala.  616,  16  So.  547,  holding 
employee  who  continues  in  service  after  lapse  of  reaponable  time  for  elevation  of 
low  bridge  assumes  risk;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Stutts,  105  Ala.  376,  53  Am. 
St.  Rep.  127,  17  So.  29,  holding  engineer's  continuance  in  service  with  knowledge 
of  obvious  defects  in  engine  and  trestle  an  assumption  of  risk;  Bridges  ▼.  Ten- 
nessee Coal,  I.  &  K  Co.  109  Ala.  293,  19  So.  495,  holding  engineer  who  uses  defec- 
tive boiler  and  locomotive  an  unreasonable  time  after  knowledge  of  danger  assumes 
risk;  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Davis,  119  Ala.  583,  24  So.  862,  holding  brakeman 
assumes  hazard  of  dangerous  track  and  switch  by  long  continuance  in  employ- 
ment with  knowledge  of  defect;  Boyd  v.  Indian  Head  Mills,  131  Ala.  358,  31  So. 
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80,  holding  employee  by  continuance  in  senice  assumes  risk  incident  to  emptying 
•cars  without  a  tipple;  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Hulsey,  132  Ala.  459,  31  So.  627, 
holding  employee  does  not  assume  risk  of  felling  tree  when  superior  promises  to 
warn  him  of  danger;  Osborne  v.  Alabama  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  135  Ala.  676,  33  So. 
687,  holding  employee  who  continues  in  service  w^ith  knowledge  of  obvious  danger 
from  water  way  assumes  risk;  Martin  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  118  Iowa, 
157,  59  L.  R.  A.  702,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  380,  91  N.  W.  1034,  holding  brakeman's 
•continuance  in  service  with  knowledge  that  trains  are  run  at  unlaw^ful  speed  an 
assumption  of  risk;  American  Rolling  Mill  Co.  v.  Hullinger,  161  Ind.  678,  67  N. 
£.  986,  holding  in  action  under  Indiana  statute,  by  servant  against  corporate 
•employer  for  personal  injuries,  doctrine  of  assumed  risk  is  involved. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  162  Ala.  601,  50  So.  188,  as  to  effect 
of  statute  making  it  duty  of  employee  to  give  notice  of  defect  unless  master 
knew  of  same;  Gainer  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  152  Ala.  191,  44  So.  652,  holding 
servant  working  on  defective  planer  with  knowledge  of  defects  assumed  risk; 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  McGrowan,  149  Ala.  453,  43  So.  378,  holding  servant  not 
iuiund  to  give  notice  of  defective  appliance  where  master  knew  of  defects; 
Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Norgate,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  992,  72  C.  C.  A.  365,  141 
Fed.  254,  5  Ann.  Cas.  448;  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Gannon,  40  Colo.  206,  11 
Xi.R.A.( N.S.I  222,  90  Pac,  853, — holding  statute  requiring  frogs  to  be  blocked 
<iid  not  affect  the  law  of  assumption  of  risk;  Welsh  v.  Barber  Asphalt  Paving 
Co.  93  C.  C.  A.  101,  167  Fed.  467;  Western  Furniture  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bloom, 
76  Kan.  130,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  226,  123  Am.  St.  Rep.  123,  90  Pac.  821,— hold- 
ing assumption  of  risk  no  defense  to  action  for  injuries  caused  by  failure  of 
master  to  comply  with  factory  act  requiring  machinery  to  be  guarded;  Lynch 
V.  Saginaw  Valley  Traction  Co.  153  Mich.  177,  21  L.R.A.  (KS.)  779,  116  N. 
W.  983,  holding  lineman  of  electric  railway  company  by  continuing  in  service 
with  knowledge  of  company's  method  of  inspection  assumed  risk  of  injury 
caused  by  improper  inspection;  Noe  v.  Rapid  R.  Co.  133  Mich.  156,  94  N.  W'. 
743,  holding  employee  of  electric  road  did  not  assume  risk  of  defective  switch 
when  his  work  was  performed  at  a  distance  therefrom  and  there  was  no  duty 
resting  upon  him  to  notice  switch;  Osterholm  v.  Boston  &  M.  Consol.  Copper 
A  S.  Min.  Co.  40  Mont.  529,  107  Pac.  499,  holding  statute  requiring  steel  cages 
in  mining  shafts  did  not  affect  defense  of  assumption  of  risk;  Rase  v.  Minne- 
sota, St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  107  Minn.  270,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  148,  120 
N.  W.  360,  holding  assumption  of  risk  is  based,  not  upon  contract,  but  on 
the  principle  expressed  by  maxim,  volenti  not  fit  injuria;  Hall  v.  West  &  M. 
Mill  Co.  39  Wash.  468,  81  Pac.  915,  4  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  587  (dissenting  opin- 
ion) as  to  availability  of  assumption  of  risk  as  a  defense  where  injur^'^  occurred 
by  reason  of  violation  of  factory  act. 

Cited  in  notes  (47  L.  R.  A.  192)  on  volenti  non  fit  injuria  as  defense  to 
actions  by  injured  servants;  (19  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  167)  on  assumption  of  risk  by 
employee. 

Distinguished  in  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Blanford,  105  Va.  380,  54  S.  E.  1,  hold- 
ing   under    statute    knowledge    by    railroad    employee    of    defective    or    unsafe 
character  of  appliances  not  defense  to  action  for  negligence. 
General  allearatlon  of  nearllgrence. 

Cited  in  note   (59  L.  R.  A.  230,  260)    on  sufficiency  of  general  allegations  of 
negligence. 
Statutory  constmotlon. 

Approved  in  Jarvis  v.  Hitch,  161  Ind.  220,  67  X.  E.  1057,  holding  clause  taken 
from  statute  of  another  state  will  be  deeni«»d  to  have  meaning  given  it  by  courts 
of  that  state. 
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Maater**  duty  mm  to  appllADces. 

Cited  in  notes  (08  Am.  St.  Rep.  316)   on  liability  to  servant  for  injuries  due 
to  defective  machinery   and  appliances;    (10   £ng.   Rul.   Cas.  58)    on   liability 
for  injury  due  to  neglect  of  statutory  precautions. 
Conatmetloa  of  demurrer. 

Cited  in  Schoner  v.  Allen,  25  Okla.  24,  105  Pac.  101,  holding  that  where  de- 
murrer to  petition  consisting  of  one  count  is  sustained,  and  same  la  refiled  un- 
changed except  for  second  cause  added,  demurrer  subsequently  filed  only  ran  to 
allegations  in  second  count. 

20  L.  R.  A.  462,  THOMPSON  v.  BUNTON,  117  Mo.  83,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  630,  22 

S.  W.  863. 
Teatlmar  eonBtttntlonallty  of  statute  on  babeaji  corpma. 

Approved  in  Ex  parte  Smith,  135  Mo.  220,  33  L.  R.  A.  607,  58  Am.  St.  Rep. 
576,  36  S.  W.  628,  holding  constitutionality  of  statute  or  ordinance  under  which 
petitioner  imprisoned  may  be  inquired  into  on  habeas  corpus. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Lucas,  160  Mo.  246,  61  S.  W.  218  (separate  opinion)  major- 
ity upholding  right  to  test  by  habeas  corpus,  constitutionality  of  act  requiring 
certificate  of  registration  before  following  occupation  of  barber. 
Collateral  attack  on  dectnlon  aHralnst  eonstttntfoaal  rfgrht. 

Cited  in  note    (30  L.  R.  A.  457)    on  decision  against  constitutional  right  as 
nullity  subject  to  collateral  attack. 
Bnforcemeat  In  equity  of  contract  for  •erTlee. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Williams,  130  Mo.  01,  37  L.  R.  A.  707,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  436, 
40  S.  W.  353  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  contract  giving  editor  man- 
agement of  paper  for  term  of  years  not  such  contract  for  personal  service  as  de- 
prives him  of  equitable  relief. 
Validity  of  atattttea  mm  to  -rairranoy. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Branch,  234  Mo.  471,  137  S.  W.  886,  to  the  point  that  legis- 
lature has  right  to  punish  vagrancy. 

Cited  in  notes  (137  Am.  St.  Rep.  060)  on  punishment  for  vagrancy;  (23 
Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  50)  on  power  of  state  to  exclude  vagrants. 

20  L.  R.  A.  465,  GORE  v.  CLARKE,  37  S.  C.  537,  16  S.  E.  614. 
Heir  or  dcTinee  as  traiitee. 

Cited  in  Ransdel  v.  Moore,  153  Ind.  410,  53  L.  R.  A.  762,  53  N.  E.  767,  holding 
heir  who  prevents  execution  of  will  by  promise  to  convey  property  to  third  per- 
son, truplcee. 

Annotation  approved  in  Russell  v.  Jones,  68  C.  C.  A.  487,  135  Fed.  043,  on 
trusts  arising  out  of  devise  procured  on  promise  as  to  disposal  thereof  bnt 
holding  evidence  did  not  show  such  promise. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cassels  v.  Finn,  68  L.R.A.  80,  which  holds  that  tailure 
of  sole  heir  to  perform  oral  promise  to  dispose  of  decedent's  estate  as  she  de- 
sires does  not  make  him  a  trustee  ex  maleficio  as  to  the  property  inherited. 

Distinguished  in  Amherst  College  v.  Ritch,  10  Misc.  531,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  885, 
holding  property  conveyed  to  executors,  to  whom  testator  gave  memorandum  as 
to  its  disposition,  held  in  trust  for  parties  named  therein. 
Creation  or  validity  of  trust. 

Annotation  cited  in  Flood  v.  Ryan,  220  Pa.  466,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1274,  69 
Atl.  008,  13  Ann.  Cas.  1180  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  gifts  by  will  as  affected 
by  promiR?s  made  to  testator  and  by  secret  trusts. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Crerar  v.  Williams,  21  L.  R.  A.  454,  which  holds  that 


721  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [20  LJI.A.  483 

gift  for  free  library  is  not  made  conditional  by  provision  for  organiLing  corpora- 
tion to  administer  charity;  Orth  v.  Orth,  32  L.  R.  A.  298,  which  holds  trust  not 
created  by  beneficiary's  failure  to  perform  promise  to  comply  with  testator's  re- 
quest; Amherst  College  v.  Ritch,  37  L.  R.  A.  305,  which  holds  void^  secret  trust 
raised  by  testator's  reliance  on  legatee's  promise  to  distribute  property  among 
specified  charities;  Jewell  v.  Louisville  Trust  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  377,  which  denies 
creation  of  precatory  trust  by  will  of  merchant  expressing  desire  for  retention,  on 
liberal  termfl,  of  specified  person  in  employ  of  firm  of  which  testator  a  partner. 
Cited  in  notes  (22  LJl.A.(N.S.)  1269)  on  effect  of  statutes  limiting  charitable 
bequest,  etc.  on  absolute  gift  to  individual  in  hope  that  he  will  use  it  for  such 
purposes;  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  996)  as  to  whether  constructive  trust  may  be  based 
upon  undertaking  to  hold  for  another's  benefit  property  received  through  devise 
or  inheritance,  where  no  actual  testamentary  intention  frustrated. 
Gift   to  lllearlttmate  child. 

Cited  in  Cooley  v.  Cooley,  58  S.  C.  175,  36  S.  E.  563,  to  point  that  illegitimate 
child  may  be  given  one  fourth  of  father's  estate. 

20  L.  R.  A.  479,  WILDER  v.  STANLEY,  66  Vt.  145,  26  Atl.  189. 
Lflal^lllty  of  trenpajiaer* 

Cited  in  note   (63  L.  R.  A.  635)   on  extent  of  trespasser's  liabilil^  for  conse* 
quential  injuries  resulting  from  trespass. 
Joint  liability  for  aearllsrence. 

Cited  in  Feneff  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  196  Mass.  581,  82  N.  E.  705,  holding 
one  who  receives  personal  injury  by  reason  of  negligent  acts  of  two  or  more 
persons  which  operate  concurrently  to  cause  the  injury  so  that  the  damage  which 
results  from  such  negligent  acts  cannot  be  determined  separately,  can  maintain 
an  action  against  all  such  wrong  doers  jointly. 

20  L.  R  A.  481,  HOGtJE  v.  WILLIAMSON,  85  Tex.  653,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  823,  22 

S.  W.  680. 
Payment  of  debt  In   Confederate  money. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hendry  v.  Benlisa,  34  L.  R.  A.  283,  which  holds  payment 
of  debt  during  Rebellion  in  Confederate  money  valid. 
Aarreentents  deMtroylnup  negotiability. 

Cited  in  note  (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  199)  on  agreements  and  conditions  destroy- 
ing negotiability. 

20  L.  R.  A.  483,  PHETTIPLACE  v.  NORTHERN  P.  R.  CO.  84  Wis.  412,  54  N. 

W.  1092. 
BJectlon  of  paanenarer. 

Approved  in  Hart  v.  West  Side  R,  Co.  86  Wis.  491,  57  N.  W.  91,  holding  car- 
rier liable  for  forcible  ejection  of  passenger  while  train  running  at  high  rate  of 
speed;  Boehm  v.  Duluth,  S.  S.  &  A.  R.  Co.  91  Wis.  596,  65  N.  W.  606,  holding 
statute  authorizing  ejection  at  stopping  place  or  near  dwelling  house,  of  passen- 
ger refusing  to  pay,  impliedly  prohibits  ejection  elsewhere. 

Cited  in  Masterson  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  102  Wis.  673,  78  N.  W.  757,  as 
construing  statute  to  forbid  ejection  of  passenger  except  at  usual  stopping  place 
or  near  dwelling  house;  Johnson  v.  Georgia  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  108  Ga.  502,  46  L.  R. 
A.  504,  footnote  p.  602,  34  S.  E.  127,  holding  that  passenger  unable  to  get  ticket 
at  reduced  rate  because  ofiSce  was  closed  may  be  ejected  on  refusal  to  pay  full 
fare;  Powell  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  229  Mo.  282,  129  S.  W.  963  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  unlawfulness  of  expulsion  of  passenger  for  refusal  to  pay  fare  at 
places  other  than  those  mentioned  in  statute. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 46. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  Coffee  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  45  L.  R.  A.  112,  which  de- 
nies right  to  eject  passenger  without  ticket,  for  refusal  to  pay  extra  fare,  when 
fnilure  to  procure  ticket  was  due  to  delay  in  finding  satchel  in  baggage  room. 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.  R.  A.  131)  on  place  where  one  refusing  to  pay  fare  may  be 
ejected. 
Rlarlit  to  cbarare  additional  fare. 

Approved  in  Kennedy  v.  Birmingham  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  138  Ala.  231,  36  So. 
108,  holding  passenger  going  on  train  at  station  where  tickets  not  sold  cannot 
be  charged  more  than  regular  fare  because  he  has  no  ticket. 

Annotation  cited  in  Fulmer  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  67  S.  C.  276,  45  S.  E.  196 
(dissenting  opinion)  as  to  right  of  railroad  company  to  charge  extra  fare  when 
passenger  has  no  ticket. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mills  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A  497,  which 
holds  rule  requiring  procuring  of  tickets  before  entering  train,  and  authorizing 
additional  fare  when  paid  on  train  unenforceable  unless  ticket  office  kept  open  as 
required;  Monnier  v.'New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  62  L.R.A.  357,  which  holds  fact 
that  ticket  office  was  not  open  ground  for  passenger's  refusal  to  pay  extra  fare 
on  train. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  758)  on  rights  of  passenger  unable  to  get 
ticket  before  train  starts. 

20  L.  R.  A.  487,  GOULD  v.  SULLIVAN,  84  Wis.  659,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  955,  54  X. 

W.  1013. 
Nonpayment  of  tax  beeanae  of  officer's  mlMake. 

Approved  in  Bray  &  C.  Land  Co.  v.  Newman,  92  Wis.  274,  65  N.  W,  494,  hold- 
ing owner's  title  not  devested  by  sale  for  taxes  which  he  was  prevented  from 
paying  by  mistake  of  officer;  Kneeland  v.  Wood,  117  Mich.  176,  75  N.  W.  461. 
holding  landowner's  attempt  to  pay  taxes,  prevented  by  officer's  mistake,  equiva- 
lent to  payment;  Nelson  v.  Churchill,  117  Wis.  13,  93  N.  W.  799,  holding  tax 
deed  invalid,  where  person  assessed  was  officially  informed  there  was  no  tax  to 
pay  or  sale  to  redeem  from. 

Distinguished  in  Conklin  v.  Cullen,  29  Mont.  42,  74  Pac.  72,  holding  owner  of 
land  not  entitled  to  relief  from  tax  sale  by  reason  of  failure  of  county  treasurer 
to  inform  him  of  the  sale  when  he  requests  the  amount  due  for  taxes  after  the 
sale,  he  not  mentioning  an  intention  to  redeem. 
Tax  sale  vnder  erroneous  aflMeasment. 

Approved  in  Cunningham  v.  Brown,  39  W.  Va.  599,  20  S.  B.  615,  holding  title 
of  owner  who  paid  all  taxes  de|  anded  not  devested  by  tax  sale  for  year  when 
parcel  erroneously  included  with  another. 
Statute  of  llmitatlonn. 

Approved  in  Roberts  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  8  N.  D.  511,  79  N.  W.  1049,  holding 
statute  of  limitations  does  not  run  in  favor  of  deed  issued  on  sale  of  land  for 
taxes  for  year  it  was  not  assessed;  Edwards  v.  Upham,  93  Wis.  458,  67  N.  W. 
728,  holding  owner,  prevented  from  paying  tax  by  officer's  mistake,  may  sue 
grantee  under  tax  deed  after  three  years  limited  by  statute. 

Cited  in  Nelson  v.  Jacobs,  99  Wis.  561,  75  N.  W.  406,  to  point  that  claim  to 
realty  may  be  shown  barred  by  limitation  under  allegation  of  uninterrupted  nd 
verse  possession  for  statutory  period. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  163)  on  applicability  of  statute  limiting  time 
for  attack  on  tax  sale,  to  sale  under  proceedings  void  for  jurisdictional  defects, 
under  which  no  possession  taken;    (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)    357)   on  effect  of  void  pro- 
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ceedings  for  sale  of  realty  to  start  statute  running  in  favor  of  purchaser  in  pos- 
flession. 

Tender  as  dtvehararlnar  lien. 

Cited  in  Hammond  v.  Erickson,  135  Wis.  572,  116  N.  W.  173,  as  to  effect  o! 
tender  to  discharge  lien  of  mortgage. 
•Orantee  In  tax  deed  as  bona  llde  purchaser. 

Cited  in  W  illiams  v.  J.  L.  Gates  Land  Co.  146  Wis.  59,  130  N.  W.  880,  hold- 
ing that  grantee  in  tax  deed  is  not  bona  fide  purchaser  of  land. 

20  L.  R.  A.  493,  ARNOLD  v.  BOURNIQUE,  144  III.  132,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  419, 

33  N.  E.  530. 
Certificate  of  architect  or  arbitrator. 

Approved  in  Hennessy  v.  Metzger,  152  III.  515,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  267,  38  N.  E. 
1058,  holding  provision  for  payment  on  presentation  of  architect's  certificate 
makes  its  procurement  condition  precedent;  White  v.  Mitchell,  30  Ind.  App.  345, 
<d  N.  £.  1061,  holding,  where  architect's  certificate  condition  precedent  to  as- 
sertion of  right,  performance,  reason  for  noncompliance,  or  waiver  must  be 
shown  by  one  asserting  right;  Crane  Elevator  Co.  v.  Clark,  26  0.  0.  A.  103,  53 
U.  S.  App.  257,  80  Fed.  708,  holding  determination  of  architect  conclusive  in  ab- 
sence of  fraud,  collusion,  or  mistake;  Classen  v.  Davidson,  59  III.  App.  108,  hold- 
ing surveyor's  certificate  of  acceptance  binding  in  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake; 
Peoria  v.  Fruin-Bambrick  Constr.  Co.  68  111.  App.  280,  holding  dispute  as  to  work 
or  material  bars  recovery,  unless  arbitrator's  refusal  lo  certify  is  fraudulent  or 
unreasonable;  McDonald  v.  Patterson,  186  111.  384,  57  N.  E.  1027,  holding  failure 
to  procure  certificate  does  not  prevent  recovery  when  it  is  collusively  withheld; 
Oilniore  v.  Courtney,  158  111.  439,  41  N.  E.  1023,  holding  fear  of  fraudulent  re- 
ius&l  of  certificate  does  not  excuse  failure  to  apply;  Davis  v.  Gibson,  70  111.  App. 
274,  holding  proof  to  avoid  architect's  certificate  must  attack  his  exercise  of 
judgment,  and  not  quality  of  work;  Rawle  v.  Gilmore,  76  111.  App.  375,  holding, 
on  evidence  of  due  completion  of  contract,  jury  may  determine  whether  archi- 
tect's refusal  of  certificate  should  bar  recovery. 

C  itod  in  Blome  v..  Wahl-Henius  Institute  of  Fermentology,  150  III.  App.  178, 
holding  if  architect  in  refusing  a  certificate  has  acted  honestly  and  in  good  faith, 
a  recovery  cannot  be  had;  Concord  Apartment  House  Co.  v.  O'Brien,  128  III.  App. 
442,  holding  where  after  the  work  has  been  completed  an  accounting  has  been 
taken  and  an  architect's  certificate  issued  stating  the  balance  due,  the  same  is 
binding  upon  the  parties  in  absence  of  fraud,  accident  or  mistake,  when  the  con- 
tract between  the  parties  makes  arcliitect  arbiter;  Korbly  v.  Loomis,  172  Ind. 
355.  88  X.  E.  698,  holding  where  parties  to  a  building  contract  have  made  the 
certificate  of  an  architect  a  condition  precedent  to  the  assertion  of  a  right  there- 
under, such  a  condition  is  valid;  Hart  v.  Carsley  Mfg.  Co.  116  111.  App.  174, 
holding  in  an  action  upon  a  building  contract  which  makes  final  payment  con- 
-ditional  upon  an  architect's  certificate,  such  certificate  is  not  an  essential  to  a 
recovcrj'  if  it  appears  that  architect  in  withholding  certificate  did  not  exercise 
his  honest  judgment;  Paoaud  v.  Waite,  218  III.  147,  2  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  677,  75  X. 
E.  779,  holding  rule  of  board  of  trade  providing  for  a  committee  to  settle  dis- 
putes as  to  whom  margin  shall  be  paid  valid  rule  and  binding  upon  parties. 

Cited  in  note  (56  Am.  St.  Rep,  312)   on  architects'  certificates  and  engineers' 
•estimates. 
>-»  Proof  of  lost  certlfloate. 

Cited  in  Concord  Apartment  House  Co.  v.  O'Brien,  228  111.  368,  81  N.  E.  1038, 
iiolding  contents  of  certificate  may  be  preyed  though  certificate  is  lost. 
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Directed  Terdlct. 

Cited  in  Kennedy  v.  ^Etna  L.  Ins.  Co.  242  111.  403,  90  N.  E.  292,  holding  refusal 
to  direct  a  verdict  no  error  when  there  was  evidence  to  support  opposite  con- 
tention. 
Suit  a«  demand. 

Cited  in  Luther  v.  Crawford,  116  111.  App.  353,  holding  suit  may  be  brought 
on  a  certificate  of  deposit  without  a  previous  demand. 

20  L.  R.  A.  495,  BACON  v.  HANNA,  137  N.  Y.  379,  33  N.  E.  303. 
Service  of  notice  of  protest. 

Cited  in  Cuming  v.  Roderick,  28  App.  Div.  257,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  1053,  holdings 
merely  looking  in  directory  not  diligent  inquiry;  Philip  &  W.  Ebling  Brewing  Co* 
v.  Reinheimer,  32  Misc.  595,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  458,  holding  indorser  discharged 
where  notice  mailed  to  building  owned  by  him  and  occupied  by  his  sons,  but  in 
which  he  did  not  reside  or  transact  business. 

Cited  in  note  (4  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  505)  on  necessity  of  notice  of  dishonor  or 
waiver  thereof. 

20  L.  R.  A.  497,  KIMBALL  v.  FARMERS  A  M.  BANK,  138  N.  Y.  600,  34  N.  E, 

337. 
Rlsrbts  of  mortffasce  of  Teasel. 

Approved  in  The  Advance,  63  Fed.  705,  holding  mortgagee  of  vessel  after  de- 
fault may  claim  surplus  on  sale  of  ship  in  admiralty  to  satisfy  lien;  The  Kate, 
63  Fed.  716,  holding  mortgage  lien  on  vessel  inferior  to  lien  for  supplies. 
Chattel  mortffnffor'a  Interest  after  default. 

Approved  in  Craft  v.  Brandow,  61  App.  Div.  250,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  364,  holding 
mortgagor  after  default,  and  when  mortgaged  chattels  are  in  mortgagee's  posses- 
sion, has  no  leviable  interest,  but  equity  of  redemption  only. 
Hypotbecatlon  of  unearned  frelHrhts. 

Approved  in  The  Kate,  63  Fed.  714,  holding  valid,  hypothecation  of  freights  of 
future  and  prospective  voyages. 
Rlffbts  of  first  and  second  mortflraarees. 

Cited  in  Independent  Brewing  Co.  v.  Durston,  65  Misc.  502,  105  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1036,  on  effect  of  possession  by  second  mortgagee  upon  status  of  first  mortgagee. 

20  L.  R.  A.  603,  CASWELL  v.  JOKES,  65  Vt.  457,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  879,  26  Atl. 

629. 
Execution  sale. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Douglass  v.  Blount,  58  L.  R.  A.  699,  which  sustains  right 
of  attorney  for  plaintiff,  with  client's  consent,  to  purchase  at  execution  sale. 

Cited  in  notes   (21  L.R.A.  45)   on  how  far  purchaser  at  execution  or  judicial 
sale  is  protected  as  bona  fide  purchaser;    (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  791,  792)   on  who 
may  not  purchase  at  judicial,  execution,  or  other  compulsory  sales  because  so 
doing  may  conflict  with  their  duties. 
Validity  of  conveyance  by  husband  to  vrlfe. 

Cited  in  note  (90  Am.  St.  Rep.  546)  on  attacks  by  creditors  on  conveyances 
made  by  husbands  to  wives. 

20  L.  R.  A.  509,  SAXTON  v.  WEBBER,  83  Wis.  617,  53  N.  W.  906. 
Rule  avalnst  perpetuities. 

Approved  in  Hughes  v.  Hughes,  91  Wis.  144,  64  N.  W.  851,  holding  devise  to 
widow  for  life,  with  remainder  to  infant  son,  such  remainder  to  be  devoted  to 
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payment  of  oertain  legacies  if  Bon  dies  before  reaching  twenty-one,  does  not  vio- 
late rule  against  perpetuities;  Patton  v.  Ludington,  103  Wis.  646,  74  Am.  St. 
Bep.  910,  79  N.  W.  1073,  holding,  imder  devise  in  trust  to  pay  income  to  widow 
and  children,  with  remainder  to  children,  estate  vests  in  latter  on  testator's 
death;  Webber  v.  Webber,  108  Wis.  628,  84  N.  W.  896,  holding  devise  in  trust 
to  pay  income,  with  remainder  to  life  tenant's  issue  living  at  his  death,  but  if 
he  die  "w^ithout  issue"  then  to  specified  persons,  not  construed  as  if  reading 
^'without  having  had  issue;"  Danforth  v.  Oshkosh,  119  Wis.  279,  97  N.  W.  258, 
holding  provision  that  land  devised  to  city  for  public  library  shall  revert  when 
zko  longer  so  used  void  for  repugnancy  if  a  limitation  merely. 

Cited  in  Zillmer  v.  Landguth,  94  Wis*  609,  69  N.  W.  668,  holding  condition  re- 
stricting alienation,  annexed  to  devise  in  fee,  vol4  for  repugnancy;  Troutman  v. 
De  Boissiere  Odd  Fellows*  Orphans'  Home,  66  Kan.  27,  71  Pac.  286,  dissenting 
opinion  by  Cunningham,  J.,  to  proposition  that  attached  condition  cannot  defeat 
estate  clearly  granted,  unless  reconciliation  is  impossible;  Eggleston  v.  Swartz, 
145  Wis.  112,  129  N.  W.  48,  holding  that  devise  does  not  suspend  power  of 
alienation  for  more  than  two  lives  in  being,  where  under  no  possibility  could 
there  be  suspension  longer  than  during  life  of  widow  and  life  of  child  of  testa- 
tor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Starnes  v.  Hill,  22  L.  R.  A.  598,  which  holds  indefeasible 
fee  not  vested  in  one  to  whom  life  estate  given,  with  estate  in  fee  to  his  "heirs;" 
Edgcrly  v.  Barker,  28  L.  R.  A.  328,  which  sustains  gift  to  grandchild  when  young- 
est forty  years  old,  by  substituting  twenty-one  for  forty;  Murphy  v.  Whitney,  24 
L.  R.  A.  123,  which  holds  agreement  that  land  descending  to  brothers  and  sisters 
shall,  on  death  of  last  survivor,  pass  to  child  of  only  married  one  not  void  as 
perpetuity;  Graham  v.  Whitridge,  66  L.R.A.  408,  which  holds  that  dispositions 
made  under  power  of  appointment  conferred  by  will  must  be  viewed  as  though 
they  had  been  written  in  and  formed  part  of  will  in  determining  whether  exer- 
cise of  such  power  violated  rule  against  perpetuities;  Herzog  v.  Title  Guarantee 
A  T.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  146,  which  holds  unlawful  perpetuity  created  by  codicil  which 
directs  trustees  to  hold  the  shares  of  one  child  during  her  lifetime  and  pay  her  a 
life  annuity  and  divide  principal  among  her  children  at  death  where  the  will 
contains  similar  provisions  as  to  two  other  children. 

Cited   in   notes    (3   L.R.A.(N.S.)    642)    on   effect  on  particular  estate  of   re- 
mainder void  for  remoteness;    (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  126,  129)   on  rule  against  per- 
petuities. 
PremiinptloB  wism.inmt  Intestacy* 

Cited  in  Re  Weien,  139  Iowa,  660,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  467,  116  N.  W.  791,  holding 
will  to  be  construed  to  prevent  total  or  partial  intestacy  if  possible;  Gallagher 
V.  McKeague,  123  Wis.  119,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  821,  103  N.  W.  233,  holding  when- 
ever words  of  a  will,  fairly  construed,  are  such  as  to  carry  the  whole  estate  it 
will  be  presumed  that  testator  intended  to  dispose  of  all  of  his  property. 
y^m  coutainlna  valid  and  Invalid  devise. 

Cited  in  Famam  v.  Famam,  83  Conn.  385,  77  Atl.  70,  to  the  point  that  failure 
of  limitation  over  after  fee  leaves  absolute  estate  in  first  taker;  Shepperd  v. 
Fisher,  206  Mo.  245,  103  S.  W.  989.  holding  when  will  contains  valid  and  invalid 
devises  the  former  will  be  retained  unless  they  are  so  dependent  upon  the  in- 
valid ones  that  they  cannot  be  separated  without  defeating  the  general  intention 
of  testator;  Loyd  v.  Loyd,  102  Va.  527,  46  S.  E.  687,  holding  where  a  valid  disposi- 
tion of  property  is  followed  by  a  limitation  over,  which  for  some  cause  fails  to 
take  effect  that  fact  does  not  invalidate  the  previous  disposition. 
Vented   remainder. 

Cited  in  Archer  v.  Jacobs,  125  Iowa,  476,  101  N.  W.  195,  holding  it  is  not  the 
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certainty  of  possession  and  enjoyment  but  certainty  of  the  right  of  future  enjoy- 
ment provided  the  remainderman  out  lives  the  prior  estate,  whicli  diBtinguislu^  a 
vested  remainder. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bowen  v.  Hackney,  67  L.R.A.  441,  which  holds  that  ik^ 
estate  vests  in  children  until  widow's  death  under  will  giving  life  estate  to 
widow  and  providing  that  at  her  death  that  given  to  her  for  life  shall  be  equally 
divided  between  all  the  children,  the  representatives  of  those  having  died  to 
stand  in  place  of  ancestors. 
liapailitar  of  devise  or  legacy. 

Cited  in  note  (25  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  554)  on  lapsing  of  devise  or  legacy. 

20  L.  R.  A.  520,  JOHNS  v.  CHARLOTTE,  C.  A  A.  R.  CO.  39  S.  C.  162,  39  Am. 

St.  Rep.  709,  17  S.  E.  698. 
Evidence  an  to  plalntlff'ii  family  on  quefltlon  of  damagrea. 

Approved  in  Mathis  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  53  S.  C.  258,  31  S.  E.  240,  holding,  in 
action  for  personal  injuries,  testimony  as  to  plaintiff's  marriage,  his  children 
and  their  ages,  inadmissible;  Youngblood  v.  South  Carolina  &  G.  R.  Co.  60  S.  C. 
14,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  824,  38  S.  E.  232,  holding  number  and  ages  of  plaintiff«( 
children  admissible  to  show  one  result  of  defendant's  negligence  was  to  depriv? 
plaintiff  of  capacity  to  support  them;  Barker  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  51  W.  Va. 
432,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  808,  41  S.  E.  148,  holding  admission  of  evidence  that  plain- 
tiff's children,  who  w^ere  with  her  at  time  of  accident,  are  still  living,  is  not 
reversible  error. 

Cited  in  note  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  837)  on  evidence  of  domestic  relations  of  per- 
sons seeking  recovery  for  personal  injuries. 
Proof  of  child's  Injury  under  allegation  of  mental  sulferlnff. 

Distinguished  in  Gosa  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  67  S.  C.  373,  45  S.  E.  810  (dissenting: 
opinion),  majority  holding,  in  action  for  personal  injuries,  evidence  of  injuries 
to  plaintiff's  child  admissible  under  allegation  of  mental  suffering. 
Care  required  a«  to  platform  and  approaeheii. 

Cited  in  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Godfrey,  156  Ala.  215,  L30  Am.  St.  Rep.  7U. 
47  So.  185,  holding  place  235  yards  away  from  station  along  tracks  where  patFi 
led  was  not  by  rule  of  law  part  of  depot  grounds ;  Cain  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R. 
Co.  74  S.  C.  101,  54  S.  E.  244,  on  degree  of  care  required  of  carrier  to  foresee 
and  avoid  danger. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Graeff  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  607,  which 
denies  liability  of  carrier  for  stranger's  rude  act  in  pushing  door  against  person 
hurrying  to  train;  Finseth  v.  City  &  Suburban  R.  Co.  39  L.  R.  A.  517,  which  re- 
quires street  railway  company  to  make  reasonably  safe,  platform  constructed 
along  street  temporarily  submerged ;  Herrman  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  67  L.  R. 
A.  390,  which  holds  railroad  company  liable  for  injury  to  passenger  from  unsafe 
condition  of  depot  premises  leased  of  union  depot  company  or  its  receiver;  Lucas 
V.  St.  Louis  &  Suburban  R.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  452,  which  denies  liabilitv  of  street 
railway  company  to  one  stumbling  over  stump  of  electric  light  pole,  around 
which  platform  built;  Cotant  v.  Boone  Suburban  R.  Co.  69  L.R.A.  982,  which 
holds  railroad  company  inviting  passengers  to  use  stile  over  wire  fence  in  leav- 
ing grounds  bound  to  use  at  least  ordinary  care  to  see  that  it  is  fit  for  the  pur- 
pose intended. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  633)  on  riglit  of  passenger  using  approach  to 
station  provided  by  carrier:    ^3.3  L.R.A. (N.S.)    860)    on  degree  of  care  towar 
passenger  at  station. 
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Approved  in  Martin  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  51  S.  C.  158,  28  8.  E.  303,  holding  pur- 
chaser of  ticket  a  passenger  to  extent  of  not  being  mistreated  by  employees;  Hol- 
combe  v.  Soutliern  R.  Co.  66  S.  C.  10,  44  S.  E.  68,  holding  question  whether  per- 
son who,  while  awaiting  transportation,  was  injured  by  trunk  thrown  from  bag- 
gage car  was  a  passenger,  one  of  fact;  Creech  y.  Charleston  k  W.  C.  R.  Co.  66 
S.  C.  537,  45  S.  E.  86,  holding  one  injured  while  attempting  to  board  moving 
train  at  crossing  not  a  passenger. 

Cited  in  Whisonant  v.  Atlanta  &  C.  Air  Line  R.  Co.  85  S.  C.  303,  68  S.  E.  508, 
holding  that  one  who  purchased  ticket  and  goes  from  waiting  room  to  track  to 
board  train  is  passenger;  Fremont,  E.  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Hagblad,  72  Xeb. 
782,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  268,  101  N.  W.  1033,  9  Ann.  Cas.  1096,  on  common  law  rela- 
tion of  passenger  to  carrier  continuing  till  reasonable  opportunity  and  time  to 
leave  station;  Taylor  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  78  S.  C.  655,  59  S.  E.  641,  on 
commencement  and  termination  of  relation  of  passenger;  Du  Bose  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  R.  Co.  81  S.  C.  277,  62  S.  E.  255,  holding  instruction  correct  in 
leaving  it  to  jury  whether  one  who  temporarily  left  train  was  passenger. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  621,  522)  as  to  when  person  who  has  started  for 
train  becomes  passenger. 

20  L.  R.  A.  527,  DOWD  v.  CHICAGO,  M.  k  ST.  P.  R.  CO.  84  Wis.  105,  36  Am- 

St.  Rep.  917,  54  N.  W.  24. 
l«la1>llItF  for  Injury  to  one  Invited  on  premises. 

Approved  in  Peake  v.  Buell,  90  Wis.  515,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  946,  63  N.  W.  1053, 
holding  owner  inviting  person  to  inspect  rooms  not  liable  for  injury  sustained  by 
latter  while  looking  through  window  into  elevator  shaft;  Gorr  v.  Mittlestaedt,^ 
96  Wis.  298,  71  N.  W.*656,  holding  landowner  not  liable  to  one  using  roadway  by 
invitation,  whose  horse  leaves  road  and  falls  into  cellar  some  feet  distant. 
Carrier**  liability  for  injury  at  station. 

Approved  in  Earl  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  A  P.  R.  Co.  109  Iowa,  16,  77  Am.  St.  Rep. 
516.  79  N.  W.  381,  holding  carrier  not  liable  for  injury  to  one  who  entered  ca- 
boose to  talk  with  passenger,  without  intending  to  become  passenger  himself. 

Cited  in  Union  Depot  &  R.  Co.  v.  Londoner,  50  Colo.  27,  33  L.R.A.{N.S.) 
437,  144  Pac.  316,  holding  that  union  depot  company  which  relied  upon  train 
employees  is  liable  for  injury  to  passenger  caused  by  following  direction  of  such 
employee,  where  danger  was  not  obvious;  Finch  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co» 
161  N.  C.  106,  65  S.  E.  742,  holding  railway  company  liable  to  shipper  of  cotton 
sustained  by  reason  of  defective  platform;  Rowley  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  135  Wis.  218,  115  N.  W.  865,  holding  company  owes  no  further  duty  to  mere 
licensee  upon  platform  than  to  refrain  from  action  or  intentional  wrong;  Ban- 
derob  v.  Wisconsin  C.  R.  Co.  133  Wis.  259,  113  N.  W.  738,  holding  persons  coming 
upon  railroad  platform  to  take  leave  of  a  friend  who  was  a  passenger  were  upon 
grounds  by  invitation  to  whom  railroad  company  owed  duty  of  ordinary  care. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Graeff  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  607,  whicb 
denies  liability  of  carrier  for  stranger's  rude  act  in  pushing  door  against  per- 
son hurr^'ing  to  train;  Denver  k  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Spencer,  51  L.  R.  A.  121,  which 
holds  carrier  liable  for  death  of  person  awaiting  relative  at  place  provided  in 
station. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  434)  on  duty  of  carrier  to  one  assisting  pa^ssenger 
on  train;  (20  L.R.A. ( N.S. ) 836 )  on  duty  to  persons  accompanying  or  awaiting 
passengers  at  station. 

Distinguished  in  Klugherz  v.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Co.  90  Minn.  20,  101 
Am.  St.  Rep.  384,  95  N.  W.  586,  holding  railroad  bound  to  exercise  ordinary 
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care  for  protection    of    one    who    went  to  station  to  meet  person  whom  he  ex* 

pected  to  take  a  train. 

Carrier's   liability   for  Injury   to  Ueeaaoe. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Martin,  31  Ind.  App.  318,  65  N.  E.  591, 
holding  one  dressing  stone  in  car  on  side  track,  licensee  of  railway  company, 
which  is  not  liable  for  his  death  from  car  escaping  down  grade. 
"WlieB  person  beeomea  pnasenver. 

Cited  in  Archer  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  110  Mo.  App.  354,  85  S.  W.  934,  holdin;; 
member  of  party  who  had  engaged  passenger  car  fof  excursion  not  a  passenger 
but  a  mere  licensee  while  car  is  standing  on  switch  at  destination  waiting  for 
return  trip. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  521)  as  to  when  person  who  has  started  for  train 
becomes  passenger. 
Question  for  Jury. 

Cited  in  Walters  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  113  Wis.  374,  89  N.  W.  140  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  it  question  for  jury  whether  train  stopped 
long  enough  to  enable  passengers  to  alight  safely;  Bates  y.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  140  Wis.  240,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  1069,  122  N.  W.  745,  holding  while  it  is 
<luty  of  a  railroad  company  to  have  its  depot  open  and  lighted  for  passengers  it 
was  question  for  jury  whether  under  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case  it 
was  negligent  in  failure  of  so  doing. 
Rlffht  of  one  not  a  i^mmuenger  to  enter  tmln. 

Cited  in  Deragon  y.  Sero,  137  Wis.  280,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  844,  118  N.  W.  839, 
.  holding  person  has  right  to  enter  passenger  coach  at  station  to  help  his  family 
aligl)t  and  officer  who  attempted  to  exclude  him  therefrom  was  guilty  of  assault 
and  battery.  • 

^0  L.  R.  A.  533,  AUGUSTA  EVENING  NEWS  v.  RADFORD,  91  Ga.  494,  44 

Am.  St.  Rep.  53,  17  S.  £.  612. 
aPrivileared  commnnicntlon. 

Cited  in  Holmes  y.  Clisby,  118  Ga.  825,  45  S.  £.  684,  holding  question  of 
privilege  is  one  which  must  be  raised  by  a  plea  and  submitted  to  a  jury  as  an 
issue  of  fact. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Upton  v.  Hume,  21  L.  R.  A.  493,  which  holds  false  im- 
putation of  crime  to  candidate  for  office  not  privileged;  State  y.  Hoskins,  47 
L.  R.  A.  223,  which  denies  privilege  to  publication  of  charges  against  candidate 
for  office  of  judge,  outside  his  judicial  district;  Eikhoff  v.  Gilbert,  61  L.  R.  A. 
451,  which  denies  privilege  to  circular  to  voters  azmouncing  that  candidate  for 
re-election  has  championed  legislation  opposed  to  moral  interests  of  community; 
Coffin  v.  Brown,  55  L.  R.  A.  732,  which  denies  right  to  falsely  attack  character 
•of  appointee  of  governor,  to  prevent  latter's  re-election ;  Star  Pub.  Co.  v.  Donahoe. 
€5  L.R.A.  980,  which  holds  newspaper  publication  charging  candidate  for  office 
with  a  criminal  offense,  not  privileged. 

Cited  in  note  (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  134)  on  what  libelous  statements  are  privi- 
leged. 
i*nl>lieation  llbelon*  per  ae. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wofford  v.  Meeks,  55  L.  R.  A.  214,  which  holds  libelous, 
publication  imputing  to  county  officials  prostitution  of  oounty  finances  by  award- 
ing contracts  to  persons  of  same  political  faith. 

Cited  in  note  (116  Am.  St.  Rep.  804  )on  what  words  are  libelous  per  se. 
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Deflnltlon  of  libel. 

Cited  in  Michael  v.  Bacon,  5  Ga.  App.  335,  63  S.  E.  228,  holding  definition  of 
libel  at  common  law  and  under  code  the  same. 

20  L.  R.  A.  635,  SEIBERT  v.  MINNEAPOLIS  &  ST.  L.  B.  00.  62  Minn.  148^ 

38  Am.  St.  Rep.  630,  63  N.  W.  1134. 
Suit  by  bondboldenn. 

Cited  in  Clay  v.  Selah  Valley  Irrig.  Co.  14  Wash.  550,  46  Pac.  141,  holding 
bondholders  may  sue  to  foreclose  trust  deed  where  trustee  is  insolvent,  occupies 
adverse  position,  and  is  charged  with  fraud;  Cochran  v.  Pittsburg,  S.  &  N.  R. 
Co.  160  Fed.  682,  on  right  of  bondholder  to  foreclose  mortgage  when  trustee 
fails  to  do  so. 
Notice  to  bondboldem. 

Approved  in  Grant  v.  Winona  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  85  Minn.  432,  89  N.  W.  60,. 
holding  reference  in  bonds  to  mortgage  sufficient  to  charge  bondholders   with 
notice  of  provisions  relating  to  foreclosure  by  trustee. 
ForeeloMnre  of  mortgraare. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Boyer  v.  Chandler,  32  L.  R.  A.  113,  which  allows  fore- 
closure of  mortgage  to  raise  amount  due  on  interest  coupons  before  principal 
due. 

Cited  in  note  (37  L.  R.  A.  759)  on  proceedings  to  enforce  mortgage  for  part 
of  mortgage  debt.   * 

20  L.  R.  A.  541,  SALLADAY  v.  DODGEVILLE,  86  Wis.  318,  55  N.  W.  696. 
SafBelencT  of  notlee. 

Approved  in  Laird  v.  Otsego,  90  Wis.  31,  62  N.  W.  1042,  holding  notice  of 
defective  highway,  which  conveys  necessary  information  to  proper  person,  suffi- 
cient; Doan  V.  Willow  Springs,  101  Wis.  116,  76  N.  W.  1104,  holding  slight 
variance  as  to  place  of  accident  immaterial  when  defendant  not  misled;  Ben- 
son V.  Madison,  101  Wis.  317,  77  N.  W.  161,  holding  insufficient,  notice  which 
fails  to  specify  exact  location  or  nature  of  defects  relied  on. 
AdmliiKlblllty  of  evldemee* 

Approved  in  Laue  v.  Madison,  86  Wis.  459,  57  N.  W.  93,  holding  actual  con- 
dition of  defective  walk  may  be  shown  under  notice  giving  general  description- 
of  defect  and  locality;  Owen  v.  Fort  Dodge,  98  Iowa,  287,  67  N.  W.  281,  holding 
proof  of  notice  to  mayor  of  place  of  accident  admissible,  not  to  supplement 
statutory  notice,  but  to  show  city  was  not  misled;  Creamery  Package  Mfg.  Co.. 
V.  Hotsenpiller,  159  Ind.  104,  64  N.  E.  600,  holding  evidence  of  condition  of 
machine  a  week  after  accident  admissible  if  its  condition  remains  same  as  at. 
time  of  injury. 

Cited  in  note    (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1123,  1144)   on  admissibility  of  evidence  of 
condition  before  and  after  accident  of  property  whose  defects  alleged  to  have 
caused  injury. 
Liabllltr  for  injury  due  to  neflrllffenee. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Maguire  v.  Sheehan,  69  L.  R.  A.  496,  which  sustains 
liability  for  entire  injury  through  negligence,  though  shock  brought  on  delirium 
tremens  retarding  recovery;  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  White,  62  L.  R.  A.  90,  which 
holds  person  liable  for  negligent  injury  not  chargeable  with  aggravation  of 
injury  due  to  injured  person's  neglect  to  obtain  medical  assistance;  Chicago  City 
R.  Co.  V.  Saxby,  68  L.RJ^.  164,  which  sustains  right  of  injured  person  to  recover 
for  tuberculous  condition  of  knee  resulting  from  injury  notwithstanding  fact  that 
tuberculosis  was  organic  and  mistakes  in  treatment. 


I 


20  L.R.A.  541]  L.  R.  A.  CARES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  730 

Amsnniptlon   of  tnvtn  In  cbargre. 

•    Cited  in  C^ipps  v.  State,  120  Wis.  522,  102  Am.  St  Rep.  996,  97  N.  W.  210, 
holding  in  giving  inBtructions  to  a  jury  in  a  criminal  case,  it  is  not  reversible 
error  for  judge  to  speak  of  facts  as  established  in  the  cause  which  are  so  beyond 
anv  reasonable  debate. 
lilabllity  of  m mi iclpall tr  for  defeotii  In  lkighyi¥m.y. 

Cited  in  notes   (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1236,  1245)  on  liability  of  townshipB  for  de- 
fects in  highway;    (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)   666,  759)   on  liability  of  municipality  for 
defects  or  obstructions  in  streets. 
Rlffht  of  Jury  to  bave  reporter's  note*  read. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  933)  on  right  of  jury  to  have  reporter's  notes 
read. 

20  L.  R.  A.  546,  HERNDON  v.  GIBSON,  38  S.  C.  357,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  765, 

17  S.  K  145. 
CblUlnar  bidding. 

Approved  in  Ex  parte  Lancaster,  46  S.  C.  280,  24  S.  £.  195,  holding  court 
will  set  aside  sale  if  fair  competition  stifled;  Toole  v.  Johnson,  61  S.  C.  40,  39 
8.  E.  254,  holding  announcement  that  property  is  to  be  bid  in  for  children,  and 
request  that  no  one  eLse  bid,  renders  sale  void. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Cooley,  69  S.  C.  155,  48  8.  E.  92,  as  to  purchaser  partici- 
pating in  an  attempt  to  stifle  competition  avoiding  the  sale -^  Dykes  v.  Jones,  Vli^ 
Ga.  102,  58  S.  £.  645,  on  same  point  and  also  citing  annotation  on  the  point. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hoffman  v.  McMullen.  45  L.  R.  A.  410,  which  holds  void, 
contract  to  prevent  competition  in  bidding  for  public  work. 

The  annotation  in  20  L.  R.  A.  545,  was  referred  to  particularly  in  Clark  v. 
Stanhope,  109  Ky.  526,  59  8.  W.  856,  holding  contract  which  tends  to  discourage 
bidding  at  sale  of  infant's  real  estate  will  not  be  enforced. 
Partition  of  land  purcliaiied  at  nnfalr  sale. 

Approved  in  Milhous  v.  Sally,  43  S.  C.  324,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  834,  21  S.  E. 
268,  holding  equity  will  not  decree   partition   between   heirs  who   combined  to 
obtain  land  of  insolvent  ancestor  at  low  price  by  chilling  bidding. 
Mntaal  nalstake  a«  to  lot  mold. 

Cited  in  Howlett  v.  Garner,  50  S.  C.  12,  27  S.  E.  533,  holding  equity  will  re- 
lieve against  mutual  mistake,  where  one  lot  is  sold  for  another. 
Contract   to  nell   before  conflrmatlon   of  iiale. 

C'ited  in  footnote  to  Camp  v.  Bruce,  43  L.  R.  A.  146,  which  holds  void,  con- 
tract to  sell  successful  bidder's  interest  at  judicial  sale  before  conflrmation,  for 
more  than  amount  bid. 
"Pufllngr." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McMillan  v.  Harris,  48  L.  R,  A.  345,  which  holds  bid  at 
auction  by  one  employed  by  persons  not  conducting  sale  not  "puffing." 
Better  offer,  a«  grronnd  of  vacatlnir  male. 

Approved  in  Re  Ethier,  118  Fed.  108,  holding  better  offer  made  subsequent  to 
judicial  sale  not  gi-ound  for  vacating  it  in  absence  of  imposition  or  fraud. 

20  L.  R.  A.  654,  SIMONS  v.  FISHER,  5  C.  C.  A.  311,   17  U.   S.  App.  1,  55 

Fed.  905. 
Bona  flde  bolder. 

Subsequent  appeal  in  12  C.  C.  A.  125,  28  U.  S.  App.  95,  64  Fed.  311,  holding 
bank  not  bona  fide  holder  as  against  makers  of  note  borrowed  by  its  president 
to  use  as  deposit  at  clearing  house. 
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Approved  in  Tasker's  Estate,  182  Pa.  124,  37  Atl.  924,  ReverrJing  17  Pa.  Co. 
Vt.  333,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  7,  holding  that  bank  cannot  recover  on  note  made  and 
delivered  to  it  as  an  accommodation;  Gittings  v.  Loper,  84  Fed.  103,  holding, 
in  action  on  drafts,  affidavit  of  defense  need  not  deny  averment  that  plaintiff 
is  bona  fide  holder. 

Distinguished  in  Tasker's  Estate,  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  333,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  7,  hold- 
ing maker  liable  to  bank  on  renewal  of  accommodation  note  given  bank  to  make 
false  show  of  assets. 
Clearingr-honse  business. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  831)  on  clearing-house  business. 

20  L.  R.  A.  560,  FRENCH  v.  BAUER,  134  N.  Y.  548,  32  N.  E.  77. 
PajrineBt  as  affectlnar  lien. 

Approved  in  McChesney  v.  Syracuse,  75  Hun,  507,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  508,  hold- 
ing subcontractor's  lien  does  not  attach  to  funds  in  hands  of  owner,  who  owed 
nc»thing  to  contractor  who  had  abandoned  contract;  De  Lorenzo  v.  VonRaitz, 
44  App.  Div.  332,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  736,  holding  subcontractor  not  entitled  to  lien 
where  owner  has,  without  fraud  or  collusion,  paid  contractor  the  contract  price; 
Loniieux  v.  English,  19  Misc.  646,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  1066,  holding  subcontractor 
must  show  that  there  was  a  sum  due  contractor  from  o>\'ner  at  time  of  filing 
lien;  Vogel  v.  Whitmore,  72  Hun,  420,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  202,  holding  material 
men  supplying  subcontractor  to  do  mason  work  cannot  acquire  lien  upon  prem- 
ise:»  for  more  than  amount  coming  to  him;  Miller  v.  Smith,  20  App.  Div.  512, 
47  N.  Y.  Supp.  49,  holding  owner  making  payments  to  contractor  before  due 
entitled  to  credit  therefor  in  absence  of  fraud  or  collusion;  Smack  v.  Cathedral 
of  the  Incarnation,  31  App.  Div.  563,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  168,  holding  material  man 
furnishing  goods  to  subcontractor  cannot  enforce  lien  as  to  advance  payment 
made  by  contractor  to  subcontractor,  witliout  collusion,  but  before  material 
ready  for  delivery;  Robbins  v.  Arendt,  148  N.  Y.  676,  43  N.  E.  165,  Affirming 
4  Misc.  199,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  1019,  holding  that  payment  by  owner  of  balance  due 
on  building  contract  defeats  lien  subsequently  filed,  although  premises  sold 
under  foreclosure  and  owner  permitted  to  retain  possession. 

Cited  in  Mack  v.  Colleran,  44  N.  Y.  S.  R.  638,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  104,  to  point 
that  principal  contractor  only  bound  to  pay  aggregate  amount  of  his  subcon- 
tracts according  to  their  terms;  Upson  v.  United  Engineering  &  Contracting  Co. 
72  Misc.  546,  130  N.  Y.  Supp.  726,  holding  that  lien  law  right  to  mechanic's 
lit- II  depends  upon  something  being  or  becoming  due  to  contractor  on  whose  credit 
labor  is  furnished  under  contract. 
Subcontractor's  lien. 

Approved  in  Re  Roeber,  121  Fed.  444,  holding  notices  of  lien  against  land, 
tiled  by  subcontractors  subsequently  to  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  of  principal 
contractor,  effective  against  title  of  trustee. 

Cited  in  Wright  v.  Schoharie  Valley  R.  Co.  116  App.  Div.  543,  101  N.  Y.  Supp. 
801 ;  Maneely  v.  New  York,  119  App.  Div.  390,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  976,— holding  lien 
of  subcontractor  dependent  on  and  limited  by  amount  due  contractor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Richmond  &  I.  Constr.  Co.  v.  Richmond,  N.  I.  &  B.  R.  Co. 
34  L.  R.  A.  625,  as  to  what  materials  subcontractor  may  claim  lien  for;  Central 
Trurtt  Co.  V.  Richmond,  N.  I.  &  B.  R.  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  458,  which  holds  subcon- 
tractor's liens  not  affected  by  contractor's  waiver  of  lien. 
BUitoppel  of  lienor  by  mistaken  statement  of  payment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kirchman  v.  Standard  Coal  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  318,  which 
holds  lienor  not  estopped  to  enforce  lien  by  mistaken  statement  of  its  payment 
without  knowledge  of  other  person's  intention  to  buy  property. 
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Oicrner's  bond  to  pay  laborers  and  material  men« 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gibba  v.  Tally,  60  L.  R.  A.  815,  which  holda  void,  re- 
quirement that  owner  furnish  bond  making  him  liable  to  laborers  and  materi&t 
men  in  additional  amount  if  claims  not  satisfied  by  contractor. 

20  L.  R.  A.  666,  HOLMES  v.  OILMAN,  138  N.  Y.  369,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  463, 
34  N.  E.  206. 

Payment  of  premium  -vrltli  trust  funds. 

Cited  in  Bromley  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  103  Wis.  567,  79  N.  W. 
741,  to  point  that  proceeds  of  policy  on  agent's  life  may  be  recovered  by  prin- 
cipal where  premiums  were  paid  with  money  embezzled  from  latter;  Re  Clark,. 
69  Misc.  530,  127  N.  Y.  Supp.  888,  holding  that  where  disbursements  from  trust 
funds  are  made  by  executor  for  premiums  on  his  life,  estate  may  elect  to  share  in 
proceeds  of  policy. 

Distinguished  in  Dayton  v.  H.  B.  Claflin  Co.  19  App.  Div.  121,  79  N.  Y,  S.  R. 
1007,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  1005,  Reversing  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  850,  holding,  wher»  pre- 
miums were  paid  partly  from  moneys  embezzled  and  partly  by  beneficiary,  latter 
entitled  to  share  in  fund  in  proportion  to  amount  paid  by  her;  Thum  v.  Wol- 
stenholme,  21  Utah,  467,  61  Pac.  537,  holding  entire  fund  derived  from  policy 
will  not  be  impressed  with  trust  where  it  is  grossly  disproportionate  to  amount 
of  trust  funds  alleged  to  have  been  used. 
Creditor's  rigrlit  to  Insulranee. 

Approved  in  Hendrie  &  B.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Collins,  13  Colo.  App.  13,  56  Pac  815^ 
holding  creditors  not  entitled  to  insolvent  debtor's  insurance  payable  to  family, 
except  premiums  paid  during  insolvency;  Hendrie  &  B.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Piatt,  13 
Colo.  App.  35,  56  Pac.  209,  holding  distribution  policy  with  distribution  period 
at  end  of  twenty  years,  payable  to  debtor's  wife,  cannot  be  reached  by  creditors 
although  maturing  before  twenty  years;  Tu thill  v.  Goss,  69  N.  Y.  S.  R,  450, 
35  N.  Y.  Supp.  136,  holding  statute  giving  wife  title  to  insurance  against  cred- 
itors, where  yearly  premium  does  not  exceed  $500,  enlarges  right  of  wife. 

Cited  in  Thum  v.  Wolstenholme,  21  Utah,  491,  61  Pac.  537,  dissenting  opinion 
by  Bartch,  J.,  who  holds  creditors  may  follow  into  new  investment,  insurance 
procured  with  assets  of  insolvent  corporation. 
Insurance  a«  €ioa tract  of  Indemnity. 

Cited  in  Embler  v.  Hartford  Steam  Boiler  Inspection  &  Ins.  Co.  8  App.  Di?. 
189,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  450,  to  point  that  life  insurance  not  contract  of  indemnity. 
Follovrlngr  truiit  funds. 

Approved  in  Fire  &  Water  Comrs.  v.  Wilkinson,  119  Mich.  664,  44  L.  R.  A. 
497,  78  N.  W.  893,  holding  receiver  not  required  to  repay  cestui  que  trust  in 
preference  to  other  creditors  unless  trust  fund  can  be  identified  or  traced  into 
specific  property;  Re  Leonhard,  86  Hun,  296,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  302,  holding  bene- 
ficiary may  reclaim  trust  fund  so  long  as  it  can  be  traced,  until  rights  of  bona 
fide  purchaser  intervene;  Re  Holmes,  37  App.  Div.  18,  55  N.  Y.  Siipp.  708. 
holding  payment  of  interest  by  trustee  shows  fund  in  his  possession,  although 
part  of  it  was  mingled  with  his  individual  property;  Pearson  v.  Haydel,  90  Mo. 
App.  259,  holding  preferential  lien  will  not  be  declared  unless  trust  fund  or  its 
proceeds  be  still  mixed  with  mass  of  insolvent's  estate;  Re  Hicks,  170  N.  Y. 
198,  63  N.  E.  276,  holding  ward  not  entitled  to  preference  in  payment  out  of 
guardian's  estate  where  trust  fund  came  into  guardian's  possession  twenty  years 
before  and  cannot  be  traced;  Ferchen  v.  Arndt,  26  Or.  129,  29  L.  R.  A.  666, 
46  Am.  St.  Rep.  603,  37  Pac.  161,  holding,  where  trust  property  has  been  dis- 
sipated by  trustee^  cestui  que  trust  cannot  fix  charge  on  estate,  but  must  share 
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vrith  general  creditors;  Nonotuck  Silk  Co.  v.  Flanders,  87  Wis.  242,  58  N.  W. 
383,  holding  cestui  que  trust  not  entitled  to  preference  where  none  of  trust  fund 
<'ame  into  hands  of  assignee  of  insolvent  trustee;  Bienenstok  v.  Ammidown,  11 
^lisc.  80,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  1138,  holding  vendor  fraudulently  induced  to  sell 
property  to  insolvent  may  follow  its  proceeds  into  hands  of  third  persons  with 
knowledge  of  the  fraud;  American  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  v.  Fancher,  81  Hun,  62, 
30  N.  Y.  Supp.  482,  holding  vendor  fraudulently  induced  to  sell  goods  which 
have  been  sold  by  insolvent  vendee  not  entitled  to  follow  proceeds,  thus  obtain- 
ing advantage  over  other  creditors;  Shields  v.  Thomas,  71  Miss.  270,  42  Am. 
St.  Rep.  458,  14  So.  84,  holding  fund  deposited  by  tax  collector  not  entitled  to 
preference  in  payment  when  not  shown  to  be  in  hands  of  receiver  as  part  of 
assets;  State  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  54  Neb.  729,  75  N.  W.  28,  holding  county 
whose  treasurer  wrongfully  deposited  its  funds  in  insolvent  bank  may  be  pre- 
ferred to  extent  of  cash  on  hand  unless  shown  not  part  of  trust  fund;  Warren- 
Scharf  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.  v.  Dunn,  8  App.  Div.  212,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  209,  holding 
proceeds  of  warrants  in  hands  of  bank  as  agent  to  collect,  impressed  with  trust 
in  bands  of  bank's  receiver,  so  far  as  capable  of  identification;  Blair  v.  Hill,  50 
App.  Div.  37,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  070,  holding  assets  of  insolvent  private  banker  im- 
pre^'sed  with  trust  for  payment  of  proceeds  of  check  received  for  collection,  and 
mii^appropriated;  Lang  v.  Metzger,  101  111.  App.  387,  holding  real  estate  not 
chargeable  with  trust  unless  trust  fund  traceable  into  property;  Re  Leonhard, 
86  Hun,  297,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  302,  holding,  where  trustee  purchases  property  in 
part  with  trust  funds,  cestui  que  trust  may  elect  to  become  proportionate  co- 
owner  with  him;  Mann  v.  Benedict,  47  App.  Div.  175,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  259, 
holding  cestui  que  trust  has  equitable  lien  on  land  purchased  in  part  by  her 
general  guardian  with  trust  fund;  English  v.  Mclntyre,  29  App.  Div.  443,  51 
N.  Y.  Supp.  697,  holding  broker  who  receives  securities  as  margins  from  trustee 
with  notice  of  the  trust  may  be  sued  in  equity  by  substituted  trustee  for  identical 
securities,  or  accounting  for  any  sold. 

Cited  in  Wallace  v.  Stone,  107  Mich.  196,  65  N.  W.  113  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding,  upon  insolvency  of  collecting  bank  which  has  mingled  proceeds 
of  paper  with  its  own  funds,  owner  entitled  to  preference  over  general  creditors; 
American  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  v.  Fancher,  145  N.  Y.  557,  27  L.  R.  A.  760,  40  X.  E. 
206,  to  point  that  identity  of  money  mingled  with  that  of  wrongdoer  not  lost  if 
it  forms  part  of  general  mass;  Red  Bug  Realty  Co.  v.  South,  96  Ark.  293,  131  S. 
\V.  340,  holding  that  where  trustee  purchases  property  with  trust  funds,  equity 
regards  such  purchase  as  made  for  beneht  of  beneficiary  who  may  elect  whether 
he  will  take  property  or  recover  from  trustee  funds  wrongfully  diverted;  Ober 
A  Sons  Co.  V.  Cochran,  118  Ga.  403,  98  Ara.^St.  Rep.  118,  45  S.  E.  382,  holding 
mere  fact  that  bank  used  funds,  collected  for  anotlier,  in  its  own  business  not 
sufficient  to  impress  trust  upon  proceeds  realized  by  receiver  by  converting  its 
assets  into  cash;  Lowe  v.  Jones,  192  Mass.  102,  6  L.R.A.(lM.S.)  490,  116  Am.  St. 
Rep.  225,  78  N.  E.  402,  7  Ann.  Cas.  551,  holding  trust  should  not  be  declared 
against  insolvent  estate  of  deceased  person  on  the  ground  that  the  proceeds  of 
the  trust  property  went  into  the  general  assets:  Smith  v.  Irvin,  45  Misc.  265,  92 
X.  Y.  Supp.  170;  Bienenstok  v.  Ammidown,  31  Abb.  N.  C.  404,  29 -N.  Y.  Supp; 
.393, — as  to  when  proceeds  of  property  converted  into  money  may  be  followed; 
Lightfoot  V.  Davis,  198  N.  Y.  271,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  125,  91  N.  E.  582,  holding 
equity  has  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  to  reach  proceeds  of  property  which  thief  has 
turned  into  cash,  since  he  holds  them  in  trust  for  true  owner;  Cherry  v.  Terri- 
tory, 17  Okla.  225,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1267,  89  Pac.  192,  holding  depositor  of  public 
funds  in  bank  which  subsequently  became  insolvent  not  entitled  to  preference  over 
other  creditors  unless  trust  money  could  be  traced;  Watts  v.  Newberry,  107  Va. 
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240,  57  S.  £.  657,  holding  in  order  to  recover  a  trust  fund  which  has  been  mis- 
applied by  person  holding  it  in  a  fiducii^ry  capacity  it  must  be  identified  or 
traced. 

Cited  in  note   (46  Am.  St.  Rep.  608)   on  right  to  follow  trust  funds. 
Trust  relationship  arlalngr  from  Joint  venture. 

Approved  in  Hollister  v.  Simonson,  18  App.  Div.  78,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R.  430,  45 
N.  Y.  Supp.  426,  holding  one  acquiring  real  estate  for  benefit  of  himself  and  an- 
other, trustee,  bound  to  notify  other  of  sale  and  realize  market  value. 
Vested  rlgrhts. 

Approved  in  Shipman  v.  Protected  Home  Circle,  174  N.  Y.  407,  63  L.  R.  A.  351, 
67  N.  £.  83,  holding  subsequent  by-law  as  to  suicide  while  sane  applies  to  poller 
without  provision  on  subject,  and  does  not  affect  vested  rights. 
Rlffhts  and  liabilities  of  partners. 

Approved  in  Munroe  v.  Judson,  82  Hun,  219,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  299,  holding 
losses  due  to  speculations  by  confidential  agent  of  partnership  fall  on  firm,  and 
not  on  individual  members;  Baldwin  v.  Von  Micheroux,  83  Hun,  48,  31  N.  Y. 
Supp.  690,  holding  partner  not  permitted  to  make  personal  profit  out  of  firm 
funds;  Hutchinson  v.  Campbell,  13  Misc.  166,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  82,  holding  pur- 
chaser of  interest  of  surviving  partner  takes  property  in  trust  to  wind  up  busi- 
ness for  his  own  benefit  and  that  of  estate  of  deceased  partner;  Douthart  v. 
Ix)gan,  86  111.  App.  314,  holding  estate  of  deceased  partner  only  entitled  to  that 
proportion  of  net  profits  which  capital  contributed  by  him  bore  to  whole  capital; 
Korrick  v.  Hannaraan,  168  U.  S.  337,  42  L.  ed.  490,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  135,  hold- 
ing  partner  who,  after  dissolution,  carries  on  business  with  partnership  property 
liable  to  account  for  profits. 

Cited  in  Hewitt  v.  Hayes,  204  Mass.  591,  27  L.R.A.  {X.S.)  156,  90  N.  E.  985. 
holding  surviving  partner  may  require  executor  to  deliver  to  him  all  the  fimi 
assets  in  his  possession,  including  real  estate;  Bauchle  v.  Smylie,  104  App.  Div. 
515,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  709,  holding  surviving  partner  trustee  for  deceased  partner's* 
interest  and  must  deal  with  representative  of  deceased  partner  in  good  faith. 

Distinguished  in  Heavenrich  v.  Heavenrich,  37  App.  Div.  453,  56  X.  Y.  Supp. 
45,  holding  firm  sued  by  wife  of  partner  for  money  loaned  cannot  show  loan  wa:« 
taken  from  firm  by  husband  and  placed  to  her  credit  when  his  capital  account 
was  overdrawn,  unless  taken  fraudulently. 
Deposit  by  agrent. 

Approved  in  Walsh  v.  National  Broadway  Bank,  11  Misc.  251,  32  N.  Y.  Supp. 
734,  holding  bank  after  notice  of  principal's  claim  liable  to  him  for  sum  de- 
posited by  agent  to  latter*s  personal  account. 
Recovering:  money  paid  under  nilstake. 

Approved  in  Newburgh  Sav.  Bank  v.  Woodbury,  173  N.  Y.  58,  65  N.  E.  858, 
holding  money  receiveii  under  mutual  mistake  of  law  and  claim  of  right  not 
recoverable  in  absence  of  fraud  or  trust. 
Construction  of  statute. 

Approved  in  O'Rourke  v.  John  Hancock  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  10  Misc.  408,  31 
N.  Y.  Supp..  130,  holding  statute  limiting  parents'  right  to  insure  child  is  in 
derogation  of  common  law  and  should  receive  strict  construction. 

20  L.  R.  A.  573,  STATE  v.  HILL,  37  Neb.  80,  55  N.  W.  794. 
Impeachment  of  ex-olilclal. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Leese,  37  Neb.  96,  20  L.  R.  A.  580,  40  Am.  St.  Rep. 
474,  55  N.  W.  798,  holding  that  ex-official  cannot  be  impeached. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Leese,  37  Neb.  96,  20  L.  R.  A.  580,  footnote  p.  579,  40  Am. 
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St.   Rep.  474,  55  N.  W.  798,  denying  right  to  impeach  attorney  general  after 

end  of  term. 

Removal    for   inlscondnGt   durlnar   precedlnflr   term. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Welsh,  109  Iowa,  22,  79  N.  W.  369,  and  State  ea  rel 
Billon  V.  Bourgeois,  45  La.  Ann.  1355,  14  So.  28,  holding  officer  who  has  been 
re-elected  may  be  removed  for  misconduct  during  ifrst  term. 

20  L.  R.  A.  579,  STATE  v.  LEESE,  37  Neb.  92,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  474,  55  N.  W. 

798. 
Poller  to  Impeacli  ex-olllcer* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Hill,  20  L.  R.  A.  573,  which  denies  power  to 
impeach  after  person  goes  out  of  office. 

20  L.  R.  A.  580,  BEER  v.  CLIFTON,  98  Cal.  323,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  172,  33  Pac. 
204. 

Subsequent  appeal  in  111  Cal.  53,  43  Pac.  411,  where  indorser  was  sought  to 
be  held  liable  on  other  grounds. 
Notice  of  dliilkOBor  or  Inability  to  make  demand. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Leonard  v.  Olson,  35  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  requires  notice 
to  indorser  of  inability  to  make  demand  because  of  maker's  removal  from  state; 
Williams  v.  Parks,  56  L.  R.  A.  759,  which  sustains  notary's  liability  on  bond  for 
neglecting  to  give  notice  of  dishonor;  Oakley  v.  Carr,  60  L.  R.  A.  431,  which  holds 
notice  of  dishonor  sufficient  if  sent  to  last  indorser,  who  is  agent  for  collection 
only,  by  first  mail  of  day  following  dishonor;  Aebi  v.  Bank  of  Evansville,  68 
L.R.A.  964,  which  holds  that  bank  accepting  check  on  deposit  with  depositor's 
indorsement  discharges  indorser  from  liability  by  failing  to  notify  him  of  non- 
payment for  nearly  a  month  though  bank  waited  in  hope  that  check  sent  by  mail 
would  reach  destination. 
RlflTbtii  of  bolder  of  iiaper  transferred  after  maturity. 

Cited  in  Wills  v.  Booth,  6  Cal.  App.  201,  91  Pac.  759,  holding  note  transferred 
after  maturity  becomes  payable  on  demand. 

Cited  in  note  (46  L.  R.  A.  804)  on  rights  of  holder  of  negotiable  paper  trans- 
ferred after  maturity. 

20  L.  R.  A.  582,  CHICAGO,  ST.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  CO.  v.  ELLIOTT,  5  C.  C.  A. 

347,  12  U.  S.  App.  381,  55  Fed.  949. 
Proximate  canse. 

Approved  in  Holwerson  v.  St.  Louis  &  Suburban  R.  Co.  157  Mo.  231,  50  L.  R. 
A.  854,  57  S.  W.  770,  holding  negligence  in  going  on  track,  proximate  cause  of 
injury  rather  than  motorman's  failure  to  stop  car;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Calla- 
ghan,  6  C.  C.  A.  207,  12  U.  S.  App.  541,  56  Fed.  991,  upholding  finding  that 
conductor's  failure  to  stop  train  to  receive  information  was  proximate  cause 
of  injury  from  defective  bridge,  although  engineer  disobeyed  danger  signal; 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Moseley,  6  C.  C.  A.  646,  12  U.  S.  App.  601,  57  Fed.  926. 
holding  negligence  of  one  walking  on  track  without  looking,  proximate  cause 
of  injury  although  bell  not  rung;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Melick,  65  Fed.  184,  27 
L.  R-  A.  633,  12  C.  C.  A.  550,  27  U.  S.  App.  .547,  holding  pistol  would  causing 
tetanus  with  delirium,  in  which  person  cuts  his  throat,  may  be  proximate  cause 
of  death;  Hughes  v.  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  74  Fed.  501,  holding  damages  sus- 
tained from  violent  cold  contracted  in  sleeping  car  not  so  remote  as  not  to  be 
recoverable;  Little  Rock  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Barry,  84  Fed.  950,  43  L.  R.  A.  371,  28 
C.  C.  A.  650,  56  U.  S.  App.  37,  holding  failure  of  company  to  notify  crews  of 
trains  moving  in  same  direction  of  their  relative  positions  not  proximate  cause 
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of  collision  where  crews  took  no  precautions;  Huset  v.  J.  I.  Case  Threshing  Mach. 
Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  305,  57  C.  C.  A.  239,  120  Fed.  867,  holding  manufacturer  of 
machine,  known  hy  him  to  be  imminently  dangerous,  liable  to  user  for  injury 
which  might  have  been  reasonably  anticipated. 

Cited  in  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Yeargin,  48  C.  C.  A.  504,  109  Fed.  443  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  it  question  for  jury  whether  absence  of  head- 
light caused  collision,  where  engineer  who  misunderstood  orders  backed  into  pas- 
senger train;  Empire  State  Cattle  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  136  Fed.  141, 
holding  where  property  is  lost  in  shipment  through  act  of  God  carrier  is  not  liable 
although  loss  might  not  have  occurred  except  for  carrier's  delay  in  delivery; 
Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co.  v.  Knisel,  79  Ark.  617,  96  S.  W.  342,  holding  companj 
selling  and  delivering  liable  for  negligence  in  pouring  gasoline  into  a  tank  of 
private  lighting  system;  Green- Wheeler  Shoe  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  A  P.  R.  Co. 
130  Iowa,  129,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  884,  106  N.  W.  498,  8  Ann.  Cas.  45,  holding  rail- 
road negligently  delaying  a  shipment  until  it  is  destroyed  by  act  of  God,  liable; 
American  Bridge  Co.  v.  Seeds,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1046,  75  C.  C.  A.  407,  144  Fed. 
610;  United  States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co.  v.  Des  Moines  Nat.  Bank,  74  C.  C.  A.  553, 
145  Fed.  281;  Kreigh  v.  Westinghouse  Church,  K.  &  Co.  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  687, 
81  C.  C.  A.  338,  152  Fed.  122;  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Conway,  86  C.  C.  A. 
1,  166  Fed.  237;  Teis  v.  Smuggler  Min.  Co.  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  899,  85  C.  C.  A.  478, 
158  Fed.  267;  Brown  v.  American  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  43  Ind.  App.  572,  88  N.  E. 
80, — ^holding  an  intervening  responsible  agent  cuts  off  line  of  causation  from 
original  negligence  unless  intervening  act  is  such  as  might  reasonably  have  been 
foreseen. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Mutch,  21  L.  R.  A.  316,  which  holds 
excessive  speed  not  proximate  cause  of  death  of  boy  attempting  to  catch  on  train. 

Cited  in  note  (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  846)   on  proximate  and  remote  cause. 
—  Injuries  'which  could  not  have  been   reasonably  anticipated. 

Approved  in  Finalyson  v.  Utica  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  14  C.  C.  A.  497,  32  U.  S.  App. 
143,  67  Fed.  612,  holding  employer  not  liable  for  injury  due  to  fall  of  earth  on 
employee,  where  result  could  not  have  been  foreseen  or  reasonably  anticipated; 
Motey  V.  Pickle  Marble  &  Granite  Co.  20  C.  C.  A.  369,  36  U.  S.  App.  682,  74 
Fed.  157,  holding  employer  not  liable  for  fall  of  marble  slab  on  employee  if  In- 
jury could  not  have  been  reasonably  anticipated;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Bennett,  16  C.  C.  A.  304,  32  U.  S.  App.  621,  69  Fed.  628,  holding  railroad  not 
liable  for  death  of  stranger  caught  between  box  cars  when  freight  train  ran  into 
open  switch;  McCain  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  22  C.  C.  A.  100,  40  U.  S.  App. 
181,  76  Fed.  126,  holding  injury  to  engine  wiper's  hand  from  splintered  sliver 
of  steel  of  driving  wheel  could  not  be  reasonably  anticipated;  Western  Com- 
mercial Travelers*  Asso.  v.  Smith,  40  L.  R.  A.  656,  29  C.  C.  A.  227,  56  U.  S. 
App.  393,  85  Fed.  406,  holding  abrasion  of  skin  of  toe,  unexpectedly  caused  by 
wearing  new  shoe,  an  accidental  injury ;  The  Paunpeck,  30  C.  C.  A.  494,  57  U.  S. 
App.  247,  86  Fed.  926,  holding  tug  not  liable  where  ferryboat  which  she  had 
allowed  right  of  way  suddenly  backed  into  tow;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R,  Co.  v. 
Byrne,  40  0.  C.  A.  407,  100  Fed.  363,  approving  finding  that  killing  on  track  of 
cattle  escaped  from  pens  not  probable  consequence  of  negligence  in  maintaining 
the  pens;  Butts  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.  49  C.  G.  A.  71,  110  Fed.  331, 
holding  carrier  not  liable  when  passenger,  in  response  to  warning,  steps  back 
and  is  injured,  where  result  could  not  have  been  reasonably  anticipated;  ChoctaAV, 
O.  &  G.  R.  Co.  V.  Holloway,  52  C.  C.  A.  264,  114  Fed.  462,  holding  common  prac 
tice  of  providing  locomotive  engines  with  brakes,  evidence  that  accidents  and 
collisions  may  be  reasonably  anticipated  in  their  absence;  Baddeley  v.  Shea,  114 
Cal.  7,  33  L.  R.  A.  749,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  56,  45  Pac.  990,  holding  house  owner 
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not  liable  for  injury  to  lawful  visitor  from  latent  defect  in  platform  over  which 
he  was  carrying  heavy  trunk;  Braun  v.  Craven,  175  111.  417,  42  L.  R.  A.  205, 
^1  N  E.  657,  Affirming  73  HI.  App.  193,  holding  bystander  cannot  recover  for 
impairment  of  health  due  to  fright  from  threats  and  gestures  directed  at  another; 
Swanson  v.  Crandall,  2  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  89,  39  W.  N.  C.  26,  holding  injury  from 
accidental  discharge  of  revolver  in  hands  of  child  not  natural  and  probable  result 
of  leaving  weapon  in  chiffonier  drawer ;  Cole  v.  Grerman  Sav.  &  L.  Soc.  63  L.  R.  A. 
419,  59  C.  C.  A.  596,  124  Fed.  115,  holding  injury  sustained  by  falling  into 
elevator  well  after  door  opened  by  stranger  not  probable  consequence  of  leaving 
door  unlocked  and  hall  dimly  lighted;  Lauterer  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  128  Fed. 
544,  holding  company  not  liable  for  injury  sustained  by  one  attempting  to  board 
nioving  train,  although  accident  might  not  have  happened  had  railing  been 
provided. 

Cited  in  Commonwealth  Steel  Co.  v.  McCash,  107  C.  C.  A.  206,  184  Fed.  884, 
to  the  point  that  employer  is  not  liable  for  injury  unless  it  either  knew  there 
was  danger  or  by  reasonable  diligence  could  have  known  it;  Reed  v.  Ford,  129 
Ky.  475,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  227,  112  h.  W.  600,  holding  one  person  assaulting  an- 
other not  liable  for  injuries  to  third  person  caused  by  fright. 

Cited  in  note  (11  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  686)  on  anticipation  as  element  of  proximate 
cause. 

Distinguished  in  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  v.  Nichols,  29  C.  C.  A.  504,  60  U.  S.  App. 
297,  85  Fed.  949,  holding  railroad  liable  to  drover  injured  by  projecting  water 
apout  while  he  was  passing  along  cars. 
Burden  of  proof. 

Approved  in  Cole  v.  German  Sav.  &  L.  Soc.  63  L.  R.  A.  421,  69  C.  C.  A.  601, 
124  Fed.  120,  holding  burden  is  on  plaintiff  to  show  that  injury  complained  of 
was  natural  and  probable  consequence  of  acts  of  negligence  alleged. 

20  L.  R.  A.  587,  LILLSTROM  v.  NORTHERN  P.  R.  CO.  53  Minn.  464,  55  N.  W. 

624. 
Rjiilroad  croanlnff. 

Approved  in  Russell  v.  Atchison,  F.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  70  Mo.  App.  95,  holding 
liighway  a  ''traveled  public  road  or  street,"  when  in  public  use,  and  crossing 
maintained  thereat,  although  never  legally  laid  out  or  established;  Coulter  v. 
Oreat  Northern  R.  Co.  5  N.  D.  574,  67  N.  W.  1046,  holding  railroad  company 
must  exercise  same  care  at  crossing  maintained  by  it  as  though  highway  had 
been  legally  established. 

Cited  in  Walters  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  R.  Co.  76  Minn.  509,  79 
N.  W.  616,  holding  crossing  in  question  not  a  public  one,  as  to  which  law  pre- 
scribes duty  of  railroad  company;  Hawkins  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  107  Minn. 
250,  119  N.  W.  1070,  holding  that  presumption  is  that  deceased  was  exercising 
ordinary  care  and  caution  when  attempting  to  cross  railroad  track. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Potter,  56  L.  R.  A.  675, 
«s  to  what  constitutes  license  to  cross  railroad  track  at  place  other  than  public 
<:ro6sing. 

Distinguished  in  McConkey  v.  Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  35  Wash.  61,  76  Pac.  526, 
holding  that  by  allowing  pedestrians  to  use  its  bridge  as  a  thoroughfare,  a  rail- 
road company  does  not  become  liable  for  injuries  to  such  pedestrian  by  reason 
of  a  defect  in  the  bridge. 
-SsJBclenoT  of  eTldence. 

Approved  in  Union  Stock  Yards  Co.  r.  Conoyer,  41  Neb.  627,  59  N.  W.  950, 
holding  it  sufficient  in  civil  cases  if  evidence  supports  hypothesis  it  is  adduced 
to  prove,  and  that  jury  should  decide  according  to  reasonable  probability 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 47. 
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Cited  in  Kunkel  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  18  N.  D.  381,  121 
N.  W.  830,  to  the  point  that  in  civil  actions  it  is  sufficient  if  the  eTidence  on 
whole  agrees  with  and  supports  hypotltesis  which  it  is  adduced  to  prove. 

Distinguished  in  Central  Granaries  Co.  v.  Ault,  75  Neb.  255,  106  N.  W.  418, 
holding  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  body  of  the  person  was  found  in  the  passage 
way  which  was  negligently  constructed  does  not  raise  a  presumption  that  he  met 
his  death  from  that  cause. 
Burden   of  proof. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Anthony  v.  Mercantile  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  26  L.  R.  A.  406, 
which  throws  on  insurance  company  burden  of  proving  that  accidental  death  wa^ 
from  excepted  cause. 

20  L.  R.  A.  690,  MARKS  v.  SULLIVAN,  9  Utah,  12,  33  Pac.  224. 

lilabllity  for  false  Imprisonmeitt  of  one  ntaklnar  aflldaTlt  for  'wnrrant. 

Cited  in  Brueckner  v.  Frederick,  109  Mo.  App.  618,  83  S.  W.  775,  holding  one 
making  a  criminal  complaint  and  inducing  justice  to  issue  warrant  at  once 
without  waiting  for  information  to  be  filed  by  prosecuting  attorney  as  required 
by  statute,  liable  in  action  for  false  imprisonment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Whaley  v.  Lawton,  56  L.  R.  A.  649,  which  denies  liability 
to  action  for  false  imprisonment  of  one  making  affidavit  for  warrant  under  which 
arrest  made. 

Cited  in  note  (67  Am.  St.  Rep.  410,  423)  on  false  imprisonment. 
lilabllity  of  officer  iamnlnar  process  rea^nlar  on  Its  face. 

Cited  in  Merchant  v.  Bothwell,  60  Mo.  App.  350;  Atwood  v.  Atwater,  43  Neb. 
151,  61  N.  W.  574, — ^holding  a  ministerial  officer  is  not  liable  in  action  for 
false  imprisonment  for  arrest  of  a  person  under  a  warrant  lawful  on  its  face  and 
issued  by  proper  authority;  Hammer  v.  Ballantyne,  13  Utah,  333,  57  Am.  St. 
Rep.  736,  44  Pac.  704;  Ganaway  v.  Salt  Lake  Dramatic  Asso,  17  Utah,  40,  53 
Pac.  830, — as  to  liability  of  officer  issuing  execution  regular  on  its  face. 

20  L.  R.  A.  595,  VANDERHURST  v.  DEWITT,  95  Cal.  57,  30  Pac.  94. 
Lessor  and  lessee  of  machine  as  partners. 

Approved  in  Nofsinger  v.  Goldman,  122  Cal.  616,  55  Pac.  425,  holding  lease 
of  threshing  machine  outfit,  for  use  of  which  lessor  receives  half  the  net  profits, 
docs  not  constitute  parties  partners. 
IVhat  constitutes  partnersblp. 

Cited  in  notes  (115  Am.  St.  Rep.  432)  on  what  constitutes  a  partnership; 
(18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1041)  on  effect  of  agreement  to  share  profits  to  create  part- 
nership. 

Bvidence  of  declarations  as  to  partnerslilp. 

Cited  in  Franklin  v.  Hoadley,  115  App.  Div.  647,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  374;  Salinas 
City  Bank  v.  De  Witt,  97  Cal.  79,  31  Pac.  744,— holding  declarations  of  one  that 
he  is  partnership  of  another  when  made  in  the  absence  of  the  other  are  not  ad- 
missible to  establish  partnership. 

20  L.  R.  A.  600,  BIRMINGHAM  TRUST  &  SAV.  CO.  v.  LOUISIANA  NAT. 

BANK,  99  Ala.  379,  13  So.  112. 
Imputed  notice. 

Approved  in  Curtice  v.  Crawford  County  Bank,  66  C.  O.  A.  178,  118  Fed.  .194, 
holding  notice  of  pledge  of  bank  stook  to  president  of  bank  notice  to  bank; 
Harris  v.  American  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  122  Ala.  654,  25  So.  200,  holding  knowledge 
and  act  of  cashier  to  be  that  of  bank;  Kelly  v.  Burke,  132  Ala.  244,  31  So.  512, 
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holding  notice  to  salesman  of  insanity  of  one  to  whom  goods  were  sold  hinding 
on  salesman's  employer;  Peoples  Bank  v.  Exchange  Bank,  116  Ga.  828,  94  Am. 
St.  Rep.  144,  43  S.  E.  269,  holding  bank  extending  credit  to  its  president  on  faith 
of  his  ownership  of  stock  not  chargeable  with  his  knowledge  that  he  had  pledged 
the  stock. 

Cited  in  Robertson  Lumber  Co.  v.  Anderson,  96  Minn.  530,  105  N.  W.  972^ 
holding  notice  to  an  agent  of  a  corporation  to  be  notice  to  such  corporation  must 
be  to  an  agent  who  is  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  and  must  concern 
some  matter  which  it  is  his  duty  to  communicate  to  his  principal. 
Lien  on  bank  stock. 

Approved  in  Curtice  v.  Crawford  County  Bank,  110  Fed.  832,  holding  lien  of 
pledgee  of  bank  stock  superior  to  lien  of  bank,  if  latter  had  notice  of  pledgee's 
lien  when  its  debt  was  contracted. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Buffalo  German  Ins.  Co.  v.  Third  Nat.  Bank,  48  L.  R.  A. 
107,  which  denies  equitable  lien  on  national  bank  stock  under  by-law  in  conflict 
with  act  of  Congress. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  300)  on  priority  as  between  lien  of  corporation 
and  pledgee  or  purchaser  of  stock. 
Validity  of  pledgre  of  stock  not  made  on  corporate  booka. 

Cited  in  note  (67  L.R.A.  678)  on  validity  of  pledge  of  other  transfer  of  stock 
when  not  made  in  books  of  corporation,  as  against  attachments,  executions,  or 
subsequent  transfers. 

20  L.  R.  A.  605,  FIRST  NAT.  BANK  v.  STOCKELL,  92  Tenn.  252,  21  S.  W.  523. 
Sale  of  patent  rigrht. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Cook,  107  Tenn.  603,  62  L.  R.  A.  176,  64  S.  W.  720,  holding 
statute  requiring  note  given  for  patent  right  to  state  that  fact  not  repugnant 
to  Federal  Constitution  as  restricting  right  to  sell  patent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sandage  v.  Studebaker  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  363, 
which  authorizes  rescission  of  sale  of  void  patent  on  tender  back  of  letters  patent; 
Mason  v.  McLeod,  41  L.  R.  A.  548,  which  sustains  statute  requiring  copy  of 
patent  to  be  filed  with  affidavit  of  validity,  and  that  obligation  of  vendee  shall 
contain  words  "given  for  a  patent  right." 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.  R.  A.  789)  on  power  of  state  to  restrict  and  regulate 
sale  or  enjoyment  of  patent  rights. 

Distinguished  in  Union  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ozan  Lumber  Co.  127  Fed.  208, 
holding  statute  providing  that  notes  given  for 'sale  of  patented  machine  to  be 
on  printed  form  and  providing  notes  not  so  executed  shall  be  void  is  contrary  to 
Constitution  of  United  States  as  denying  persons  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 
Bona  4de  pnrchaner. 

Approved  in  Atlas  Nat.  Bank  v.  Holm,  19  C.  C.  A.  97,  34  U.  S.  App.  472,  71 
Fed.  492,  holding  assignee  of  note  bona  fide  purchaser  although  he  neglected  to 
make  inquiry  a  prudent  man  ought  to  have  made;  Merchants*  &  P.  Bank  v.  Pen- 
land,  101  Tenn.  448,  47  S.  W.  693,  holding  bank  taking  notes  with  knowledge 
they  were  given  for  land  on  which  lien  existed  for  unpaid  purchase  money,  bona 
fide  holder. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Busch,  102  Minn.  366,  113  N.  W.  898,  holding  bank 
taking  note  as  collateral  security  for  antecedent  indebtedness  a  bona  fide  holder. 

Cited  in  notes  (10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  844)  on  nature  of  bona  fide  holder  to  enforce 
note  not  indicating  nature  of  consideration  as  required  by  statute;    (29  L.R.A. 
(K.S.)    386)    on.  circumstances  sufficient  to  put  purchaser  of  negotiable  paper- 
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on  inquiry;  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  300)  on  holder  of  bill  or  note  as  collateral  as  bona 
£de  holder. 

20  L.  R.  A.  609,  STATE  v.  HULL,  18  R.  L  207,  26  Atl.  191. 
Svidence  of  reputation  or  character. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Hendricks,  15  Mont.  198,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  666,  39  Pac 
93,  holding  general  reputation  for  chastity  of  women  living  in  house  admissible. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  De  Vico,  207  Mass.  253,  93  N.  E.  570,  holding  that  in  trial  of 
Indictment  for  assault  with  dangerous  weapon,  it  is  proper  to  exclude  following 
•question  asked  of  defendant's  employer,  who  was  called  by  defendant.  Is  defend- 
ant a  man  of  quarrelsome  nature;  State  v.  Beckner,  194  Mo.  289,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
541,  91  S.  W.  892,  holding  state  cannot  assail  character  of  accused  until  he  has 
put  his  character  in  issue. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Daniels  v.  State,  54  L.  R.  A.  286,  which  requires  evidence 
of  good  character  to  be  weighed  by  jury  according  to  weight  of  testimony  by 
which  supported. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  666)  on  right  to  testify  to  character  from 
personal  knowledge. 

Disapproved  in  State  v.  Beebe,  115  Iowa,  131,  88  N.  W.  358,  holding  evidence 
us  to  reputation  for  chastity  of  keeper  of  house  admissible  to  show  character  of 
tiouse. 
Improper  remarkii  of  counsel. 

Approved  in  Landers  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  46  W.  Va.  503,  33  S.  E.  296,  and 
State  V.  Johnson,  49  W.  Va.  694,  39  S.  E.  665,  holding  improper  remarks  of 
counsel  not  reviewable  unless  party  asked,  and  was  refused,  instruction  to  jury 
to  disregard  them;  State  v.  Buxton,  79  Conn.  480,  65  Atl.  957,  holding  same. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Dudley,  147  Iowa,  655,  126  N.  -W.  812,  holding  that  it  is  im- 
proper for  counsel  for  people  in  argument  to  state  that  prisoner  had  right  to 
show  good  character,  where  no  evidence  as  to  character  was  introduced. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ivey  v.  State,  54  L.  R.  A.  959,  which  holds  reversal  re- 
quired for  unauthorized  prejudicial  remarks  by  solicitor  general. 

Cited  in  note  (46  L.  R.  A.  644)  on  reversal  of  conviction  because  of  unfair 
or  irrelevant  arguments  or  statement  of  facts  by  prosecuting  attorney. 

Disapproved  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Perry,  95  Tex.  648,  69  S.  W.  131, 
name  case  in  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  245,  70  S.  W.  439,  holding  improper  arguments 
objected  to,  reviewable  although  court  not  requested  to  instruct  jury  to  disre- 
:gard  them. 

:20  L.  R.  A.  620,  FOLEY  v.  MUTUAL  L.  INS.  CO.  138  N.  Y.  333,  34  Am.  St 
Rep.  456,  34  N.  E.  211. 

«Gaardian«ltip. 

Cited  in  Stevenson  v.  Markley,  72  N.  J.  Eq.  694,  66  Atl.  185,  as  to  history  of 
guardianship  at  common  law;  Peters  v.  Tallchief,  121  App.  Div.  310,  106  N.  Y. 
Supp.  64,  as  to  right  of  guardian  in  socage  to  recover  possession  of  infant's 
lands. 

'Cited  in  note  (89  Am.  St.  Rep.  263,  264)  on  common  law  powers  of  guardians. 
Vather'ff  rlgrltt  to  draw  citiia's  l»ank  account. 

Approved  in  Ficken  v.  Emigrants'  Industrial  Sav.  Bank,  33  Misc.  94,  67  N.  Y. 
tSupp.  14*3,  holding  father  who  is  not  general  or  testamentary  guardian  of 
•daughter  not  entitled  to  draw  deposit  in  her  name,  although  presenting  bank 
A)ook. 
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Duty  to  support  cliild  wut  affected  by  latter'v  intereiit  In  property. 

Cited  in  liote  (57  L.  R.  A.  742)  on  parent's  duty  to  support  child  as  affected! 
by  latter's  interest  in  trust  estate  or  other  property. 
PoiTver  of  inanred  to  dentroy  beneficiary's  rigrhtii. 

Cited  in  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Allen,  113  111.  App.  96,  holding  when  a  husband' 
obtains  a  policy  on  his  life  for  benefit  of  his  wife,  or  his  children,  he  cannot  sur- 
render the  policy  without  consent  of  beneficiary. 

Cited  in  notes  (49  L.R.A.  737,  747)  on  power  of  insured  to  destroy  rights  or 
beneficiary;  (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1124)  on  right  of  guardian  to  surrender  policy  in* 
favor  of  ward. 

20  L.  R.  A.  624,  WESTON  v.  STODDARD,  137  N.  Y.  119,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  697,. 
33  N.  E.  62. 

l^ho  may  maintain  action  for  partition. 

Approved  in  Bender  v.  Terwilliger,  48  App.  Div.  372,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  269,  andT 
Drake  v.  Drake,  61  App.  Div.  10,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  163,  holding  one  having  present, 
right  to  possession  of  land  may  maintain  partition;  Biglow  v.  Biglow,  39  App.. 
Div.  105,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  794,  holding  one.  having  present  right  of  possession  may- 
maintain  partition  where  premises*  not  occupied  adversely;  Drake  v.  Drake,  61' 
App.  Div.  5,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  163,  holding  joint  tenant  or  tenant  in  common  may 
sue  for  partition  of  property  held  adversely  by  cotenant,  the  validity  of  whose- 
alleged  title  may  be  litigated;   Chapman  v.  Allen,  11   Wash.  630,  40  Pac.  219, 
holding  disseised  cotenant  to  maintain  partition  suit  must  show  equitable  or- 
legal  title  in  himself;  Cecil  v.  Clark,  44  W.  Va.  666,  30  S.  E.  216,  holding  dis- 
seised cotenant  may  maintain  partition  unless  right  of  entry  is  barred  by  limita* 
tion;  Purdy  v.  Purdy,  18  App.  Div.  312,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  215,  holding  widow  can- 
not maintain  action  for  dower  in,  and  partition  of,  lands  of  which  she  is  life- 
tenant;  Heinze  v.  Butte  &  B.  Consol.  Min.  Co.  61  C.  C.  A.  65,  126  Fed.  3,  hold- 
ing possession  imputed  by  law  to  holder  of  legal  title  sufficient  to  entitle  co- 
tenant  to  maintain  partition  under  statute  authorizing  suit  by  cotenant  in  pos- 
session. 

Cited  in  Denton  v.  Fyfe,  65  Kan.  3,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  272,  68  Pac.  1074,  holding- 
tenant  in  common  out  of  possession  cannot  maintain  partition  suit  against  co- 
tenants  in  possession  unless  determination  of  possessory  rights  is  also  sought; 
Howard  v.  Morrissey,  71  Misc.  274,  130  N.  Y.  Supp.  322;  Smith  v.  Allen,  139  App. 
Div.  658,  124  N.  )[,  Supp.  380, — ^holding  that  right  of  possession  by  person  owning- 
undivided  interest  gives  right  to  maintain  partition;  Manley  v.  Manley,  61  Misc.. 
185,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  771,  holding  possession  not  necessary  to  maintain  partition, 
suit  by  one  having  a  fee  in  the  property. 
Part  lev  to  partition  anlt. 

Followed  in  Satterlee  v.  Kobbe,  173  N.  Y.  96,  65  N.  E.  952,  Reversing  66  App.. 
Div.  308,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  675,  holding  one  claiming  title  adversely  to  cotenant^ 
a  proper  party  in  partition. 

Approved  in  Bender  v.  Terwilliger,  48  App.  Div.  373,  63  N.  Y.   Supp.  269,. 
holding  one  claiming  to  be  tenant  by  curtesy  a  proper  party  to  partition  suit; 
Bender  v.  Van  Allen,  28  Misc.  306,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  885,  holding  tenant  by  curtesy 
may  be  made  party  to  partition  suit  to  give  clean  title,  without  admitting  his^ 
tenancy  to  be  perfect. 

Cited  in  Holder  v.  Holder,  40  App.  Div.  255,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  207,  holding  that 
plaintiff  in  partition  claiming  as  cotenant  must  prove  himself  an  heir,  claiming- 
descent  from  one  dying  in  possession,  and  that  the  lands  are  held  under  void 
devise;  Lawrence  v.  Norton,  116  App.  Div.  898,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  481,  holding  all 
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parties  claiming  any  interest  in  the  land  may  be  made  defendants  in  a  partition 
^it. 

Distinguished  in  Damron  v.  Campion,  24  Miso.  235,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  543,  hold- 
ing partition  not  maintainable  where  premises  are  held  adversely  by  third  person 
not  made  a  party. 
IVhat  may  be  lltJirated  In  partition  unit. 

Approved  in  Dixon  v.  Dixon,  38  Misc.  656,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  255,  holding  adverse 
claim  may  be  litigated  in  partition,  whether  made  by  cotenant  or  a  stranger; 
Kaiser  v.  Adami,  37  Misc.  206,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  195,  holding  in  partition  that  will 
may  be  construed,  receiver  required  to  account,  and  moneys  in  his  hands  dis- 
tributed; Ellerson  v.  Westcott,  148  N.  Y.  155,  42  N.  E.  540,  Reversing  88  Hun, 
392,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  813,  holding  that  validity  of  will  cannot  be  determined  in 
partition,  where  facts  alleged,  if  true,  do  not  make  will  void;  Best  v.  Zeh,  82 
Hun,  237,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  230,  holding,  in  action  of  partition  and  to  set  aside 
will,  validity  of  mortgages  executed  with  will  may  be  determined;  Booth  v. 
Fordham,  73  App.  Div.  Ill,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  664;  holding  execution  and  delivery 
of  deed  under  which  plainti/T  claims  triable  in  action  of  partition. 

Cited  in  Stewart  v.  Blatchley,  8  Misc.  475,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  547,  to  point  that 
defendant  may,  by  service  of  answer  on  codefendant,  litigate  controversy  between 
them;  Baca  v.  Anaya,  14  N.  M.  303,  94  Pac.  1017,  20  Ann.  Cas.  77,  to  the  point 
that  adverse  possession  by  defendant  does  not  defeat  action  for  partition  and 
court  may  determine  all  issues  arising  between  parties;  Brown  v.  Feek,  204 
N.  Y.  239,  97  N.  E.  526,  to  the  point  that  prior  to  code  provisions  relating  to 
partition  actions  questions  of  title  could  not  be  determined  in  partition  actions; 
Lyons  Nat.  Bank  v.  Schuler,  199  N.  Y.  412,  92  N.  E.  800  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  right  to  contest  adverse  legal  title  in  action  of  partition;  Camp  Phosphate  Co. 
V.  Anderson,  48  Fla.  246,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  77,  37  So.  722,  holding  whenever  the 
case  is  properly  one  of  partition,  one  whose  bona  fide  object  is  the  partition  of 
lands  between  common  owners  thereof,  one  or  more  of  whom  are  complainants 
and  the  others  are  defendants,  and  they  or  some  of  them  are  in  possession,  all 
questions  as  to  legal  title  and  right  to  possession  may  be  settled ;  Tarplee  v.  Sonn, 
109  App.  Div.  243,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  6;  Leidenthal  v.  Leidenthal,  121  App.  Div. 
271,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  807;  Place  v.  Rogers,  101  App.  Div.  196,  91  N.  Y.  Supp. 
^12, — ^holding  title  of  a  party  to  land  may  be  tried  and  determined  in  a  parti- 
tion suit;  Irving  v.  Royal  Exch.  Assur.  122  App.  Div.  56,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  83, 
holding  validity  of  lease  under  power  is  triable  in  action  for  partition. 
Allcgratlon  of  title  am  oustlngr  equity  Jnrliidictioii. 

Approved  in  Smith  v.  Butler,  15  App.  D.  C.  355,  holding  jurisdiction  of  equity 
in  partition  suit  not  ousted  by  allegation  df  title,  but  suspended  to  allow  deter- 
mination of  question  at  law. 

Cited  in  Dunn  v.  Dunn,  61  Misc.  305,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  1061,  holding  facts 
alleged  sufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction  to  determine  all  the  rights  of  parties  in 
partition  proceedings. 
Pleadinar. 

Approved  in  Satterlee  v.  Kobbe,  39  App.  Div.  422,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  341,  hold- 
ing complaint  in  partition  where  it  is  sought  to  try  title  should  state  facts  re- 
specting adverse  title,  if  known;  Garvey  v.  Union  Trust  Co.  29  App.  Div.  522, 
52  N.  Y.  Supp.  260,  holding  allegation  in  complaint  in  partition  that  devise  of 
property  is  void  states  a  conclusion. 

20  L.  R.  A.  631,  HAGERTY  v.  LEE,  64  N.  J.  L.  580,  25  Atl.  319. 
Creation  of  eaaienient  by  deed. 

Approved  in  Andrus  v.  National  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  72  App.  Div.  653,  76  N.  Y. 
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Supp.  530,  holding  easement  may  be  created  by  exception  or  reservation  in 
grantor's  deed;  United  States  Pipe  Line  Co.  v.  Delaware  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  62 
N.  J.  L.  274,  42  L.  R.  A.  580,  footnote  p.  572,  41  Atl.  769,  holding  stipulation  in 
deed  to  railroad,  whereby  it  agreed  to  maintain  wagon  road  or  crossing  for 
grantor,  does  not  authorize  laying  of  underground  pipe  line  in  road. 

Cited  in  BarJthausen  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  142  Wis.  208,  124  N.  W. 
649,  holding  easement  created  by  deed  passes  with  land  without  any  mention 
thereof. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Claflin  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  20  L.  R.  A.  638,  which  holds 
easement  may  be  created  by  reservation  or  exception;  Smith  v.  Furbish,  47 
L.  R.  A.  226,  which  holds  easements  appurtenant  to  land  and  not  in  gross 
created  by  reservation  in  deed;  Clapp  v.  Wilder,  50  L.  R.  A.  120,  which  holds 
condition  in  grantor's  favor,  not  easement  appurtenai^t  to  premises  retained, 
created  by  condition  in  deed  against  erecting  building  nearer  street  than  existing 
one;  Mitchell  v.  D'Olier,  59  L.  R.  A.  949,  which  holds  rights  and  privileges  in 
waters  of  lake  passed  under  deed  as  appurtenant  to  upland,  and  not  in  gross; 
Houston  V.  Zahn,  65  L.R.A.  799,  which  holds  that  easement  of  way  cannot  be  im- 
posed on  land  by  one  who  has  not  at  the  time  acquired  title  thereto,  although 
he  undertakes  to  do  so  as  part  of  the  consideration  of  another  tract  conveyed  to 
him;  Welch  v.  Austin,  68  L.R.A.  189,  which  holds  that  provision  in  deed  that  the 
building  to  be  erected  on  the  granted  premises  shall  correspond  to  building  on 
adjoining  property  cannot  prolong  duration  of  restriction  beyond  existence  of 
house  so  built;  Dee  v.  King,  68  L.R.A.  860,  which  holds  an  exception  of  a  right 
of  way  to  other  land  of  grantor  difficult  to  reach  otherwise  created  by  reservation 
in  deed  of  privilege  of  a  pass  in  grantor's  usual  place  of  crossing. 

Cited  in  notes    (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)    437)    on  creation  of  covenant  running  with 
land  by  acceptance  of  deed  poll  with  stipulations  purporting  to  bind  grantee; 
(136  Am.  St.  Rep.  692)  on  creation  and  conveyance  of  easements  appurtenant. 
KUuteiaents  of  llarltty  air,  and  pronpect. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.R.A.  541)  on  American  law  as  to  easements  of  light,  air, 
and  prospect;   (41  Am.  St.  Rep.  328)  on  easements  of  light  and  air  in  streets. 
Reservation*  and  except ionii  an  btndingr  on  grrantee. 

Approved  in  Mitchell  v.  D'Olier,  68  N.  J.  L.  384,  59  L.  R.  A.  953,  63  Atl.  467, 
holding  purchaser  takes  title  subject  to  defects,  reservations,  and  exceptions  re- 
ferred to  in  his  deed  or  ascertainable  from  his  recorded  chain  of  title. 

Cited  in  Stansell  v.  American  Radiator  Co.  163  Mich.  637,  128  N.  W.  789, 
holding  that  where  deed  contains  provision  that  grantee  confirms  and  recognizes 
easement  described,  it  is  as  binding  as  would  be  separate  grant  of  right  of  way 
by  one  who  accepts  instrument;  Steiner  v.  Peterman,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  104,  63  Atl. 
1102,  as  to  rights  of  owner  of  dominant  tenement;  Sanitary  Dist.  v.  Martin,  227 
III.  265,  81  N.  E.  417,  10  Ann.  Cas.  227,  holding  a  deed  whereby  grantee  as  part 
of  consideration  agrees  to  do  certain  act  is  binding  after  acceptance  though  not 
signed  by  grantee. 

Cited  in  notes  (126  Am.  St.  Rep.  360,  364)  on  liability  of  grantee  on  covenants 
and  conditions  in  deed;  (17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  621)  on  extent  of  liberties  of  grantor 
of  land  excepting  mines  and  minerals  and  liberties  of  getting  same. 

Conrt'v  cltanipe  of  deternKlnntion  nppn  change  of  lair. 

Approved  in  McKaig  v.  McCallum,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  38,  46  Atl.  661,  refusing,  upon 
change  of  law  as  to  affidavit  on  docketing  judgments,  to  disturb  priorities  deter- 
mined by  master  in  foreclosure. 
Decree  in  eqalty  tn  action  nt  lavir. 

Approved  in  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R,  R.  Co.  v.  Breckenridge,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  599,  40 


) 


20  L.R.A.  631]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  744 

Ail.  23,  holding  that  equity  after  directing  trial  of  title  at  law  will  not  enter 
final  decree  pending  review  of  judgment  at  law  on  writ  of  error. 

20  L.  R.  A.  638,  CLAFLIN  v.  BOSTON  &  A.  R.  CO.  157  Mass.  489,  82  N.  E.  659- 
Exception  and  reHerT-atlon  of  easement. 

Approved  in  Jones  v.  Adams,  162  Mass.  228,  38  N.  E.  437,  holding  reservation 
in  deed  of  right  to  use  drain  as  heretofore  used  creates  easement  of  drainage; 
Simpson  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  176  Mass.  361,  57  N.  E.  674,  holding  clause  in 
deed  to  railroad,  reserving  right  of  way  across  track,  operates  as  a  reservation, 
but  not  beyond  life  of  grantor  in  absence  of  word  "heirs;"  Smith  v.  Furbish,  68 
N.  H.  153,  47  L.  R.  A.  241,  44  Atl.  398,  holding  exception,  and  not  reservation, 
created  by  deed  reserving  right  to  build  dam  across  river  at  any  point,  together 
with  an  acre  of  land  and  right  of  ilowage. 

Cited  in  Webb  v.  Jones,  163  Ala.  642,  50  So.  887;  Lipsky  v.  Heller,  199  Mass. 
316,  85  N.  E.  453, — ^holding  whether  right  of  way  is  an  exception  or  reservation 
must  be  ascertained  from  purpose  and  intention  rather  than  by  any  particnbir 
form  of  words;  Schaefer  v.  Thompson,  116  App.  Div.  776,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  121, 
holding  a  reservation  by  grantor  in  a  deed  is  deemed  a  grant  by  the  grantee  to 
him  and  operates  as  such. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dee  v.  King,  68  L.R.A.  860,  which  holds  an  exception  of  a 
right  of  way  to  other  land  of  grantor  difficult  to  reach  otherwise  created  by 
reservation  in  deed  of  privilege  of  a  pass  in  grantor's  usual  place  of  crossing. 

Cited  in  notes  (20  L.R.A.  632)  on  exception  and  reservation  of  easements;  (10 
Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  59)   as  to  when  grant  of  an  easement  will  be  implied. 

Distinguished  in  Hamlin  v.  New  York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  160  Mass.  463,  36  N.  E. 
200,  holding  clause  in  deed  reserving  right  to  cross  railroad  track  at  place  pro- 
vided, exception  and  not  reservation;  Bailey  v.  Agawam  Nat.  Bank,  190  Mass. 
24,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  101,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  296,  76  N.  E.  449,  holding  a  provision 
in  a  deed  that  a  passageway  shall  be  kept  open,  although  not  valid  as  a  reserva- 
tion for  failure  to  use  the  word  ^'heirs"  may  be  enforced  against  transferees  with 
notice  as  a  contract  in  writing  capable  of  being  specifically  enforced  in  equity; 
Dee  V.  King,  77  Vt.  237,  68  L.R.A.  863,  59  Atl.  839,  holding  an  exception  of  a 
right  of  way  which  will  inure  to  benefit  of  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  grantor  is 
created  by  a  clause  in  a  deed  of  a  strip  of  land  "reserving  the  privilege  of  a 
pass,  in  my  usual  place  of  crossing,"  where  the  pass  was  used  to  reach  other  land 
of  grantor  difficult  of  access  by  any  other  route. 
Creation '  of  exception  bj^  worda  of  i*e«ervation. 

Cited  in  Hamlin  v.  New  York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  160  Mass.  461,  36  N.  E.  200,  to 
point  that  exception  may  be  created  by  words  of  reservation. 
Estoppel  by  recitaln  In  deed. 

Cited  in  Doten  v.  Bartlett,  107  Me.  355,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1078,  78  Atl.  456, 
holding  that  one  who  accepts  deed  reciting  that  grant  is  bounded  on  one  side  by 
land  of  grantee,  and  executes  purchase  money  mortgage  containing  same  recital  is 
estopped  as  against  subsequent  grantee  of  remainder  of  grantor's  tract  from 
claiming  recital  was  mistake;  Gilson  v.  Nesson,  208  Mass.  371,  94  N.  E.  471. 
holding  that  recital  in  deed  which  is  not  contractual  cannot  be  set  up  by  stranger 
to  deed  in  collateral  matter. 
Preanmptlon  of  arrant. 

Cited  in  note   (25  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  345)   on  presumption  of  grant  from  public 
acts  of  user. 
Rlerbt  of  way  by  preiicriptlon. 

Cited  in  Bigelow  Carpet  Co.  v.  Wiggin,  209  Mass.  547,  95  N.  E.  938,  holding 
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that  to  show  right  of  way  by  prescription  it  is.  necessary  to  show  that  with 
acquiescence  of  owner  of  land  use  of  land  as  passageway  had  been  open,  un- 
interrupted and  adverse  for  at  least  20  years. 

Cited  in  note  (35  LJR.A.(N.S.)  191)  on  acquisition  of  prescriptive  right  of  way 
across  railroad. 

2©  L.  R.  A.  642,  HAUCK  v.  TIDE  WATER  PIPE-MNE  00.  163  Pa.  366,  34  Am. 

St.  Rep.  710,  26  Atl.  644. 
I«l Ability  for  imjnry  due  to  escapimip  oil  •r  -wmter. 

Approved  in  Brady  v.  Detroit  Steel  &  Spring  Co.  102  Mich.  280,  26  L.  R.  A. 
176,  60  N.  W.  687,  holding  one  negligently  permitting  oil  to  escape  into  sewer 
liable  for  damages  to  bakery  from  gases  generated  by  the  oil;  Neal  v.  Atlantic 
Ref.  Co.  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  243,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  50,  holding  proprietor  of  oil  refinery 
not  liable  for  destruction  of  tug  boat  by  fire,  due  to  oil  escaping  from  refinery 
and  ignited  by  third  person. 

Cited  in  McNary  v.  Southwest  Pennsylvania  Pipe  Lines,  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  850, 
34  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  445,  38  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  234,  holding  where  oil  company  had 
right  of  eminent  domain  and  was  expressly  authorized  to  operate  its  works  the 
injuries  resulting  therefrom  to  adjoining  property  without  negligence  is  damnum 
absque  injuria;  Welliver  v.  Irondale  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  38  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  32,  holding  a  company  organized  for  purpose  of  supplying  power  for 
manufacture  of  electricity  to  be  used  for  public  and  private  lighting  but  with- 
out power  of  eminent  domain  must  so  conduct  its  business  that  a  private  nui- 
sance shall  not  be  created  by  percolation  of  water  brought  by  artificial  water 
course  upon  its  premises. 

Cited  in  notes  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  636)  on  liability  for  escape  of  dangerous  sub- 
stance stored  on  premises;    (34  L.R.A.(N.S.)   61)   on  underground  pollution  ol 
water. 
LiiAbility  for  BiiiMiiice. 

Approved  in  Rogers  v.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co.  182  Pa.  478,  41  W.  N.  C.  164, 
61  Am.  St.  Rep.  716,  38  Atl.  399,  holding  traction  company  liable  in  absence  of 
actual  negligence  for  special  damage  suffered  by  property  owner  from  operation 
of  power-house  machinery;  Rarick  v.  Smithy  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  532,  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
631,  holding  manufacture  of  dynamite  a  nuisance  where  refuse  materials  are 
discharged  into  streams,  polluting  them;  Scott  v.  Houpt,  8  Kulp,  50,  holding 
change  of  carpenter  shop  into  planing  mill  not  actionable  nuisance. 

Cited  in  Bowman  v.  Humphrey,  132  Iowa,  237,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1112,  109  N. 
W.  714,  11  Ann.  Cas.  131,  holding  contributory  negligence  no  defense  in  action 
for  nuisance;  Whaley  v.  Citizen's  Nat.  Bank,  28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  539;  Green  v. 
Sun  Co.  32  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  530;  Stokes  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  214  Pa.  419,  63 
Atl.  1028, — holding  question  of  negligence  not  involved  in  an  action  for  nuisance; 
Bradbury  Marble  Co.  v.  Laclede  Gaslight  Co.  128  Mo.  App.  108,  106  S.  W.  594, 
holding  as  a  general  rule  neither  a  private  person  nor  a  corporation  has  the  right 
to  erect  and  maintain  a  nuisance  which  has  the  effect  of  depriving  the  adjoining 
owner  of  the  beneficial  use  of  his  land,  without  making  compensation  for  the  in- 
jury; Manegold  v.  Foundry  Co.  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  976,  as  to  right  of  action  resulting 
from  artificial  use  of  land  resulting  in  nuisance. 

Cited  in  note  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  109)  on  effect  of  legislative  authority  upon  lia- 
bility for  private  nuisance. 
Question  for  Jury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Langenbaugh  v.  Anderson,  62  L.  R.  A.  948,  holding  de- 
fendant's negligence  question  for  jury  where  oil  escaped  from  tank,  and,  becoming 
ignited,  set  fire  to  plaintiff's  property. 
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20  L.  R.  A.  645,  LEMLY  v.  STAI1E,  70  Miss.  241,  12  So.  M. 
Jndiclal  notice  that  beer  in  intoxlcatlnar. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Sioux  Falls  Brewing  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  138,  which 
refuses  to  take  judicial  notice  that  beer  is  malt  or  intoxicating  liquor. 
Inclniiioii  •#  nonlntoxlcatlng'  liquor  in  liqvor  la'ws. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.R.A. (M.S.)  1146)  as  to  whether  statutes  forbidding  sale 
of  certain  classes  of  Jiquor  include  nonintoxicating  liquor. 

20  L.  R.  A.  650,  BANGOR  SAV.  BANK  v.  NIAGARA  F.  INS.  CO.  86  Me.  68,  35 

Am.  St.  Rep.  341,  26  Atl.  991. 
Appraiml  of  loaiii  by  arbitrator*. 

Approved  in  London  &  L.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Storrs,  17  C.  C.  A.  650,  36  U.  S.  App. 
327,  71  Fed.  125,  holding  appraisement,  though  not  in  accordance  with  policv, 
valid,  since  parties  may  waive  or  vary  its  conditions;  Vincent  v.  German  Inb. 
Co.  120  Iowa,  279,  94  N.  W.  458,  holding  failure  of  experienced  appraisers  chosen 
to  ascertain  loss,  to  take  evidence,  will  not  avoid  their  award. 

Cited  in  Ross  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  86  Kan.  149,  119  Pac.  366,  to  the  point  that 
arbitrators  under  insurance  policy  need  not  be  expert  in  value  of  property  to  be 
appraised  but  must  have  only  such  general  knowledge  as  necessary  to  enable  him 
upon  inquiry  to  make  fair  appraisal;  National  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  O'Bryan,  75  Ark. 
201,  87  S.  W.  129,  5  Ann.  Cas.  334,  holding  fact  that  appraiser  appointed  by  in- 
sured had  made  an  estimate  of  loss  for  the  insurance  company  did  not  disqualify 
him;  Ross  v.  Daugherty,  127  111.  App.  572,  holding  the  taking  of  legal  counsel 
by  arbitrators  is  not  misconduct  which  will  vitiate  their  award  subsequentlv 
made;  German  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hazard  Bank,  126  Ky.  737,  104  S.  W.  725,  holding  fact 
that  umpire  appointed  by  appraisers  to  determine  loss  under  a  fire  insurance 
policy  called  in  an  expert  builder  to  advise  him  did  not  invalidate  the  award, 
Dunton  v.  Westchester  F.  Ins.  Co.  104  Me.  378,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1060,  71  Atl. 
1037,  construing  arbitration  clause  in  fire  insurance  policy  to  refer  to  ascertaining 
the  damage  done  to  the  property  described  and  not  to  embrace  ownership  or  any 
other  matter  which  goes  to  the  root  of  the  cause  of  action. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Brock  v.  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  623,  whicn 
denies  right  of  insurer  uniting  in  appointment  of  appraisers,  to  claim  appoint- 
ment premature. 

20  L.  R.  A.  653,  McCROWELL  v.  BRISTOL,  89  Va.  652,  16  S.  E.  867. 
Deleeratlon  of  mnniclpal  poorer. 

Approved  in  Bolton  v.  Gilleran,  105  Cal.  248,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  33,  38  Pac.  881, 
holding  department  possessing  exclusive  power  to  improve  streets  cannot  dele- 
gate authority  to  determine  necessity,  character,  or  extent  of  improvement;  BeaT 
v.  Roanoke,  90  Va.  79,  17  S.  E.  738,  holding  city  council  cannot  delegate  to 
committee  power  to  sell  municipal  property. 

Cited  in  Kinney  v.  Howard,  133  Iowa,  106,  110  N.  W.  282,  holding  school  board 
cannot  delegate  power  to  select  a  site;  Bluffton  v.  Miller,  33  Ind.  App.  530,  70 
N.  E.  989;  Ramsey  v.  Field,  115  Mo.  App.  625,  92  S.  W.  350;  Harton  v.  Avondale. 
147  Ala.  470,  41  So.  934, — holding  authority  granted  to  grade  and  pave  streets 
cannot  be  delegated  to  engineer. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  727)  on  delegation  of  municipal  power  as  to  license., 
franchise,  and  buildings. 
Pemonal    liability   to   pay  aMiemimeBt    for    impro-reaBeiit. 

Cited  in  note  (35  L.  R.  A.  63)  on  personal  liability  to  pay  assessment  for 
local  improvement. 
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20  L.  R.  A.  662,  WISCONSIN  WATER  CO.  ▼.  WINANS,  86  Wia.  26,  39  Am. 

St.  Rep.  813,  54  N.  W.  1003. 
Condemnation  of  property. 

Approved  in  State  ex  rel.  Curtis  v.  Geneva,  107  Wis.  6,  82  N.  W.  550,  hold- 
ing voluntary  subscription  toward  construction  of  highway  does  not  vitiate  order 
laying  out  road,  when  not  procured  or  induced  by  the  subscription. 

Cited  in  SUte  ex  rel.  Greffet  v.  Williams,  227  Mo.  57,  127  S.  W.  52  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  as  to  right  of  corporation  to  condemn  property  for  public  use  where 
it  had  not  legal  right  to  operate  as  such  corporation. 

Cited  in  notes  (58  L.R.A.  242,  243)  on  acquisition  of  water  supply  by  right 
of  eminent  domain;  (7  L.R.A. (N.S.)  199)  on  right  of  eminent  domain  as  affected 
by  extent  to  which  general  scheme  has  progressed;  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  19,  25,  27, 
37,  51,  53,  66,  68,  159)   on  judicial  power  over  eminent  doiliain. 

Distinguished  in  Prescott  Irrig.  Co.  v.  Flathers,  20  Wash.  457,  55  Pac.  635^. 
holding  irrigation  company  need  not  condemn  rights  of  riparian  owners  in  stream 
from  which  it  intends  to  divert  water. 
Public  use. 

Approved  in  Moseley  v.  York  Shore  Water  Co.  94  Me.  89,  46  Atl.  809,  and 
Priewe  v.  Wisconsin  State  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  93  Wis.  651,  33  L.  R.  A.  652,  67 
N.  W.  918,  holding  necessity  for  taking  private  property  a  legislative  questiony 
but  whether  particular  use  is  public  or  not  a  judicial  question;  Re  Theresa 
Drainage  District,  90  Wis.  304,  63  N.  W.  288,  holding  private  property  cannot 
be  taken  under  drainage  statute  which  fails  to  provide  that  the  taking  must  be 
for  public  use;  Priewe  v.  Wisconsin  State  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  93  Wis.  548,  33^ 
L.  R.  A.  651,  67  N.  W.  918,  holding  state  cannot  destroy  rights  of  riparian  owner 
for  any  private  purpose,  without  consent,  compensation,  or  due  process  of  law;. 
Great  Western  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  v.  Hawkins,  30  Ind.  App.  575,  66  N.  K. 
765,  holding  gas  company  seeking  to  condemn  land  to  lay  its  pipe  line  should' 
show  that  it  proposes  to  supply  gas  to  public;  State  v.  Lake  St.  Clair  Fishing  & 
Shooting  Club,  127  Mich.  596,  87  N.  W.  117,  holding  title  to  submerged  lands 
in  Great  Lakes,  held  by  state,  cannot  be  devested  by  adverse  possession  to  detri- 
ment of  public  use. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Wausau  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Bancroft,  148  Wis.  148,  38: 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  537,  134  N.  W.  330,  holding  that  legislature  cannot,  by  declaring 
use  to  be  public,  authorize  individual  to  condemn  rights  of  riparian  owner  to. 
secure  water  power;  Billings  Sugar  Co.  v.  Fish,  40  Mont.  261,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
978,  106  Pac.  565,  holding  legislature  cannot  authorize  taking  of  property  for 
private  use;  Re  Southern  Wisconsin  Power  Co.  140  Wis.  263,  122  N.  W.  801,. 
holding  whether  use  is  public  or  private  is  a  question  for  ultimate  decision  of 
courts  but  courts  may  accord  proper  deference  to  legislative  declarations  as  to* 
what  constitutes  a  public  purpose. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Paxton  &  H.  Irrigating  Canal  &  Land  Co.  v.  Farmers'  & 
M.  Irrig.  &  Land  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  853,  which  holds  condemnation  of  land  for 
irrigating  ditches  to  be  for  public  purpose. 

Cited  in  notes  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  935)  on  existence  of  public  use  as  question  for 
courts;  (102  Am.  St.  Rep.  813,  814,  821)  on  uses  for  which  power  of  eminent  do- 
main cannot  be  exercised. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Northwestern  Coal  R.  Co.  v.  Willcuts,  140  Wis, 
453,  122  N.  W.  1048,  holding  question  as  to  whether  property  is  devoted  to  public 
use  under  statute  exempting  it  from  taxation  is  not  determined  by  extent  of 
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20  L.R.A.  645]  L.  R.  A.  C*-  ,.,,,1^'^'^'^'  ^** 

20  L.  R.  A.  64«   -  .  '  ■'<^^^-  ^-  '"'  '^  ^-  «*•  ^-  ""' 

Jndlcial  no  ,  ^ . .'  r  '^ 

Cited  in  to  ^     --  ^  /^-  ^^       ^^  ^.^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^   g   j^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  y. 

^.     /  /■  '^^^\f.  ^'^ed  by  judgment  in  foreclosure  suit  to  which 
incln-io*-  ^'^^''^ftfi^  ^^  «*le  without  making  objection. 

^^  ^  j*'^ ,  )!Ii^<''  ^^ji^*"*''    i/jrriot,  14  Misc.  346,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  684,  holding 

o  ^  "^/^^'t/el^'^^''  iga  court  entitled  to  full  faith  and  credit ;  MacDon- 

^^^^.  \tof^^  ^^c^n  ^'  H-  466,  69  L.  R.  A.  454,  footnote  p.  44^,  93 

'ffj^j  fro^  ^\^l  98i,  holding  foreign  judgment  adverse  to  piaintiflTs 

^  • .  ^^  ^   i,  ugh  involving  mistake  as  to  local  law ;   American  Mut 

^0.  ^  fiaai^'  ^   159  Ind.  18,  64  N.  E.  625,  holding  foreign  judgment  con- 

^^  ^-.^  r.  ^^^'i  reversed  or  vacated,  and  not  open  to  collateral  attack. 

^  ^.'^on  f^f^  *^  Guyot,  159  U.  S.  196,  40  L.  ed.  119,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  139, 

^^ied  ^  ^'^^ea  ^  foreign  judgment  determined  by  treatment  given  our  judg^ 

Idiog'^^^^^f  that  country;  Fisher  v.  Fielding,  67  Conn.  137,'  32  L.  R.  A. 

^„t»  '*'*  '^"sfc.  Bep-  270,  34  Atl.  714    (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding 

^0,  ^ ^TLaent  rendered  on  personal  service  conclusive  on  merits;  Sullivan  v. 

foreign  ■'"iglowa,  376,  126  N.  W.  349,  holding  that  foreign  judgment  admitting 

j^etio^y''    ^^^  jQiiy  i)e  attacked  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  although  foreign  court 

,riii  top  ^^^^  ^y^^^  .^  Yisudi  jurisdiction;  Waters  v.  Spencer,  44  Misc.  19,  89  N.  Y. 

'^^e9S;  ^^"^^^^  V-  ^^"*'  ^^  ^^^^'  ^3^»  ^12  N.  Y.  Supp.  673;   Alaska  Com. 

^^P^!  .  ^^^  V.  Debney,  2  Alaska,  311, — ^holding  in  absence  of  want  of  jurisdiction, 

''^  d  or  mistake  foreign  judgment  conclusive. 
Cited  in  footnote  to  Newcomb  v.  Newcomb,  51  L.  R.  A.  419,  which  holds  probate 

f  will  in  one  country  on  estate  located  therein,  of  citizen  dying  in  other  country, 
binding  on  courts  of  latter  country. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.R.A.  236)  on  conclusiveness  of  judgment  rendered  ia 
foreign  country;  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  906)  on  right  to  resist  judgment  of  sister 
•state  on  ground  of  fraud;  (94  Am.  St.  Rep.  541,  644,  54S;  6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  746) 
lon  conclusiveness  and  enforceability  of  judgment  of  foreign  court  having  juris- 
diction. * 
iSnlt  OB  forelffB  JadvmeBt. 

Approved  in  Wood  v.  Wood,  7  Misc.  680,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  154,  holding  action 
jmay  be  maintained  for  unpaid  alimony  awarded  by  judgment  in  personam  of 
foreign  court;  Hofflieimer  v.  Stiefel,  17  Misc.  238,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  714,  holding 
iacts  relied  on  to  impeach  foreign  judgment  must  be  pleaded;  Lambert  v.  Hoff- 
man, 20  Misc.  333,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  806,  holding  clerk's  certificate  to  copy  of 
foreign  judgment  roll  need  not  show  he  compared  copy  with  original  or  that 
it  is  true  copy. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Price  v.  Schaeffer,  25  L.  R.  A.  699,  which  upholds  right 
.to  show  absence  of  service  in  defense  to  suit  on  foreign  judgment. 

20  L.  R.  A.  682,  HAM  v.  DELAWARE  &  H.  CANAL  00.  156  Pa.  648,  26  Atl.  767. 
BJection  of  drnnkcn  pasM^narer. 

Cited  in  Haug  v.  Great  Northern  R,  Co.  8  N.  Dak.  31,  42  L.  R.  A.  671,  73  Am. 
:St.  Rep.  727,  77  N.  W.  97,  holding  carrier  liable  for  carrying  drunken  passenger 
past  destination  and  ejecting  him  from  depot,  in  consequence  of  which  he  died 
from  exposure. 
Xnjnry  to  person  on  mllrond  track. 

Cited  in  Reimard  v.  Bloomsburg  &  S.  R.  Co.  228  Pa.  388,  77  Atl.  660,  holding 
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that  woman  ejected  from  train  after  being  carried  past  destination,  is  not  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  in  walking  on  track  back  to  destination,  when  night 
was  dark  and  she  unfamiliar  with  route;  Powell  v.  St.  Louis  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.  229 
Mo.  290,  129  S.  W.  963  (dissenting  opinion),  on  contributory  negligence  of  per- 
son ejected  from  train  as  question  for  jury;  Anderson  v.  Seattle-Tacoma  Intemr> 
ban  R.  Co.  36  Wash.  397,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  962,  78  Pac.  1013;  Tilburg  v.  Northern 
C.  R.  Co.  217  Pa.  624,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  363,  66  Atl.  846,—holding  if  plaintiff  was 
put  off  at  a  station  at  a  time  and  under  circumstances  which  imperiled  his  life, 
he  was  not  guilty  of  negligence  if,  in  escaping  from  the  position  in  which  he 
had  been  placed,  he  acted  as  a  reasonably  prudent  man  in  walking  on  defendant 
company's  tracks. 

Cited  in  note  (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  359)  on  negligence  of  passenger  ejected  from 
train,  in  walking  on  track. 

Distinguished  in  Bailey  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  220  Pa.  521,  69  Atl.  998,. 
holding  track  repairer  walking  home  on  railroad  track,  there  being  another  and 
safer  way,  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  per  se. 

20  L.  R.  A.  691,  STATE  v.  ROBERTSON,  45  La.  Ann.  617,  12  So.  753. 
VnsAfe  boiler. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Lynch,  34  L.  R.  A.  293,. 
which  denies  right  to  use  locomotive  after  learning  of  defects,  before  making^ 
repairs. 
VAlldlty  of  ordinance. 

Cited  in  Indianapolis  Abattoir  Co.  v.  Neidlinger,  174  Ind.  408,  92  N.  E.  169, 
holding  that  city  has  no  implied  power  to  require  use  of  safety  devices  on  freight 
elevators;  State  v.  Itzcovitch,  49  La.  Ann.  369,  37  L.R.A.  675,  62  Am.  St.  Rep. 
648,  21  So.  544,  holding  under  charter  of  city  of  New  Orleans  it  had  no  power 
to  regulate  second  hand  stores. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Crawford  v.  Topeka,  20  L.  R.  A.  692,  which  holds  invalid, 
ordinance  as  to  bill  boards. 

20  L.  R.  A.  692,  CRAWFORD  v.  TOPEKA,  61  Kan.  756,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  323» 

33  Pac.  476. 
Vnlidity  of  ordinance. 

Approved  in  Kansas  City  v.  McDonald,  60  Kan.  484,  45  L.  R.  A.  431,  57  Pao. 
123,  holding  ordinance  restricting  speed  of  fire  department  unreasonable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Robertson,  20  L.  R.  A.  691,  which  holds  invalid, 
ordinance  for  inspection  of  steam  boilers,  etc.,  at  owner's  expense;  Rochester  v. 
West,  53  L.  R.  A.  548,  which  sustains  ordinance  limiting  height  of  bill  boards  to 
6  feet,  unless  permission  given;  Philadelphia  v.  Brabender,  58  L.  R.  A.  220,  which 
sustains  ordinance  against  casting  advertisements,  etc.,  into  vestibules  of 
dwellings. 
——  Resvli^tlon  of  bill  board*  and  ailflrns. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Whitlock,  149  N.  C.  544,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  670,  63  S.  E.  123r,. 
16  Ann.  Cas.  765,  holding  that  it  is  not  within  police  power  of  municipality  to* 
regulate  placing  and  height  of  bill  boards  on  land  of  owner;  Haller  Sign  Works. 
V.  Physical  Culture  Training  School,  249  111.  443,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1002,  94  N.  E. 
920,  holding  that  statute  forbidding  under  penalty,  erection  of  any  structure  for 
advertising  purposes  within  500  feet  of  public  park  is  unconstitutional;  Vamey 
k  Green  v.  Williams,  155  Cal.  321,  21  LJR.A.(N.S.)  743,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  88, 
100  Pac  867,  holding  ordinance  absolutely  prohibiting  bill  boards  invalid;  Cur- 
ran  Bill  Posting  k  Distributing  Co.  v.  Denver,  47  Colo.  230,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
647,  107  Pac  261,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  erection  of  billboard  within  tea* 
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leet  of  any  building  or  street,  invalid;  Chicago  v.  Gunning  System,  114  111. 
App.  382,  holding  an  ordinance  based  upon  police  power  of  municipality  must 
appear  to  have  been  enacted  in  order  to  preserve  health,  morals  or  safety  of  the 
community;  Passaic  v.  Paterson  Bill  Posting,  A.  it  S.  P.  Co.  72  N.  J.  L.  287,  111 
Am.  St.  Rep.  676,  62  Atl.  267,  5  Ann.  Cas.  005,  reversing  71  N.  J.  L.  77,  58  Atl. 
343,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  erection  of  bill  boards  within  ten  feet  of  street 
line  unreasonable  and  invalid;  Haley  v.  Solvey  Process  Co.  122  App.  Div.  754, 
111  N.  Y.  Supp.  25,  as  to  validity  of  "sky  sign"  ordinance;  People  ex  rel.  Wine- 
burgh  Advertising  Co.  v.  Murphy,  105  N.  Y.  134,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  740,  88  N.  E 
17,  affirming  120  App.  Div.  265,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  855,  holding  ordinance  restrict- 
ing height  of  signs  without  prohibiting  height  of  any  other  similar  structure,  in- 
valid; Bryan  v.  Chester,  212  Pa.  262,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  870,  61  Atl.  804,  holding 
ordinance  prohibiting  erection  of  bill  boards  upon  person's  own  property  merely 
because  they  are  unsightly,  invalid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Com.  v.  Boston  Advertising  Co.  60  L.R.A.  817,  which  holds 
forbidding  use  of  land  near  park  or  park  way  for  advertising  purposes  a  taking 
thereof  for  public  use;  Chicago  v.  The  Gunning  System,  70  L.R.A.  230,  which 
holds  attempt  to  prohibit  owner  of  lot  in  remote,  sparsely  settled  part  of  city 
from  erecting  billboards  thereon  other  than  of  iron  unreasonable  and  oppressive. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  737)  on  municipal  power  as  to  regulation  of 
signs  and  billboards;  (132  Am.  St.  Rep.  02,  03,  04)  on  power  of  municipality  to 
prevent  or  regulate  use  of  property  for  advertising  purposes. 

Distinguished  in  St.  Louis  Gunning  Advertising  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  235  Mo.  147, 
137  S.  W.  020,  holding  that  city  may  enact  reasonable  ordinances  for  licensing 
and   regulating  construction  of  bill  boards  on  vacant  lots,  and  suppress  them 
entirely  if  they  become  nuisance  per  se. 
S tat V ten  restrlctinflr  contract*  and  baninemi. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  706)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting  con- 
tracts and  business. 

IVhat  are  public  malaanceii. 

Cited  in  note  (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  214)  on  what  are  public  nuisances. 

20  L.  R.  A,  605,  HANSCOM  v.  MINNEAPOLIS  STREET  R.  CO.  63  Minn.  119,  64 
N.  W.  044. 

Antltoritr  of  aarent  or  employee. 

Cited  in  Hayes  v.  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co.  12  Luzerne  Leg.  Reg.  Rep.  106,  holding 
:'that  there  is  no  legal  presumption  that  making  or  ratification  of  contract  for 
medical  attendance  upon  injured  employee   is  within  scope  of  agency  of  mine 
;  superintendent. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Price,  43  L.  R.  A.  402,  which  denies 
«X)nductor's  implied  authority  to  make  hotel  proprietor  carrier's  agent  to  care  for 
passenger  taken  beyond  station,  until  arrival  of  return  train. 

The  annotation  in  20  L.  R.  A.  605,  was  particularly  referred  to  in  Adams  v. 
Southern  R.  Co.  125  N.  C.  566,  34  S.  E.  642,  holding  conductor  without  authority 
to  engage  physician  to  attend  injured  trespasser  at  company's  expense. 
Physician'*  liability  for  neflrligrence  of  otber  pbysician  flient  by  him. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Myers  v.  Holbom,  30  L.  R.  A.  345,  which  denies  physician's 
liability  for  negligence  or  unskilfulness  of  other  physician  sent  in  his  place. 

20  L.  R.  A.  608,  DIXON  v.  PLUNS,  08  Cal.  384,  35  Am.  St  Bep.  180,  31  Pac 

031,  33  Pac.  268. 
Cbance  irerdict. 

Approved  in  McDonnell  ▼.  Pescadero  k  8.  M.  Stage  Co.  120  Cal.  470,  52  Pac 
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725,  holding  average  not  intended  to  control  minds  of  jury,  but  taken  merely  as 
basis  from  which  to  attempt  to  reach  a  verdict,  dbes  not  violate  statute;  Long 
V.  Collins,  12  S.  D.  624,  82  N.  W.  95,  holding  invalid,  verdict  arrived  at  by  divid- 
ing aggregate  of  amounts  named  by  each  juror  by  twelve. 

Cited  in  Lambourne  v.  Halfin,  23  Utah,  493,  65  Pac.  206  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  setting  aside  verdict  to  which  jurors  were  induced  to  assent  by  resort 
to  determination  by  chance;  Dixon  v.  Pluns,  101  Cal.  511,  35  Pac.  1030,  adhering 
to  findings  of  trial  court  that  verdict  was  not  arrived  at  by  chance  though 
juror  made  affidavit  that  it  was  so  arrived  at;  Gordon  v.  Trevarthan,  13  Mont. 
304.  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  452,  34  Pac.  185,  holding  quotient  verdict  bad. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Richards,   1  Cal.  App.  570,  82  Pac.  691,  holding 
verdict  finding  defendant  guilty  of  lesser  crime  than  that  for  which  he  was  in- 
dicted will  not  be  overthrown  on  ground  that  it  was  a  compromise  between  jurors 
in  favor  of  verdict  of  guilty  of  higher  crime  and  those  in  favor  of  acquittal. 
N«slisenee. 

Approved  in  Knott  v.  McGilvray,  124  Cal.  131,  56  Pac.  789,  holding  one  work- 
ing with  tools  and  materials  over  a  thoroughfare  must  use  greatest  care  and 
caution  to  avoid  injury  to  travelers. 

Cited  in  Burns  v.  Dunham,  C.  &  H.  Co.  148  Cal.  209,  82  Pac.  959,  as  to  care 
required  of  storekeeper  toward  one  upon  his  premises  upon  invitation  for  pur- 
poses of  business. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wolf  v.  Downey,  51  L.  R.  A.  242,  which  denies  liability 
of  contractor  for  either  carpenter  or  mason  work,"  for  injury  from  fall  of  brick 
from  unknown  cause. 

Cited  in  notes  (77  Am.  St.  Rep.  30)  on  diligence  required  when  human  life  is 
involved;  (123  Am.  St.  Rep.  571)  on  duty  and  liability  of  land  owners  to  adjoin- 
ing proprietors. 
— »  PreaamptioB  of. 

Approved  in  The  Joseph  B.  Thomas,  46  L.  R.  A.  67,  30  0.  C.  A.  337,  56  U.  S. 
App.  619,  86  Fed.  663,  holding  negligence  presumed  from  placing  empty  keg  near 
open  hatch,  where  it  is  likely  to  fall  on  those  below;  Howser  v.  Cumberland  & 
P.  R.  Co.  80  Md.  153,  27  L.  R.  A.  156,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  332,  30  Atl.  906,  holding 
fall  of  ties  from  passing  gondola  car  creates  presumption  of  negligence;  Snyder 
V.  Wheeling  Electrical  Co.  43  W.  Va.  669,  39  L.  R.  A.  502,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  922, 
28  S.  E.  733,  holding  fall  of  live  electric  wire  creates  prima  facie  presumption 
of  negligence;  Vorbrich  v.  Geuder  &  P.  Mfg.  Co.  96  Wis.  281,  71  N.  W.  434, 
holding  presumption  of  negligence  from  unexpected  starting  of  machine  overcome 
by  proof  that  it  was  free  from  defects. 

Cited  in  Bauhofer  v.  Crawford,  16  Cal.  App.  681,  117  Pac.  931,  holding  that 
where  automobile,  at  night,  in  well  lighted  street,  ran  into  delivery  wagon  at 
curb,  circumstances  required  defendant  to  produce  evidence  showing  exercise  of 
reasonable  care;  Chandler  v.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Co,  10  Del.  Co.  Rep. 
590,  holding  that  negligence  of  street  railway  is  presumed  where  trolley  pole  on 
top  of  street  car  becomes  loose  and  injures  traveler  on  street;  Bowley  v.  Man- 
grum  &  Otter,  3  Cal.  App.  232,  84  Pac.  996,  holding  suddenly  raising  of  trap  door 
in  public  sidewalk  presumptive  evidence  of  negligence;  Judson  v.  Giant  Powder 
Co.  107  Cal.  568,  29  L.R.A.  724,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  146,  40  Pac.  1020,  holding  pre- 
sumption of  negligence  arises  from  explosion  of  dynamite;  Denman  v.  Oscar 
Daniels  Co.  146  111.  App.  215,  holding  doctrine  of  res  ipsa  loquitur  applies  in 
favor  of  one  who  is  employed  on  the  main  floor  of  a  building  in  course  of  erection 
who  is  injured  by  a  falling  beam  which  was  under  the  control  of  the  defendant 
who  was  not  the  maater  of  the  person  so  injured ;  Bochat  v.  Knisely,  144  III.  App. 
563,  holding  no  presumption  of  negligence  where  a  workman  engaged  in  and  about 
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the  construction  of  a  building  is  hit  by  falling  brick;  The  Joseph  B.  Thomas,  81 
Fed.  588,  holding  facts  sufficient  to  justify  presumption  of  n^ligence. 

Cited  in  notes   (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)   299)   on  presumption  of  negligence  of  master 
from  unexplained  starting  of  machinery  injuring  servant;   (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  800) 
on  applicability  of  res  ipsa  loquitur  in  absence  of  contractual  relations;'  (113- 
Am.  St.  Rep.  1011)    on  presumption  of  negligence  from  happening  of  accident 
causing  personal  injuries. 

Distinguished  in  Pederson  v.  John  D.  Spreckels  &  Bros.  Co.  81  Fed.  208, 
holding  no  presumption  of  negligence  where  instrumentality  not  under  exclusive 
control  of  those  sought  to  be  charged  with  negligence. 

20  L.  R.  A.  701,  Ex  parte  HAYES,  98  Cal.  556,  33  Pac.  337. 
Ordinance  as  to  sale  of  liquor. 

Approved  in  Adams  v.  Cronin,  29  Colo.  500,  63  L.  R.  A.  67,  69  Pac.  590,  hold- 
ing ordinance  prohibiting  wine  rooms  which  females  may  enter  to  be  supplied 
with  liquor  not  imconstitutional. 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  Saunders,  56  Fla.  102,  47  So.  796,  holding  ordinance  closing 
saloons  on  Sunday  valid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Barge,  53  L.  R.  A.  428,  which  sustains  ordinance 
against  liquor  dealer  keeping  room  for  lounging,  drinking,  or  immoral  purposes; 
Campbellsville  v.  Odewalt,  60  L.  R.  A.  723,  which  holds  void,  ordinance  subject- 
ing to  fine,  possessor  of  premises  on  which  liquor  is  furnished  in  violation  of  law^ 
although  without  his  knowledge  or  consent. 

Cited  in  notes  (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  255)  on  acts  as  to  intoxicating  liquors  which 
legislature  may  declare  criminal;  (114  Am.  St.  Rep.  299)  on  power  of  municipal- 
ity to  regulate  dealing  in  intoxicating  liquors. 
Statu  tea  remtrieting  contract*  and  bnailnees. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  791)  on  constituti<Hiality  of  statutes  restricting  con- 
tracts and  business. 
Rearnlatlonii  dlscrlmlnatlnar  against  -women. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Case,  153  Mich.  101,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  660,  116  N.  W.  568^ 
holding  ordinance  prohibiting  harboring  or  employing  women  in  saloons  valid. 

Cited  in  notes  (49  L.R.A.  112)  on  constitutionality  of  discrimination  against 
women  in  police  regulations;  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  657,  658;  48  L.  ed.  U.  S.  365)  on 
validity  of  police  regulations  excluding  women  from  saloons. 

20  L.  R.  A.  702,  RICO  v.  BRANDENSTEIN,  98  Cal.  465,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  192,. 
33  Pac  480. 

ConireTance  to  vrlfe. 

Approved  in  Heney  v.  Pesoli,  109  Cal.  60,  41  Pac.  819,  holding  that  prior  to 
1889  wife  might  show  by  extrinsic  evidence  land  conveyed  to  her  not  community 
property,  but  bought  with  her  money,  or  a  gift. 
Validity  of  deed  by   wife  to  liasband. 

Cited  in  Alexander  v.  Shalala,  228  Pa.  299,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  845,  139  Am.  St 
Rep.  1004,  77  Atl.  554,  20  Ann.  Cas.  1330,  holding  that  where  statute  requires 
husband  to  join  in  his  wife's  deed,  she  cannot  make  conveyance  directly  to  himr 
Mullins  V.  Shrewsbury,  60  W.  Va.  696,  56  S.  E.  736,  as  to  deed  from  husband  and 
wife  to  husband  being  void. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  845)  on  validity  of  direct  conveyance  by  wife 
to  husband. 
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20  L.  R.  A.  706,  KEIDAN  v.  WINEGAR,  96  Mich.  430,  64  N.  W.  901. 
P^rol  eiridence  to  explain  written  Inaitrnment. 

ApproTed  in  Armstrong  v.  Andrews,  109  Mich.  641,  67  N.  W.  667,  holding, 
where  order  directed  to  and  guaranteed  by  company,  but  signed  by  individual, 
parol  evidence  admissible  to  show  who  is  liable. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Smedley,  136  Mich.  69,  98  N.  W.  856,  holding  failure  of  con- 
sideration and  set-off  may  be  shown  by  parol;  Western  Wheeled  Scraper  Co.  v. 
McMillen,  71  Neb.  690,  99  N.  W.  612,  holding  on  account  of  binding  precedent 
one  signing  note  as  agent  or  trustee  cannot  show  by  parol  evidence  that  he  was 
acting  for  another. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Peterson  v.  Russell,  29  L.  R.  A.  612,  which  holds  oral 
evidence  admissible  to  explain  writing  of  names  on  back  of  note  to  which  one 
is  not  a  party;  Shuey  v.  Adair,  39  L.  R.  A.  473,  which  holds  oral  evidence  inad- 
missible to  show  maker  of  note,  agent  only;  Citizens'  Bank  v.  Millett,  44  L.  R. 
A.  664,  which  holds  parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  show  understanding  by  drawer 
and  payee  that  former  should  not  be  liable  on  draft;  Seconds  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mid- 
Iknd  Steel  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  307,  which  holds  parol  evidence  admissible  that  note 
signed  by  individual  name,  followed  by  word  "president,"  a  corporate  contract; 
Hoffman  v.  Habighorst,  63  L.  R.  A.  908,  which  holds  parol  evidence  admissible 
that  signers  of  note,  unsigned  by  principal  debtor,  signed  as  sureties  to  payee's 
knowledge;  Young  v.  Sehon,  62  L.R.A.  499,  which  holds  parol  evidence  admissible 
to  show  relative  liability  of  indorser  of  non-negotiable  note;  Usher  v.  Daniels,  69 
LJELA.  629,  which  holds  parol  evidence  admissible  that  one  signing  memorandum 
for  Bale  of  goods  acted  as  agent  for  the  one  seeking  to  enforce  contract. 
litablllty  of  principal  on  note  by  affent* 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.RJ^.(N.S.)   1081,  1083)  on  liability  of  principal  on  nego< 
liable  paper  executed  by  agent. 
Depoalt  mm  ''aorent." 

Distinguished  in  State  Bank  v.  McCabe,  135  Mich.  484,  98  N.  W.  20,  holding 
bank  cannot  impropriate  to  individual  debts  funds  deposited  by  debtor  "as 
trustee." 

20  L.  R.  A.  714,  BENSON  v.  BALTIMORE  TRACTION  CO.  77  Md.  636,  39  Am. 

St.  Rep.  436,  26  Atl.  973. 
Ijtablllty  for  injury  to  trespasser  or  licensee. 

Approved  in  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Beavers,  113  Ga.  413,  64  L.  R.  A.  321, 
39  S.  E.  82,  holding  landowner  not  bound  to  guard  excavation  to  prevent  injury 
to  trespassing  children;  Mergenthaler  v,  Kirby,  79  Md.  186,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  371, 
28  Atl.  1066,  holding  manufacturer  not  liable  to  trespasser  accidentally  scalded 
by  steam  from  pipe;  Moran  v.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  134  Mo,  653,  33  L.  R.  A. 
769,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  543,  36  S.  W.  659,  holding  owner  who  permits  pond  to  re- 
main on  vacant  land  near  highway  not  liable  for  drowning  of  boy  while  bathing; 
Buch  V.  Amory  Mfg.  Co.  69  N.  H.  262,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  163,  44  Atl.  809,  holding 
owner  not  liable  to  infant  trespasser  injured  in  dangerous  machine  operated  as 
usual  in  conduct  of  business;  Cooper  v.  Overton,  102  Tenn.  230,  45  L.  R.  A.  597, 
73  Am.  St.  Rep.  864,  52  S.  W.  183,  holding  owner  of  unfenced  city  lot,  on  which 
pond  forms  without  his  knowledge,  not  liable  for  drowning  of  boy  playing  on 
pond ;  Dobbins  v.  Missouri,  K.  A  T.  R.  Co.  91  Tex.  63,  38  L.  R.  A.  676,  66  Am.  St. 
Rep.  856,  41  S.  W.  62,  holding  landowner  not  required  to  keep  his  property  in 
such  condition  that  persons  entering  without  invitation  may  not  be  injured ;  Ritz 
v.  Wheeling,  45  W.  Va.  267,  43  L.  R,  A.  151,  31  S.  E.  9C3,  holding  city  not  liable 
lor  death  of  trespassing  child  drowned  in  reservoir  which  was  well  fenced;  Man- 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 48. 
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love  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  29  Ind.  App.  699,  65  N.  E.  212,  holding 
railroad  company  not  liable  for  injury  to  licensee  using  track  as  footpath,  un- 
less injury  recklessly  or  wilfully  inflicted. 

Cited  in  Beaning  v.  South  Bend  Electric  Co.  45  Ind.  App.  276,  90  N.  E.  786, 
holding  that  city  employee  engaged  in  disentangling  police  telephone  wires  from 
telephone   company's   wires   has    implied   invitation   to   climb   company's    poles; 
Indianapolis  Water  Co.  v.  Harold,  170  Ind.  177,  83  N.  E.  993,  holding   water 
company  not  liable  for  death  of  a  boy  nine  years  old  by  reason  of  his  falling  off 
its  floating  foot  bridge;  Glaser  v.- Rothschild,  221  Mo.  185,  22  L.R.A. (N.S.)   1047, 
120  S.  W.  1,  17  Ann.  Cas.  576,  reversing  106  Mo.  App.  426,  80  S.  W.  332,  in 
dissenting  opinion;  Kansas  City  v.  Siese,  71  Kan.  287,  80  Pac.  626   (dissenting 
opinion), — as   liability  for   injury  to  licensee  or  trespasser;    Barry  v.   Calvary 
Cemetery  Asso.  106  Mo.  App.  364,  80  S.  W.  709,  holding  person  having  lot  in  and 
card  of  admission  to  cemetery  who  was  injured  in  crossing  the  grass  by  falling 
into  a  hole  and  was  not  using  walks,  could  not  recover;  Indian  Refining  Co.  v. 
Mobley,   134   Ky.   830,   24  L.R.A.(N.S.)    501,   121   S.  W.   657,   holding  owner  of 
manufacturing  plant  not  liable  to  person  on  premises  soliciting  insurance  for 
injuries  caused  by  accidental  explosion  of  boiler  due  to  its  negligent  construction; 
Johnson  v.  Paducah  Laundry  Co.  122  Ky.  375,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)    736,  92  S.  W. 
330,  holding  owner  of  laundry  having  vat  near  street  not  liable  to  pedestrian 
who  left  sidewalk  and  fell  in;  Rosenkovitz  v.  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  108  Md. 
314,  70  Atl.  108,  holding  newsboy  entering  car  to  selU  papers  a  mere  licensee  and 
company  not  liable  to  him  for  injuries  sustained  unless  it  was  negligent  after 
observing  his  peril ;  Monroe  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  161  N.  C.  876,  27  L.RJL 
(N.S.)   194,  66  S.  E.  315,  holding  owner  of  land  on  which  there  is  a  pit  near  a 
path  not  liable  for  injury  to  licensee  falling  into  pit. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Poling  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  215,  which  holds 
carrier  not  liable  to  bystander  for  postal  clerk's  negligence  in  catching  mail 
pouch  from  crane;  Ryerson  v.  Bathgate,  57  L.  R.  A.  308,  which  denies  liability 
of  owner  for  injury  to  one  using  premises  for  purpose  not  authorized  by  invita- 
tion. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A. (N.S.)  917)  on  duty  of  owner  of  premises  to  protect 
licensee  against  hidden  dangers;  (21  L.R.A. (N.S.)  466)  on  injury  to  one 
examining  industrial  plant. 

Distinguished  in  Roth  v.  Union  Depot  Co.  13  Wash.  532,  31  L.  R.  A.  857,  43 
Pac.  641,  holding  railroad  liable  for  kicking  cars  around  curve,  causing  death  of 
child  on  track  used  as  footpath. 
O^vner's  liability  for  Injury  to  one  Incited  on  premises. 

Approved  in  Foster  v.  Portland  Gold  Min.  Co.  52  C.  C.  A.  394,  114  Fed.  614, 
holding  mining  company  maintaining  settlement  for  residence  purposes  liable  to 
visitor  falling  into  abandoned  shaft;  Kann  v.  Meyer,  88  Md.  550,  41  Atl.  1065, 
holding  negligence  question  for  jury  where  workman  in  basement  injured  by 
piston  rod  of  elevator  of  which  he  was  not  warned. 

Cited  in  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Cogswell,  23  Okla.  185,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
839,  99  Pac.  923,  holding  a  railway  company  is  bound  to  exercise  ordinary 
care  for  the  safety  of  a  person  who  is  upon  its  premises  for  the  purpose  of  meet- 
ing an  incoming  passenger. 

Distinguished  in  Herzog  v.  Hemphill,  7  Cal.  App.  119,  93  Pac.  899,  holding  mere 
permission,  or  a  habit,  of  an  owner  allowing  people  to  enter  and  use  his  nremises 
is  indicative  of  a  license  merely  and  not  of  an  invitation.  • 
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20  L.  R.  A.  719,  SULLIVAN  v.  CLIFTON,  56  N.  J.  L.  324,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  652, 

26  Atl.  964. 
Priority  of  liens. 

Approved  in  Heckman  v.  Tammen,  84  111.  App.  551,  holding  laborer's  statutory 
lien  superior  to  that  of  prior  chattel  mortgage;  Stone  v.  Kelley,  59  Mo.  App. 
221,  holding  lien  of  livery-stable  keeper  not  superior  to  that  of  prior  chattel 
mortgage. 

Cited  in  Ruppert  v.  Zang,  73  N.  J.  L.  219,  62  Atl.  998,  as  to  distinction  between 
common-law  lien  for  repairs  and  statutory  lien  for  adjustment  or  the  like. 

Cited  in  note  (12  L.R.A.(N.8.)  311)  on  priority  as  between  chattel  mortgage 
and  lien  for  food  or  care  furnished  animals. 

20  L.  R.  A.  720,  WILSON  v.  FLORENCE,  39  S.  C.  397,  17  S.  E.  836. 
V«lidlty  of  miDiAlclpal  bond  imiae. 

Approved  in  Woodley  v.  Clio,  44  S.  C.  376,  22  S.  E.  410,  holding  municipal 
bond  issue  not  invalid  because  adult  females  voted  at  election  authorizing  it, 
where  statute  permitted  them  to  vote. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Florence,  40  S.  C.  427,  19  S.  E.  4,  holding  bond  issue  duly 
authorized  by  vote  under  existing  charter  containing  authority  to  make  such 
issue  valid  after  amendment  of  charter  containing  similar  authority. 

Distinguished  in  Wilson  v.  Florence,  40  S.  C.  293,  18  S.  E.  792,  denying  in- 
junction to  restrain  municipal  bond  issue  duly  authorized. 
RiKbt  of  'women  to  vote. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  663)  on  right  of  women  to  vote. 

20  L.  R.  A.  721,  ST.  LOUIS  v.  RUSSELL,  116  Mo.  248,  22  S.  W.  470. 
Implied  po'wer  of  manlctpalttjr. 

Approved  in  Parker  v.  Zeisler,  73  Mo.  App.  547,  holding  statute  authorizing 
city  to  extend  its  limits  witli  consent  of  voters  implies  right  to  call  election. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Patterson,  42  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  260,  51  L.  R.  A.  656,  58  S.  W. 
1011,  raising,  but  not  deciding,  question  whether  power  to  regulate  implies  power 
to  locate  ten-pin  alleys;  Scranton  City  v.  Straff,  28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  261,  holding 
municipality  had  implied  power  to  forbid  operation  of  merry-go-round  in  certain 
4i8tTict8. 
peleiratlon  of  legislative  poiver. 

Approved  in  St.  Louis  v.  Howard,  119  Mo.  47,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  630,  24  S.  W. 
770,  holding  ordinance  forbidding  maintenance  of  slaughter  house  within  300 
feet  of  dwelling,  without  written  consent  of  owner  and  occupant,  invalid ;  Childers 
V.  Holmes,  95  Mo.  App.  158,  68  S.  W.  1046,  holding  power  of  extending  time  for 
completion  of  improvement  cannot  be  delegated  to  city  engineer;  Heman  Constr. 
Co.  V.  Loevy,  64  Mo.  App.  433,  holding  provision  that  ordinance  for  improvement 
shall  be  void  unless  petitioners  deposit  certain  sum  not  delegation  of  legislative 
power. 

Cited  in  Wilkes-Barre  v.  Garabed,  11  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  371,  holding  ordinance 
forbidding  use  of  drum  on  street  without  permit  from  mayor  valid;  Re  Flaherty, 
105  CaL  569,  27  L.  R  .A.  533,  38  Pac.  981  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding 
ordinance  forbidding  use  of  drum  on  street,  without  special  permit,  valid;  Owen 
v.  Baer,  154  Mo.  498,  55  S.  W.  644  (separate  opinion),  majority  holding  uncon- 
stitutional, statute  authorizing  cities  of  specified  class,  with  voters'  consent,  to 
construct  sewers  and  issue  special  tax  bills  in  payment;  Fischer  v.  St.  Louis, 
194  U.  S.  372,  48  L.  ed.  1024,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  673,  upholding  delegation  to  muni- 
cipal assembly  of  power  to  grant  or  refuse  permission  to  maintain  dairy  stables; 
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Edwards  v.  Kirkwood,  147  Mo.  App.  614,  127  S.  W.  378,  holding  that  discretion 
conferred  upon  one  class  of  city  officers  by  positive  legislative  direction  cannot 
be  delegated  to  others;  Sluder  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  189  Mo.  151,  5  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  215^  88  S.  W.  648  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  validity  of  ordinance  delegat- 
ing legislative  power;  Kinney  v.  Howard,  133  Iowa,  106,  110  N.  W.  282,  holding 
where  statute  makes  it  the  duty  of  a  township  board  to  select  the  school  house 
site,  adopt  plans  for  the  house  and  award  contract  for  building,  it  cannot  delegate 
such  power  to  committee  appointed  by  it;  State  ex  rel.  Omaha  Gas  Co.  v.  With- 
nell,  78  Neb.  38,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  982,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  586,  110  N.  W.  680,  hold- 
ing provision  in  ordinance  prohibiting  erection  of  gas  tank  within  1000  feet  of 
any  site  or  structure,  without  written  consent  of  owner,  invalid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Esp  parte  Sing  Lee,  24  L.  R.  A.  195,  which  holds  prohibition 
against  maintaiiting  public  laundry  without  license,  except  in  specified  blocks, 
unauthorized;  Sioux  Falls  v.  Kirby,  25  L.  R.  A.  621,  which  holds  void,  ordinance 
making  owner's  right  to  improve  and  use  property  depend  on  decision  of  dty 
inspector;  Swift  v.  People,  33  L.  R.  A.  470,  which  sustains  ordinance  requiring 
petition  by  majority  of  legal  voters  for  dramshop  license;  Harmon  v.  State,  5S 
L.  R.  A.  618,  which  holds  void,  act  making  various  distinct  examiners  exclusive 
judges  as  to  competency  of  applicants  for  license  as  steam  engineers. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  656)  on  delegation  by  city  council  of  power  to  deter- 
mine width,  grade,  material,  etc.,  of  street,  sidewalk,  or  sewer  improvements. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago  v.  Stratton,  162  111.  604,  35  L.  R.  A.  87,  footnote  p. 
84,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  325,  44  N.  E.  853,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  livery  stable 
in  district  where  two  thirds  of  buildings  are  residences,  unless  majority  of  owners 
consent,  not  void  as  delegation  of  legislative  power;  Chandler  v.  Heisler,  153 
Mich.  5,  116  N.  W.  626,  holding  resolution  of  county  board  of  supervisors  that 
no  expenditure  for  a  drain  shall  be  authorized  until  permission  in  writing  shall 
be  signed  by  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  township  boards  affected  thereby 
not  invalid  as  delegation  of  legislative  power. 

Disapproved  in  New  York  ex  rel.  Lieberman  v.  Van  De  Carr,  199  U.  S.  561,  50 
L.  ed.  310,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  144,  holding  state  may  confer  discretionary  power 
upon  administrative  boards  to  grant  or  withhold  permission  to  carry  on  certain 
trade  or  business;  Spokane  v.  Camp,  50  Wash.  557,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  913,  97 
Pac.  770,  holding  an  ordinance  prohibiting  the  keeping  of  a  livery  stable  in  a 
block  in  which  two-thirds  of  the  buildings  are  used  for  residence  purposes,  unless 
the  owners  of  a  majority  of  the  lots  in  such  block  consent  thereto,  is  not  an  un- 
lawful delegation  of  legislative  power. 
Poif^er  of  manlclpAltty  over  nnlMinces. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.  R.  A.  608)  on  power  of  municipal  corporation  to  define, 
prevent,  and  abate  nuisances;   (38  L.  R.  A.  161)  on  municipal  power  over  build- 
ings and  other  structures  as  nuisances;    (38  L.  R.  A.  654)   on  municipal  power 
over  nuisances  relating  to  trade  or  business. 
iBTaMlon   of  rlffbt   of  private  oif^nersblp. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  v.  Dorr,  145  Mo.  501,  42  L.  R.  A.  696,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  575, 
41  S.  W.  1094,  holding  ordinance  declaring  avenue  to  be  boulevard,  on  which  no 
business  avocations  allowed,  unconstitutional  invasion  of  right  of  private  owner- 
ship; Chicago  V.  Gunning  System,  114  111.  App.  385,  holding  ordinance  unreason- 
able and  void  in  requiring  the  consent  of  neighboring  owners  and  residents  be- 
fore permitting  the  use  of  private  property  for  a  lawful  purpose;  Tilford  ▼. 
Belknap,  126  Ky.  249,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  710,  103  S.  W.  289,  holding  ordinance 
prohibiting  the  erection,  removal  or  remodeling  of  a  frame  building  within  sixty 
feet  of  a  brick  or  stone  structure  without  consent  of  owner  of  latter,  unreasonable 
and  void. 
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Cited  in  note  (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  979)  on  power  to  make  particular  use  of  prop- 
-eriy  conditional  upon  consent  of  neighbors. 
belief   asmlaat   Abuse   of   discretionary   po'vrer. 

Cited  in  Morse  v.  Westport,  136  Mo.  288,  37  S.  W.  932,  dissenting  opinions  by 
Brace,  MacFarlane,  and  Robinson,  J  J.,  who  held  that  court  will  relieve  against 
:abuse  of  discretionary  power  of  municipal  legislature  as  to  improvements. 
ITAlon  label  on  city  prlntina;. 

Approved  in  Marshall  &  B.  Co.  v.  Nashville,  109  Tenn,  510,  71  S.  W.  816,  deny- 
ing power  of  city  to  require  that  all  city  printing  shall  bear  specified  union  label. 
Iti-rery  stable  aa  nnlaance. 

Cited  in  Coon  v.  San  Francisco,  7  Cal.  App.  762,  95  Pac.  913;  Mason  v. 
Deitering,  132  Mo.  App.  33,  111  S.  W.  862, — ^holding  livery  stable  not  a  nuisance 
per  se;  Caskey  v.  Edwards,  128  Mo.  App.  241,  107  S.  W.  37,  as  to  livery  stables 
not  being  nuisances  per  se. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1029)  on  stable  for  horses  as  nuisance;  (107 
Am.  St.  Rep.  240)  on  public  and  private  stables  as  public  nuisances. 

20  L.  R.  A.  729,  ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  v.  SHEAN,  18  Colo.  368,  33  Pae. 

108. 
Nefflivenee  of  allvlntlnir  or  ^vraltlns  passenver. 

Approved  in  St.  Louis  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  59  Ark.  130,  26  S.  W.  593, 
folding  passenger  alighting  at  station  must  exercise  ordinary  care,  but  not  re- 
t|uired  to  anticipate  danger;  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Coggins,  32  C.  C.  A.  5, 
^  U.  8.  App.  140,  88  Fed.  459,  holding  passenger  alighting  at  intermediate 
station  for  reasonable  purpose  may  assume  carrier  is  exercising  due  care  for  his 
safety. 

Cited  in  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Daniels,  96  Miss.  326,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  131,  50  So. 
721,  holding  that  it  is  not  negligence  per  se  for  passenger  to  cross  track  of  rail- 
road to  reach  his  train  on  another  track,  to  fail  to  stop,  look  and  listen,  when  at 
time  of  attempt  to  cross  his  train  is  scheduled  to  stop  at  station;  Denver  City 
Tramway  Co.  v.  Hills,  50  Colo.  332,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  216,  116  Pac.  125,  holding 
that  doctrine  of  res  ipsa  loquitur  applies  where  street  car  company  leaves  one 
•end  of  trolley  rope  lying  on  floor  in  such  way  that  passenger  attempting  to  alight 
becomes  entangled  in  it  and  is  injured  by  starting  of  car;  Layne  v.  Chesapeake  & 
O.  R.  Co.  66  W.  Va.  626,  67  S.  E.  1103,  to  the  point  that  passenger  does  not  lose 
his  status  as  such  by  alighting  at  station  for  exercise  or  for  lunch;  Denver  &  R. 
O.  R.  Co.  V.  Berry,  47  Colo.  592,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  764,  108  Pac.  172,  holding  car- 
rier's duty  to  provide  safe  passage  of  passenger  from  train  to  depot;  Illinois  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Daniels,  —  Miss.  — ,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  131,  50  So.  721,  holding  it  not 
negligence  per  se  for  a  passenger  who  is  required  to  cross  the  track  to  reach  his 
train  on  another  track  to  fail  to  stop,  look  and  listen  for  trains  on  that  track 
-where  his  attempt  to  cross  is  made  at  the  very  time  that  the  train  he  is  to  take 
is  scheduled  to  stop  at  station;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Troyer,  70  Neb.  291, 
-97  N.  W.  308,  holding  alighting  passenger  has  right  to  assume  that  company 
-•rill  discharge  its  duty  in  making  way  safe. 

€ited  in  footnote  to  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  King,  49  L.  R.  A.  102,  which 
lustains  alighting  passenger's  right  to  presume  against  dangerous  operation  of 

trains. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  621)  on  contributory  negligence  as  to  running 

train  or  car  between  standing  train  and  station. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Sattler,  64  Neb.  642,  57  L.  R.  A. 
893, 87  Am.  St.  Rep.  666, 90  N.  W.  649,  holding  passenger  killed  on  leaving  train  at 
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unusual  place  at  intermediate  station  not  within  statute  making  carrier  liable 
unless  passenger  criminally  negligent  or  violating  known  rule;  Warner  y.  Balti- 
more &  0.  R.  Co.  7  App.  D.  C.  85,  holding  passenger  placing  himself  in  perilous 
position  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  absence  of  assurance  of  safety  by 
carrier;  Gregg  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  49  Wash.  192,  94  Pac.  911,  holding  fact 
that  one  is  a  passenger  does  not  relieve  him  from  the  consequences  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  in  crossing  a  track  in  front  of  a  moving  train  without  stopping 
to  look  or  listen. 
Nevllvence  as  question  for  Jury. 

Approved  in  Warner  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  168  U.  S.  347,  42  L.  ed.  496, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  68,  holding  contributory  negligence  a  question  for  jury,  where 
one  crossing  tracks  at  depot  to  reach  cars  killed  by  incoming  train;  Union  P.  D. 
&  G.  R.  Co.  V.  Patterson,  4  Colo.  App.  577,  36  Pac.  913,  holding,  in  action  for  kill- 
ing animal,  negligence  of  carrier  question  for  jury. 

Cited  in  Dieckmann  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  145  Iowa,  274,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
350,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  420,  121  N.  W.  676,  on  authority  of  courts  in  personal  in- 
jury cases,  to  dispose  of  questions  of  negligence  or  contributory  negligence  ai^ 
matter  of  law. 

20  L.  R.  A.  730,  SULLIVAN  v.  ZEINER,  98  Cal.  346,  33  Pac.  209. 
Ejasement  of  support. 

Approved  in  Whiting  v.  Gaylord,  66  Conn.  344,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  87,  34  Atl.  85, 
holding  use  must  be  adverse  to  establish  easement  of  support  by  prescription. 

Cited  in  Humphreys  v.  Blasingame,  104  Cal.  44,  37  Pac.  804,  holding  in  order 
to  acquire  a  right  of  way  by  prescription  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  u»c  should 
amount  to  an  ouster  or  exclusion  of  the  defendant  from  a  right  to  use  the 
way. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cabot  v.  Kingman,  33  L.  R.  A.  45,  which  holds  sewer  com- 
missioners liable  for  injury  to  land  and  buildings  by  settling  due  to  removal  of 
quick  sand  in  digging  sewer  trench;  Gildersleeve  v.  Hammond,  33  L.  R.  A.  46, 
which  holds  one  excavating  on  own  land  liable  for  injury  to  neighbor's  building 
from  caving-in  of  land. 

Cited  in  notes  (68  L.R.A.  680,  688)  on  liability  for  removal  of  lateral  or  sub- 
jacent support  of  land  in  its  natural  condition;   (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  16{)  on  right 
to  support  of  land  in  its  natural  state  and  to  support  of  buildings  thereon. 
Actionable  injury. 

Cited  in  Copper  King  v.  Wabaah  Min.  Co.  114  Fed.  992,  22  Mor.  Min.  Rep. 
164,  holding  interception  of  a  stream  by  a  shaft  and  percolation  thereto  waa 
actionable  though  not  intended. 

20  L.  R.  A.  733,  KNOEDLER  v.  GLAENZER,  5  C.  C.  A.  305,  14  U.  S.  App.  336, 

55  Fed.  895. 
Trade-name  or  Arm  name. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Nolan  Bros.  Shoe  Co.  v.  Nolan,  63  L.  R.  A.  384,  which 
sustains  right  of  one  using  family  name  as  tradename  to  prevent  deceptive  use 
of  name  by  other  member  of  same  family;  Slater  v.  Slater,  61  L.  R.  A,  796, 
which  holds  firm  name  an  asset  of  partnership  which  executor  of  deceased  part- 
ner has  right  to  have  sold. 
Good  'Will. 

Approved  in  Gregory  v.  Spieker,  110  Cal.  154,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  70,  42  Pac.  676, 
holding  vendor  of  business  and  good  will  without  right  to  sell  some  preparation 
by  different  name  as  superior;  Slater  v.  Slater,  78  App.  Div.  456,  80  N.  Y.  SupP' 
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363,  holding  purchaser  of  goodwill  may  advertise  himself  as  successor  to  old 
firm,  but  cannot  use  old  firm  name  unless  he  is  surviving  partner. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Philbrook  v.  Newman,  34  L.  R.  A.  266,  which  holds  good 
will  passes  to  surviving  partners  on  purchase  of  interest  of  deceased;  Ranft  v. 
Reimers,  60  L.  R.  A.  291,  which  holds  seller  of  good  will  of  business  entitled  to 
resume  business  under  own  name;  Hutchinson  v.  Nay,  68  L.R.A.  186,  which  sus- 
tains surviving  partner's  right  to  enter  into  competing  business  and  solicit  trade 
from  customers  of  old  firm,  notwithstanding  sale  of  good  will  as  part  of  firm 
assets  at  instance  of  personal  representative  of  deceased. 

Cited  in  notes    (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)    766)   on  sale  of  business  and  good  will  as 
limitation  upon  right  of  vendor  to  compete;   (12  Eng.  RuL  Cas.  463)  on  right  of 
vendor  of  good  will  to  set  up  rival  business. 
^^Svcceaaor"  In  baatnesa. 

Approved  in  Martin  v.  Bowker,  163  Mass.  462,  40  N.  E.  766,  holding  purchaser 
of  business  and  good  will  from  one  to  whom  it  was  bequeathed  may  advertise 
himself  as  '^successor"  where  vendor  authorized  him  to  do  so. 
Estoppel   hy  silence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Davidson  v.  Jennings,  48  L.  R.  A.  340,  which  holds  estoppel 
to  deny  that  interest  in  mine  subject  to  lien  for  work  and  materials  does  not  arise 
from  part  owner's  silence  as  to  interest  in  contract  by  lessees. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  102)   on  estoppel  by  conduct. 

20  L.  R.  A.  737,  BRADY  v.  JOHNSON,  75  Md.  446,  26  Atl.  49. 
Enforcement  of  Judgment  or  lien. 

Approvedin  McColgan  v.  Baltimore  Belt  R.  Co.  85  Md.  521,  36  Atl.  1026,  hold- 
ing execution  cannot,  in  absence  of  statute,  be  enforced  against  property  of  rail- 
road essential  to  performance  of  its  dusties;  Wall  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  52  W. 
Va.  487,  64  L.  R.  A.  505,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  948,  44  S.  E.  294,  holding  car  used  in 
transaction  of  interstate  commerce  not  subject  to  attachment;  Wall  v.  Norfolk 
A  W.  R.  Co.  62  W.  Va.  489,  64  L.  R.  A.  506,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  948,  44  S.  E.  294, 
holding  test  of  exemption  is  whether  property  is  of  practical  use  in  operation  of 
franchise. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Central  Trust  Go.  v.  Moran,  29  L.  R.  A.  212,  which  denies 
right  to  enforce  judgment  against  railroad  company  by  levy  on  part  of  its  prop- 
erty, as  against  mortgagees  of  entire  property;  Stewart  v.  Wheeling  &  L.  E.  R. 
Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  438,  which  authorizes  sale  of  all  property  of  railroad  company 
to  satisfy  lien  of  judgment  creditor;  MoNeal  Pipe  &  Foundry  Co.  v.  Howland,  20 
L.  R.  A.  743,  which  requires  sale  of  waterworks  franchise  with  plant,  on  fore- 
closure of  mechanic's  lien;  Connor  v.  Tennessee  C.  R.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  687,  which 
denies  power  to  sell  section  of  railroad  separate  from  franchise  to  enforce  con- 
tractor's lien. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R.A.  104)   on  injunction  against  execution  sales  or  other 
proceedings  under 'final  process;    (31  Ii.R.A.(N.S.)    636,  638)    on  execution  or 
judicial  sale  of  corporate  franchise  or  property  necessary  to  its  enjoyment. 
Sa&le  of  corporate  property. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Spratt  v.  Livingston,  22  L.  R.  A.  453,  which  holds  lawful,, 
attachment  and  sale  of  corporate  property  in  suit  against  comptroller  of  cur- 
rency as  successor  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.  R.  A.  139)  on  validity  of  sale  of  real  estate  by  railroad 
corporation. 
Mortflrnve  on  after-ncanlred  property. 

Cited  in  Diggs  v.  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.  112  Md.  72,  75  Atl.  517,  holding  corpo- 
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rations  have  power  to  mortgage  property  to  be  acquired  in  the  future,  and  in 
such  case,  as  soon  as  the  property  is  acquired  by  the  mortgagor  the  lien  of  the 
mortgage  will  be  regarded  in  equity  as  fastening  upon  it. 

Cited  in  note   (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  525)  on  mortgage  of  property  to  be  subse- 
quently acquired. 
Propertr  iit  eiDistody  of  eovrt. 

Cited  in  Forest  Lake  Cemetery  y.  Baker,  113  Md.  639,  77  Atl.  853,  holding  that 
leave  of  court  must  be  procured  in  order  to  sell  under  mortgage  corporate  prop- 
erty in  hands  of  receiver;  Chesapeake  &  O.  Canal  Co.  v.  Western  Maryland  R.  Co. 
99  Md.  572,  58  Atl.  34,  holding  possession  of  property  by  court  cannot  be  disturbed 
without  consent  of  court. 

• 

20  L.  R.  A.  743,  McNEAL  PIPE  A  FOUNDRY  CO.  v.  ROWLAND,  111  N.  C.  615, 

16  S.  E.  857. 
llIecliAiilc's  Hen  on.  y/rmteri^ov'Um, 

Cited  in  Fulp  v.  Kernersville  Light  &  P.  Co.  157  N.  C.  156,  72  8.  K  869,  to 
the  point  that  property  of  corporation  chartered  for  supplying  water  to  city  is 
subject  to  lien  for  materials  furnished. 
Jndlcial  sole  of  corporate  franelatse. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  638,  641)  on  execution  or  judicial  sale  of  corpo- 
rate franchise  or  property  necessary  to  its  enjoyment. 
Deflnltlon  of  fare. 

Cited  in  Philadelphia  v.  Philadelphia  Rapid  Transit  Co.  228  Pa.  332,  77  Atl. 
501,  21  Ann.  Cas.  87  (dissenting  opinion),  on  fare  as  rate  of  charge  for  carriage 
of  passengers. 

20  L.  R.  A.  752,  SPERB  v.  METROPOLITAN  ELEV.  R.  CO.   137  N.  Y.  166, 

32  N.  £.  1050. 
Damavea  froaoi  operation  of  railroad. 

Approved  in  Livingston  v.  Metropolitan  Elev.  R.  Co.  138  N.  Y.  78,  33  N.  E. 
732,  holding  easements  aside  from  damage  to  land  have  only,  nominal  value^  and 
that  special  benefits  should  be  offset  against  consequential  damages;  Purdy  v. 
Manhattan  R.  Co.  3  Misc.  51,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  943,  holding  injury  to  easement  of 
light  and  air  due  to  future  operation  of  elevated  road  should  be  considered  in 
fixing  amount  of  damages;  Johnston  v.  New  York  Elev.  R.  Co.  10  Misc.  139,  30 
N.  Y.  jSupp.  920,  holding  maintenance  of  railroad  structure  and  operation  of 
trains  thereon,  single  element  of  damage;  Taylor  v.  New  York  ft  H.  R.  Co.  27 
App.  Div.  202,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  697,  holding  railroad  liable  to  private  owner  for 
injury  due  to  use  of  temporary  structure  erected  for  its  convenience;  Herman  ▼. 
Manhattan  R.  Co.  58  App.  Div.  373,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  1020,  holding  principle  ap- 
plicable in  making  award  for  future  damages  to  obviate  injunction  same  as  in 
•condemnation  proceedings. 

Cited  in  Pratt  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  90  Hun,  86,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  557, 
refusing  to  enjoin  construction  of  railroad  cut  to  obviate  grade  croesing,  without 
proof  of  substantial  damages  to  abutting  owner. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Aldrich  v.  Metropolitan  West  Side  Elev.  R.  Co.  57  L.  R. 
A.  237,  which  denies  right  to  recover  for  injury  to  apartment  house  from  de- 
Arated  road  crossing  highway  19  feet  away;  Jenkins  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  57  L 
R.  A.  309,  which  sustains  right  to  more  than  nominal  damages  for  emission  from 
locomotives  of  smoke  denser  than  necessary;  Louisville  &  N.  Terminal  Co.  v. 
Jacobs,  61  L.  R.  A.  188,  which  holds  construction  of  roundhouse  for  housing  en* 
^nes  not  render  owner  liable  for  nuisance  created  by  tenant's  improper  manner 
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of  using;  Smith  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  1018,  which  denies  liability 
to  make  compensation  for  injuries  to  neighboring  property  as  necessary  result 
of  skilful  operation  of  railroad  caused  by  usual  noises,  fumes,  and  odors  attend- 
ant thereon. 

Cited  in  note  (85  Am.  St.  Rep.  310)  on  noise  and  smoke  elements  of  damages 
from  operation  of  railroad. 
C^mpeBMitlon  for  conatractlon  of  elevated  rAll'vray. 

Approved  in  De  Geofroy  v.  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  179  Mo.  706,  64  L.. 
R.  A.  963,  footnote  p.  959,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  524,  79  S.  W.  386,  holding  abutting^ 
owners  entitled  to  compensation  for  construction  of  elevated  railway  track  in. 
public  street. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  De  Geofroy  v.  Merchants'  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  64 
LJR^.  959,  which  sustains  right  of  abutting  owner  to  compensation  for  construc- 
tion of  elevated  railroad  track  in  a  public  street. 

Cited  in  note  (1  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  119)  on  elevated  railroad  cases. 
Compenaatlon  for  constmctlon  of  afreet  ralliray. 

Cited  in  Duncan  v.  Nassua  Electric  R.  Co.  127  App.  Div.  254,  111  N.  Y.  Supp. 
210,  holding  surface  railway  an  additional  burden  to  adjoining  owners  and  must 
make  compensation  to  them,  if  it  lays  its  tracks  without  their  consent  or  in- 
stituting condemnation  proceedings  it  becomes  a  trespasser. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  788,  828)  on  abutter's  right  to  compensation  for 
railroads  in  streets. 
ESnJoinlnff  acta  dlatnrblnv  phyalcal  eomfort. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Froelicher  v.  Oswald  Iron  Works,  64  L.R.A.  228,  which 
holds  acts  disturbing  physical  comfort  to  an  injurious  extent  may  be  restrained; 
Sullivan  v.  Jones  &  L.  Steel  Co.  66  L.R.A.  712,  which  holds  that  manufacturer  of 
pig  iron  will  be  enjoined  from  changing  manner  of  operating  furnaces  if  result 
is  to  cast  ore  dust  on  neighboring  residential  property  in  such  quantity  as  to- 
destroy  homes  or  other  property  there  situated. 
ReeoTery  for  proflta. 

Approved  in  Reisert  v.  New  York,  69  App.  Div.  312,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  673,  holding 
there  can  be  no  recovery  for  profits  which  might  have  been  realized  but  for  tres- 
pass on  real  property  complained  of. 
CSIevated  railroad  aa  treapaaaer. 

Cited  in  Kemochan  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  161  N.  Y.  350,  55  N.  E.  906,  to  point 
that  elevated  railroad  is  trespasser  by  reason  of  invasion  of  easements  of  light. 
air,  and  access. 
Money  paid  to  acquire  eaaemerta  aa  real  eatate. 

Approved  in  Ford  v.  Livingston,  140  N.  Y.  166,  35  N.  E.  437,  holding  money- 
paid  by  elevated  railroad  to  acquire  easements  in  street,  real  estate. 

20  L.  R.  A.  759,  LANAHAN  v.  HEAVER,  77  Md.  605,  26  Atl.  866. 

Report  of  subsequent  appeal  in  79  Md.  415,  20  Atl.  1036. 
Jury  trial. 

Cited  in  Chappell  Chemical  &  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Sulphur  Mines  Co.  85  Md.  682,. 
36  Atl.  260,  as  decided  before  adoption  of  constitutional  amendment  requiring* 
litigants  to  elect  as  to  jury  trial  within  time  fixed. 
'Wal-rer  of  rlyht. 

Approved  in  Caledonian  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Traub,  86  Md.  95,  37  Atl.  782,  holding- 
waiver  of  right  to  remove  cause  irrevocable. 

Cited  in  Alcorn  v.  Dennis,  25  Okla.  137,  105  Pac.  1012,  holding  that  when  jury 


{ 


20  L.R.A.  759^  L,  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  762 

has  been  waived  as  to  trial  of  cause,  such  waiver  applies  to  all  issues  not  only 
then  existing  but  also  to  those  raised  by  subsequent  pleadings. 

Disapproved  in  Worthington  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  114  Tenn.  185,  86 
S.  W.  307,  4  Ann.  Cas.  1002,  holding  stipulation  waiving  jury  trial  applies  only 
to  first  trial  and  not  to  retrial. 

20  L.  R.  A.  761,  MUTUAL  RESERVE  FUND  LIFE  ASSO.  v.  HURST,  78  Md. 

59,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  266,  26  Atl.  956. 
IValver  of  defense  by  interpleader. 

Approved  in  Clogg  v.  McDaniel,  89  Md.  422,  43  Atl.  795,  holding  defense  on  be- 
half of  insurance  company  precluded  where  it  has  admitted  liability  by  paying 
money  into  court. 
Asslflrnment  of  policy. 

Cited  in  Fitzgerald  v.  Rawlings,  114  Md.  476,  79  Atl.  915,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A, 
650,  holding  that  creditor  who  to  secure  payment  of  his  debt  takes  assignment  of 
insurance  policy  for  his  benefit,  is  entitled  to  proceeds  of  policy. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Steinback  v.  Diepenbrock,  44  L.  R.  A.  417,  which  author- 
izes assignment  of  policy  to  one  having  no  insurable  interest;  Chamberlain  v. 
Butler,  54  L.  R.  A.  338,  which  sustains  right  to  assign  policy  on  own  life  to  one 
without  insurable  interest;  McQuillan  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.' 56  L. 
H.  A.  233,  which  sustains  right  to  provide  that  assigned  policy  shall  be  void 
as  to  all  above  debt  due  assignee;  Steele  v.  Gatlin,  59  L.  R.  A.  129,  which  holds 
•complete  gift  not  made  by  verbal  assignment  of  life  policy,  accompanied  with 
words  indicating  intent  to  give  and  delivery  of  policy;  Opitz  v.  Karel,  62  L.  B. 
A.  982,  which  holds  gift  of  policy  by  delivery  valid  if  insurer  does  not  enforce 
requirement  that  assignment  be  in  writing;  American  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ber- 
tram, 64  L.  R.  A.  935,  which  holds  assignee  of  policy  void  by  statute  may  re- 
-cover  premiums  paid  on  assurance  of  company's  officer  and  agent  that  poli^ 
is  valid  and  assignment  good;  Hinton  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  L.  Asso.  66  L.RJ^. 
161,  which  holds  insurance  company  not  liable  on  policy  issued  to  wife  of  mort- 
gagor and  assigned  by  her  to  mortgagee  as  security  for  the  debt;  Gordon  v.  Ware 
Nat.  Bank,  67  L.R.A.  560,  which  holds  assignment  of  life  policy  immediately  on 
its  issue  to  evade  rule  against  issuing  policy  to  one  without  insurable  interest 
renders  assignment  void. 

Cited  in  notes  (52  Am.  St.  Rep.  565)  on  assignment  of  mutual  or  membership 
life  or  accident  insurance  policy;    (87  Am.  St.  Rep.  502)  on  assignment  of  life 
insurance  policies. 
Conflict  of  la^vs. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Pollard,  36  L.  R.  A.  271,  as 
to  law  governing  effect  of  answers  in  application  for  policy  and  their  use  in 
evidence;  Cravens  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  305,  which  holds  life 
policies  of  foreign  company  taking  effect  on  delivery  and  collection  of  premium 
governed  by  law  of  state  of  delivery,  notwithstanding  provision  in  policy;  Swing 
V.  Munson,  58  L.  R.  A.  223,  which  holds  insurance  contract,  valid  where  made, 
■not  enforceable  in  state  where  property  located,  whose  laws  directly  violated. 

Cited  in  notes  (63  L.R.A.  859)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  assignment  of  policy; 
(104  Am.  St.  Rep.  487)    on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  nonforfeiture  of  insurance 
policy. 
Moral  obllffatloB  as  consideration. 

Cited  in  Lyell  v.  Walbach,  113  Md.  579,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  744,  77  Atl.  1111, 
liolding  that  moral  obligation  of  married  woman  to  pay  for  supplies  for  family 
use  at  time  when  she  had  no  legal  power  to  contract  for  them  is  not  suflScient 
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to  support  her  promise  after  her  disability  has  been  removed  to  make  such  pay- 
ment. 

Cited  in  notes  (63  L.R.A.  354)  on  moral  obligation  as  consideration  for  prom- 
ise; (26  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  522)  on  moral  obligation  as  consideration  for  express 
promise. 

Dictum  disapproved  in  Linz  v.  Schuck,  106  Md.  232,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)   797,  124 
Am.  St.  Rep.  481,  67  Atl.  286,  14  Ann.  Cas.  495,  holding  mere  moral  obligation 
not  sufficient  consideration  for  a  contract. 
l^egal  representatives. 

Approved  in  Preston  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  95  Md.  112,  51  Atl.  838, 
holding  insurance  payable  to  beneficiary  or  her  legal  representatives  payable  to 
her  representative  instead  of  executor  of  insured,  where  beneficiary  died  first. 

Cited  in  Waters  v.  Kopp,  34  App.  D.  C.  580,  holding  the  usual  construction  given 
the  words  "legal  representatives'*  when  used  in  an  insurance  policy  is  that  of 
"^'executor,  administrator,  and  assigns"  thus  making  the  policy  payable  to  estate 
of  the  insured  in  the  absencd  or  death  of  a  named  beneficiary. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.  R,  A.  610)  on  who  are  "legal  representatives"  within 
meaning  of  life  insurance  policy. 

20  L.  R.  A.  766,  MILLER  v.  AMERICAN  MUT.  ACCL  INS.  00.  92  Tenn.  167, 

21  S.  W.  39. 
•Ultra  vires. 

Approved  in  Tod  v.  Kentucky  Union  Land  Co.  57  Fed.  61,  holding  corporation 
cannot,  in  absence  of  express  authority,  guarantee  for  accommodation  the  obli- 
gations of  another  corporation;  Louisville  Trust  Co.  v.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R. 
Co.  22  0.  C.  A.  413,  43  U.  S.  App.  550,  75  Fed.  467,  holding  guaranty  of  bonds 
jof  one  corporation  by  another  not  ultra  vires  because  not  made  by  directors  on 
petition  of  stockholder;  Mutual  Guaranty  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Barker,  107  Iowa,  150, 
70  Am.  St.  Rep.  149,  77  N.  W.  868,  holding  members  of  corporation  not  liable 
as  partners  because  officers  do  illegal  business;  Portneuf  Lodge  No.  20,  I.  O.  O. 
F.  V.  Western  Loan  &  Sav.  Co.  6  Idaho,  678,  59  Pac.  362,  canceling  mortgage  as 
doud  on  title,  where  contract  usurious  and  ultra  vires  and  principal  sum  bor- 
rowed has  been  repaid,  and  referring  with  approval  to  annotation  in  20  L.  R.  A. 
765. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Memphis  Street  R.  Co.  123  Tenn.  245,  130  S.  W.  751,  holding 
that  in  absence  of  express  or  implied  statutory  power  one  corporation  cannot  pur- 
chase stock  in  another;  Jefferson  Bank  v.  Chapman- White  Lyons  Co.  122  Tenn. 
422,  123  S.  W.  641,  holding  that  corporation  note  given  for  stock  in  another  corpo- 
ration is  ultra  vires  and  not  collectible  by  payee;  Knapp  v.  Supreme  Commandery 
U.  O.  Q.  C.  121  Tenn.  232,  118  S.  W.  390,  holding  all  statutes  under  which  a 
power  of  a  corporation  is  asserted  must  be  favorably  construed  to  the  state  from 
which  the  power  emanated,  and  against  the  grant  of  it. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Hart,  20  L.  R.  A.  780,  which  denies 
right  of  banking  corporation  to  own  stock  in  insurance  company;  Nims  v.  Mt, 
Hermon  Boys*  School,  22  L.  R.  A.  364,  which  denies  right  of  educational  cor- 
poration operating  ferry,  to  set  up  defense  of  ultra  vires  as  against  negligence; 
Best  Brewing  Co.  v.  Klassen,  50  L.  R.  A.  765,  which  holds  signing  of  appeal 
bond  by  brewing  company  as  surety  for  customer  ultra  vires;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Guardian  Trust  Co.  70  L.R.A.  79,  which  holds  that  surety  company  with  charter 
power  to  finance  other  companies  which  is  actively  undertaken  to  do  so  as  to 
particular  one  in  whose  success  it  is  largely  interested  cannot  plead  ultra  vires 
as  defense  to  liability  as  surety  on  note  executed  to  obtain  necessary  funds 
for  it. 
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Cited  in  note  (70  Am.  St.  Rep.  168,  173,  174,  177)  on  ultra  vires  contracts  of 
private  corporation. 

Disapproved  in  Tourtelot  v.  Whithed,  9  N.  D.  479,  84  N.  W.  8,  holding  con- 
tract, ultra  vires  because  of  particular  circumstanceB  under  which  it  was  made, 
not  void. 
Amendment  of  articles  of  company* 

Approved  in  Wright  v.  Minnesota  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  193  U.  S.  664,  48  L.  ed.. 
836,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  649,  holding  reservation  by  life  insurance  company  of  right 
to  amend  its  articles  empowers  it  to  change  from  assessment  to  fiat  premium, 
plan. 

Cited  in  Bigelow  v.  Calumet  &  H.  Min.  Co.  94  C.  C.  A.  13,  167  Fed.  724,  hold- 
ing statute  authorizing  mining  companies  to  purchase  and  hold  stock  in  other 
mining  companies  does  not  so  seriously  interfere  with  contract  between  companx 
and  shareholders  as  to  require  shareholders'  acceptance  as  an  amendment;  State 
ex  rel.  Fisher  v.  U.  S.  Grant  University,  116  Tenn.  259,  90  S.  W.  294,  holding  an 
amendment  which  does  not  change  the  character  of  the  business  and  simply  au- 
thorizes its  reasonable  extension  upon  lines  of  the  original  project  does  not  re- 
quire unanimous  consent  of  directors. 
Estoppel  to  deny  liability-. 

Approved  in  Corey  v.  Sherman,  96  Iowa,  114,  32  L.R.A.  512,  64  N.  W.  82S, 
holding  members  of  mutual  company  who  know  of  issue  of  cash  policies  not 
estopped  from  denying  liability  thereon;  Mutual  Guaranty  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Barker. 
107  Iowa,  149,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  149,  77  N.  W.  868,  holding  mutual  insurance  com- 
pany not  estopped  from  setting  up  plea  of  ultra  vires  by  unlawful  acceptance  of 
premium  from  one  not  member. 

Cited  in  Standard  Sav.  &  Loan  Co.  v.  Aldrich,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  398,  89  C,  C. 
A.  646,  163  Fed.  220,  holding  building  and  loan  association  not  estopped  to> 
plead  ultra  vires  in  an  action  for  money  loaned  to  it  to  meet  claims  of  with- 
drawing shareholders. 

Cited  in  note    (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)    504)    on  estoppel  of  building  association  to- 
assert  illegality  of  provision  that  stock  will  mature  at  fixed  time. 
Volnntarjr  exponure  to  annecesunry  danigrer. 

Approved  in  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Randolph,  24  C.  C.  A.  314,  47  U.  S.  App. 
260,  78  Fed.  763,  holding  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  imports  ex- 
posure with  intent  to  risk  consequences;  Conboy  v.  Railway  Officials  &  E.  Acd. 
Asso.  17  Ind.  App.  70,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  154,  46  N.  E.  303,  holding  death  due  to 
inadvertent  act  or  omission  not  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger;  Em- 
ployers' Liability  Assur.  Corp.  v.  Anderson,  5  Kan.  App.  26,  47  Pac.  331,  hold- 
ing unnecessary  risk  does  not  violate  condition  of  policy  unless  it  had  a  causative 
connection  with  the  injury;  Lehman  v.  Great  Eastern  Casualty  &  Indemnity  Co. 
7  App.  Div.  429,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  912,  holding  "negligence"  and  "voluntary  ex- 
posure to  unnecessary  danger"  not  necessarily  nor  usually  synonymous;  Corn- 
well  V.  Fraternal  Acci.  Asso.  6  N.  D.  204,  40  L.  R.  A.  440,  69  N.  W.  191,  holding- 
attempt  to  scale  banlc  with  loaded  gun  in  hand  not  voluntary  exposure  to  un- 
necessary danger;  Union  Casualty  &  Surety  Co.  v.  HarroU,  98  Tenn.  597,  60  Am. 
St.  Rep.  873,  40  S.  W.  1080,  holding  aggressive  demonstration  by  insured  against 
person  who  shot  him  not  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  where  he  did 
not  know  latter  was  armed;  Campbell  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  109  Ky.  671,  60  S.  W. 
492,  holding  one  killed  while  assaulting  another  did  not  voluntarily  expose  him- 
self to  unnecessary  danger,  unless  conscious  of  risk  assumed;  Jones  v.  United 
States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  92  Iowa,  667,  61  N.  W.  485,  holding  fact  that  one  went 
into  house  of  ill-fame  and  passed  out  upon  sidewalk,  where  he  was  shot  during' 
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tight  between  others,  not  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger;  Travelers 
Ins.  O).  V.  Clark,  109  Ky.  356,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  374,  69  S.  W.  7,  holding  one  who, 
Ignorant  of  danger  from  escaping  steam,  sleeps  on  steamboat  boiler,  does  not 
voluntarily  expose  himself  to  unnecessary  danger. 

Cited  in  Whalen  v.  Peerless  Casualty  Co.  75  N.  H.  299,  73  Atl.  642,  holding  that 
''voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  or  obvious  risk"  within  meaning  of 
accident  policy  is  conscious  or  intentional  exposure  and  not  one  merely  accidental 
or  inadvertent;  Bateman  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  110  Mo.  App.  450,  85  S.  W.  128^ 
holding  one  cannot  be  said  to  be  guilty  of  voluntary  exposure  to  danger  unless 
he  intentionally  and  consciously  assumes  the  risk  of  an  obvious  danger;  Diddle  v. 
Continental  Casualty  Co.  65  W.  Va.  174,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  786,  63  S.  E.  962, 
holding  unconsciousness  of  the  danger  at  moment  of  injury  does  not  excuse  in- 
sured except  where  he  was  ignorant  of  the  danger  and  under  no  duty  from  the 
obviousness  thereof,  to  know  its  existence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Follis  v.  United  States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  28  L.  R.  A.  78, 
which  holds  attempt  to  cross  bridge  on  ties,  voluntary  exposure  to  danger. 

Cited  in  notes  (40  L.R.A.  432,  434)  on  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger  within  meaning  of  insurance  policy;  (22  L.R.A. (N.S.)  779)  on  same 
point;   (139  Am.  St.  Rep.  707,  708)  on  voluntary  exposure  of  insured  to  danger. 

20  L.  R.  A.  776,  DUTCHER  v.  BUCK,  96  Mich.  160,  55  N.  W.  376. 
'Bxiatence  of  partneriililp. 

Approved  in  Canton  Bridge  Co.  v.  Eaton  Rapids,  107  Mich.  616,  65  N.  W.  761, 
holding  share  of  profits  may  be  treated  as  compensation  merely;  Scholtz  v.  Freud, 
128  Mich.  74,  87  N.  W.  130,  holding  participation  in  profits  alone  does  not  con- 
stitute partnership;  Grigsby  v.  Day,  9  S.  D.  593,  70  N.  W.  881,  holding  partici- 
pation in  profits,  without  interest  in  or  right  to  control  business,  does  not  make 
one  a  partner. 

Cited  in  Canton  Bridge  Co.  v.  Eaton  Rapids,  107  Mich.  622,  65  N.  W.  761,  dis- 
senting opinion  by  Montgomery,  J.,  who  holds  designation  of  party  as  "agent,** 
and  of  profits  as  "pay,**  immaterial  if  contract  constitutes  partnership;  Brother- 
ton  v.  Gilchrist,  144  Mich.  276,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  397,  107  N.  W.  890,  holding  per- 
sons interested  in  a 'joint  venture  are  not  partners  unless  one  of  them  has  clothed 
the  other  with  an  agency  to  act  in  his  behalf  in  the  business. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Shrum  v.  Simpson,  49  L.  R,  A.  792,  which  holds  no  part- 
nership created  by  contract  for  working  farm  and  dividing  proceeds;  Webster  v. 
Clark,  27  L.  R.  A.  126,  which  holds  partnership  with  community  of  interest  in 
capital  and  profits,  created  by  so-called  lease;  Brandon  v.  Connor,  63  L.R.A. 
260,  which  holds  partnership  as  to  third  persons  constituted  by  agreement 
with  contractors  for  construction  of  railroad  to  furnish  services  and  part  of 
necessary  animals  for  use. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  976,  987,  989,  997,  1002,  1051,  1080)  on  effect 
of  agreement  to  share  profits  to  create  partnership;  (115  Am.  St.  Rep.  414,  418, 
421,  431)  on  what  constitutes  a  partnership. 

20  L.  R.  A.  780,  BANK  OF  COMMERCE  v.  HART,  37  Neb.  197,  40  Am.  St.  Rep. 
479,  55  N.  W.  631. 

Report  of  second  appeal  in  51  Neb.  487,  71  N.  W.  40. 
Po-vrer  of  cashier. 

Approved  in  People's  Sav.  Bank  v.  Hughes,  62  Mo.  App.  582,  holding  cashier, 
unless  specially  authorized,  cannot  discharge  surety  without  payment  of  debt; 
Sturdevant  Bros.  v.  Farmers  &  M.  Bank,  62  Neb.  474,  87  N.  W.  156,  holding 
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cashier  without  power  to  execute  undertaking  in  replevin  in  large  amount  as 
mere  accommodation. 

Cited  in  Farmers'  &  M.  Bank  v.  Clancy,  163  Mich.  689,  128  N.  W.  752,  holding 
that  cashier  of  hank  has  no  implied  power  to  compromise  claim  of  bank;  Spon 
berg  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  18  Idaho,  632,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  742,  110  Pac  716,  Ann. 
Gas.  1912  A,  96,  holding  that  leasing  of  property  belonging  to  national  bank  is 
not  within  ordinary  powers  and  duties  of  cashier;  State  Bank  v.  Forsyth,  41 
Mont.  266,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  608,  108  Pac.  914,  holding  that  cashier  of  bank  ha* 
no  authority  to  bind  bank  by  his  promise  that  one  signing  paper  without  con- 
sideration to  replace  that  of  cashier,  to  enable  bank  to  pass  inspection,  shall  not 
be  held  liable  thereon;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Alexander,  162  Ala.  688,  44  So.  S66. 
holding  cashier  of  bank  has  no  authority  to  receive  anything  but  money  in  pay- 
ment of  a  note;  State  Bank  v.  Forsyth,  41  Mont.  205,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  608.  lOS 
Pac.  914,  holding  cashier  had  no  authority  to  promise  maker  of  note  tliat  he 
should  not  be  called  upon  to  pay  it;  Bank  of  Ravenswood  v.  Wetzel,  58  W.  Va. 
6,  70  L.R.A.  310,  60  S.  E.  886,  6  Ann.  Cas.  48,  holding  cashier  of  bank  has  no 
implied  power  to  receive  money  for  interest  in  advance  on  a  note  owned  by  the 
bank,  and  agree  to  extend  the  time  of  payment  and  thus  discharge  an  indorser 
from  liability. 
Poi'ver  of  bank. 

Followed  in  Schofield  v.  Goodrich  Bros.  Bkg.  Co.  39  C.  C.  A.  78,  98  Fed.  273, 
holding  purchase  by  bank  of  stock  of  other  corporations  as  investment,  ultra 
vires  and  void.  * 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Tyrrell  v.  Lincoln  Traction  Co.  90  Neb.  547,  134  N.  W. 
278,  to  the  point  that  banking  corporation  has  no  power  to  subscribe  for  stock 
of  another  corporation. 

Distinguished  in  Tourtelot  v.  Whithed,  9  N.  D.  476,  84  N.  W.  8,  holding  that 
bank  may  take  stock  in  payment  of  pre-existing  debt  if  it  believes  it  can  thus 
more  certainly  realize  the  money;  Hill  v.  Shilling,  69  Neb.  156,  95  N.  W,  24, 
liolding  a  bank  in  order  to  secure  a  debt  due  from  an  insolvent  debtor,  may  take 
from  him  shares  of  stock  in  another  corporation  in  settlement  of  his  liability. 
"What  are  "«ecarltie«." 

Approved  in  Wagner  v.  Scherer,  89  App.  Div.  203,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  894,  holding 
that  promissory  note  given  for  liquor  drunk  on  seller's  premises  is  "security" 
given  for  liquor  debt  and  void  by  statute. 

20  L.  R.  A.  783,  SCHOPP  v.  ST.  LOUIS,  117  Mo.  131,  22  S.  W.  898. 
Use  of  atreet  by  railroad. 

Approved  in  Lockwood  v.  Wabash  R,  Co.  122  Mo.  100,  24  L.  R.  A.  520,  43  Am. 
St.  Rep.  547,  26  S.  W.  698,  holding  city  cannot  authorize  steam  railroad  in  nar- 
row highway  devoted  to  wholesale  business,  impairing  its  usefulness;  Corby  v. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  A  P.  R.  Co.  150  Mo.  466,  52  S.  W.  282,  and  Knapp,  S.  &  Co.  v. 
St.  l^uis  Transfer  R.  Co.  126  Mo.  37,  28  S.  W.  627,  holding  city  without  right 
to  grant  railroad  such  use  of  streets  as  destroy  their  usefulness  or  interfere  with 
owner's  right  of  access;  Brown  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  137  Mo.  537,  38  S.  W. 
1099,  holding  use  of  street  for  maintenance  of  switch  track,  public  use;  Stephen- 
son V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  68  Mo.  App.  650,  holding  use  of  track  in  street  for 
switching  and  storing  cars,  public  wrong  for  which  lot  owner  cannot  recover; 
Jarboe  v.  Carrollton,  73  Mo.  App.  350,  holding  city  liable  for  damage  to  abutting 
property  due  to  change  in  grade  made  by  authorized  street  railway;  De  Geofroy 
V.  Merchants*  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  179  Mo.  708,  64  L.  R.  A.  964,  101  Am.  St 
Rep.  524,  79  S.  W.  386,  holding  abutting  owners  entitled  to  oompensation  for 
construction  of  elevated  railway  in  public  street. 
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Cited  in  Foudry  v.  St,  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  130  Mo.  App.  117,  109  S.  W. 
80«  holding  railroad  company  had  a  right  to  lay  switch  track  in  street  so  long 
as  it  did  not  unreasonably  obstruct  traffic;  Pepper  v.  Union  R.  Co.  113  Tenn.  60, 
85  S.  W.  864,  holding  city  cannot  consent  to  use  of  street  by  a  railroad  in  such 
a  manner  as  will  destroy  its  usefulness  as  a  street. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lockwood  v.  Wabasn  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  516,  which  de- 
nies city's  power  to  authorize  steam  railroad  in  narrow  highway  devoted  to 
wholesale  business;  St.  Paul  y.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  184, 
which  denies  power  of  legislature  to  give  any  part  of  levee  as  permanent  site  for 
freight  warehouse. 

Cited  in  note   (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  240)   on  what  are  additional  servitudes  in 
highways. 
FrlTAte  nue  of  street. 

Approved  in  State  ex  rel,  St.  Louis  Underground  Service  Co.  v.  Murphy,  134 
Mo.  561,  34  L.  R.  A.  374,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  516,  31  S.  W.  784,  holding  city  without 
}x>wer  to  grant  right  to  lay  subways  for  electric  wires  under  all  city  streets, 
where  private  business  only  is  contemplated;  State  ew  rel.  Belt  v.  St.  Louis,  161 
Mo.  383,  61  S.  W.  658,  holding  city  cannot  authorize  use  of  streets  for  advertising 
purposes. 

Cited  in  Perry  v.  Castner,  124  Iowa,  389,  66  L.R.A.  162,  100  N.  W.  84,  2  Ann. 
Ca&  363,  holding  municipality  may  not  authorize  location  and  construction  of 
an  area  way  so  as  to  work  injury  to  the  property  of  an  adjoining  owner;  State 
ex  rel.  Detienne  v.  V&ndalia,  119  Mo.  App.  417,  94  S.  W.  1009;  Galloso  v.  Sikes- 
ton,.  124  Mo.  App.  383,  101  S.  W.  715;  Morie  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  116  Mo. 
App.  24,  91  S.  W.  962, — ^holding  private  structures  which  are  inconsistent  with 
use  of  street  cannot  be  licensed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Van  Witsen  v.  Gutman,  24  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  denies 
right  to  take  away  for  private  use  abutter's  easement  in  public  alley;  Eddy  v. 
Granger,  28  L.  R.  A.  517,  which  denies  power  of  city  to  give  vested  right  to  main- 
tain private  drain  in  highway. 
Povrer  of  city  over  street. 

Approved  in  Plattsburg  v.  Peoples'  Teleph.  Co.  88  Mo.  App.  311,  holding  use  of 
street  for  telephone  poles  and  wires,  proper  and  legal  use,  subject  to  regulation. 

Cited  in  Hook  v.  Bowden,  144  Mo.  App.  338,  128  S.  W.  261,  holding  that  plac- 
ing of  telephone  poles  and  stringing  wires  thereon  in  street  is  proper  use  of 
street;  Owensboro  v.  Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  99  C.  C.  A.  1,  174  Fed. 
751;  Lancaster  v.  Briggs,  118  Mo.  App.  574,  96  S.  W.  314,— holding  it  lawful  to 
use  street  for  telephone  poles  and  wires  under  regulation;  Lacy  v.  Oskaloosa,  143 
Iowa,  710,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  857,  121  N.  W.  642,  holding  resolution  permitting 
erection  of  hitching  posts  in  street  a  mere  license  and  could  be  revoked  at  any 
time. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  402,  406)  on  power  of  municipality  to  grant 
or  lease  space  on  street  or  sidewalk ;  ( 125  Am.  St.  Rep.  353 )  on  grant  by  city  of 
right  to  use  streets  and  sidewalks  for  private  purpose. 

Distinguished  in  Knapp,  S.  &  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  153  Mo.  573,  55  S.  W.   104, 
holding  city  may  exercise  express  power  to  vacate  street. 
Jurfadletion  of  anpreine  court. 

Approved  in  Placke  v.  Union  Depot  R.  Co.  140  Mo.  637,  41  S.  W.  916,  holding 
ordinance  destroying  owner's  right  of  access  to  street,  without  compensation,  in* 
volves  constitutional  question  conferring  jurisdiction  on  supreme  court. 

01»»truction  of  atreet. 

Approved  in  Dries  v.  St.  Joseph,  08  Mo.  App.  615,  73  S.  W.  723,  holding  city 
cannot  obstruct  one  end  of  alley  to  detriment  of  abutting  property  owners. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  Smith  v.  McDowell,  22  L.  R.  A.  393,  which  holds  stone  wall 
inclosing  areaway,  obstructing  street,  nuisance. 
Katoppel  of  city  to  remove  obstructions. 

Cited  in  Chapman  v.  Lincoln,  84  Neb.  641,  26  L.R.A.(NJS.)   407,  121  N.  W. 
696,  holding  city  not  estopped  by  reason  of  its  past  failure  to  enforce  ordinances 
against  obstruction  of  sidewalks  from  subsequently  removing  all  obstructions 
therefrom. 
Injunction  nsminst  obatrnction  in  atreet. 

Cited  in  McFall  v.  St.  Louis,  232  Mo.  728,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  476,  136  8.  W. 
61,  to  the  point  that  city  may  be  enjoined  by  abutting  owner  from  leasing  por- 
tions of  street  for  market  purposes  to  special  injury  of  such  owners;  Swinhart 
V.  St.  Louis  &  Suburban  R.  Co.  207  Mo.  435,  106  8.  W.  1043 ;  Williams  v.  Beatty, 
139  Mo.  App.  174,  122  S.  W.  323;  Downing  v.  Corcoran,  112  Mo.  App.  660,  87 
S.  W.  114, — holding  private  citizen  who  has  been  injured  by  obstruction  in  street 
may  maintain  injunction  against  same. 
Public  use  of  street. 

Cited  in  Zimmerman  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  154  Mo.  App.  301,  134  S. 
W.  40,  holding  that  abutting  owner  has  same  right  as  public  in  street  and  in 
addition  has  special  ingress  and  egress. 

Distinguished  in  Seibert  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  188  Mo.  673,  70  L.R.A.  79,  87 
8.  W.  996,  holding  erection  of  gates  by  railroad  company  at  crossing  under  re- 
quirement of  city  not  negligence. 
Municipal  license  of  nuisance. 

Cited  in  Sulton  v.  Parker- Washington  Co.  117  Mo.  App.  643,  93  S.  W.'289, 
holding  municipal  authority  will  not  legalize  nuisance  unless  its  existence  is 
necessary  for  the  public  good. 

20  L.  R.  A.  785,  FULLER  v.  KEMP,  138  N.  Y.  231,  33  N.  E.  1034. 
Mutual  assent. 

Approved  in  Jacobs  v.  Day,  5  Misc.  414,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  763,  holding  retention 
of  goods  inferior  to  sample  on  refusal  of  seller  to  receive  them,  and  return  of 
part  of  purchase  price,  not  accord  and  satisfaction  in  absence  of  mutual  assent; 
Snow  V.  Reichman,  18  Misc.  235,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  387,  holding,  to  constitute  accord 
and  satisfaction  of  unliquidated  claim  by  acceptance  of  part  in  discharge  of 
whole,  there  must  be  mutual  assent;  Bronner  Brick  Co.  v.  M.  M.  Cauda  Co.  18 
Misc.  685,  76  N.  Y.  S.  R.  17,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  14,  holding  partial  payment  does  not 
constitute  accord  and  satisfaction  in  absence  of  mutual  assent;  Marion  v.  Heim- 
bach,  62  Minn.  215,  64  N.  W.  386,  holding  part  payment  does  not  discharge  debt 
without  agreement  to  release  balance  and  accept  payment  as  accord  and  satis- 
faction; Girard  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Canan,  195  Pa.  691,  46  Atl.  116,  holding  that 
to  constitute  accord  and  satisfaction  there  must  be  a  meeting  of  minds;  Sutton 
V.  Corning,  59  App.  Div.  590,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  670,  holding  delivery  and  acceptance 
of  check  in  settlement  of  claim  for  goods  partially  destroyed  accord  and  satis- 
faction ;  Van  Aiken  v.  New  York,  18  App.  Div.  92,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R.  469,  45  N.  Y. 
Supp.  467,  holding  receipt  by  contractor  in  full  not  accord  and  satisfaction  where 
parties  except  any  legal  claim  on  account  of  deduction  made;  Eames  Vacuum 
Brake  Co.  v.  Prosser,  157  N.  Y.  301,  51  N.  E.  986,  holding  principal's  acceptance 
of  sum  remitted  by  agent,  less  commissions,  not  accord  and  satisfaction  where 
principal  promptly  objected  to  commissions;  Strock  v.  Brigantine  Transp.  Co. 
23  Misc.  360,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  327,  holding  retention  of  check  sent  in  full  settle- 
ment not  accord  and  satisfaction  where  creditor  claimed  balance  and  asked  state- 
ment, to  which  debtor  never  replied. 
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Cited  in  Howe  v.  Robinson,  13  Misc.  260,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  85,  to  point  that  mutual 
assent  of  parties  an  essential  element  of  accord  and  satisfaction;  Johnson  v. 
Hall  Signal  Co.  23  App.  Div.  587,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  165,  dissenting  opinion  by 
Rums€^,  J.,  who  holds  assent  to  condition  implied  where  creditor  accepts  notes 
«.nd  extends  time  of  payment  on  condition  that  sums  to  become  due  be  paid  him 
-directly,  instead  of  through  another. 

Limited  and  distinguished  in  Eames  Vacuum  Brake  Co.  v.  Prosser,  167  N.  Y. 
208,  51  N.  E.  986,  holding  mutual  assent  to  balance  struck  essential  to  account 
stated. 

Payment  miuii  b«  clearly  tendered  in  fnll. 

Approved  in  Kruger  v.  Geer,  26  Misc.  773,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  1015,  holding  reten- 
tion of  check  and  receipted  statement  not  accord  and  satisfaction  when  check  not 
tendered  in  full  payment;  Rothschild  v.  Mosbacher,  26  App.  Div.  169,  49  N.  Y. 
Supp.  698,  holding  check  must  be  delivered  on  condition  that  its  use  is  payment 
in  full,  to  constitute  accord  and  satisfaction;  Freiberg  v.  Moffett,  91  Hun,  20,  36 
N.  Y.  Supp.  96,  holding  retention  of  draft  after  notice  that  it  must  be  returned 
or  accepted  in  full  payment,  accord  and  satisfaction;  Horwich  v.  Western  Brew- 
•ery  Co.  95  111.  App.  172,  holding  payment  of  draft  for  lesser  amount  will  not 
discharge  debt,  when  such  claim  not  made  at  time  of  payment;  Lang  v.  Lane,  83 
111.  App.  548,  holding  party  seeking  to  settle  for  less  sum  must,  by  words  and 
•conduct,  clearly  inform  creditor  what  is  sought  and  expected:  Pottlitzer  v.  Wes- 
son, 8  Ind.  App.  480,  35  N.  E.  1030,  holding  debtor  must  make  it  clearly  appear 
to  creditor  that  if  payment  is  accepted  it  is  in  full  satisfaction. 

Distingtiished  in  Lapp  v.  Smith,  83  111.  App.  206,  holding  creditor  may  retain 
check,  return  notes,  and  sue  for  balance  where  check  and  notes  were  not  sent  in 
full;  Hodges  v.  Truax,  19  Ind.  App.  658,  49  N.  E.  1079,  holding  sending  check 
for  less  sum  does  not  discharge  liquidated  claim  where  debtor  does  not  ask 
return  if  not  accepted  in  full. " 
DisclKargre  of  debt  by  acceptance  of  lesn  unni. 

Approved  in  Whitaker  v.  Eilenberg,  70  App.  Div.  494,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  106,  hold- 
ing acceptance  and  use  of  check  given  in  full  payment,  but  for  less  than  contract 
price,  bars  action  for  balance. 

Cited  in  Shelton  v.  Jackson,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  448,  49  S.  W.  415,  as  to  dis- 
charge of  whole  debt  by  payment  of  less  sum;  Hodges  v.  Truax,  19  Ind.  App.  656, 
49  N.  E.  1079,  to  point  that  acceptance  in  payment  from  debtor  of  n^otiabie  in- 
stument  for  less  sum  discharges  original  debt;  Ilunnicutt  Lumber  Co.  v.  Mobile 
A,  O.  R.  Co.  2  Ala.  App.  440,  57  So.  73,  holding  that  payment  of  principal  when 
interest  is  not  stipulated  for  by  contract,  extinguishes  right  to  recover  interest; 
Cornell  v.  Tayk)r,  137  App.  Div.  498,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  157;  Schuller  v.  Robinson, 
139  App.  Div.  105,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  881, — ^holding  that  debtor's  payment  of  part 
of  conceded  indebtedness,  on  condition  that  acceptance  of  part  should  discharge 
liability  does  not  constitute  accord  and  satisfaction;  South  Side  Coal  Co.  v. 
Oross,  157  111.  App.  220,  holding  that  to  constitute  accord  and  satisfaction  of 
disputed  claim  it  is  necessary  that  money  be  in  satisfaction  of  claim  and  upon 
that  condition;  Frye  v.  Hubbell,  74  N.  H.  366,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1202,  68  Atl.  325. 
holding  the  payment  and  acceptance  of  a  sum  less  than  the  amount  due  in  full 
satisfaction  and  discharge  of  a  debt  is  a  defense  to  an  action  for  the  collection  of 
the  balance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Clayton  v.  Clark,  37  L.R.A.  771,  which  holds  distinct  ac- 
•ceptance  of  less  sum  than  actually  due,  in  full  satisfaction,  sufficient;  Engbret- 
eon  V.  Seiberling,  64  L.R.A.  75,  which  holds  acceptance  of  part  of  amount  due 
from  insolvent  debtor,  satisfaction  of  entire  debt:  Dreyfus  v.  Roberts,  69  L.R.A. 
S23,  which  holds  debt  discharged  by  payment  of  less  than  is  due  on  full  execution 
L.R.A.   Au.  Vol.   III.— 49. 
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of  agreement  to  that  effect  evidenced  by  written  receipt  in  full  satisfaction. 

Cited  in  notes  (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  34)  on  payment  by  commercial  paper;  (35 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  820)  on  sale,  or  agreement  to  sell,  commercial  paper  to  one 
primarily  liable  thereon;   (100  Am.  St.  Rep.  411)  on  accord  and  satisfaction. 

Distinguished  in  Harby  v.  Henes,  46  Misc.  370,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  461,  holding 
where  creditor  accepted  a  check  "in  full  payment"  and  immediately  notified  debtor 
of  an  intention  to  sue  for  the  balance  there  was  no  accord  and  satisfaction. 
•—  IVhen  claim  liquidated. 

Approved  in  Simons  v.  Supreme  Council,  A.  L.  of  H.  82  App.  Div.  619,  81  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1014,  holding  acceptance  of  less  sum  in  payment  of  liquidated  claim 
does  not  discharge  debt;  Louisville,  N.  A.  &,  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Helm,  109  Ky.  394,  59  S. 
W^  323,  holding  retaining  less  sum  does  not  discharge  liquidated  demand  for 
greater  amount. 

Cited  in  Seattle,  R.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Seattle-Tacoma  Power  Co.  63  Wash.  646. 
116  Pac.  289,  to  the  point  that  where  demand  is  liquidated  acceptance  of  less  sum 
will  not  discharge  debt  even  if  receipt  is  given;  Wherley  v.  Rowe,  106  Minn. 
496,  119  X.  W.  222,  holding  in  order  to  constitute  an  accord  and  satisfaction 
of  a  liquidated  demand  or  one  capable  of  liquidation  a  part  payment  must  be 
accepted  by  the  creditor  in  full  and  the  acceptance  supported  by  a  new  con- 
sideration sufficient  to  support  a  running  contract;  Drewry-Hughes  Co.  v.  Davis, 
151  N.  C.  298,  66  S.  £.  139,  holding  certification  by  creditor  of  check  for  lees 
sum  than  amount  due  stating  that  it  is  in  full  payment,  accord  and  satis- 
faction. 

Cited  in  notes  (11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1018)  on  part  payment  as  consideration  for 
discharge  of  liquidated  and  undisputed  debt;  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1005)  on  pay- 
ment of  part  of  undisputed  debt  as  consideration  for  its  discharge. 

Distinguished  in  Kelley  v.  Lawrence  Bros.  78  App.  Div.  485,  79  N.  Y.  Supp. 
914,  holding  retention  of  check  for  less  sum  will  not  discharge  liquidated  and 
undisputed  demand. 
•—  iVlien  claim  anllanldaied* 

Cited  in  I^stienne  v.  Ernst,  5  App.  Div.  376,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  199,  and  Lewin- 
son  V.  Montauk  Theater  Co.  60  App.  Div.  576,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  1050,  holding  ac- 
ceptance of  check  tendered  in  full  payment  discharges  unliquidated  demand; 
Lindsay  v.  Gager,  11  App.  Div.  99,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  851,  holding  acceptance  of 
money  as  payment  in  full  shows  accord  and  satisfaction  as  against  unliquidated 
claim;  Enislie  v.  Livingston,  34  App.  Div.  137,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  492,  holding  agree- 
ment to  accept  specified  sum  in  settlement  of  unliquidated  demand  valid  in  ab- 
sence of  fraud  or  mistake,  where  extent  of  liability  is  in  dispute;  Hamilton  v. 
Stewart,  105  Ga.  302,  31  S.  £.  184,  holding  use  of  check  sent  to  cover  balance  of 
account  between  parties  bars  recovery  of  greater  sum;  Lapp  v.  Smith,  183  III. 
183,  55  N.  £.  717,  holding  ofifer  of  check  and  notes  in  adjustment  of  unliquidated 
demand  must  be  accepted  or  rejected  as  a  whole;  Talbott  v.  English,  156  Ind. 
313,  59  N.  E.  857,  holding  acceptance  of  check  tendered  in  full  payment  of  rent 
after  suit  brought,  accord  and  satisfaction;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Buck 
staff,  65  Neb.  339,  91  N.  W.  426,  holding  acceptance  of  less  sum,  tendered  in  set- 
tlement of  disputed  claim,  bars  recovery  of  balance;  Greenlee  v.  Mosnat,  116 
Iowa,  541,  90  X.  W.  338,  holding  acceptance  of  sum  tendered  in  satisfaction  of 
unliquidated  demand  constitutes  accord  and  satistaction ;  Redmond  v.  Atlanta 
&  B.  Air-Line  R.  Co.  129  Ga.  140,  58  S.  E.  874;  Boisnot  v.  Wilson,  109  App. 
Div.  572,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  581;  Dunn  v.  Whalen,  120  App.  Div.  731,  105  N.  Y. 
Supp.  588;  Rauh  v.  Wolf,  59  Misc.  420,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  923;  Ravenswood 
Paper  Mill  Co.  v.  Dix,  61  Misc.  237,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  721;  Root  v.  New  Haven 
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Trust  Co.  82  Conn.  606,  74  Atl.  950, — holding  same;  Canton  Union  Coal  Co. 
V.  Parlin  &  O.  Co.  117  111.  App.  625,  holding  when  a  party  makes  an  offer  of  a 
certain  sum  to  settle  an  unliquidated  claim  and  attaches  thereto  a  condition 
that  the  same  if  accepted  at  all,  must  be  received  in  full  satisfaction  and  the 
other  party  receives  the  mone}%  he  does  so  subject  to  conditions  attached,  and 
an  accord  and  satisfaction  is  established. 

Cited  in  notes    (U  L.R.A.(N.S.)    443,  444)    on  acceptance  of   remittance  of 
part  of  unliquidated  or  disputed  claim,  accompanied  with  statement  importing 
that  it  is  "in  full,"  as  accord  and  satisfaction;    (1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  402)  on  part 
payment  of  claim  for  unliquidated  damages  as  a  satisfaction. 
'Whetber   claim    liaaiclated    or   vnlliiiildated* 

Approved  in  Abelson  v.  Gordon,  36  Misc.  812,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  863,  holding  dis- 
pute as  to  quality,  but  not  as  to  price  of  goods,  does  not  render  claim  unliqui- 
dated so  that  part  payment  will  discharge  debt;  Bingham  v.  Browning,  97  111. 
App.  455,  holding  that  if  any  part  of  demand  is  in  good  faith  disputed  it  is 
unliquidated. 

Cited  in  Lestienne  v.  Ernst,  5  App.  Div.  378,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  199   (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  demand  show^ing  something  due  not  liquidated  unless 
it  appears  how  much  is  due. 
•—  Diaputed   claim. 

Approved  in  St.  Joseph  School  Board  v.  Hull,  72  Mo.  App.  409,  holding  accept- 
ance of  less  sum  discharges  debt  where  claim  disputed;  Treat  v.  Price,  47  Neb^ 
883,  66  N.  W.  834,  holding  receipt  of  smaller  amount  may  discharge  disputecJ 
claim;  Bernard  v.  Henry  Werner  Co.  19  Misc.  176,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  226;   Aincr  v.. 
Folk,  27  Misc.  636,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  397;  Reynolds  v.  Empire  Lumber  Co.  85  Hu.?- 
472,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  HI, — holding  use  of  check  given  in  settlement  of  disputed 
claim  bars  action  for  balance;   Komp  v.  Raymond,  42  App.  Div.  36,  58  N.  Y. 
Supp.   909,  holding  collection  of  check  given  in  discharge  of  unliquidated  and 
disputed  claim  binding  in  absence  of  traud  or  misrepresentation ;  Brown  v.  Symes, 
83  Hun,  160,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  629;  Cleveland  v.  Toby,  36  Misc.  320,  73  N.  Y.  Supp. 
544;  Vorhis  v.  Elias,  54  App.  Div.  413,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  134;  Anderson  v.  Stand- 
ard Granite  Co.  92  Me.  432,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  522,  43  Atl.  21 ;  and  note  to  main 
case  cited  in  Hull  v.  Johnson,  22  R.  I.  68,  46  Atl.  182, — holding  use  of  check  given 
in  full  settlement  of  disputed  claim  an  accord  and  satisfaction;  Jones  v.  Keeler, 
40  Misc.  224,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  648,  holding  that  acceptance  of  clicck  tendered  in 
full    payment  of  disputed    claim    constitutes    accord    and    satisfaction;  Laroe  v. 
Sugar  Loaf  Dairy  Co.  87  App.  Div.  588,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  609,  holding  acceptance 
of  ctieck  tendered    in  full    payment    of  disputed    claim  constitutes    accord    and 
.satisfaction. 

Cited  in  Coale  v.  Suckert,  18  Misc.  80,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  583,  holding  question  of 
accord  and  satisfaction  of  disputed  liability  not  presented  by  record;  Laugh- 
man  V.  Sun  Pipe  Line  Co.  52  Tex.  Civ.  App.  489,  114  S.  W.  451,  holding  that 
where  person  denies  further  obligation  under  contract,  in  good  faith,  but  after- 
wards pays  part  of  amount  demanded  thereunder  for  purpose  of  settlement, 
payment,  operates  as  accord  and  satisfaction;  Jersey  Island  Dredging  Co.  v. 
Whitney,  149  Cal.  277,  86  Pac.  509,  holding  receipt  for  certain  amount  in 
full  satisfaction  of  all  claims  sufficient  accord  and  satisfaction  and  cannot  he 
raised  by  parol  evidence:  State  v.  Lawrence,  79  Kan.  262,  100  Pac.  485,  hold- 
ing where  claim  is  doubtful,  in  fact,  or  law,  the  payment  of  any  sum,  however 
fimall  in  satisfaction  of  the  demand  will  support  a  compromise  and  satisfy  the 
rlaim;  Andrews  v.  Hallcr  Wall  Paper  Co.  32  App.  D.  C.  396,  16  Ann.  Cas.  192, 
holding  where  claim  is  unliquidated  or  honestly  in  dispute,  the  payment  and 
acceptance  of  a  less  sum  than  that  claimed  operates  as  an  accord  and  satis- 
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faction;  Barham  v.  Bank  of  Delight,  94  Ark.  164,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  441,  12C 
S.  VV.  394;  Canton  Union  Coal  Co.  v.  Parlin  &  O.  Co.  215  111.  248,  106  Am. 
St.  Rep.  162,  74  N.  E.  143;  Cooper  v.  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  82  Miss.  644, 
35  So.  162, — holding  receipt  by  creditor  of  smaller  amount  tendered  him  by 
debtor  as  full  settlement  is  an  accord  and  satisfaction  although  creditor  state:* 
when  he  accepts  it  that  he  cannot  accept  it  in  full  settlement;  Bandman  v.  Finn. 
185  N.  Y.  514,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1137,  78  N.  E.  175,  as  to  payment  of  less  sum 
being  accord  and  satisfaction  if  the  claim  is  bona  fide;  Williams  v.  Bienenzucbt. 
54  Misc.  211,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  438:  Schwartz  v.  Hirsch,  56  Misc.  621,  107  X.  Y. 
Supp.  796, — holding  that  acceptance  of  money  sent  as  full  settlement  of  dis- 
puted claim  is  conclusive  upon  party  so  accepting. 

Distinguished  in  Laroe  v.  Sugar  Loaf  Dairy  Co.  180  N.  Y.  371,  73  N.  E.  61. 
holding  when  defendant  was  notified  in  advance  that  if  he  sent  a  check  it  would 
only  be  credited  on  account  the  acceptance  of  check  by  plaintiff  did  not  consti- 
tute an  accord  and  satisfaction. 
—  Payment  of  nndlspated  part  of  claim. 

Approved  in  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Clark,  178  U.  S.  367,  44  L.  ed.  HOG. 
20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  924,  holding  payment  of  part  of  disputed  claim  conceded  to  he 
due,  on  condition  it  be  received  in  full,  extinguishes  entire  debt;  Tanner  v. 
Merrill,  108  Mich.  61,  31  L.  R.  A.  172,  footnote  p.  171,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  687,  65 
N.  W.  664,  holding  receipt  in  full,  given  without  protest  on  payment  of  undies- 
puted  part  of  claim,  accord  and  satisfaction;  Snow  v.  Reichman,  18  Misc.  235. 
41  N.  Y.  Supp.  3«7,  holding  check  "in  full  of  all  claims"  not  accord  and  satis- 
faction of  disputed  claims,  when  it  is  exact  amount  of  separate  undisputed  bill 
rendered. 

•—  Effect  of  protest  or  dlaaent  by  creditor. 

Approved  in  McCormick  v.  St.  Louis,  166  Mo.  335,  65  S.  W.  1038,  holding  ac- 
ceptance of  sum  tendered  in  settlement  of  disputed  claim  an  accord  and  satisfac- 
tion, although  accepting  party  protests;  Daugherty  v.  Herndon,  27  Tfex.  Civ.  App. 
177,  65  S.  W.  891,  holding  acceptance  under  protest  of  less  sum  in  full  payment 
of  disputed  claim,  bar  to  recovery  of  balance ;  Pollman  &  Bros.  Coal  &  Sprinkling 
Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  145  Mo.  659,  47  S.  W.  563,  holding  acceptance  of  sum  tendered 
in  satisfaction  of  unliquidated  demand  discharges  debt,  although  creditor  pro- 
tests; King  V.  Dorman,  26  Misc.  135,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  876,  holding  use  of  check 
for  less  sum,  tendered  in  full  payment  of  disputed  claim,  evidence  of  accord  and 
satisfaction  although  creditor  asserted  he  accepted  it  on  account;  Wisner  v. 
Schopp,  34  App.  Div.  203,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  643,  holding  collection  of  vendee's  check 
"in  full  payment,"  arising  from  sale  of  goods  under  vendor's  direction  after 
refusal  by  vendee,  a  full  settlement  although  vendor  wrote  that  he  accepted  it 
on  account;  Nassoiy  v.  Tomlinson,  148  N.  Y.  332,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  695.  42  N.  E. 
715,  holding  retention  and  final  use  of  check  given  in  full  of  unliquidated  demand 
an  accord  and  satisfaction,  although  creditor  sent  receipt  on  account;  Gcnung 
V.  Waverly,  75  App.  Div.  611,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  581,  holding  acceptance  and  use  of 
check  given  in  full  payment  an  accord  and  satisfaction,  although  creditor  claims 
larger  sum  is  due  him;  Mack  v.  Miller,  87  App.  Div.  363,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  440, 
holding  retention  of  check  for  less  than  amount  claimed  not  accord  and  sati9fa^ 
tion  when  creditor  refuses  to  accept  it  as  payment  in  full,  and  debtor  remains 
silent. 

Cited  in  Perin  v.  Cathcart,  115  Iowa,  567,  89  N.  W.  12,  to  proposition  that  ac- 
ceptance of  tender  may  amount  to  accord  and  satisfaction,  although  creditor  says 
he  will  not  accept  it  as  such;  Logan  v.  Davidson,  18  App.  Div.  356,  79  N.  Y.  S. 
R.  962,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  961,  holding  acceptance  and  collection  of  check  **in  full 
settlement"  an  accord  and  satisfaction,  although  creditor  states  he  declines  to 


773  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [20  L.R.A.  785 

accept  payment  a8  final ;  Wallace  t.  Valentine,  10  Misc.  649,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  121, 
holding  effect  of  acceptance  of  goods  not  conforming  to  description  not  altered  by 
purchaser's  protest;  Treat  v.  Price,  47  Neb.  884,  66  N.  W.  834,  holding  accept- 
ance of  m<»iey  tendered  on  condition  an  acceptance  of  condition,  notwithstanding 
protest;  Lestienne  t.  Ernst,  5  App.  Div.  379,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  199  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  creditor  accepting  check  tendered  in  full  payment  not 
relieyed  by  sending  notice  he  accepted  it  subject  to  adjustment  of  amount  in 
dispute;  Scheffenacker  v.  Hoopes,  113  Md.  115,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  208,  77  Atl. 
130,  holding  that  procuring  certification  of  check  sent  in  full  payment  of  claim 
for  larger  amount,  constitutes  acceptance,  which  will  amount  to  satisfaction 
of  claim  although  creditor  holds  check  and  notifies  maker  that  he  cannot  use 
it  except  in  part  payment;  Seeds,  Grain  &  Hay  Co.  v.  Conger,  83  Ohio  St.  175, 
32  L.R.A.(X.8.)  382,  93  N.  E.  892,  holding  that  use  of  check  sent  in  payment 
in  full  of  larger  amount  operates  as  accord  and  satisfaction,  even  though 
creditor  notifies  debtor  tfiat  it  is  only  applied  on  account  and  debtor  fails  to 
reply  to  such  notification. 
Payment  of  balanee  sho^vn  by  utatement. 

Approved  in  Taylor  v.  Thwing,  21  Misc.  77,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  892,  holding  use 
of  check  for  balance  shown  by  statement  an  accord  and  satisfaction  as  to  items 
included  in  statement;  Goodrich  v.  Sanderson,  35  App.  Div.  551,  55  N.  Y.  Supp. 
881,  holding  acceptance  of  balance  due  for  rent  after  adjustment  of  deductions 
claimed  by  tenant  an  accord  and  satisfaction;  Bloomington  Min.  Co.  v.  Brooklyn 
Hygienic  Ice  Go.  58  App.  Div.  72,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  699,  holding  settlement  made 
in  ignorance  of  delivery  of  consignment  of  goods  does  not  preclude  recovery 
therefor. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Harrison  v.  Henderson,  62  L.R.A.  760,  which  holds  mere 
payment   of  amount  denominated   "balance"   on   an   account   rendered   and   its 
retention  not  an  accord  and  satisfaction. 
Necetwity   or  sufllciency  of  consideration. 

Approved  in  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Clark,  35  C.  C.  A.  126,  92  Fed.  975, 
holding  payment  of  balance  and  receipt  in  full  not  an  accord  and  satisfaction  un- 
less creditor  derives  some  benefit  therefrom ;  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Clark, 
35  C.  C.  A.  120,  92  Fed.  976,  holding  payment  of  liquidated  debt,  presently  due 
and  without  defense,  will  not  support  release  of  other  unliquidated  claims. 

Cited  in  Marshall  v.  Bullard,  114  Iowa,  465,  54  L.  R.  A.  864,  footnote  p.  862,  87 
N.  \V.  427,  to  point  that  new  and  valuable  consideration  will  support  agreement 
to  accept  part  in  satisfaction  of  whole  of  liquidated  demand;  Chicago,  R.  I. 
&  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Brown,  70  Neb.  700,  97  X.  W.  1038,  holding  uncertainty  which 
of  two  parties,  both  of  whom  deny  liability,  is  liable  for  a  debt  of  a  fixed  and 
certain  amount,  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  a  settlement  between 
one  of  such  parties  and  the  creditor,  whereby  the  creditor  accepts  a  part  of 
the  amount  due  in  discharge  of  the  debt;  Melroy  v.  Kemmerer,  218  Pa.  383, 
11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1020,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  888,  67  Atl.  699,  holding  where  debtor 
contemplated  bankruptcy  and  creditor  accepted  30  per  cent  of  claim  and  closed 
account  there  was  a  suflicient  accord  and  satisfaction. 

Cited  in  note  (34  L.  R.  A.  33)  on  performance  of  existing  contract  obligation 
as  consideration  for  new  promise. 

The  annotation  in  20  L.  R.  A.  785,  referred  to  approvingly  in  Xess  v.  Minne- 
sota &  C.  Co.  87  Minn.  415,  92  X.  W.  333,  holding,  unless  creditor  receives  in  full 
pa3rment  something  to  which  he  had  no  previous  right,  there  can  be  no  accord 
and  satisfaction. 
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Batoppel  by  accc^ptamce  of  sum   tendered. 

Approved  in  Hand  v.  Supreme  Council,  R.  A.  44  App.  Div.  487,  60  N.  Y.  Supp. 
808,  holding  acceptance  by  member  of  mutual  assessment  society  of  assessment  re- 
turned to  him  on  ground  that  he  was  suspended  estops  him  from  asserting  the 
contrary. 

Cited  in  St.  Regis  Paper  Co.  v.  Tonawanda  Board  &  Paper  Co.  107  App.  Dir. 
94,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  946,  holding  that  procuring  certification  of  check  in  full  for 
larger  amount  operates  as  accord  and  satisfaction;  Barham  v.  Bank  of  Delight. 
94  Ark.  164,  27  L.R.A.{N.S.)  441,  126  S.  W.  394.  holding  that  person  who  uses 
check  tendered  in  full  satisfaction  of  unHqul(l»ted  account,  cannot  avoid  its  effeH 
as  accord  and  satisfaction;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Mille,  18  Ck>lo.  App.  12, 
69  Pac.  317,  holding  a  receipt  in  full  in  eoncluhjive  as  against  the  one  giving  it. 

Cited  in  note  (69  Am.  St.  Rep.  347,  349)  on  acceptance  of  checks  as  payment 
in  full. 
Effect  of  acceptance  of  tender. 

Distinguished  in  Beil  v.  Supreme  Council,  A.  L.  of  H.  42  App.  Div.  170,  58  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1049,  holding  acceptance  of  sufficient  tender  gives  defendant  benefit  of 
costs,  and  confers  on  plaintiff  title  to  moneys  deposited. 
Parol  evidence  to  explain  receipt. 

Distinguished  in  Komp  v.  Raymond,  175  N,  Y.  112,  67  N.  E.  113,  holding  re- 
ceipt of  specified  sum  in  full  payment  not  contract,  and  explainable  by  parol 
evidence. 
Dlmnlsaal  of  complaint. 

Approved  in  Bradley  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  South  Pub.  Co.  4  Misc.  179,  23  X.  Y. 
Supp.  675,  holding  complaint  should  be  dismissed  where  there  is  an  utter  failure 
of  proof  to  support  plaintifT's  contention. 

20  L.  R.  A.  812,  LIBBY  v.  MAINE  C.  R.  CO.  85  Me.  34,  26  Atl.  943. 
Desrree  of  care  reiinlred  of  carrier. 

Approved  in  Baltimore  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Nugent,  86  Md.  360,  39  L.  R.  A 
164,  38  Atl.  779,  holding  utmost  care  and  diligence  that  human  foresight  can  use. 
measure  of  duty  carrier  owes  to  passenger;  Wanzer  v.  Chippewa  Valley  Electric 
R.  Co.  108  Wis.  329,  84  N.  W.  423,  holding  carrier  must  exercise  highest  degree 
of  care,  vigilance,  and  foresight  in  view  of  mode  of  conveyance  adopted. 

Cited  in  Rogers  v.  Kennebec  S.  S.  Co.  86  Me.  271,  25  L.  R.  A.  497,  29  Atl.  1069, 
to  point  that  carrier  is  liable  for  utmost  care  and  vigilance  consistent  with  char- 
acter and  mode  of  conveyance;  Maxfield  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  100  Me.  83,  60  Atl. 
710;  Pomroy  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  102  Me.  499,  67  Atl.  561;  Marshall  v. 
Boston  &  W.  Street  R.  Co.  195  Mass.  287,  81  N.  E.  195;  llges  v.  St.  Louis  Transit 
Co.  102  Mo.  App.  535,  77  S.  W.  93, — holding  same;  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co. 
V.  O'Donnell,  115  111.  App.  114,  as  to  care  required  of  carriers  of  passengers; 
Noe  V.  Rapid  R.  Co.  133  Mich.  161,  94  N.  W.  743  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to 
degree  of  care  required  of  carrier  of  passengers. 

Cited  in  note  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  462)  on  extent  of  duty  to  secure  safety  of 
passengers. 

Care  In  conatrnctlnir  culvert. 

Approved  in  Hough taling  v.  Chicago  G.  VV.  R.  Co.  117  Iowa,  542,  91  N.  W.  811, 
holding  railroad  constructing  culvert  not  negligent  in  failing  to  provide  for  ex- 
traordinary and  unprecedented  floods. 
Act  of  God. 

Cited  in  Kansas  City,  P.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  3  Ind.  Terr.  358,  58  S.  W. 
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-570,  holding  railroad  company  in  failing  to  build  ditch  to  carry  off  surface  water 
not  liable  for  damages  caused  by  extraordinary  storm. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wald  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  0.  *  St.  L.  R.  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  356, 
which  holds  carrier  liable  for  baggage  lost  by  unprecedented  flood,  where  loss  due 
to  negligent  delay;  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Fowler,  48  L.  R.  A.  581,  which 
holds  railroad  company  liable  for  injury  to  employee  by  breaking  of  railroad 
trestle  by  flood  and  drift;  Faucher  v.  Wilson,  39  L.  R.  A.  431,  which  denies  car- 
rier's liability  for  bursting  of  hogshead  of  molasses  from  fermentation;  Smith  v. 
North  American  Transp.  &  Trading  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  557,  which  holds  steamer 
•company  abandoning  trip  because  of  low  water  required  to  bring  passenger  back 
ivithout  charge. 
Contract   ezemptinijr  carrier   from   liability. 

Approved  in  Voight  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  79  Fed.  562.  holding  express 
messenger  accorded  same  rights  as  passenger  for  hire,  rendering  contract  exempt- 
ing carrier  from  liability  for  negligence,  void. 
Liability  of  carrier  for  Injury  to  mail  clerk. 

Cited  in  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Patton,  23  App.  D.  C.  121 ;  Barker  v.  Chi- 
cago, P.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  243  111.  489,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1062,  134  Am.  St.  Rep.  382, 
no  X.  E.  1057, — holding  railroad  company  is  liable  for  an  injury  inflicted  upon 
■a  postal  clerk  in  its  mail  car  by  the  negligence  of  its  employees  to  the  same  ex- 
tent as  to  a  passenger  for  hire. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1058)  on  liability  of  carrier  for  injury  to 
mail  clerk;  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  99)  on  mail  agents  or  postal  clerks  as  passengers 
«nd  when  thev  become  such. 

Distinguished  in  Garrington  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Co.  143  Fed.  567,  holding  under 
rstatute  in  Pennsylvania  a  railway  mail  clerk  is  not  a  passenger  and  can  only 
recover  for  injuries  the  same  as  employers  of  company. 

20  L.  R.  A.  817,  NORFOLK  &  W.  R.  CO.  v.  LIPSCOMB,  90  Va.  137,  17  S.  E.  809. 
Punitive  damasen. 

Approved  in  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Neely,  91  Va.  545,  22  S.  E.  367,  holding 
passenger  ejected  by  mistake,  but  quietly  and  respectfully,  not  entitled  to  puni- 
tive damages;  Sun  Life  Assur  Co.  v.  Bailey,  101  Va.  451,  44  S,  E.  692,  holding 
instruction  in  suit  against  corporation  for  unauthorized  and  unratified  libel 
-written  by  its  agent,  that  standing  of  defendant  may  be  considered,  erroneous, 
«ince  actual  damages  only  recoverable. 

Cited  in  notes   (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  607)   on  exemplary  damages  against  corpo- 
rations;  (8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  381)  on  right  to  punitive  damages. 
I«labllity  for  default  or  delay  in   rnaninB  train. 

Cited  in  Green  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  121  Mo.  App.  731,  97  S.  W.  646, 
holding  passenger  may  recover  for  injury  caused  by  cold  and  exposure  due  to 
delay  of  freight  train. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.  R.  A.  544)  on  liability  to  passenger  for  default  or  delay 
in  running  train. 
Ijiabllity  of  railroad  for  act*  of  employees  of  sleeplngr  car  con&pany. 

Cited  in  notes  (130  Am.  St.  Rep.  41;  23  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1068)  on  liability  of 
railroad  for  acts  of  employee  of  sleeping  or  Pullman  car  company  toward  pas- 
sengers. 

20  L.  R.  A.  821,  Rl'TLAND  ELECTRIC  LIGHT  CO.  v.  MARBLE  CITY  ELEC- 
TRIC LIGHT  CO.  65  Vt.  377,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  868,  26  Atl.  635.    . 
Privilege  of  antiiKT  Mreet  an  eontrnet. 

Approved  in  St.  Louis  v.  Western  V.  Teleg.  Co.  63  Fed.  70,  holding  ordinance 
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permitting  telegrapli  company  to  use  street  on  condition  that  city  may  use  poles 
a  contract  precluding  subsequent  charge;  Northwestern  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  v.  Min- 
neapolis, 81  Minn.  147,  53  L.  R.  A.  184,  83  N.  W.  527,  holding  new  conditions 
cannot  be  imposed  upon  electric  company  as  to  poles  and  wires,  unless  necessarily 
required  in  exercise  of  police  power  and  control  of  streets. 

Cited  in  Northwestern  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  v.  Anderson,  12  N.  D.  590,  66  L.RA. 
774,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  580,  98  N.  W.  706,  1  Ann.  Cas.  110,  holding  ordinance 
authorizing  telephone  company  to  maintain  lines  on  the  street,  without  limi- 
tation as  to  time,  for  a  stipulated  consideration,  when  accepted  and  acted  upon 
by  grantee  by  compliance  with  its  conditions  becomes  a  contract  which  city  can- 
not alter  or  abolish  without  consent  of  grantees. 

Cited  in  notes  ( 50  L.  R.  A.  147 )  on  privilege  of  using  streets  as  contract,  with- 
in   constitutional    provision    against    impairing   obligation    of   contracts;     (125 
Am.  St.  Rep.  347)   on  grant  by  city  of  right  to  use  streets  and  sidewalks  for 
private  purpose. 
Confllctlnir  rtgrlitii  aa  to  ¥vire«« 

Approved  in  Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Louisville  Home  Teleph.  Co. 
110  Fed.  595,  holding  one  company  not  entitled  to  string  wires  so  close  to  those 
of  another  as  to  impair  their  efficiency. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel,  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Janesville  Street  R. 
Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  759,  which  upholds  right  to  compel  guard  wires  for  uninsulated 
trolley  wires  crossing  telephone  wires. 
Care  of  Trires. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Illingsworth  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  552, 
which  holds  reasonable  care  in  keeping  electric  wires  safe  due  towards  persons 
licensed  to  approach  them. 
Corporate   taxation   a«  affected   by  contract   clailae   in   Conatltotlon. 

Cited  in  note  (GO  L.  R.  A.  55)  on  corporate  taxation  in  United  States  as  af- 
fected by  contract  clause  in  Federal  Constitution. 

20  L.  R.  A.  822,  ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  F.  R,  CO.  v.  HEADLAND,  18  Colo.  477,  33 

Pac.  185. 
Judicial  notice. 

Approved  in  Kansas  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Bayles,  19  Colo.  353,  35  Pac.  744,  holding  tliat 
judicial  notice  may  be  taken  in  general  of  manner  in  which  railroads  conduct 
business. 
Who  la  pam^nBcr. 

Approved  in  Arkansas  Midland  R.  Co.  v.  Griffith,  68  Ark.  499,  39  S.  W,  650, 
holding,  in  absence  of  statute,  one  boarding  freight  train  not  passenger,  although 
fare  accepted;  Fitzgibbon  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  108  Iowa,  619,  79  N.  W.  477, 
holding  one  boarding  train  run  for  particular  class  of  excursionists,  with  notice 
of  its  character,  not  presumed  a  passenger;  Simmons  v.  Oregon  R.  Co.  41  Or.  157, 
09  Pac.  440,  holding  one  taking  passenger  on  extra  freight  train  becomes  passen- 
ger if  conductor  permits  him  to  remain". 

Cited  in  Texas  A  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Diffenbach,  92  C.  C.  A.  501,  167  Fed.  47,  hold- 
ing shipper  of  stock  riding  on  fast  freight  train  without  transportation  under 
promise  that  he  would  procure  same  at  next  division  point  not  passenger  after 
passing  division  point  and  subject  to  ejection;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Coyer,  163 
Ind.  640,  72  N.  E.  875,  holding  person  riding  in  caboose  of  work  train  gratuit- 
ously not  a  passencjer;  St.  Clair  v.  St-  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  122  Mo.  App.  526, 
99  S.  W.  775,  holding  employee  riding  in  train  not  a  passenger;  Radley  ▼. 
Columbia  R.  Co.  44  Or.  335,  75  Pac.  212,  1  Ann.  Cas.  447,  holding  person  in- 
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'tending  to  take  passage  on  caboose  of  freight  train  who  gets  on  engine  at  invi- 
'Cation  of  engineer,  not  a  passenger. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Purple  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  67  L.  R.  A.  700,  which  holds  one 
siding  on  train  prohibited  from  carrying  passengers,  a  trespasser. 

Cited  in  note    (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  78,  03)    on  who  are  passengers  and  when 
they  become  such. 
-Gratnltous  aervie«. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Walker  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R,  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  363,  which 
holds  baggageman  not  serving  master  in  delivering  drills  carried  to  accommodate 
third  persons. 

20  L.  R,  A.  827,  HENDERSON  v.  LONDON  &  L.  INS.  CO.  135  Ind.  23,  41  Am. 
St.  Rep.  410,  34  N.  E.  565. 

^Itle  of  aet. 

Approved  in  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  State,  142  Ind.  432,  41  N.  E.  937,  holding  rail- 
road companies  not  entitled  to  additional  time  in  which  to  obey  blackboard  law, 
where  title  explicit,  and  sixty  days  elapsed  between  time  of  passage  and  taking 
effect;  State  v.  Bailey,  157  Ind.  326,  59  L.  R.  A.  436,  61  N.  E.  ?30,  holding  title 
""Concerning  the  Education  of  Children"  covers  compulsory  education  law;  State 
^x  rel.  Plart  v.  Commercial  Ins.  Co.  158  Ind.  685,  64  N.  E.  466,  holding  provision 
en\powering  auditor  to  investigate  business  of  special  charter  insurance  compa- 
nies not  within  title  of  act  requiring  filing  of  annual  reports. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Bixman,  162  Mo.  68,  62  S.  W.  828  (dissenting  opinion),  ma- 
jority holding  act  providing  for  inspection  of  malt  liquors  manufactured  and 
sold  in  state  and  imposing  tax  for  inspection,  not  invalid,  as  containing  two 
subjects;  State  ex  rel.  Western  Constr.  Co.  v.  Clinton  County,  166  Ind.  198,  76 
N.  E.  986,  holding  where  the  title  to  a  statute  is  so  specific  in  expression  as  to 
be  exclusive  of  all  else,  only  such  specific  matters  may  be  embodied  in  the 
statute;  State  v.  Gibson,  30  Nev.  359,  96  Pac.  1057,  holding  if  subject  is  com- 
posed of  two  or  more  essential  elements,  the  expression  of  one  of  such  elements 
In  title  of  act  not  sufficient. 

Cited  in  note  (64  Am.  St.  Rep.  76)  on  sufficiency  of  title  of  statute. 
Public  or  private  purpose. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bush  v.  Orange  County,  45  L.  R.  A.  556,  which  holds  void, 
statute  authorizing  counties  to  raise  by  taxation  money  to  pay  drafted  men  or 
tlieir  heirs;  Pritchard  v.  Magoun,  46  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  authorizes  taxes  to  aid 
in  building  for  highway  and  railway  purposes  toll  bridge  owned  by  private  cor- 
poration; Dodge  V.  Mission  Twp.  54  L.  R.  A.  242,  which  holds  promotion  of  con- 
struction and  operation  of  sugar  mills  a  private  purpose  not  authorized  taxation ; 
Hubbard  v.  State,  68  L.  R.  A.  654,  w^hich  holds  void,  act  for  deduction  of  percent- 
age from  teacher's  salaries  for  pension  fund  for  them. 

Distinguished  in  Phoenix  Assur.  Co.  v.  Montgomery  Fire  Dept.  117  Ala.  651,  42 
L*.  R.  A.  473,  23  So.  843,  holding  that  purpose  of  privilege  or  occupation  tax  im- 
posed on  insurance  companies  to  raise  fund  for  benefit  of  fire  companies  is  public. 
Oorporaie  taxation. 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  350)  on  constitutional  equality  in  relation  to  corpo- 
rate taxation. 
•^—  Ob  lasuraBce  to  create  flreniem's  relief  fund. 

Cited  in  JEtna  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jones,  78  S.  C.  450,  13  L.R.A. (N.8.)  1149,  125 
Am.  St,  Rep.  818,  59  S.  E.  148.  holding  act  requiring  payment  by  insurance  com- 
pany of  certain  per  cent  of  premiums  to  create  a  pension  fund  for  disabled 
fireman  an  attempt  at  taxation. 
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Cited  in  note   (13  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    1148)   on  validity  of  tax  on  insurance  com- 
panies for  benefit  of  firemen. 
Valldttr  of  cla«slflc*Jitlon  In  statiitefl* 

Cited  in  Johnson  Count>'  v.  Johnson,  173  Tnd.  86,  89  N.  E.  590,  holding  that 
difTerent  classifications  of  persons  in  same  line  of  business  may  be  made  for 
2}urpose  of  taxation  so  long  as  constituent  classes  are  treated  alike;  Can*  v. 
State,  175  Ind.  265,  32  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1200,  93  N.  E.  1071  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  validity  of  law  exempting  professional  baseball  players  from  operation  of 
Sundav  laws. 

20  L.  R.  A.  834,  HARRISBURG  v.  SEGELBAUM,  151  Pa.  172,  24  Atl.  1070. 
"Wbat  is  pavtngr. 

Approved  in  Philadelphia  v.  Eddleman,  169  Pa.  464,  36  VV.  N.  C.  439,  32  Atl. 
639,  holding  use  of  any  material  converting  common  road  into  street  a  paving 
for  which  abutting  owner  assessable. 
Repavlnsr  of  street  or  reconstruction  of  sewer. 

Followed  in  Boyer  v.  Reading,  151  Pa.  194,  24  Atl.  1075,  holding  that  public 
streets  cannot '  be  repaved  at  expense  of  abutting  owners;  Chester  City  v. 
Evans,  32  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  643,  holding  same. 

Approved  in  Harrisburg  v.  Baptist,  156  Pa.  528,  27  Atl.  8,  holding  that  in  suit 
to  recover  assessment,  allegation  that  paving  was  not  an  original  paving  insuffi- 
cient to  raise  question;  Re  West  Third  Street  Sewer,  187  Pa.  567,  43  W.  N.  C. 
143,  41  Atl.  476,  holding  property  owner  not  assessable  for  reconstruction  of 
sewer  built  by  city  at  its  own  expense;  Re  Williamsport  Sewers,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
672,  holding  that  sewer  once  constructed  cannot  be  rebuilt  at  expense  of  abut- 
ting property  owners;  Philadelphia  use  of  Yost  v.  Odd  Fellows  Hall  Asso.  168 
Pa.  107,  31  Atl.  917,  holding  that  existing  private  sewer  does  not  exempt  abut- 
ting owner  from  assessment  for  public  sew^er. 

Cited  in  Re  Walnut  Ave.  Improvement.  37  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  35,  19  Pa.  Dist.  R. 
1064,  to  the  point  that  assessments  for  construction  of  sewers  and  original 
grading  of  streets  are  regarded  as  constitutional;  Philadelphia  v.  Meigfaan,  30 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  307,  13  Pa.  Dist.  R.  409,  27  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  168,  holding  abutting 
property  cannot  be  assessed  for  reconstruction  of  sewer. 
KiirlKt  to  appeal. 

Approved  in  Oil  City  v.  Oil  City  Boiler  Works,  152  Pa.  354,  31  W.  N.  C.  348, 
25  Atl.  549,  holding  assessments  for  construction  of  sewers  constitutional  without 
provision  for  appeal  from  action  of  officers  making  or  reWsing  them. 

Cited   in   Murdoch  v.   Pittsburgh,  223   Pa.   282,   72   Atl.   701,   holding  assess- 
ments for  construction  of  sewers  and  original  grading  of  streets  are  species  of 
taxation    and    constitutional    and    proper    without    provision    for    appeal   from 
action  of  those  intrusted  with  duty  of  making  and  revising  the  assessments. 
Jxkvy  trial  of  question  of  local  benefit. 

Approved  in  Re  Fifth  Sewer  District,  2  Lack.  Legal  News,  151,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R. 
304,  holding  that  question  of  local  benefit  cannot  be  tested  before  jury,  except  in 
extraordinary  instances. 

20  L.  R.  A.  838,  GOODYEAR  v.  BROW^N,  155  Pa.  514,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  903,  26 

Atl.  065. 
Public  policy. 

Approved  in  0*Donnell  v.  Breck,  7  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  27,  holding  that  in  all  deal- 
ings with  client,  highest  degree  of  fairness  and  good  faith  required  of  attorney; 
Pryor  v.  Lloyd,  4  Lack.  Legal  News,  328,  holding  that  deputy  prothonotary  can- 
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not  take  advantage  of  liia  office  to  secure  to  himself  priority  over  other  creditor 
in  issuance  of  execution. 

Cited  in  Pike's  Peak  Paint  Co.  v.  Masury,  19  Colo.  App.  290,  74  Pac.  796, 
holding  a  contract  to  be  against  public  policy  must  be  such  that  its  perform- 
ance would  in  some  way  have  a  tendency  to  work  injury  to  the  public;  Lain- 
liart  v.  Burr,  49  Fla.  330,  38  So.  711,  holding  contract  between  county  officer 
and  firm  of  which  he  is  a  member  for  supplies  for  county  against  public  policy; 
Maryland  Trust  Co.  v.  National  Mechanics  Bank,  102  Md.  632,  63  Atl.  70, 
holding  contract  by  wliich  a  party  loans  money  to  a  trust  company  to  be  used, 
with  the  knowledge  and  assistance  of  lender,  in  buying  its  own  shares  of  stock 
illegal  and  money  so  loaned  cannot  be  recovered;  Holland  v.  Slieehan,  108 
Minn.  365,  23  L.R.A.(X.S.)  Sll,  122  X.  W.  1,  17  Ann.  Cas.  687,  holding  con- 
tract between  attorney  and  layman  whereby  latter  agrees  to  hunt  up  and  bring 
to  attorney  those  having  causes  of  action  against  railroad  company  and  divide 
fees  void  as  against  public  policy:  Ross  v.  Shepherd,  84  Xeb.  270,  120  X.  W. 
1132,  holding  county  attorney  not  entitled  to  fees  for  representing  woman  in 
bastardy  suit;  Spead  v.  Tomlinson,  73  N.  H.  59,  68  L.R.A.  438.  59  Atl.  376, 
holding  when  one  voluntarily  follows  advice  of  Christian  Science  healer  there 
can  be  no  recovery  for  negligence  of  such  healer  on  ground  that  Christian 
Science  is  against  public  policy. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brooks  v.  Cooper,  21  L.  R.  A.  617,  which  holds  void,  con- 
tract between  newspapers  for  alternate  selection  and  division  of  profits  of  public 
printing;  Sylvester  v.  Webb,  52  L.  R.  A.  518,  which  sustains  contract  to  erect 
school  building  by  member  of  building  committee  and  selectmen  of  town. 

20  L.  R.  A.  842,  LYNCH  v.  UNION  INST.  FOR  SAV.  159  Mass.  306,  34  N.  E. 

364. 
fnjancttve   relief. 

Approved  in  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Essington,  27  Ind.  App.  293.  60  N.  E. 
457,  holding  mandatory  injunction  proper,  requiring  removal  of  obstruction  and 
re?*toration  of  driveway  under  track;  O'Brien  v.  Goodrich,  177  Mass.  34,  58  N.  E. 
151,  enjoining  interference  with  right  of  way  to  well,  although  other  access  of- 
fered; Harrington  v.  McCarthy,  169  Mass.  403,  48  X.  E.  278.  enjoining  mainte- 
nance of  building  erected  over  line,  where  owner's  attention  called  to  fact,  though 
building  fronts  on  driveway;  Boland  v.  St.  John's  Schools,  163  Mass.  239,  39  N. 
E.  1035,  granting  mandatory  injunction  for  removal  of  fence  obstructing  drive- 
way over  which  plaintiff  has  right  of  way:  Shroyer  v.  Campl)ell,  31  Ind.  App. 
87,  67  X.  E.  193,  liolding  mandatory  injunction  requiring  removal  of  stairway 
which  obstructs  door  and  shuts  off  light  and  ventilation  not  abuse  of  discretion; 
Providence,  F.  R.  &  N.  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Fall  River,  183  Mass.  543,  67  X.  E.  647,  en- 
joining use  of  another's  proi)erty  without  legal  right,  where  continuation  of  such 
wrongful  use  is  threatened. 

Cited  in  Kershishian  v.  Johnson,  210  Mass.  137.  30  L.R.A. (X.S.)  405,  96  N. 
E.  56,  holding  that  one  who  locates  building  partly  on  adjoining  land  may  be 
compelled  by  mandatory  injunction  to  remove  encroachment;  Kendall  v.  Hardy, 
208  Mass.  28,  94  X.  E,  2.')4,  to  the  point  that  court  has  discretion  as  to  issuance 
of  mandatory  injunction  where  circumstances  are  such  that  right  to  injunction 
is  technical,  and  damages  may  be  recovered;  Downey  v.  Hood,  203  Mass.  11, 
89  X.  E.  24,  holding  injunction  may  be  granted  against  obstructions  in  street; 
(  urtis  ^rfg.  Co.  V.  Spencer  Wire  Co.  203  Mass.  451,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  307,  89 
X.  E.  534;  O'Brien  v.  Murphy,  189  Mass.  356,  75  X.  E.  700,— -holding  in- 
junction may  issue  against  repeated  trespasses. 

Cited  in   footnote  to   Allen   v.  Stowell,  68  L.R.A.  223,   which   sustains   right 
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to  mandatory  injunction  to  compel  removal  of  dams  wrongfully  diverting  water 
onto  plaintiff's  property  so  as  to  destroy  trees  and  cut  gulches. 
Restriction  In  deed. 

Distinguished  in  Reardon  v.  Murphy,   163  Mass.  502.  40  N.  E.  854,  holding 
piazza  a  "building"  within  restriction  as  to  distance  of  building  from  street. 
Proportional  damaire. 

Approved  in  Roberts  v.  Cambridge,  170  Mass.  202,  49  N.  E.  84,  sustaining  re- 
fusal to  submit  to  master  question  as  to  proportional  damage  to  parties,  whether 
contract  specifically  enforced  or  not. 
Kavitable  relief. 

Cited  in  Batchelor  v.  Hinkle,  140  App.  Div.  626,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  929  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  enforcement  of  agreement  by  court  of  equity  when  its 
terms  have  been  wilfully  violated;  Institution  for  Sav.  v.  Puffer,  201  Mass. 
47,  87  N.  E.  562,  denying  specific  performance  of  agreement  to  purchase  land 
when  title  is  doubtful. 

20  L.  R.  A.  844,  BOSTON  FERRULE  CO.  v.  HILLS.  159  Mass.  147,  34  N.  E.  85. 
Injunctive  relief. 

Approved  in  American  Waltham  Watch  Co.  v.  United  States  Watch  Co.  173 
Mass.  86,  43  L.  R.  A.  830,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  263,  53  N.  E.  141,  holding  that  orig- 
inal manufacturer  may  enjoin  use  of  geographical  name  by  another  in  such  way 
as  to  deceitfully  divert  plaintifTs  custom;  Downing  v.  Elliott,  182  Mass.  29,  64 
N.  E.  201,  holding  that  use  of  soft  coal  by  florist  will  not  be  enjoined  at  suit  of 
proprietor  of  ice  pond,  where  damage  sustained  thereby  is  insignificant. 

Cited  in  Missouri  v.  Illinois.  200  U.  S.  522,  60  L.  ed.  579,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
268,  as  to  when  injunction  granted. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sullivan  v.  Jones  &  L.  Steel  Co.  66  L.R^.  712,  wliich 
holds  that  manufacturer  of  pig  iron  will  be  enjoined  from  changing  manner  of 
operating  furnaces  if  result  is  to  cast  ore  dust  on  neighboring  residential  prop- 
erty in  such  quantity  as  to  destroy  homes  or  other  property  tliere  situated: 
Wade  V.  Miller,  69  L.R.A.  820,  which  holds  characteristic  noises  and  odors  from 
chicken  house  and  yard  maintained  in  cleanly  manner  not  a  nuisance. 
Pollution  of  stream. 

Approved  in  Muncie  Pulp  Co.  v.  Martin,  23  Ind.  App.  561,  66  N.  E.  796,  hold- 
ing that  pollution  of  stream  with  refuse  and  acids  from  mill  constitutes  nuisance 
rendering  allegation  of  unreasonable  use  unnecessary. 
Jjlscomfort  from  gra*^"* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Swift  v.  Broyles,  58  L.  R.  A.  390,  which  sustains  right  to 
compensation  for  discomfort  from  noxious  gases,  etc.,  from  chemical  works  on  ad- 
joining premises. 

20  L.  R.  A.  846,  McLEOD  v.  TARRANT,  39  S.  C.  271,  17  S.  E.  773. 
Convey^ance  In  habendum  of  deed. 

Cited  in  Hunt  v.  Nolen,  46  S.  C.  364,  24  S.  E.  310,  as  to  whether  estate  can  be 
conveyed  in  habendum  of  deed;  Miller  v.  Graham,  47  S.  C.  296,  25  S.  E.  168. 
holding  that  conveyance  to  grantee  and  heirs  of  her  body  creates  fee  conditional, 
although  habendum  and  warranty  clauses  grant  to  heirs  of  her  body,  their  heirs 
or  assigns;  McMichael  v.  McMichael,  51  S.  C.  558,  29  8.  £.  403,  holding  that 
words  '^assigns  forever*'  in  habendum  clause  cannot  enlarge  life  estate  into  fee 
simple;  Chavis  v.  Chavis,  57  S.  C.  175,  35  S.  E.  507,  holding  that  habendum 
clause  to  grantee,  her  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  enlarges  life  estate  into  fee 
simple. 
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Cited  in  note   (14  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  788)   on  enlarging  by  explaining  grant  by 
habendum  clause. 
TenaAcy  by  entirety. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Thornburg  v.  \Viggins,  22  L.  R.  A.  42,  which  holds  tenancy 
by  entirety  not  created  by  conveyance  to  Imsband  and  wife  "in  joint  tenancy." 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.  R.  A.  320)  on  tenancy  by  entireties. 

Distinguished  in  Green  v.  Cannady,  77  S.  C.  197,  57  S.  E.  832,  holding  under 
statute  grant  to  husband  and  wife  created  tenancy  in  common. 
Absence  of  ifV'ord«  of  Inheritance. 

Cited  in  Bradford  v.  Griffin,  40  S.  C.  475,  19  S.  E.  76;  Jones  t.  Swearingen,  42 
S.  C.  6G,  19  S.  £.  947,  holding  that,  in  absence  of  words  of  inheritance,  only  life 
estate  passes  to  grantee. 
L.lniitatlou  of  s-enerai  lanfruaare  by  recital. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Davenport  v.  GwilHams,  22  L.  R.  A.  244,  holding  general 
language  of  deed  not  limited  by  recital  of  intent  to  pass  wife's  interest. 

20  L.  R.  A.  860,  BALDWIN  v.  DOUGLAS  COUNTY,  37  Neb.  283,  66  N.  W.  876. 
Reimbarsinar  county  for  care  of  insane. 

Cited  in  McCue  v.  Lewis,  18  N.  D.  132,  119  N.  W.  1037,  to  the  point  that 
legislature  has  power  to  require  counties  to  reimburse  state  for  expense  of 
maintaining  insane  patients;  Richardson  v.  Stuesser,  126  Wis.  73,  69  L.R.A. 
832,  103  N.  W.  261,  4  Ann.  Cas.  784,  holding  in  absence  of  statute  husband  not 
liable  to  county  for  care  of  insane  wife. 

Annotation  cited  in  Kaiser  v.  State,  80  Kan.  366,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  295,  102 
Pac.  464,  as  to  power  of  state  to  compel  taxpayer  to  pay  for  care  of  insane 
relatives. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Richardson  v.  Stuesser,  69  L.R.A.  829,  which  denies 
husband's  liability  for  support  of  his  wife  at  an  insane  asylum  to  which  she 
has  been  removed  by  due  process  of  law. 

Distinguished  in  Guthrie  County  v.  Conrad,  133  Iowa,  175,  110  N.  W.  464, 
holding  statute  making  relatives  of  insane  persons  liable  for  hospital  expenses 
of  such  persons  does  not  impose  double  taxation. 

Criticised  as  dictum  in  Phillips  v.  Cox,  7  Cal.  App.  306,  94  Pac.  377,  uphold- 
ing statute  requiring  relatives  under  certain  circumstances  to  pay  for  main- 
tainence  of  lunatic  in  public  asylum. 

Criticised  and  in  effect  overruled  in  Kearney  County  v.  Elsam,  81  Neb.  491, 
116  N.  W.  270,  on  the  ground  that  the  validity  of  the  particular  statute  was 
not  involved  in  the  cited  case. 

Disapproved  in  Bon  Homme  County  v.  Berndt,  15  S.  D.  498,  90  N.  W.  147, 
holding  requirement  that  estate  of  insane  patient  reimburse  county  for  money 
expended  in  his  care  constitutional;  Kaiser  v.  State,  80  Kan.  366,  24  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  297,  102  Pac.  464,  holding  statute  making  estate  of  insane  person  liable 
for  his  care,  constitutional. 

20  L.  R.  A.  853,  LINCOLN  RAPID  TRANSIT  CO.  v.  NICHOLS,  37  Neb.  332,  55 

N.  W.  872. 
Attempt   to   escape   from   dangrerons  position. 

Approved  in  Anna  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  96  Mo.  App.  649,  70  S.  W.  398,  holding 
one  thrown  in  depression  in  track,  and  lying  in  safety  under  passing  train,  negli- 
gent in  moving;  St.  Joseph  &  G.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Hedge,  44  Neb.  460,  62  N.  W.  887, 
holding  passenger  placed  in  position  of  apparent  peril  through  carrier's  negli- 
gence may  recover  for  injuries  sustained  in  endeavoring  to  escape;  Crampton  y^ 
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Ivie  Bros.  124  N.  C.  697,  32  S.  E.  968,  holding  that  one  injured  in  turning  sud- 
denly out  of  road  and  upon  bank  to  avoid  collision  may  recover  damages. 

Cited  in  Hainlin  v.  Budge,  56  Fla.  359,  47  So.  825,  holding  that  passenger 
placed  in  dangerous  position  by  negligence  of  carrier,  may  recover  for  injuries 
received  while  escaping  in  obedience  to  natural  instincts  of  self-preservation; 
Omaha  Water  Co.  v.  Schamel,  78  C.  C.  A.  68,  147  Fed.  506;  Cudahy  Packing 
Co.  v.  Wesolowski,  76  Neb.  791,  106  N.  W.  1007;  Hainlin  v.  Budge,  56  Fla.  357, 
47  So.  825, — holding  person  placed  in  a  perilous  position  by  negligence  of  an- 
other can  recover  although  after  being  in  such  position  he  acted  negligently  in 
attempt  to  escape. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tuttle  v.  Atlantic  City  R.  Co.  54  L.R.A.  582,  which 
authorizes  recovery  for  fall  while  trying  to  escape  from  derailed  cur;  Palmer 
v.  Warrent  Street  R.  Co.  63  L.R.A.  507,  which  holds  passenger  not  negligent  in 
jumping  from  moving  car  to  avoid  impending  collision. 

Cited  In  note    (37  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   45)   on  care  required  in  sudden  emergency. 
Injury  by  street  cnr. 

Approved  in  Omaha  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Duvall,  40  Neb.  36,  58  N.  W.  531,  hold- 
ing that,  in  absence  of  negligence,  one  injured  when  his  horse  sprang  on  track 
may  recover  if  motorman  might,  by  reasonable  care,  have  std^ped  car. 

Cited  in  notes  (34  L.R.A.  485,  486)  on  frightening  of  horse  by  street  car: 
(69  L.R.A.  528)  on  care  due  by  street  railroad  to  person  driving  frightened 
horse. 


20  L.  R.  A.  856,  HANSON  v.  GLOBE  NEWSPAPER  CO.  159  Mass.  293,  34  N.  E. 

462. 
Liibeloiifl  publication. 

Approved  in  Pellardis  v.  Journal  Printing  Co.  99  Wis.  160,  74  N.  W.  99,  hold- 
ing charge  that  plaintiff  was  referred  to  in  libelous  article  not  erroneous,  where 
answer  admits  such  fact. 

Cited  in  Hubbard  v.  Allyn,  200  Mass.  172,  86  N.  E.  356;  Ellis  v.  Brockton 
Pub.  Co.  198  Mass.  541,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  454,  84  N.  E.  1018,  16  Ann.  Caa.  83,— 
holding  question  whether  article  was  published  of  and  concerning  plaintiff  was 
question  of  fact  unless  there  was  no  ambiguity  in  the  language  used. 

Cited  in  notes  (35  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  596)  on  publication  of  one's  photograph  in 
connection  with  scandalous  matter  concerning  another;  (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
38)    on  what  constitutes  a  publication  of  libel. 

Distinguished  in  Weber  v.  Butler,  81  Hun,  246,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  713,  holding 
punitive  damages  allowable  where  carelessly  prepared  article  charged  plaintitf 
with  bigamy. 

Disapproved  in  Farley  v.  Evening  Chronicle  Pub.  Co.  113  Mo.  App.  232,  87  S. 
W.  565,  holding  where  newspaper  printed  plaintiff's  picture  with  his  name  un- 
derneath and  followed  same  with  libelous  article  it  was  liable  although  article 
was  not  intended  to  refer  to  plaintiff  but  to  another  of  the  same  name;  and 
referring  with  approval  to  annotation  on  this  point. 

20  L.  R.  A.  861,  PERKINS  v.  STEIN,  94  Ky.  433,  22  S.  W.  649. 
Elements  of  anaault  and  battery. 

Cited  in  Donner  v.  Graap,  134  Wis.  528,  115  N.  W.  125,  holding  negligently 
striking  another  with  beer  glass  not  battery. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Carr  v.  State,  20  L.  R.  A.  863,  which  holds  assault  in- 
volved in  administering  poison. 
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20  L.  R.  A.  863,  CARR  v.  STATE,  135  Ind.  1,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  408,  34  N.  E.  633. 
Re'vle'vr  of  mllnar  on  theory  decided. 

Cited  in  Haggart  v.  Stehlin,  137  Ind.  64,  22  L.  R.  A.  589,  35  N.  E.  997,  dis- 
senting opinion   by  Howard,   Ch.   J.,   who  holds  that  correctness  of  ruling  of 
lower  court  should  be  determined  on  theory  on  which  case  tried. 
Elements  of  assanlt* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Perkins  v.  Stein,  20  L.  R.  A.  862,  which  holds  negligently 
driving  over  person  not  assault. 
^  GIvinflT  poison. 

Cited  in  Rice  v.  State,  54  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  166,  112  S.  W.  299,  holding  ad- 
ministering poison  assault. 
Evidence  of  arood  clinracter. 

Cited  in  footnote  te  Daniels  v.  State,  64  L.  R.  A.  286,  which  requires  evi- 
dence of  good  character  to  be  weighed  by  jury  according  to  weight  of  testimony 
by  which  supported. 

Cited  in  note  (103  Am.  St.  Rep.  897)  on  evidence  of  good  character  to  create 
doubt  of  guilt. 
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21  L.  R.  A.  33,  RILEY  v.  MARTINELLl,  97  Cal.  575,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  209,  32 

Pac.  679. 
Trust  as  presumption  of  fact. 

Cited. in  Zenda  Min.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Tiffin,  11  Cal.  App.  66,  104  Pac.  10,  on  the 
purchaser  of  land  with  the  money  of  another  who  takes  the  title  in  his  own 
name  being  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  furnishing  the  money;  Deck  v. 
Tabler,  41  W.  Va.  335,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  837,  23  S.  E.  721,  holding  the  presump- 
tion that  where  land  is  purchased  with  the  money  of  another  in  the  name  of  the 
purchaser  a  trust  is  created,  is  one  of  fact  which  may  be  rebutted. 
Husband  as  trustee  for  -wife. 

Cited  in  Heinrich  v.  Heinrich,  2  Cal.  App.  483,  84  Pac.  326,  holding  a  hus- 
band purchasing  land  with  the  money  of  his  wife  and  taking  title  in  his  own 
name  will  be  presumed  to  be  holding  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Stearns  v.  Fraleigh,  39  L.  R.  A.  705,  which  sustains  right 
to  appoint  husband  trustee  of  property  conveyed  by  him  in  trust  for  wife  and 
children. 
Protection  of  bona   flde   purchasers  against   unkno-vvn   equities. 

Approved  in  DeLany  v.  Knapp,  111  Cal.  169,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  160,  43  Pac.  598, 
holding  judgment  creditor  purchasing  without  notice  of  secret  trust,  bona  fide 
purchaser  and  protected  against  unknown  equities;  Pugh  v.  Highley,  152  Ind. 
258,  44  L.  R.  A.  396,  footnote  p.  392,  71  Am.  St,  Rep,  327,  53  N.  E.  171,  hold- 
in;'  judgment  creditor  purchasing  in  good  faith  protected  against  unknown 
equities. 

Cited  in  Robinson  v.  Muir,  151  C!al.  122,  90  Pac.  521,  on  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
for  value  without  notice  as  being  entitled  to  prevail  ap:ainst  a  prior  unrecorded 
deed;  Moultrie  v.  Wright,  154  Cal.  523,  98  Pac.  257,  on  a  person  taking  a  mort- 
gaf^e  with  notice  of  a  trust  existing  in  favor  of  one  paying  part  of  the  purchase 
money  as  holding  his  mortgage  lien  subject  to  the  trust. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Johnson  v.  Equitable  Securities  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  933, 
which  holds  bona  fide  purchaser  paying  purchase  money  protected  from  unknown 
equities;  Pennock  v.  Douglas  County,  27  L.  R.  A.  121,  denying  duty  of  city  to 
refund  money  received  on  sale  for  special  assessment,  when  land  was  not  subject 
thereto;  DiNola  v.  Allison,  65  L.R.A.  419,  which  holds  title  of  stranger  pur- 
chasing after  taking  of  appeal  from  judgment  from  one  who  had  purchased 
land  at  his  own  foreclosure  sale  subject  to  defeat  by  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

Cited  in  notes   (55  LJl.A.  282)  on  effect  of  levy  under  void  or  voidable  judg- 

Bient;    (27  L.R.A.(N.S.)    735)    on  rights  of  one  acquiring  interest  in  property 

from  party  pending  appellate  proceedings;    (36  L.R.A. (N.S.)   1218)   on  liability 

of  execution  creditor  for  return  of  price  on  failure  of  title  to  property  sold  on 
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execution;    (79  Am.  St.  Rep.  948,  950)    on  title  acquired  by  one  purchasing  at 
his  own  execution  sale. 

Distinguished  in  Murphy  v.  Clayton,  113  Cal.  167,  45  Pac  267,  holding  general 
creditors,  neither  purchasers  nor   lien  holders,   not  protected  against   unknown 
equities. 
SnbroKatlon  under  -written  contract. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Faires  v.  Cockrill,  28  L.  R.  A.  628,  which  denies  rigbt  to 
contribution  or  subrogation  between  co-obligors  on  written  contract. 
Instrncttons  in  eqaity  case. 

Cited  in  Lawlor  v.  Kemper,  20  Mont.  19,  49  Pac.  398,  holding  where  special 
issues  are  submitted  to  the  jury  in  an  equity  case,  the  instructions  given  will 
not  be  considered  on  appeal. 

21  L.  R.  A.  54,  BOSWELL  v.  CUNNINGHAM,  32  Fla.  277,  13  So.  364. 
Necessity  of  agent's  fpood  faitli. 

Cited  in  Burnham  City  Lumber  Co.  v.  Rannie,  59  Fla.  191,  50  So.  617,  hold- 
ing that  agent  who  is  required  to  exercise  discretion  in  employment  cannot  also 
act  as  agent  for  third  party  without  principal's  consent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Holmes  v.  Cathcart,  60  L.  R.  A.  734,  which  requires 
agent,  authorized  to  make  sale  or  exchange  at  specified  terms,  to  disclose  to 
principal  facts  as  to  more  advantageous  one  learned  of;  Strong  v.  Brennan,  47 
L.  R.  A.  792,  which  denies  right  of  attorney  to  recover  for  services  to  association 
employing  him,  when  also  engaged  and  paid  by  adverse  party;  Trice  v.  Comstoek, 
61  L.  R.  A.  176,  which  denies  right  of  one  employed  to  conduct  probable  cus- 
tomers to  principals  engaged  in  reselling  at  advances  options  procured  from 
owners,  to  purchase  for  own  benefit  adversely  to  principals,  even  after  agency 
terminates;  Van  Dusen  v.  Bigelow,  67  L.R.A.  288,  which  holds  that  agent  for 
collecting  rent,  paying  tax,  seeing  to  repairs,  and  giving  advice  as  to  value  of 
farm  lands,  cannot  purchase  for  himself  without  full  disclosure  of  all  facts 
bearing  on  the  value  of  the  land;  State  v.  Edwards,  69  L.R.A.  667,  which  denies 
right  of  commission  merchants  to  whom  grain  is  consigned  for  sale  on  com- 
missions to  purchase  themselves  after  business  hours  at  highest  price  of  the  day 
on  the  board  of  trade. 
"When  constructive  trust  created. 

Approved  in  Waller  v.  Jones,  107  Ala.  342,  18  So.  277,  holding  that  one  agree- 
ing to  redeem  property  or  purchase  tax  titles  for  benefit  of  owner  upon  promise 
of  repayment,  by  taking  title  to  himself,  raises  constructive  trust;  Woodfin  v. 
Marks,  104  Tenn.  519,  58  S.  W.  227,  holding  one  agreeing  with  widow  to  bid  off 
husband's  lands  for  her  benefit  compelled  to  surrender  benefit  upon  her  assump- 
tion of  obligations. 

Cited  in  Brookings  Land  &  T.  Co.  v.  Bertness,  17  S.  D.  303,  96  N.  W.  97. 
holding  where  an  agent  instructed  to  purchase  certain  land  at  a  price  not 
above  a  certain  amount,  purchased  in  his  wife's  name  at  a  price  slightly  above 
the  price  designated  without  notifying  the  principal,  a  trust  resulted  in  favor 
of  the  principal. 

21  L.  R.  A.  58,  SCOVILL  v.  McMAHON,  62  Conn.  378,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  350,  20 

Atl.  479. 
"When  condition  created. 

Approved  in  Kilpatrick  v.  Baltimore,  81  Md.  193,  27  L.  R.  A.  645,  48  Am.  St. 
Rep.  509^  31  Atl.  805,  holding  condition  not  created  by  habendum  clause  ''to 
have  and  to  hold     ...    as  and  for  a  street,"  following  granting  clause. 
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Cited  in  Quinlan  v.  Green  County,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  867,  84  C.  C.  A.  537,  157 
Fed.  40,  on  the  calling  of  a  stipulation  or  provision  in  a  deed  a  condition  ad  not 
being  conclusive  of  the  nature  thereof. 

Cited  in  notes    (11  L.R.A.(N.S.)    513,  514,  517,  518,  520,  526)    on  effect  of 
specifying  use  of  real  estate  in  devise  to  religious  society;    (79  Am.  St.  Rep. 
740.  750,  751 )   on  what  words  create  condition  subsequent. 
Elfe«t  of  Inability  to  perforin  condition. 

Cited  in  Xew  Haven  County  v.  Trinity  Church  Parish,  82  Conn.  382,  73  Atl. 
789,  17  Ann.  Cas.  432.  holding  the  failure  of  a  church,  receiving  a  legacy  on 
condition  that  it  should  build  a  Sunday  school  room  on  certain  premises,  to 
perform  such  condition  because  such  premises  are  taken  by  the  county  for  a 
public  purpose  does  not  deprive  the  church  of  the  right  to  the  legacy. 

Cited  in  notes  (10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  415)  on  effect  of  passage  of  statute  render- 
ing performance  of  contract  impossible;  (70  Am.  St.  Rep.  830)  on  impossibility 
of  performance  of  conditions  precedent  or  consequent;  (120  Am.  St.  Rep.  473) 
on  effect  of  statutes  making  pre-existing  contracts  illegal. 

Distinguished  in  Lyford  v.  Laconia,  75  N.  H.  224,  22  L.R.A.(X.S.)  1065,  139 
Am.  St.  Rep.  680,  72  Atl.  1085,  holding  on  the  taking  by  the  state  of  the  use  of 
land  given  to  a  religious  society  for  a  specified  religious  use  with  a  reverter  to 
the  grantor  and  his  heirs  on  the  termination  of  the  use,  an  heir  of  the  grantor 
<;ouId  not  demand  damages  for  such  taking. 
Condition  precedent. 

Cited  in  Green  County  v.  Quinlan,  211  U.  S.  594,  53  L.  ed.  342,  29  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  162,  modifying  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  857,  84  C.  C.  A.  537,  157  Fed.  40,  holding 
where  a  county  authorizes  the  issuance  of  bonds  to  aid  in  the  construction  of 
a  railroad,  a  condition  that  such  bonds  shall  not  be  issued  until  the  county 
«hall  be  exonerated  from  a  prior  subscription  to  the  stock  of  another  railroad, 
is  precedent  to  the  lawful  issue  of  the  bonds. 
Accrual  of  cnnneii  of  action. 

C  ited  in  Cabrera  v.  Payne,  10  Cal.  App.  678,  103  Pac.  176,  on  the  accrual  of 
causes  of  action. 
Rearnlatlon  of  cemeteries. 

Cited  in  notes  (27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  268)  on  regulations  of  burials  and  ceme- 
teries: (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  948)  on  burial  ground  or  cemetery  as  nuisance;  (87 
Am.  St.  Rep.  684)  on  power  of  municipality  to  regulate,  prohibit,  or  discontinue 
cemeteries. 

21  L.  R.  A.  62,  WEBB  v.  DEMOPOLIS,  95  Ala.  116,  13  So.  289. 
T'ltle  to  land  on  •treams. 

Cited  in  notes  (42  L.R.A.  174)  on  title  to  land  under  water;  (23  Eng.  Rul. 
Cas.  190)  on  ownership  of  riparian  owner  to  thread  of  stream. 

Qualified  in  Mobile  Transp.  Co.  v.  Mobile,  128  Ala.  348,  64  L.  R.  A.  342,  86  Am. 
St.  Rep.  143.  30  So.  645,  Affirmed  in  187  U.  S.  486,  47  L.  ed.  271,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.   170,  holding  that  grant  from  government  of  land  adjoining  shore  where 
tide  ebbs  and  flows  only  extends  to  high-water  mark. 
Rffrht  to  erect  irharTcs. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Gainesville,  160  Ala.  181,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  66,  14  Ann. 
i'as.  1134,  holding  that  city  may  maintain  free  wharf  at  intersection  of  street 
and  river. 

Cited  in  notes    (40  L.R.A.  645)    on  right  to  erect  wharves;    (70  L.R.A.  205) 
on  right  to  wharfage. 
IVliat  conHtltnten  dedication  and  elTect  tbereof. 

Approved  in  Avondale  Land  Co.  v.  Avondale,  111  Ala.  529,  21  So.  318,  hold- 
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ing  irrevocable  dedication  of  land  for  public  park  made  by  land  company's  im- 
provement tliereof  as  such,  refusal  to  pay  taxes  thereon,  and  designation  thereof 
as  park  on  plat  shown  purchasers;  Ralston  v.  Weston,  46  VV.  Va.  551,  76  Am. 
St.  Rep.  834,  33  S.  E.  326 ;  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Alabama  G.  T.  R.  Co.  96  Ala,  278, 
17  L.  R.  A.  480,  11  So.  483;  Roberts  v.  Mathews,  137  Ala.  528,  97  Am.  St.  Rep. 
56,  34  So.  624, —  holding  dedication  of  land  as  roads  made  by  making  and  re- 
cording map  showing  lots  and  roads  and  selling  lots  according  to  numbers  there- 
on; Ham  V.  Dadeville,  100  Ala.  203,  14  So.  9,  holding  neither  nonuser,  prescrip- 
tion, nor  statute  of  limitations  available  where  town,  laid  out  and  streets  dedi- 
cated, becomes  incorporated;  Douglans  v.  Montgomery,  118  Ala.  606,  43  L.  R.  A, 
378,  24  So.  745,  holding  that  cities  have  no  right  to  sell  lands  dedicated  and 
used  as  parks,  etc.,  or  to  divert  them  from  uses  to  which  originally  dedicated; 
Ralston  v.  Weaton,  46  W.  Va.  555,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  834,  33  S.  E.  326,  holding 
neither  prescription,  adverse  possession  under  statute  of  limitations,  nor  equi- 
table estoppel   available   to  destroy  casement  of  public  in   dedicated   highway; 
McClellan  v.  Weston,  49  W.  Va.  678,  55  L.  R.  A.  900,  footnote  p.  898,  39  S.  E. 
670,  holding  title  by  adverse  possession  not  acquirable  in  streets,  etc.,  dedicated 
to  public  use;  Turner  v.  Hillsboro,  127  N.  C.  155,  37  S.  E.  191,  holding  title  to 
streets,  parks,  etc.,  not  acquirable  by  adverse  possession,  however  long,  so  as  to 
bar  town;  Wright  v.  Doniphan,  169  Mo.  614,  70  S.  W.  146,  holding  that  neither 
failure  of  city  to  prosecute  person   encroaching  upon   public  highway,  nor  hit. 
occupancy  thereof  for  ten  or  twelve  years  without  objection,  nor  assessment  and 
collection  of  taxes  from  him,  estops  city  from  setting  up  title  to  land  encroached 
upon;  Smith  v.  Opelika,  165  Ala.  633,  51  So.  821,  holding  that  street  dedicated 
by  mapping  and  platting  of  land  by  owner  is  not  affected  by  nonuser;  Jackson 
V.  Birmingham  Foundry  &  Mach.  Co.  154  Ala.  468,  45  So.  660,  holding  the  plat- 
ting of  land  into  lots  and  streets  and  the  sale  of  the  lots  with  reference  to  the 
platting  of  the  streets  amounts  to  a  dedication  of  the  streets;  Davies  v.  Epstein. 
77  Ark.  226,  92  S.  W.  19,  holding  where  the  plat  of  a  village  showed  a  street 
parallel  with  the  shore  of  a  lake  and  abutting  thereon  and  no  intervening  space 
between  the  lake  and  the  street  being  shown,  a  dedication  of  public  access  to  the 
lake  will  be  shown. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Norrell  v.  Augusta  R.  &  Electric  Co.  59  L.  R,  A.  101, 
which  holds  title  by  prescription  not  acquired  by  adverse  possession  of  land  dedi- 
cated and  accepted  as  city  street ;  St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Go.  v.  I>uluth,  43  L.  R.  A.  433, 
which  holds  mere  construction  and  occasional  use  of  railroad  track  across  unim- 
proved platted  street  not  adverse  possession;  Renter  v.  Lawe,  34  L.  R.  A.  733, 
which  sustains  estoppel  against  claim  to  park  by  dedication  on  plat  by  one  con- 
tinuing in  possession. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   811)  on  leaving  blank  in  plat  as  dedication. 

Distinguished  in  Columbia  &  P.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Seattle,  33  Wash.  519,  74  Pac. 
670,  holding  a  plat  filed  which  showed  the  names  and  widths  of  streets  but  did 
not  show  the  name  of  a  strip  along  one  extremity  of  the  plat  which  was  below 
the  tide  water  line,  did  not  show  an  intention  to  dedicate  such  strip  as  a  street: 
Krause  v.  El  Paso,  101  Tex.  216,  14  L.R.A. (N.S.)  684,  130  Am.  St,  Rep.  831, 
106  S.  W.  121,  holding  where  a  person  erected  a  building  in  conformity  with 
property  lines  designated  by  the  city  engineer  and  constructed  a  sidewalk  ac- 
cording to  orders  from  the  city  and  maintained  it  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  city  and  occupied  the  premises  for  over  twenty  years,  the 
city  is  estopped  to  claim  part  of  his  lot  for  a  public  highway. 
Rigrht*  In  and  title  to  public  y/vm^ym. 

Cited  in  Bristol  v.  Palmer,  83  Vt.  65,  31  L.R.A. (N.S.)  896,  74  Atl.  332,  hold- 
ing that  under  statute  no  rights  can  be  acquired  within  limits  of  highway  or 
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public  stream  by  prescription;  Gainesville  v.  Thomas,  61  Fla.  547,  54  So.  780,  on 
whether  or  not  statute  of  limitations  should  run  against  municipality  in  exer- 
•cise  of  governmental  as  opposed  to  their  proprietary  functions;  Mobile  Transp. 
Co.  V.  Mobile,  153  Ala.  415,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  365,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  34,  44  So. 
976,  holding  the  title  of  a  city  to  the  shores  of  navigable  streams  held  in  trust 
for  the  public  cannot  be  divested  by  the  adverse  possession  of  a  riparian  owner; 
Bischof  V.  Merchants  Nat.  Bank,  75  Neb.  841,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  490,  106  N.  VV. 
~996,  on  the  rights  of  the  public  in  a  public  street. 

Cited  in  notes  (7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  247,  251)  on  improvements  by  abutting  owner 

with  reference  to  supposed  boundary  as  estopping  municipality  from  asserting 

true  line;    (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  494)    on   adverse  possession  of  public  property; 

(87  Am.  St.  Rep.  780)   on  right  to  acquire  title  by  adverse  possession  to  lands 

''devoted  to  public  use. 

liicense  of  mniMince  Im  public  iitre«t. 

Approved  in  Costello  v.  State,  108  Ala.  52,  35  L.  R.  A.  306,  18  So.  820,  hold- 
injif  that  city  authorities  cannot  permit  obstruction  of  streets,  but  not  every  ob- 
struction illegal  although  inconvenient,  and  only  becoming  so  from  unnecessary 
delay  in  removal;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tyson,  133  Ala.  473,  59  L.  R.  A.  402,  91 
Am.  St.  Rep.  46,  32  So.  144,  denying  city's  right  to  license  erection  or  commis- 
sion of  nuisance  in  or  on  public  street;  Pettit  v.  Grand  Junction,  119  Iowa,  358, 
'93  N.  W.  381,  holding  town  buildings  constructed  by  authority  of  town  officers, 
in  public  street,  public  nuisance. 

Cited  in  Meighan  v.  Birmingham  Terminal  Co.  165  Ala.  600,  51  So.  775, 
holding  that  where  abutter's  access  to  or  from  property  was  injuriously  afTect- 
•ed  by  embankment,  such  obstruction  was  nuisance  entitling  abutter  to  damages; 
State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  158  Ala.  211,  48  So.  391,  on 
^  municipality  in  the  absence  of  legislative  authority  as  having  no  authority  to 
permit  the  obstruction  of  a  public' street  by  a  private  corporation. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.  R.  A.  654)  on  municipal  power  over  nuisances  affecting 
'highways  and  waters;  (42  L.  R.  A.  818)  on  injunctions  by  mimicipalities  against 
nuisances  on  highways  and  streets;  (53  L.  R.  A.  898,  901)  on  prescriptive  right 
lo  maintain  public  nuisance. 

Distinguished  in  Dennis  v.  Mobile  &  M.  R.  Co.  137  Ala.  658,  97  Am.  St.  Rep. 
'CO,  35  So.  30,  denying  equitable  relief  to  abutter  for  permanent  obstruction  in 
street,  in  view  of  remedy  at  law. 
.•Ivrlsdictloii  of  equity  to  abate  nvlaances. 

Cited  in  Pearson  v.  Birmingham,  155  Ala.  632,  47  So.  80,  holding  equity  has 
jurisdiction  of  a  bill  at  the  instance  of  a  municipality  to  abate  a  building  the 
^walls  of  which  have  been  declared  unsafe;  Rudolph  v.  Elyton,  161  Ala.  527,  50 
8o.  80,  holding  same  where  a  public  highway  was  obstructed  by  fences  and 
buildings. 
-Oomtractnal  po^ivera  of  iniinicip»lltle«. 

Cited  in  Cleveland  School  Furniture  Co.  v.  Greenville,  146  Ala.  563,  41  So. 
862.  holding  where  the  charter  of  a  city  conferred  no  authority  thereon  with 
respect  to  schools,  it  had  no  authority  to  execute  its  note  binding  its  general 
revenues  for  the  payment  of  furniture  purchased  for  use  in  a  school  building. 
"^^ho  in  riparian  oirner. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  674)  as  to  whether  one  is  a  riparian  or 
littoral  owner,  whose  property  abuts  on  highway  bordering  on  navigable  water. 


•  relief. 
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21  L.  R.  A.  71,  THORNDIKE  v.  THORNDIKE,  142  111.  450,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  9(1. 

32  N.  E.  510. 
Injnnctlon  aflrainut  suit  in  foreign  Jnrindlction,  after  flual  decree. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.  R.  A.  125)  on  injunctions  against  execution  sales  or 
other  proceedings  under  final  process;  (30  L.  R.  A.  360)  on  injunctions  against 
judgments  in  garnishment  proceedings;  (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  879,  885;  25  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   267)  on  injunction  against  action  or  proceeding  in  foreign  jurisdiction. 

—  In  cane  of  deBtiirn  to  avoid  domefttic  lawn  or  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Miller  v.  Gittings,  37  L.  R."  A.  654,  which  sustains  right 
to  enjoin  prosecution  of  action  in  other  state  to  evade  laws  of  state  where  par- 
ties reside;  Kempson  r.  Kenipson,  58  L.  R.  A.  484,  which  sustains  jurisdiction 
in  state  where  parties  married  and  wife  resides,  of  suit  to  enjoin  fraudulent 
divorce  suit  by  husband  in  other  state. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.  R.  A.  582)  on  debtor's  right  of  action  against  creditor  for 
collecting  debt  in  another  jurisdiction  in  evasion  of  exemption  luws  of  other 
domicil. 

—  In  administration  proceedinK's* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Russell  v.  Hooker,  35  L.  R.  A.  495,  which  denies  right  to 
maintain  action  in  other  state  for  stock  given  by  testator,  who  resided  in  state 
where  will  probated. 
•^  In  Innolvency  proceedlngrs. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sandage  v.  Studebaker  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  30.*}. 
which  upholds  right  to  injunction  against  prosecuting  actions  for  in^talnienft 
commenced  by  assignee  in  other  state. 

Cited  in  note   (23  L.  R.  A.  41)   on  transfer  of  property  out  of  state  by  bank- 
ruptcy or  insolvency  proceedings  or  assignment  for  creditors. 
Statnte  of  liniltationa. 

Cited  in  Evans  v.  Moore,  247  111.  73,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  302,  93  N.  E.  lU^, 
holding  that  in  suits  where  equity  jurisdiction  is  exclusive,  court  is  not  bound 
by  limitations  applicable  to  actions  at  law:  Stein  v.  Kaun,  148  III.  App.  'yl^^^ 
holding  equity  would  ignore  the  statute  of  limitations  where  necessary  to  pn- 
vent  the  doing  of  an  inconscionable  act. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  635)  as  to  when  statute  of  limitations  will  govern 
action  in  another  state  or  country. 
Rlfirht  to  eanl  table  relief. 

Cited  in  Royal  League  v.  Kavanagh,  233  111.  183,  84  N.  £.  178,  affirming  134 
111.  App.  87,  on  it  being  necessary  to  justify  equitable  relief  that  it  must 
appear   that  otherwise   an   equitable   right  will   be   denied   the   person   seeking 


21  L.  R.  A.  76,  CHICAGO  CITY  R.  CO.  v.  WILCOX,  138  111.  370.  27  N.  E.  89^ 
ImputiniT    neATliirence  — —  "When    action   brongrht    by   cbildren. 

Cited  in  Heldmaier  v.  Taman,  88  III.  App.  212,  holding  negligence  of  mother 
not  imputable  to  child  of  four,  injured  by  wagon  in  street;  Berry  v.  Lake  Eri« 
&  W.  R.  Co.  70  Fed.  682,  holding  negligence  of  parent  in  permitting  child  of 
seven  to  wander  alone  not  imputable  to  it,  when  injured;  Chicago  City  R.  Co. 
V.  Tuohy,  196  111.  431,  58  L.  R.  A.  273,  63  X.  E.  997,  holding  negli-rence  of  parent 
not  imputable  to  child  of  six,  injured  by  car;  Chicago  (i.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Kowalski. 
34  C.  C.  A.  4,  92  Fed.  313,  holding  contributory  negligence  of  parent  not  im- 
putable to  child  of  three  months,  injured  at  railway  crossing:  Evansvillo  v. 
Senhenn,  151  Tnd.  55,  41  L.  R.  A.  732,  footnote  p.  728,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  218.  47 
N.  E.  634,  holding  negligence  of  parent  not  imputable  to  child  of  five.  injure<f 
by  falling  off  lumber  pile;  Jeff ersonvi lie  v.  McHenry,  22  Ind.  App.  15,  53  N.  E.  183. 
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holding  negligence  of  parent  not  imputable  to  child  of  three,  injured  by  defective 
sidewalk;  Profit  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  91  Mo.  App.  376,  holding  negligence  of 
parent  not  imputable  to  child  of  sixteen  months,  injured  at  street  crossing; 
Louisville  &.  St.  L.  Consol.  R.  Co.  v.  Gobin,  62  111.  App.  569,  holding  negligence 
of  parent  not  imputable  to  child  of  six,  injured  on  track;  Metropolitan  West 
Side  Kiev.  R.  Co.  v.  Kersey,  80  111.  App.  304,  holding  negligence  of  man  on  street 
car  platform,  with  five-year-old  child,  not  imputable  to  her;  Watson  v.  Southern 
R.  Co.  60  S.  C.  50,  44  S.  E.  375,  denying  doctrine  of  imputable  contributory  neg- 
ligence of  custodian  to  child  of  tender  years;  Jansen  v.  Siddal,  41  111.  App.  280, 
holding  n^ligence  of  person  in  charge  of  six-year-old  child  will  not  affect  its 
right  to  recover  for  injury;  Daube  v.  Tennison,  154  111.  212,  39  N.  E.  989,  hold- 
ing instruction  that  failure  of  mother  in  charge  of  child,  to  exercise  due  care 
and  caution,  contributing  to  injury,  would  prevent  recovery,  favorable  to  child; 
Elgin,  J.  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Raymond,  148  111.  261,  35  N.  E.  729,  stating  that  counsel 
concedetl  that  negligence  of  parents  might  be  imputed  to  child;  Donk  Bros.  Coal 
&  Coke  Co.  V.  Leavitt,  109  111.  App.  389,  holding  doctrine  of  imputed  negligence 
repudiated  in  Illinois;  Ballentine  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  157  111.  App.  303,  to  the 
point  tliat  negligence  of  parent  cannot  be  imputed  to  child  of  tender  years 
in  action  for  damages  for  personal  injury;  Jacksonville  Electric  Co.  v.  Adams, 
J>0  Fla.  436,  39  So.  183,  9  Ann.  Cas.  241,  holding  the  negligence  of  parents  in 
permitting  a  child  of  tender  years  to  go  unattended  upon  the  street  of  a  city 
where  electric  cars  are  operated  cannot  be  imputed  to  the  child  as  to  prevent  a 
recovery  on  his  behalf  for  injuries  resulting  from  the  negligent  operation  of  a 
street  car;  Ferryman  v.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  242  111.  274,  89  N.  E.  980,  holding 
in  an  action  for  the  negligent  injuring  of  a  child  of  tender  years  the  negli- 
gence of  the  mother  in  permitting  the  child  to  go  onto  the  streets  unattended 
cannot  be  imputed  to  the  child;  Neff  v.  Cameron,  213  Mo.  362,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
324,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  606,  111  S.  W.  1139,  holding  a  municipality  is  not  relieved 
from  liability  for  injuries  received  by  a  child  of  tender  years  by  reason  of  the 
defective  condition  of  a  sidewalk,  because  of  the  negligence  of  the  parents  in 
taking  the  child  there  and  afterwards  neglecting  the  wound;  Rendahl  v.  Walsh, 
145  111.  App.  603,  holding  in  an  action  on  behalf  of  an  infant  of  tender  years 
for  injuries  received  through  defendant's  negligence  the  negligence  of  the  in- 
fant's parents  is  not  imputable  to  him. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ploof  v.  Burlington  Traction  Co.  43  L.  R.  A.  108,  which 
holds  parent's  negligence  in  allowing  ten-year-old  boy  to  be  in  street  not  prox- 
imate cause  of  accident  from  his  attempt  to  cross  street  in  front  of  street  car; 
Ives  V.  Welden,  54  L.  R.  A.  854,  which  holds  child  injured  by  explosion  of  un- 
labeled gasoline  not  affected  by  father's  negligence;  Nashville  R.  Co.  v.  Howard, 
64  L.  R.  A.  437,  which  holds  negligence  of  mother  not  imputable  to  child  of  four 
years,  jolted  from  car;  Mattson  v.  Minnesota  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  503, 
which  holds  parent's  or  guardian's  negligence  not  imputable  to  child  non  sui 
juris  in  action  by  it  for  injuries  to  his  person. 

Cited  in  notes    (22  L.  R.  A.  562)   on  rights  of  children  to  protection  against 
dangerous  condition  of  highway;    (25  L.  R.  A.  791)   on  care  required  of  railroad 
companies  to  prevent  injury  to  small  children  on  track;    (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)   320) 
on  contributory  negligence  of  parent  or  custodian  as  bar  to  action  by  child  for 
negligent  injuries;    (110  Am.  St.  Rep.  284)   on  imputed  negligence. 
—  'Wbem  action  brovflrbt  by  parents*  as  sncb. 

Cited  in  Atlanta  &  C.  Air  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Gravitt,  93  Ga.  379,  26  L.  R.  A.  567, 
footnote  p.  563,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  20  S.  E.  650,  holding  negligence  of  cus- 
todian chosen  by  father  not  imputable  to  mother;  Nashville  Jiumber  Co.  v. 
BuRb«*'.,   100  Ark,  87,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)    760,  139  S.  W.  301,  holding  that  where 
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right  of  parent  is  derived  from  child  by  inheritance  under  statute,  contributor^" 
negligence  is  not  a  defense  to  action  for  ^vrongful  death  of  child;  Illinois  C.  R. 
C:o.  V.  Warriner,  229  111.  95,  82  N.  E.  246,  affirming  132  lU.  App.  308,  holding 
contributory  negligence  of  the  parents  is  a  bar  to  the  maintenance  of  action 
for  the  wrongful  death  of  a  child;  Richmond,  F.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Martin,  102  Va. 
206,  45  S.  E.  894,  holding  a  father  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  his  own  benefit 
for  the  wrongful  death  of  his  infant  child,  where  his  own  negligence  con- 
tributed to  the  death. 

Cited  in  notes   (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  329,  330)  on  contributory  negligence  of  par- 
ent as  bar  to  action  by   parent  or  administrator  for  death  of  child  non  sui 
juris;    (32   L.R.A.(N.S.)    410)    on   imputing  negligence  of  child's  custodian  to 
parent  in  action  for  death  or  injury. 
-—  l^hen  action  brongrht  by  parents  as  adminlntratom. 

Cited  in  Bamberger  v.  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  95  Tenn.  28,  28  L.  R.  A.  490, 
footnote  p.  486,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  909,  31  S.  W.  163,  holding  parent's  negligence 
defeats  recovery  by  him  na  administrator,  where  he  is  sole  beneficiary;  Pekin  v. 
McMahon,  154  111.  153,  27  L.  R.  A.  210,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  114,  39  N.  E.  484,  hold- 
ing contributory  negligence  of  parent  of  eight-year-old  child,  drowned  in  pit, 
may  be  shown  in  bar;  O'Shea  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  79  App.  Div.  258,  79  N.  Y. 
Supp.  890,  holding  father,  sole  next  of  kin  of  infant  nearly  nine,  not  entitled  to 
recover  when  his  owti  negligence  contributed  to  death ;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Loguc, 
158  111.  626,  42  N.  E.  53,  holding  negligence  of  parent  contributing  to  death  of 
child  of  two  imputable  to  parent,  especially  where  present ;  Warren  v.  Manchester 
Street  R.  Co.  70  N.  H.  361,  47  Atl.  735,.  holding  recovery  for  death  of  infant  not 
defeated  by  father's  negligence,  though  he  will  be  indirectly  benefited  thereby: 
Donk  Bros.  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Leavitt,  109  111.  App.  392,  holding  that  negligence 
of  mother  alone  in  caring  for  child  does  not  preclude  father's  recovery  for  its 
death,  under  statute;  Davis  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  136  N.  C.  119,  48  S.  E, 
591,  1  Ann.  Cas.  214,  holding  in  an  action  by  the  father  as  administrator  for 
the  wrongful  death  of  an  infant  child,  the  contributory  negligence  of  the  father 
may  be  pleaded  as  a  defense. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wolf  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  812,  which 
denies  right  to  recover  for  death  of  person  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 

Denied  in  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Des  Lauriers,  40  111.  App.  657,  holding 
slight  negligence  of  parent  in  intrusting  child  to  another's  care  does  not  pre- 
vent recovery  for  his  death,  through  gross  negligence  of  railway  company. 
— —  "Wlien  action  broufrlit  by  occnpantu  of  T-ebldes. 

Cited  in  Carmi  v.  prvin,  59  111.  App.  557,  holding  negligence  of  driver  over 
dangerous  road  not  imputable  to  person  riding  with  him  by  invitation  and 
ignorant  of  surrounding  cricumatances ;  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  v,  Kowalski,  34 
C.  C.  A.  4,  92  Fed.  310,  and  Profit  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  91  Mo.  App.  375, 
holding  negligence  of  parent  driving  team  not  imputable  to  child  of  sixteen 
months,  injured  at  crossing;  Chicago  v.  McCarthy,  61  111.  App.  301,  holding  care- 
lessness of  driver  not  imputable  to  occupant;  Gaflfney  v.  Dixon,  167  111.  App. 
-594,  holding  that  where  woman  is  injured  while  riding  on  street  in  automobile 
driven  by  husband,  negligence  of  latter  cannot  be  imputed  to  her  in  action  by 
her  against  city  for  concurring  negligence;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Vipond, 
212  111.  205,  72  N.  E.  22,  holding  in  an  action  for  the  death  of  a  fireman  of 
another  road  in  a  collision  at  a  crossing,  an  ordinance  regulating  the  speed 
of  trains  is  not  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  train  on  which  the 
decedent  was  employed  was  run  at  a  negligent  rate  of  speed,  the  decedent 
liaving  no  control  of  the  train;  Chicago  Union  Traction  Co.  v.  Leach,  215  III. 
186,  74  N.  E.  119,  holding  the  defendant  company  was  not  relieved  from  lia- 


793  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES,  [21  LJLA.  84 

bility  for  in  juries  received  by  the  plaintiff  in  a  coUiBion  between  a  carriage  and 
a  street  car  because  of  the  fact  that  the  driver  of  the  carriage  over  which  the 
plaintiff  had  no  control  was  negligent;  C.  P.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Condon,  121  111. 
App.  449,  holding  in  an  action  against  a  railroad  company  for  the  negligent- 
death  of  a  traveler  on  the  highway,  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  driver  of  the 
rig  in  which  he  was  riding  was  not  imputable  to  him. 
Contributory  nearllareiice  of  Infants. 

Cited  in  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Wrixon,  150  111.  633,  37  N.  E.  896,. 
and  Theobald  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  76  111.  App.  217,  remarking  that 
it  has  been  held  question  for  jury  whether,  in  a  particular  case,  child  has  exer* 
cised  proper  care;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Jernigan,  101  III.  App.  6,  holding  that 
law  requires  of  child  of  seven,  care  and  caution  that  may  reasonably  be  expected 
under  the  circumstances;'  Conlon  v.  Bailey,  68  111.  App.  262,  holding  that  in- 
fancy of  five-year-old  child  excuses  him  from  exercise  of  care;  Chicago  City  IL. 
Co.  V.  Tuohy,  196  111.  420,  68  L.  R.  A.  273,  63  N.  E.  997,  Affirming  96  111.  App. 
318,  holding  child  of  six  or  under  exempt  from  contributory  negligence  and  exer- 
cise of  due  care;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ohlsson,  70  111.  App.  489,  holding 
child  of  six  only  required  to  exercise  care  and  caution  which  children  of  like  age,, 
capacity,  and  experience  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  use,  under  like  circum* 
stances;  Krenzer  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  151  Ind.  600,  68  Am.  St. 
Rep.  262,  52  N.  E.  220,  holding  question  whether  boy  of  seven  used  such  care  as 
children  of  same  age  usually  do,  for  jury;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Bandy,  88  IlL 
App.  632,  holding  question  of  contributory  negligence  of  child  between  seven  and 
eight,  question  for  jury;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Roemer,  89  HI.  App.  97^ 
holding  that  court  cannot,  as  matter  of  law,  fix^  age  when  minor  acquires  capacity 
of  adult;  Elwood  Electric  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Ross,  26  Ind.  App.  263,  68  N.  E.  535,. 
holding  that  up  to  a  certain  age,  limit  of  which  cannot  be  well  defined,  child  is 
incapable  of  contributory  negligence  as  matter  of  law;  Bradbury  v.  Humphrey,. 
162  ni.  App.  436,  on  contributory  negligence  of  infant  as  issue  in  action  for 
personal  injury;  Soens  v.  Chicago,  W.  &  V.  Coal  Co.  160  111.  App.  473,  holding^ 
that  child  over  eleven  years  of  age  is  not  presumed  to  be  incapable  of  contribu- 
tory negligence;  Doggett  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  134  Iowa,  695,  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  371,  112  N.  W.  171,  13  Ann.  Cas.  588,  holding  in  an  action  on  behalf  of 
a  boy  of  seventeen  years  of  age,  receiving  injuries  when  ejected  from  a  train 
for  trespassing,  the  court  erred  in  referring  to  the  age  and  experience  of  the 
youth  in  determining  whether  he  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  there- 
being  no  evidence  on  that  question. 

Cited  in  note   (11  L.R.A.(N.S.)   168)   on  what  acts  of  c)»ild  in  attempting  to 
cross  car  tracks  are  negligence  per  se. 
Nesllsence  In  cronalnar  atreet  ear  tmck. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Baltimore  Traction  Co.  v.  Helms,  36  L.  R.  A.  215,  whichj 
holds  attempt  by  one  alighting  from  street  car  to  cross  other  track  without  look- 
ing for  car,  negligence. 

Cited  in  note  (19  L.R,A.(N.S.)  163)  on  duty  of  pedestrian  on  public  street  to 
avoid  passing  teams. 

21  L,  R.  A.  84,  CRIGHTO  v.  DAHMER,  70  Miss.  602,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  666,  13: 

So.  237. 
Bnjoinlnv  crlntinal  proceedings. 

Approved  in  State  ew  rsl.  Kenamore  v.  Wood,  165  Mo.  449,  48  L.  R.  A.  600, 
footnote  p.  696,  66  8.  W.  474,  denying  right  to  injunction  against  enforcing- 
alleged  unconstitutional  statute  for  inspection  of  beer;  State  v.  O'Leary,  156  Ind.. 
535,  52  L.  R.  A.  306,  58  N.  £.  703,  refusing  injunction  to  suppress  gambling 
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house  quarter  of  a  mile  from  any  dwelling,  without  proof  of  annoyance  or  injury 
therefrom,  while  criminal  process  available;  People  v.  CondoUi  102  111.  App.  461, 
refusing  to  enjoin  criminal  acts  without  proof  of  injury  to  public  property  or 
rights;  Davis  &  F.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Los  Angeles,  115  Fed.  538,  denying  right  to  enjoin 
criminal  proceedings  under  alleged  unconstitutional  ordinance,  though  proaecu- 
tion  intended  to  injure  property  rights. 

Cited  in  Floyd  v.  Adler,  06  Miss.  547,  51  So.  897,  to  the  point  that  court  can 
jiot  enjoin  threatened  criminal  proceedings;   Old  Dominion  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Pow- 
ers, 140  Ala.  225,  37  So.  105,  1  Ann.  Cas.  110,  holding  mandamus  to  compel  tbe 
punishment  of  persons  for  contempt  for  the  violation  of  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion will  be  denied  where  the  bill  for  tbe  injunction  and  the  preliminary'  in- 
junction have  been  dismissed;   Georgia  R.  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Oakland  City,  129 
Ga.  678,  59  S.  £.  296,  holding  an  injunction  will  not  lie  to  enjoin  a  munici- 
pality from  the  enforcement  of  an  ordinance  providing  a  penalty  for  a  failure 
•of   petitioner   to  stop   its  cars   at  certain  designated   places;   Sullivan  v.  San 
Francisco  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  148  Cal.  372,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  403,  83  Pac.  156,  7 
Ann.  Cas.  574,  holding  an  injunction  would  not  lie  to  prevent  prosecution  for 
the  violation  of  a  statute  providing  a  penalty  for  the  obstruction  of  an  electric 
line;   Nims  v.  Gilmore,  17  Idaho,  615,  107  Pac.  79,  holding  the  fact  that  the 
petitioner  held  a  license  was  no  grounds  for  enjoining  a  county  attorney  from 
the  enforcement  of  a  local  option  statute  in  the  county;  Cain  v.  Daly,  74  S.  C. 
483,  55  S.  E.  110,  holding  a  prosecution  for  a  violation  of  a  valid  Sunday  law 
will  not  be  enjoined  because  of  the  fact  that  it  is  not  enforced  against  some 
violators  and  will  materially   injure  petitioner's  business;   J.  W.  Kelly  &  Co. 
V.  Conner,  122  Tenn.  368,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)   209,  123  S.  W.  622,  holding  equity 
would  not  enjoin  the  prosecutions  of  violations  of  a  statute  prohibiting  the  sale 
of  intoxicating  liquors  within  four  miles  of  a  schoolhouse  at  the  instance  of 
wholesalers  to  whom  the  officials  assumed  the  act  to  apply;  Pleasants  v.  Smith. 
DO  Miss.  449,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)    774,   122  Am.  St.  Rep.  317,  43  So.  475,  holding 
•equity  would  not  enjoin  the  prosecution  of  a  merchant  for  an  alleged  disturb- 
■ance  of  the  peace  by  using  a  megaphone  to  call  attention  to  a  sale;  Littleton 
V.   Burgess,  14  Wyo.  179,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)    636,  82  Pac.  864,  holding  petitioner 
who  had  been  given  a  permit  to  conduct  a  gambling  game  could  not  enjoin  tbe 
prosecution  under  a  statute  providing  a  penalty  for  the  violation  of  a  gambling* 
statute;  Shellman  v.  Saxon,  134  Ga.  32,  27  L.R.A.(]S'.S.)   464,  67  S.  E.  438,  oii 
•equity  as  not  interfering  to  stay  the  prosecution  of  criminal  proceedings. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Paulk  v.  Sycamore,  41  L.R.A.  772,  which  denies  injunc- 
tion against  prosecution  for  violation  of  statute  or  ordinance;  Arbuckle  v. 
Blackburn,  65  L.R.A.  864,  w^iich  denies  jurisdiction  of  Federal  court  to  enjoin 
state  food  commissioner  from  proceeding  to  enforce  pure  food  statute  by  crimi- 
nal prosecution. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  193)  on  injunction  against  criminal  or 
quasi  criminal  prosecution;  (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  198;  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  869)  on 
injunction  against  creating  or  maintaining  a  nuisance;  (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  30 > 
on  bills  of  peace  or  injunction  to  prevent  multiplicity  of  suits:  (49  L.  ed.  C  ^■ 
170)  on  injunction  against  criminal  prosecutions  under  void  municipal  onli 
nances   affecting   property    rights   or   franchises. 

21  L.  R.  A.  89,  MULDOON  v.  MOORE,  55  N.  J.  L.  410,  26  Atl.  892. 
Ijlablllty  of  lieim  for  ancestor'n  obi Ijirat Ions. 

Approved  in  Newark  Lime  &  Cement  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Harrington,  62  N.  J.  L.  63<). 
42  Atl.  417,  holding,  in  absence  of  averment  of  alienation  by  devisees,  plaintifT 
at  law  entitled  to  special  judgment  to  be  levied  on  ancestor's  land  although  of 
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nominal  value  only;  Myers  v.  Weger,  62  N.  J.  L.  437,  42  Atl.  280,  holding  that 
devisee  confesses  assets  by  devise  sufficient  to  answer  claim  if,  by  plea,  he  neither 
admits  nor  denies  them;  Brinkerhoff  v.  Ransom,  57  N.  J.  Eq.  316,  41  Atl.  725, 
holding  nominal  value  of  estate  and  bona  fide  alienation  admitted  by  creditor 
failing  to  reply  to  answer  of  devisees  that  they  aliened  estate  before  action; 
McClure  v.  Dee,  115  Iowa,  549,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  181,  88  N.  W.  1093,  holding  heir 
and  devisees  liable,  after  settlement  of  ancestor's  estate,  upon  breach  of  covenants 
running  with  land  conveyed  by  him,  to  extent  of  property  descending  to  them. 

Cited  in  Kunz  v.  Dech,  79  N.  J.  L.  38,  74  Atl.  314,  to  the  point  that  act  for 
relief  of  creditors  against  heirs  and  devisees  requires  special  pleading  by  heir 
or  devisee,  if  he  desires  to  avoid  effect  of  general  judgment  against  him;  Hotel 
Registry  Realty  Corp.  v.  Stafford,  70  N.  J.  L.  534,  57  Atl.  145 ;  Haines  v.  Haines, 
69  N.  J.  L.  40,  54  Atl.  401,— on  liability  of  an  heir  for  the  debts  of  his  an- 
cestor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Powers  v.  Morrison,  28  L.R.A.  521,  which  holds  grand- 
son's distributive  share  not  subject  to  deduction  for  parent's  debt;  McClung  v. 
Sieg,  66  L.R.A.  884,  which  sustains  right  of  administrator  making  distribution 
of  estate  witliout  notice  of  debt  which  he  is  afterwards  compelled  to  pay  to 
<;ompel  distributees  to  refund  to  him  amount  of  debt,  interest,  and  costs. 

21  L.  R.  A.  96,  HOOK  v.  JOYCE,  94  Ky.  450,  22  S.  W.  651. 
ProBcriptlon  by  adveme  user  for  atatutory  period. 

Cited  in  Feeley  v.  Andrews,  191  Mass.  316,  77  N.  E.  766,  on  the  acquirement 
by  prescription  of  an  easement  in  a  burial  lot. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Boyce  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  442,  which  sus- 
tains conclusive  presumption  of  prescriptive  right  by  lost  grant  from  adverse  user 
of  easement  for  statutory  periods. 
Uner  a»  alTectinRr  rlsrhts  In  burial  lots. 

Approved  in  Hollman  v.  Plattcville,  101  Wis.  97,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  899,  76  N.  W. 
1119,  holding  tliat  person  using  public  cemetery  lot  for  burial  purposes  with 
consent  of  authorities  has  easement  therein,  even  against  owners;  Jacobus  v. 
Congregation  of  Children  of  Israel,  107  Ga.  520,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  141,  33  S.  E. 
853,  holding  that  possession  once  established  by  burial,  continued  while  graves 
marked  and  cemeterv  used. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Roumillot  v.  Gardner,  63  L.  R.  A.  729,  which  holds  entry 
into  possession  of  part  of  cemetery  lot,  inclosing  with  fence,  adverse  possession. 

Cited  In  note  (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  752)  on  prescription  or  adverse  possession 
of  burial  lot.  • 

Nature  of  oivner's  Intercut  in  burial  lot. 

Cited  in  McWhirter  v.  Newell,  200  111.  690,  66  X.  E.  345,  holding  that  sale 
of  lots  in  ptiblic  cemetery  passes  to  grantee  easement  only,  and  not  title  in  fee 
thereto;  Anderson  v.  Acheson,  132  Iowa,  750,  9  L.R.A. (N.S.)  220,  110  N.  \V. 
33o.  on  the  nature  of  the  right  acquired  "by  the  purchaser  of  a  burial  lot; 
Robertson  v.  Mt.  Olivet  Cemetery  Co.  116  Tenn.  227,  93  S.  W.  674,  holding 
where  the  executor  purchased  a  lot  in  a  cemetery  for  the  interment  of  testator 
and  family,  the  wife  of  the  testator  acquired  no  such  interest  therein  as  would 
pa£6  to  her  children  by  a  former  marriage  on  her  death. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Doe  ex  dem.  Stewart  v.  Garrett,  64  L,  R.  A.  99,  which 
holds  that  purchaser  of  lot  in  cemetery  acquires  easement  only,  which  will  not 
support  ejectment. 

Cited  in  note  (67  L.R.A.  120)  on  character  of  estate  or  property  of  owner  in 
.burial  lot. 

Distinguished  in  Ex  parte  McCall,  68  S.  C.  492,  47  S.  E.  974,  holding  fact  that 
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a  church  allowed  the  burial  of  dead  in  the  church  lot  for  a  period  of  twenty 
years  would  not  prevent  the  church  from  removing  the  bodies  from  the 
cemetery  which  has  become  much  neglected  and  from  which  most  of  the  bodies 
have  been  removed  where  the  church  is  about  to  be  removed  and  the  graves 
would  be  left  in  the  midst  of  a  business  district. 

21  L.  R.  A.  97,  PRATT  v.  PRATT,  157  Mass,  603,  32  N.  E.  747. 
Elfect  of  court  rule*. 

Approved  in  Magnuson  v.  Billings,  152  Ind.  180,  62  N.  £.  803,  holding  nilp» 
adopted  by  courts  obligatory  upon  court  and  parties. 
Effect  of  •abneauemt  m&rriaare  of  divorced  pemom. 

Cited  in  Darrow  v.  Darrow,  159  Mass.  265,  21  L.  R,  A.  101,  footnote  p.  100, 

34  N.  £.  270,  as  to  effect  of  marriage  after  divorce  nisi  on  right  to  have  decree 
made  absolute;  Whippen  v.  Whippen,  171  Mass.  561,  51  N.  E.  174,  expressing 
belief  in  invalidity  of  remarriage  though  libelant  was  ignorant  of  staxutory  dis- 
ability upon  libelee,  and  married  in  good  faith;  Peiroe  v.  Peirce,  160  Mass.  217. 

35  N.  £.  462,  holding  libel  rightly  dismissed  where  wife  contracted  another  mar- 
riage under  mistake  of  law,  believing  former  marriage  "run  out;"  Mathewson 
v.  Mathewson,  18  R.  I.  459,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  782,  28  Atl.  801,  as  to  circum- 
stances excusing  cohabitation  with  second  husband  while  first  marriage  sub- 
sisting. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gordon  v.  Gordon,  21  L.  R.  A.  387,  which  holds  marriage 
and  cohabitation  under  belief  that  divorce  was  granted,  bar  to  subsequent  divorce. 
Nature  of  decree  nlai  In  divorce. 

Cited  in  Koffman  v.  Koffman,  193  Mass.  596,  79  N.  E.  780,  holding  after  a 
decree  nisi  in  divorce  proceedings  but  before  a  final  decree  the  proceedings  may 
be  reviewed. 

21  L.  R.  A.  100,  DARROW  v.  DARROW,  169  Mass.  262,  34  N.  E.  270. 
Effect  of  nvlMieaaent  marriaare  of  divorced  person. 

Cited  in  Peirce  v.  Peirce,  160  Mass.  217,  35  N.  E.  462,  holding  libel  properly 
dismissed  where  wife  contracted  another  marriage  under  mistake  of  law,  be- 
lieving former  marriage  "run  out." 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pratt  v.  Pratt,  21  L.  R.  A.  97,  which  holds  one  obtaining 
divorce  nisi  entitled  to  absolute  decree,  notwithstanding  his  remarriage  after 
waiting  required  time;  Gordon  v.  Gordon,  21  L.  R.  A.  387,  which  holds  marriage 
and  cohabitation  under  belief  that  divorce  was  granted,  bar  to  subsequent  divorce. 
Vacntlon  of  ffnal  JndKUient. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  National  L.  Ins.  Co.  187  Mass.  469,  73  N.  £.  658,  on  the 
manner  of  setting  aside  or  vacating  a  final  judgment. 
"Pendinar   action*.*' 

Distinguished  in  Re  Mark  Cross  Co.  26  App.  D.  C.  109,  holding  an  application 
for  the  registration  of  a  trademark  rejected  on  an  appeal  duly  taken  to  the 
commissioner  of  patents  was  not  a  "pending  application"  within  the  meaning 
of  a  trademark  act  providing  when  pending  applications  might  be  proceeded 
with. 

21  L.  R.  A.  102,  SKIFF  v.  STODDARD,  63  Conn.  198,  26  Atl.  874,  28  Atl.  104. 
Rlgrhta  of  cquI table  owner  of  stoclc. 

Approved  in  New  York  Commercial  Co.  v.  Francis,  28  C.  C.  A.  201,  51  U.  S. 
App.  663,  83  Fed.  772,  holding  beneficial  owner  of  stock  not  precluded  from 
asserting  right  thereto  as  against  creditor  of  nominal  owner  by  permitting  it  to 
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stand  in  another's  name;  Le  Marchant  v.  Moore,  150  N.  Y.  218,  44  N.  £.  770, 
holding  that  broker  is  pledgee,  banker  is  owner,  and  that  title  passes  to  customer 
on  notice  of  purchase,  where  banker  buys  stock  from  broker  for  another,  with- 
out disclosing  principal,  allowing  amount  to  be  charged  against  him,  and  stock  to 
remain  as  security  for  general  account;  Re  Boiling,  147  Fed.  787,  holding  on  the 
bankruptcy  of  stockbroker  who  purchases  stocks  and  carries  them  on  the 
account  of  a  customer  on  margins,  the  customer  is  entitled  to  the  stock  on  the 
payment  of  the  amount  due  thereon. 

Cited  in  Katz  v.  Nast,  109  C.  C.  A.  295,  187  Fed.  536,  holding  that  relation 
between  customers  and  broker  on  purchase  of  stocks  on  margin  when  purchase 
is  made  is  that  of  pledgor  and  pledgee;  Raymond  v.  Parker,  84  Conn.  700,  81 
Atl.  1030,  holding  that  contracts  relating  to  stocks  of  fluctuating  value,  when 
there  is  no  actual  purchase,  and  by  which  parties  contemplate  payment  of 
difference  in  market  places  as  they  rise  or  fall,  are  void;  Re  Meadows,  173  Fed. 
<»98,  holding  where  bankrupt  stockbrokers  purchased  stock  for  the  benefit  of 
customers  through  other  brokers  who  charged  the  amount  to  the  account  of 
the  bankrupt  brokers  who  had  been  paid  by  the  customer  for  the  stock,  the 
title  to  the  stock  vested  in  the  customer;  Richardson  v.  Shaw,  209  U.  S.  376, 
52  L.  ed.  841,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  512,  on  a  stockbroker  purchasing  and  carrying 
stock  on  margin  as  being  merely  a  pledgee  of  the  stock;  Richardson  v.  Shaw, 
209  U.  S.  379,  62  L.  ed.  842,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  512,  14  Ann.  Cas.  981,  on  the  sub- 
stitution of  one  certificate  for  another  as  not  being  a  material  change  in  the 
nature  of  the  property  right  held  by  a  broker  for  a  customer. 

Cited  in  notes  (43  L.R.A.  739,  741)  on  pledgee's  conversion  of  pledged  prop- 
erty by  invalid  sale;  (74  Am.  St.  Rep.  472,  473,  482)  on  rights  and  remedies  of 
brokers  and  their  clients  in  case  of  purchases  on  margin. 

Distinguished  in  Weston  v.  Jordan,  168  Mass.  404,  47  N.  E.  133,  holding  cus- 
tomer procuring  from  insolvent  broker  shares  worth  more  than  amount  paid  by 
him,  secured  preference  in  violation  of  insolvent  laws;  Re  Swift,  105  Fed.  497, 
holding  broker  purchasing  for  customer  on  margin  not  pledgee,  and  may  pledge 
or  sell  stock  without  conversion  or  breach  until  demand  and  refusal. 
Insolvency  of  stockbroUer. 

Cited  in  Wahl  v.  Tracy,  139  Wis.  672,  121  X.  W.  660,  holding  on  the  sale  of 
«tocks  on  margin  where  the  purchasing  broker  becomes  insolvent  the  customer 
may  not  require  a  delivery  of  the  stock  from  the  selling  broker  except  by  a  pay- 
ment of  the  balance  of  the  price  although  the  customer  had  paid  the  purchasing 
broker  the  full  price. 
C^nstmctlTe  notice  of  entHbllBhed  cuBtonta. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Naive,  112  Tenn.  239,  64  L.R.A.  446,  79  S, 
W.  124,  holding  one  consigning  goods  to  agent  at  certain  market  held  to  have 
•constructive  notice  of  custom  of  suspending  business  on  legal  holiday. 
Bvldence  of  cncitom  or  nsafre. 

Cited  in  Wiggin  v.  Federal  Stock  &  Grain  Co.  77  Conn.  516,  59  Atl.  607,  hold- 
ing evidence  might  be  properly  introduced  in  an  action  on  a  contract,  to  show 
that  it  had  been  made  with  reference  to  the  general  customs  and  usages  of 
those  er<Taged  in  that  particular  business. 

Cnstpm  or  nsagre  a«  part  of  a  contract. 

Cited  in  J.  E.  Smith  &  Co.  v.  Russell  Lumber  Co.  82  Conn.  121,  72  Atl.  577, 
on  trade  customs  as  being  considered  part  of  the  contract  in  the  absence  of 
proYisions  to  the  contrary  in  the  contract;  Smith  v.  Becker,  129  Wis.  409,  109 
N.  W.  131,  holding  evidence  of  a  custom  of  a  stock  exchange  to  sell  stocks  in 
the  names  of  the  brokers  and  their  clerks  and  that  frequently  stocks  came  back 
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into  the  hands  of  the  original  brokers  was  evidence  of  a  sale  where  the  stocks 
were  pledged  to  a  bank  with  power  of  sale  and  broker  to  whom  sent  for  sale 
transferred  them  to  broker's  clerks  and  reported  sales. 
Presumption  of  regrularltjr  of  tmatee'fi  conduct. 

Cited  in  Gardner's  Appeal,  81  Conn.  180,  70  Atl.  653,  holding  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  regularity  of  a  trustee's  conduct  in  making  a 
sale  will  be  presumed. 
Recording  of  transfers  of  stock. 

Cited  in  Lipscomb  v.  Condon,  56  W.  Va.  428,  67  L.R.A.  686,  107  Am.  St.  Rep. 
938,  49  S.  E.  392,  holding  an  unregistered  transfer  of  shares  of  stock  for  which 
no  certificate  has  been  issued  is  good  as  against  subsequent  attaching  creditors 
of  the  transferror,  where  the  transfer  was  without  fraud  and  made  for  a 
valuable  consideration. 

Cited  in  note  (67  L.R.A.  659)  on  validity  of  pledge  or  other  transfer  of  stocic 
when  not  made  in  books  of  corporation,  as  against  attachments,  executions,  or 
subsequent  transfers. 
Follovrins  trust  propertjr. 

Cited  in  Mathewson  v.  Wakelee,  83  Conn.  78,  75  Atl.  93,  holding  that  trust 
property  which  can  be  traced  and  identified,  however  changed  in  form,  remains 
subject  to  trust  and  to  rights  of  beneficiary. 

21  L.  R.  A.  117,  BALTIMORE  &  O.  R.  CO.  v.  O'DOXXELL,  49  Ohio  St.  489. 

34  Am.  St.  Rep.  579,  32  N.  E.  476. 
Sufficiency  of  complaint  In  action   for  conversion. 

Approved  in  Reynolds  v.  Fitzpatrick,  23  Mont.  64,  57  Pac.  452,  holding  com- 
plaint sufficient  which  avers  ownership  of  plaintiff,  value  of  property,  deprivative 
acts  of  defendant,  and  asks  damages. 

Cited  in  Howard  v.  Gunnison,  12  Low,  D.  687,  holding  that  allegation  of  de- 
mand is  unnecessary  in  petition  for  conversion. 
Motive  as  defense. 

Approved  in  Cernahan  v.  Chrisler,  107  Wis.  648,  83  N.  VV.  778.  holding  motive 
controlling  party   converting  goods  not   a  defense,  except  in  mitigation  of  ex- 
emplary damages. 
Measure  of  liability  for  delajr  In  delivery. 

Cited  in  Wiscarver  &  Stone  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry.  141  Iowa,  139,  119  X. 
W.  532,  on  a  carrier  as  liable  for  all  injuries  which  are  the  natural  and  proxi- 
mate result  of  its  failure  to  perform  its  duty;  American  Exp.  Co.  v.  Mullins. 
212  U.  S.  314,  53  L.  ed.  527,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  381,  15  Ann.  Ca«,  536,  holding  a 
carrier  was  not  liable  where  goods  were  seized  in  another  state  on  an  order 
from  the  courts  of  such  state  and  where  it  notified  the  consignor  of  the  seizure 
and  he  replied  that  he  would  contest  the  legality  thereof;  Illinois  C.  Ry.  v. 
Nelson,  139  Ky.  458,  97  S.  W.  757,  holding  that  cotton  seed  meal  and  hulls 
are  not  of  such  character  as  to  put  carrier  on  notice  that  their  prompt  delivery 
was  necessary  to  avoid  loss  on  cattle  being  fed  by  shipper;  Ackerland  &  Co. 
v.  Louisville  &  N.  Ry.  83  Ohio  St.  298,  94  N.  E.  423,  holding  that  shipper  may  re- 
cover, for  failure  of  carrier  to  deliver  merchandise  within  reasonable  time,  dt^ 
cline  in  its  market  value  from  time  it  should  have  been  delivered  until  actual 
delivery. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Southern  Seating  &  Cabinet  Co.  50 
L.  R.  A.  729,  which  holds  carrier's  liability  for  dielaying  delivery  of  goods  is  loss 
sustained  by  shipper  under  penalty  clause,  known  to  carrier. 

Cited  in  notes    (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)    731)   on  action  of  authorities  under  police 
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power   as  defense  to  carrier  for  delay  or  nondelivery   of  freight;    (32   L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    190)   on  liability  of  connecting  carrier  detaining  freight  under  mistake 
as  to  amount  due. 
Coudltlona  precedent  to  action  of  troirer. 

Cited  in  Druck  v.  Chattel  Loan  &  Storage  Co.  12  Low.  D.  522,  holding  that 
tender  of  amount  due  on  chattel  mortgage  is  not  condition  precedent  to  action 
for  conversion  of  goods  by  illegal  sale  thereof  by  mortgagee;  Clarke-Lawrence 
Co.  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  Ry.  63  W.  Va.  427,  61  S.  E.  364,  holding  in  an  action 
against  a  carrier  for  a  wrongful  delivery  of  goods  a  demand  is  not  necessary  to 
the  maintenance  of  the  action;  Munier  v.  Zachary,  138  Iowa,  221,  18  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
572,  114  K.  W.  525,  16  Ann.  Cas.  526,  holding  in  an  action  by  a  landlord  against 
a  tenant  for  the  conversion  of  property  where  the  tenant  admits  the  act  but 
denied  the  right  of  the  plaintiff,  the  court  erred  in  instructing  that  an  offer  of 
the  tenant  before  the  commencement  of  the  action  to  return  the  property  and  a 
refusal  by  the  landlord  defeated  the  action. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kohn  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  100,  which 
holds  carrier's  refusal  to  surrender  goods  on  demand  by  constable,  acting  without 
legal  process  and  merely  as  agent  of  chattel  mortgagee,  not  conversion;  Miami 
Powder  Co.  v.  Port  Royal  &  W.  C.  R.  Co.  21  L.  R.  A.  123,  which  denies  right  to 
maintain  trover  for  carrier's  refusal  to  deliver  damaged  goods  without  paying 
freight,  unless  damages  equal  same. 

Cited  in  note   (21  L.  R.  A.  123)   on  payment  or  tender  of  freight  charges  as 
condition  precedent  to  action  of  trover  against  carrier. 
"What  conntltiitea  converalon. 

Cited  in  Mackey  v.  McAlpin  Co.  8  C.  C.  n.  s.  467,  28  C.  C.  837,  holding  that 
t-aking  possession  of  chattel  by  mortgagee  constitutes  conversion  as  to  prior  mort- 
gagee. 
Conversion    by   carrier. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  A  St.  L.  Ry.  v.  C.  A  A.  Potts  &  Co.  33  Ind.  App.  574, 
71  N.  E.  685,  holding  the  delivery  of  a  shipment  of  goods  at  the  wrong  place  with- 
out fault  on  the  part  of  the  consignor  constituted  a  conversion  on  the  part  of 
the  carrier. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.R.A.  (N,S.)  70)  on  right  of  consignee  to  sue  carrier  for 
ecmversion;  (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  821,  839)  on  liability  of  carrier  for  loss  of  goods 
(luring  deviation  from  route. 

21  L.  R.  A.  123,  MIAMI  POWDER  CO.  v.  PORT  ROYAL  &  W.  C.  R.  CO.  38  S.  C. 

78,  16  S.  E.  339. 
Condition!!  precedent  to  action  a^alniit  carrier  for  comremlon. 

Approved  in  47  S.  C.  326,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  880,  25  S.  E.  153,  holding,  on  second 
appeal,  payment  of  freight  unnecessary  before  suing  carrier  for  damages  to 
goods,  or  for  delivery,  where  damages  equal  or  exceed  freight. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kohn  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  100,  which 
holds  carrier's  refusal  to  surrender  goods  on  demand  by  constable,  acting  without 
legal  process  and  merely  as  agent  of  chattel  mortgagee,  not  conversion. 

Cited  in  note   (6  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    1058)    as  to  when  tender  of  charges  not  con- 
dition of  conversion  by  carrier's  refusal  to  surrender  goods. 
Po^vver  to  Interfere  ^vvltli  excenal've  irerdlct. 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.  R.  A.  385)  on  power  of  appellate  court  to  interfere  with 
verdict  for  excessive  damages. 
ConTcmlon  by  carrier. 

Cited  in  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Peru-Van  Zandt  Implement  Co.  73  Kan.  301,  6 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  106],  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  468,  85  Pac.  408,  9  Ann.  Cas.  790,  holding  the 
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refusal  of  a  carrier  to  deliver  freight  where  the  oonsignee  refuses  to  pay  the 
charges  because  of  a  delay  which  causes  the  consignee  damages  in  excess  of  the 
charges,  amounts  to  a  conversion. 

21  L.  R.  A.  127,  LITZ  v.  GOOSLING,  93  Ky.  185,  19  S.  W.  527. 
Optional  contract*. 

Approved  in  Beulah  Marble  Co.  v.  Mattioe,  22  Colo.  556,  45  Pac.  432,  holding 
option,  without  consideration  and  unaccepted,  nudum  p<ictum,  and  withdrawal 
by  owner  permissible  before  acceptance  or  payment;  Black  v.  Maddox,  104  Ga. 
162,  30  S.  E.  723,  holding  option  founded  on  consideration  cannot  be  withdrawn 
during  time  specified;  Walker  v.  Bamberger,  17  Utah,  246,  54  Pac.  108,  holding 
vendor  obliged  to  perform  when  offer  to  sell  and  keep  open  founded  on  sufficient 
consideration  and  referring  particularly  to  annotation  in  21  L.  R.  A.  127;  Davis 
v.  Petty,  147  Mo.  383,  48  S.  W.  944,  holding  option  to  purchase  at  specified  price 
unenforceable  without  considemtion;  although  under  seal,  there  being  no  mu- 
tuality of  right  or  remedy;  Williams  v.  Graves,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  366,  26  S.  W. 
334,  holding  option  to  sell  at  fixed  price  and  time  may  be  withdrawn  before 
acceptance,  unless  based  on  consideration  separate  from  stipulated  price;  Brown 
V.  San  Francisco  Sav.  Union,  134  Cal.  452,  66  Pac.  592,  holding  option  to  sell 
within  limited  time,  without  consideration  and  unaccepted,  nttdum  pactum,  and 
withdrawable  before  acceptance. 

Cited  in  Hanly  v.  Watterson,  39  W.  Va.  220,  19  S.  E.  536,  holding  opUon  a 
contract,  whereby  owner  agrees  that  another  shall  have  right  to  purchase  at  fixed 
price  within  certain  time;  Washington  v.  Rosario  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  28  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  434,  67  S.  W.  459,  holding  burden  on  one  desiring  to  enforce  option  to  show 
assurance  on  his  part,  to  satisfaction  of  other  party,  of  ability  to  carry  out  terms 
stipulated,  and  referring  particularly  to  annotation  in  21  L.  R.  A.  127 ;  Curtis  v. 
American  Case  &  Register  Co.  38  App.  D.  C.  119,  holding  that  oflfer  to  purchase 
goods  made  without  consideration  may  be  withdrawn  before  acceptance;  Friend- 
ly V.  Elwert,  57  Or.  610,  112  Pac.  1075,  holding  that  option  to  purchase  which  is 
without  consideration,  is  nudum  pactum  until  accepted ;  New  England  Box  Co.  v. 
Prentiss,  75  N.  H.  247,  72  Atl.  826,  holding  that  option  to  purchase  land  based 
upon  consideration,  cannot  be  revoked;  Jennings-Heywood  Oil  Syndicate  v.  IIous- 
siere-Latreille  Oil  Co.  119  La.  854,  44  So.  48],  to  the  point  that  an  option  must 
be  exercised  within  time  limit  or  right  will  be  lost;  Goodman  v.  Spurlin,  131  Ga. 
590,  62  S.  E.  1029,  holding  that  written  option  without  consideration,  for  sale  of 
land,  may  be  withdrawn  or  revoked  before  its  acceptance;  Trogden  v.  Williams. 
144  N.  C.  199,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  870,  56  S.  E.  865;  Cameron  v.  Shumway,  149  Mich. 
641,  113  N.  W.  287, — on  when  a  contract  is  optional  in, nature;  Indiana  &  A. 
Lumber  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pharr,  82  Ark.  583,  102  S.  W.  686,  on  time  as  an  elenaent  of 
an  option  contract;  McConathy  v.  Lantham,  116  Ky.  740,  76  S.  W.  535,  holding 
a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  with  a  provision  for  the  payment  of  the  con- 
sideration before  a  certain  time  or  the  contract  would  be  void,  was  an  option 
contract;  Bonanza  Min.  &  Smelter  Co.  v.  Ware,  78  Ark.  314,  95  S.  W.  765,  hold- 
ing the  placing  by  a  grantor  of  a  deed  in  a  bank  to  be  delivered  on  the  payment 
of  a  note  given  by  the  grantee  did  not  constitute  an  option  for  the  purchase  of 
the  land. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hayes  t,  O'Brien,  23  L.  R.  A.  555,  which  holds  lessee's 
privilege  of  purchasing  premises  not  lacking  in  mutuality;  Bigler  v.  Baker,  24 
L.  R.  A.  255,  which  holds  want  of  mutuality  no  defense  to  specific  performance 
of  unilateral  contract  after  conditions  performed  by  party  not  bound;  Booth  v. 
People,  50  L.  R.  A.  762,  which  sustains  statute  making  unlawful,  options  for 
sale  of  commodities  which  have  been  subject  of  gambling  operations;  La  Dow  v. 
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£.  Bement  &  Sons,  46  L.  R.  A.  479,  which  holds  that  contract  to  repurchase  stock 
at  end  of  two  ye&rs,  if  called  on,  gives  reasonable  time  to  make  call  after  expira- 
tion of  period;  Turner  v.  McCormick,  67  L.R.A.  853,  which  holds  option  of  sale 
•of  land  converted  into  an  executory  contract  by  written  acceptance  thereof  ac- 
cording to  its  ''terms"  notwithstanding  a  request  for  a  departure  from  such  terms 
MS  to  time  and  place  of  performance. 

Annotation  in  21  L.  R.  A.  127  referred  to  with  approval  in  Dyer  v.  Duflfy, 
39  W.  Va.  165,  24  L.  R.  A.  341,  footnote  p.  339,  10  S.  E.  540,  holding  proposal  to 
sell  land  not  sale  till  notice  of  acceptance  given. 

Distinguished  in  Bacon  v.  Kentucky  C.  R.  CJo.  95  Ky.  376,  25  S.  W.  747,  hold- 
ing 'stipulation  that  lessee  might  purchase,  binding  on  lessor,  although  lessee  not 
obliged  to  purchase,  other  undertakings  being  sufficient  consideration. 
SitlBcleney  of  acceptance  of  option. 

Annotation  cited  in  Kibler  v.  Caplis,  140  Mich.  31,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  388,  103 
N.  W.  531,  holding  where  an  acceptance  of  an  option  to  purchase  was  required 
to  be  made  within  a  certain  time,  an  acceptance  within  that  time  is  not  good  if 
the  seller  does  not  actually  receive  the  acceptance  within  that  time. 

Annotation  limited  in  Couch  v.  McCoy,  138  Fed.  701,  on  the  remedy  for  the 
^thdrawal  of  a  valid  option  contract  within  the  time  limited  for  its  acceptance. 
Speclllc   enforcement  of  optional  contracts. 

Cited  in  Murphy,  T.  &  Co.  v.  Reed,  125  Ky.  591,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  197,  128  Am. 
St.  Rep.  259,  101  S.  W.  964,  holding  though  options  were  based  upon  an  in- 
sufficient consideration  to  require  performance  by  the  vendor  the  acceptance 
thereof  before  a  withdrawal  of  the  options  rendered  the  contract  binding  and 
enforcible;  Corbett  v.  Cronkite,  239  111.  17,  87  N.  E.  784,  holding  a  contract 
to  convey  land  could  not  be  specifically  enforced  where  the  grantee  was  to  ad- 
vise the  grantor  within  a  specified  time  as  to  whether  he  would  accept  other 
land  in  consideration  therefor  and  the  grantor  revoked  his  ofTer  before  its  ac- 
ceptance by  the  grantee;  Sprague  v.  Schotte,  48  Or.  611,  87  Pac.  1046,  holding 
an  instrument  by  which  the  defendant  agreed  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff  certain 
land  if  such  offer  accepted  within  a  certain  designated  time  constituted  a  mere 
offer  to  sell  and  was  not  enforceable  as  a  contract  for  want  of  mutuality;  Cum- 
mins V.  Beavers,  103  Va.  237,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  881,  48  S.  E.  891,  1  Ann.  Cas. 
"986,  holding  an  option  to  purchase  land  may  be  specifically  enforced  although 
the  consideration  was  not  paid  until  after  the  option  was  given;  Berry  v. 
Frisbie,  120  Ky.  343,  86  S.  W.  558,  on  a  contract  leaving  it  optional  with  one 
party  as  to  whether  it  shall  be  performed  as  not  being  entitled  to  specific  per- 
formance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Livesley  v.  Johnston,  65  L.R.A.  783,  which  holds  that 
specific  performance  of  contract  for  sale  of  hops  will  not  be  refused  for  lack 
of  mutuality  where  seller  would  have  been  entitled  to  decree  for  specific  per- 
formance on  purchaser's  capricious  and  fraudulent  refusal  to  approve  the  hops; 
Frank  v.  Stratford-Handcock,  67  L.R.A.  571,  which  holds  absence  of  obligation 
of  one  having  option  to  purchase  land  to  make  the  purchase  no  bar  to  his  right 
to  have  contract  enforced  against  vendor. 

Cited  in  note  (6  L.R.A.  (K.S.)  406)  on  right  to  specific  perfonnance  of  option 
affected  by  lack  of  mutuality. 


21  L.  R.  A.  133,  GRAYBILL  v.  BRUGH,  89  Va.  895,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  894,  17 

S.  S.  558. 

Speelllc  performance  of  contract. 

Approved  in  Wood  v.  Dicker,  90  Va.  164,  17  S.  E.  818,  refusing  specific  per- 
L.R.A.  Au.   Vol.   III.— 51 
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formanoe  when  contract  provides  no  mutuality  of  obligation  and  remedy;  Cen- 
tral Land  Go.  v.  Johnston,  95  Va.  224,  28  S.  £.  175,  holding  contract  signed  by 
one  party  only,  enforceable  against  him;  Rison  v.  Newberry,  00  Va.  520,  18  S.  £. 
916,  refusing  vendor  specific  performance  after  decline  in  prices,  where,  without 
good  excuse,  he  refused  to  perform  his  part  for  considerable  time. 

Cited  in  Free  v.  Little,  31  Utah,  459,  88  Pac.  407,  on  the  right  to  the  specific 
performance  of  an  option  contract  where  the  wife  of  the  vendor  refuses  to  join 
in  the  conveyance;  Aiple-Hemmelmann  Real  Estate  Co.  v.  Spelbrink,  211  Mo. 
704,  111  S.  W.  480,  14  Ann.  Cas.  652,  holding  an  option  contract  to  purchase 
land  may  be  enforced  although  the  vendor  and  his  wife  refuse  to  convey,  by  a 
decree  against  the  husband  for  specific  performance  on  the  payment  to  him  of 
the  entire  consideration  without  deduction  for  the  value  of  the  wife's  dower 
interest. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Dyer  v.  Duffy,  24  L.R.A.  339,  which  holds  that  mere 
option  to  purchase  vests  no  right  until  accepted;  Livesley  v.  Johnston,  63 
L.R.A.  783,  which  holds  that  specific  performance  of  contract  for  sale  of  bops 
will  not  be  refused  for  lack  of  mutuality  where  seller  would  have  been  entitled 
to  decree  for  specific  performance  on  purchaser's  capricious  and  fraudulent  re- 
fusal to  approve  the  hops. 

Cited  in  notes   (24  L.  R.  A.  763)  on  specific  performance  of  contract  for  con- 
veyance where  wife  refuses  to  unite  in  conveyance;    (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  683)  on 
refusal   of  specific  performance  to  one  whose  actions  have  deprived  the  other 
party  substantially  of  benefits  which  he  should  have  derived. 
Option   vrken  enforceable. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Virginia-Carolina  Lumber  Co.  89  C.  G.  A.  632,  163  Fed. 
251,  on  it  being  necessary  that  an  option  be  under  seal  or  supported  by  a  con- 
sideration to  enforceable;  Kirby-Carpenter  Co.  v.  Burnett,  75  C.  C.  A.  437. 
144  Fed.  637,  holding  a  gratutious  option  by  which  the  grantor  agreed  to  sell 
land  if  the  offer  accepted  by  a  certain  date  was  of  no  effect  and  an  action  for  a 
breach  would  not  lie. 

Cited  in  footnote -to  Frank  v.  Stratford-Handcock,  67  L.R.A.  671,  which  holds 
absence  of  obligation  of  one  having  option  to  purchase  land  to  make  the  pur- 
chase no  bar  to  his  right  to  have  contract  enforced  against  vendor. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  406)  on  right  to  specific  performance  of  op- 
tion as  affected  by  lack  of  mutuality;  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  523)  on  rights  of  third 
persons  intervening  between  taking  and  exercise  of  option  to  purchase  realtv: 
(118  Am.  St.  Rep,  597)  on  specific  performance  of  options. 

Distinguished  in  Cummins  v.  Beavers,  ]03  Va.  236,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  881,  48 
S.  E.  891,  1  Ann.  Cas.  986,  holding  an  option  to  purchase  land  was  enforceable 
although  the  consideration  was  not  paid  until  after  the  option  was  given; 
Watkins  v.  Robertson,  105  Va.  282,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1199,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  880. 
54  S.  E.  33,  holding  an  option  contract  reciting  that  if  accepted  within  a  speci- 
fied time  and  a  consideration  of  one  dollar  paid  was  enforceable  where  accepted 
within  the  specified  time. 
Sufficiency  of  acceptance  of  option  contract. 

Cited  in  Couch  v.  McCoy,  138  Fed.  704,  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  acceptanw 
of  an  option  contract. 

21  L.  R.  A.  136,  CREAM  CITY  GLASS  CO.  v.  FRIEDLANDER,  84  Wis.  53,  3C 

Am.  St.  Rep.  895,  54  N.  W.  28. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  written  aflrreement. 

Approved  in  Harness  v.  Eastern  Oil  Co.  49  W.  Va.  248,  38  S.  E.  662,  holding 
evidence  of  oral  agreement  not  to  assign  lease  inadmissible ;  Providenoe  Washing- 
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ton  Ina.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Education,  49  W.  Va.  377,  38  S.  E.  679,  holding  verbal 
agreement  inadmissible  to  contradict  written  stipulation  of  submission. 

Cited  in  notes  (56  Am.  St.  Rep.  669;  11  Eng.  Rul,  Cas.  226)  on  parol  evidence 
to  contradict  written  instrument. 
A«lmtsslon   of   evidence. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Lawrence,  28  Neb.  448,  82  Pac.  614,  on  relevancy  of  particular 
testimony. 
"W^alver  of  rigrlit  of  rencliialon. 

Cited  in  Fred  W.  Wolf  Co.  v.  Monarch  Refrigerating  Co.  252  111.  502,  96  N.  E. 
1063,  holding  that  any  act  done  by  buyer  of  goods  tendered  in  fulfillment  of  con- 
tract of  sale,  which  he  would  have  no  right  to  do  if  he  were  not  owner,  constitutes 
acceptance  of  goods;  J.  A.  Ruhl  Clothing  Co.  v.  Singleton,  161  Mo.  App.  372,  HZ 
S.  W.  529,  holding  tliat  subsequent  sale  of  goods  by  buyer  is  waiver  of  right  of 
rescission  of  his  contract  of  purchase;  Kupfer  v.  Michigan  Clothing  Co.  141 
Midi.  340,  104  N.  W,  582,  holding  where  a  buyer  after  returning  goods  and  notify- 
ing the  seller  that  they  were  at  their  risk,  ordered  the  railroad  company  to  re- 
turn the  goods  such  acts  amounted  to  an  acceptance  of  the  goods. 

Cited  in  note  (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  575)  on  waiver  of  right  to  rescind  contract. 
—  By  «•«. 

Approved  in  Kingman  v.  Watson,  97  Wis.  612,  73  N.  W.  438,  holding  that 
vendee  of  machine  loses  right  to  return  for  defects,  etc.,  by  continuing  possession 
and  use  thereof. 

Cited  in  Zipp  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pastorino,  120  Wis.  177,  97  N.  W.  904,  holding  that 
purchaser  of  personal  property  with  right  to  return  if  not  satisfactory  waives 
right  of  rejection  if  he  uses  more  of  property  than  was  necessary  to  make  test; 
Peplinski  v.  Nicholas,  143  Wis.  390,  127  N.  W.  947,  to  the  point  that  consumption 
of  article  sold  by  purchaser  under  executory  contract  of  sale  is  waiver  of  right 
to  rescind  contract;  Noble  v.  Olympia  Brewing  Co.  64  Wash.  4C6,  36  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
473,  117  Pac.  241,  holding  that  use  of  part  of  shipment  of  goods  which  is  not 
necessary  as  test  is  waiver  of  right  to  rescind  sale;  Hakes  v.  Thayer,  165  Mich. 
486,  131  N.  W.  174,  holding  that  keeping  and  using  horse  after  attempt  to  rescind 
sale  for  fraud  and  breach  of  warranty  was  waiver  of  right  of  rescission;  Edwards 
v.  Wooldridge,  52  Tex.  Civ.  App.  514,  115  S.  W.  920,  holding  that  retention  and 
use  of  personal  property  will  amount  to  acceptance  of  sale  when  defects  are  patent 
and  must  have  been  observed  when  property  was  received;  Sturgis  v.  Whisler, 
145  Mo.  App.  156,  130  S.  W.  Ill,  holding  a  purchaser  of  a  stallion  waives  his 
right  to  rescind  the  contract  after  a  tender  of  the  stallion  back  and  a  refusal 
to  accept  by  the  seller,  by  making  use  of  the  stallion  for  breeding  purposes;  Fox 
V.  Wilkinson,  133  Wis.  3*41,  14  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1110,  113  N.  W.  669,  holding  where 
the  purchasers  of  a  threshing  machine  after  notifying  the  dealer's  agent  that 
they  did  not  intend  to  keep  the  machine  it  proving  unsatisfactory  on  trial, 
continued  to  use  the  machine  for  some  time  thereafter  such  use  constituted  an 
acceptance  of  the  machine ;  Trinidad  Asphalt  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Buckstaff  Bros.  Mfg.  Co. 
86  Neb.  630,  136  Am.  St.  Rep.  710,  126  N.  W.  ^93,  holding  a  countermand  of 
an  order  for  goods  is  waived  by  the  taking  of  a  sample  of  the  goods  to  test; 
Faust  v.  Koers,  111  Mo.  App.  564,  86  S.  W.  278,  holding  a  vendee  of  a  horse  did 
not  waive  a  rescission  of  the  contract  when  the  vendor  refused  to  accept  a  re- 
scission of  the  contract  of  sale,  by  driving  the  horse  which  he  placed  in  a  livery 
stable,  for  the  purpose  of  exercising  it. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wind  v.  Her,  27  L.  R.  A.  219,  which  holds  reflervation  of 
Tight  to  inspect  goods  no  indication  that  title  shall  not  pass  till  goods  tested; 
Ontario  Deciduous  Fruit  Growers'  Asso.  v.  Cutting  Fruit  Packing  Co.  53  L.  R.  A. 
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681,  which  requires  buyer  to  pay  for  fruit  received  under  contract,  knowing  full 
amount  cannot  be  delivered. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  728)  on  necessity  of  tender  of  all  property 
Bold  as  condition  of  rescission  for  breach  of  warranty;  (36  L.R.A.(N^.)  468, 
469,  470,  473)  on  use  as  waiver  of  right  to  rescind  for  breach  of  warranty  or 
noncompliance  with  contract. 

21  L.  R.  A.  139,  CRAFT  v.  PARKER,  W.  &  CO.  06  Mich.  246,  56  N.  W.  812. 
liiabillty  of  -vendor  of  itnUt  article. 

Approved  in  Little  v.  G.  E.  Van  Syckle  &  Co.  115  Mich.  483,  73  N.  W.  554, 
holding  piano  dealer  liable  on  implied  warranty  that  instrument  is  properly 
constructed;  Rkinn  v.  Reutter,  135  Mich.  57,  63  L.R.A.  745,  97  N.  W.  152,  holding 
one  knowingly  selling  hogs  infected  with  infectious  disease  liable  for  damages 
resulting  therefrom,  although  to  persons  not  immediately  connected  with  sale. 

Cited  in  Wicdeman  v.  Keller,  58  111.  App.  384,  denying  existence  of  implied 
warranty  of  soundneej  of  provisions  not  prepared  by  vendor,  when  he  was  with- 
out notice  and  unable  by  proper  care  to  ascertain  their  unwholesome  condition; 
Skinn  v.  Reutter,  135  Mich.  -59,  63  L.R.A.  743,  footnote  p.  743,  106  Am.  St  Rep. 
384,  97  N.  W.  152,  holding  seller  of  diseased  hogs  liable  for  injury  to  life  or 
property  resulting  therefrom;  Eshleman  v.  Union  Stock  Yards  Co.  25  Lahc.  L. 
Rev.  78,  to  the  point  that  butcher  who  sold  plaintiff's  brother  spiced  bacon,  which 
plaintiff  ate  at  brother's  house,  is  liable  for  damages  caused  by  unfitness  of 
bacon  for  food;  Tomlinson  v.  Armour  &  Co.  75  N.  J.  L.  761,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
937,  70  Atl.  314,  holding  a  cause  of  action  would  lie  against  a  manufacturer  put- 
ting up  canned  meats  for  domestic  use  where  a  purchaser  of  such  meat  from  a 
retailer  was  poisoned  thereby;  Salmon  v.  Libby,  114  111.  App.  269,  holding  a 
demurrer  was  properly  sustained  to  a  complaint  in  an  action  for  the  death  of  a 
person  by  eating  unwholesome  mince  meat  where  no  charge  of  fraud  or  conceal- 
ment, the  mince  meat  not  being  inherently  dangerous. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sheffer  v.  Willoughby,  34  L.  R.  A.  464,  which  denies  lia- 
bility for  furnishing  unwholesome  food  at  restaurant,  in  absence  of  negligence; 
Lewis  V.  Terry,  31  L.  R.  A.  220.  which  holds  seller  of  folding  bed  liable  for  in- 
juries to  any  person  using  it;  Pittsfield  Cottonwear  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pittsfield  Shoe 
Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  117,  which  holds  one  contracting  with  owner  to  heat  portion  of 
building  retained  liable  to  tenants  of  lower  floor  for  injury  by  freezing  and 
bursting  of  water  pipes  designed  for  their  protection  from  fire. 

Cited  in  notes  (15  L.R.A. (N.S.)  884)  on  implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  food; 
(19  L.R.A. (N.S.)  924)  on  liability  of  manufacturer,  packer,  or  vendor  to 
persons  not  in  privity  of  contract,  for  injury  from  defects  in  articles;  (54  Am. 
St.  Rep.  486)   on  negligent  sale  of  impure  food. 

Distinguished  in  Eshleman  v.  Union  Stock  Yards  Co.  222  Pa.  30,  70  Atl.  899. 
15  Ann.  Cas.  998,  holding  the  keeper  of  animals  having  an  infectious  disease  is 
not  liable  where  the  disease  is  communicated  to  the  animals  of  others  where  the 
owner  had  no  knowledge  of  the  diseased  condition  or  was  in  no  way  negligent; 
Darks  v.  Scudder-Gale  Grocer  Co.  146  Mo.  App.  263,  130  S.  W.  430,  holding  that 
wholesale  grocer  is  liable  for  negligence  as  matter  of  law,  where  he  sells  article 
labeled  as  ginger  extract  but  which  is  in  fact  wood  alcohol,  a  poison. 

Limited  in  Clement  v.  Rommeck,  149  Mich.  597,  13  L.R.A.(N^.)  384,  119 
Am.  St.  Rep.  695,  113  N.  W.  286,  holding  a  dealer  who  buys  stove  polish  and 
sells  it  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  intended  is  not  in  the  absence  of  negli- 
gence liable  because  it  was  not  in  fact  suitable  for  the  use  for  which  it  was 
sold. 
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^ffllffenee  tn  aitpplyina:  dansreroiis  article. 

Cited  in  Gibson  v.  Torbert,  115  Iowa,  167,  56  L.  R.  A.  100,  footnote  p.  98, 
91  Am.  St.  Rep.  147,  88  N.  W.  443,  denying  liability  of  druggist  for  failure  to 
instruct  one  of  age  of  discretion  as  to  aafe  method  of  handling  phosphorus; 
Franklin  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  97  Mo.  App.  480,  71  S.  W.  540,  holding 
admissible,  evidence  of  defective  condition  of  mauls  from  which  servant  was 
directed  by  master  to  select  one,  to  prove  defective  condition  of  maul  selected, 
and  master's  notice  thereof. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Burgess  v.  Sims  Drug  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  364,  which  holds 
druggist  liable  for  injury  from  prescription  negligently  put  up  by  registered 
pharmacist  employed  by  him;  Peters  v.  Jackson,  50  W.  Va.  651,  57  L.  R.  A. 
430,  footnote  p.  428,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  909,  41  S.  E.  190,  which  holds  one  mis- 
takenly selling  poisonous  drug  for  harmless  medicine  liable  to  third  person  tak- 
ing it;  Smith  v.  Middleton,  56  L.  R.  A.  484,  which  holds  druggist  liable  in 
punitive  damages  for  filling  order  for  calomel  tablets  with  morphine,  without 
i:otice  of  fact;  Huset  v.  J.  I.  Case  Threshing  Mach.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  303,  which 
holds  manufacturer  supplying  dangerous  machine  to  another,  without  notice  of 
dangerous  character,  liable  for  injury  to  vendee's  employee;  Wise  v.  Morgan, 
44  L.  R.  A.  548,  which  holds  druggist  not  required  to  label  as  "poison,"  medi- 
cines compounded  from  physician's  prescription;  Meyer  v.  King,  35  L.  R.  A.  474, 
which  denies  right  of  action  for  sale  of  chloroform  to  intoxicated  minor  taking 
same;  Green  v.  Ashland  Water  Co.  43  L.  R.  A.  117,  which  denies  liability  of 
'water  company  for  death  of  consumer  from  impurities  in  water  furnished,  unless 
ii  fails  to  disclose  danger  known  to  it;  West  v.  Emanuel,  53  L.  R.  A.  329,  which 
denies  druggist's  negligence  in  selling  patent  medicine  without  analyzing  contents. 

Cited  in  notes  (27  L.  R.  A.  199)  on  master's  civil  responsibility  for  wrongful 
or  negligent  act  of  servant  or  agent  toward  one  who  has  no  claim  on  master  by 
contract,  incipient  or  perfected;  (1  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1179)  on  liability  of  manu- 
facturer to  person  not  in  privity  of  contract  injured  by  article  dangerous  to 
lifef  (100  Am.  St.  Rep.  198)  on  right  to  recover  for  negligence  in  absence  of 
privity;    (111  Am.  St.  Rep.  706)   on  manufacturer's  liability  to  third  persons. 

21  L.  R.  A.  141,  KING  v.  PHILADELPHIA  CO.  154  Pa.  160,  35  Am.  St.  Rep. 

817,  26  Atl.  308. 
Acts  under  statutes  siibaeqiieiitlT  voided* 

Approved  in  State  v.  Blize,  37  Or.  409,.  61  Pac.  735,  holding  act  under  appar- 
ently legal  statute,  between  immediate  parties,  lawful,  though  statute  subse- 
quently declared  void. 

Cited  in  Pittsburg  v.  Goshorn,  230  Pa.  219,  79  Atl.  505,  on  municipal  works 
which  are  done  under  color  of  lawful  authority,  when  no  question  as  to  validity 
of  authority  was  raised,  as  lawfully  done;  Keystone  State  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
V.  Ridley  Park,  28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  642,  on  eflFect  of  an  unconstitutional  statute 
on  judicial  judgment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Gardner,  31  L.  R.  A.  660,  which  denies  right  to 
collaterally  attack  official  acts  of  officers  created  by  void  statute. 
Collateral  attack  upon  de  faeto  oflices. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Wertz,  28  Lane.  L.  Rev.  124,  20  Pa.  Dist.  R.  821,  to  the  point 
that  acts  of  de  jure  officers  are  valid  as  to  strangers;  State  ex  rel.  Bales  v. 
Bailey,  106  Minn.  144,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  778,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  592,  118  N.  W. 
676,  16  Ann.  Cas.  338,  holding  the  legal  existence  of  a  municipal  court  could 
not  be  questioned  in  habeas  corpus  proceedings  sued  out  by  a  person  imprisoned 
in  pursuance  to  proceedings  before  it. 

Cited  in  note  (140  Am.  St.  Rep.  187,  188)  on  de  facto  officers. 
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21  L.  R.  A.  146,  BELTON  v.  SUMMER,  31  Fla.  139,  12  So.  371. 
Implied  revocation  of  ^rlll. 

Approved  in  Colcord  v.  Conroy,  40  Fla.  106,  23  So.  561,  holding  will  of  un- 
married woman,  not  made  in  contemplation  of  matrimony,  revoked  by  subse- 
quent marriage;  Baacke  v.  Baacke,  50  Neb.  22,  69  N.  W.  303,  sustaining  doctrine 
implying  revocation  of  will  from  changes  in  testator's  condition  or  circum- 
stances, when  not  modified  by  statute. 
Effect  upon  belr,  of  foreclosure  ajralnat  escecntor. 

Approved  in  Walker  v.  Redding,  40  Fla.  128,  23  So.  566,  holding  foreclosure 
decree,  upon    homestead    against    executor    not    binding    upon    heir    not    party 
thereto. 
Collateral  attack   npon  ^vvlll. 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  Williamson,  51  Fla.  339,  40  So.  831,  holding  the  manner  of 
execution  and  attestation  of  a  will  admitted  to  probate  was  not  subject  to  col- 
lateral attack;  Torrey  v.  Bruner,  60  Fla.  371,  53  So.  337,  holding  that  in  probate 
of  will  where  jurisdictional  fact  of  decedent's  residence  is  determined  on  merits, 
such  determination  is  conclusive  on  parties  unless  reversed  on  direct  appeal. 
Effect    of   discovery"    of    will    after    arrant   of   administration. 

Cited   in  note    (17   L.R.A.(N.S.)    878)    on  payment  to  administrator  as  dis 
charge  of  debt  when  will  subsequently  discovered  and  probated. 

21  L.  R.  A.  168,  YELTON  v.  EVANSVILLE  &  I.  R.  CO.  134  Ind,  414,  33  N. 

E.  629. 
Rlsrlats  of  administrators,  etc.,  bringrlng:  actions. 

Cited  in  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Thiebaud,  52  C.  C.  A.  544,  114  Fed. 
924,  holding  that  administrator  suing  for  damages  for  intestate's  death  is 
trustee,  and  his  citizenship,  not  that  of  beneficiary,  determines  jurisdiction; 
Curran  v.  Abbott,  141  Ind.  499,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  337,  40  N.  E.  1091,  holding 
guardian  entitled  to  equitable  lien  on  judgment  to  reimburse  him  for  expanses 
incurred  in  prosecuting  a<2tion  for  estate. 
CompromisinBT  claim   for  damaflr^** 

Cited  in  Louisville  v.  Hart,  143  Ky.  174,  36  L.R.A.(N.8.)  212,  136  S.  W.  212, 
holding  that  claim  for  wrongful  death  cannot  be  settled  by  beneficiary  after 
administrator  has  commenced  action,  where  statute  vests  right  of  action  in 
administrator  and  authorizes  him  to  settle  it. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Foot  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  354,  which 
sustains  administrator's   power  to  compromise  cause  of  action   for  death. 

Cited  in  notes  (34  L.  R.  A.  793)  on  how  many  distinct  causes  of  action  arise 
from  injuries  resulting  in  death;  (11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  151)  on  settlement  of  claim 
by  sole  heir  or  distributee,  as  binding  upon  administrator;  (35  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
207,  210)  on  settlement  of  cause  of  action  for  death  by  beneficiaries  without 
assent  of  executor  or  administrator;  (70  Am.  St.  Rep.  685)  on  oompromise  of 
action  for  death  of  human  being. 

Disapproved  in  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Gipe,  160  Ind.  372,  65 
N.  E.  1034,  sustaining  right  of  executors  or  administrators,  acting  as  plaintiff 
in  suit  to  recover  for  wrongful  death,  to  make  compromises. 
Pleading  Inconsistent  defenses. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  197)  on  right  to  plead  inconsistent  defenses. 
Liability  of  decedent's  estate  to  cbargres  in  action  for  ^fronjirfnl  death. 

Cited  in  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Charman,  161  Ind.  109,  67  N.  E.  923,  hold- 
ing  party   interested   adversely   to   decedent's   estate   not   thereby   rendered  in* 
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competent  to  testify  in  action  for  wrongful  death  brought  in  widow's  behalf, 
since  decedent's  estate  is  not  therein  involved;  Chicago  &  £.  R.  Co.  v.  Harsh- 
man,  21   Ind.  App.  25,  51   N.  £.  343,  holding  solvent  estate  liable  for  costs 
against  administrator  in  action  for  death  of  intestate. 
Parties  to  aetlon  brovvht  by  peraoiial  repveaentative. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Osgood,  36  Ind.  App.  37,  73  N.  E. 
285,  holding  in  an  action  hj  a  personal  representative  for  the  wrongful  death 
the  widow,  children  and  next  of  kin  are  not  proper  parties  and  have  no  right 
to  compromise  or  control  the  action. 

• 

21  L.  R.  A.  161,  BRAGG  v.  GAYNOR,  85  Wis.  468,  55  N.  W.  919. 

Appeal  from  order  approving  receiver's  report  and  discharging  him,  dismissed 
in  Bragg  v.  Blewett,  99  Wis.  352,  74  N.  W.  807. 
•lurisdietion  In  eredl tor's  action. 

Approved  in  Northwestern  Iron  Co.  v.  Land  &  River  Improv.  Co.  92  Wis.  493, 
66  N.  W.  515,  holding  bringing  suit  and  obtaining  order  restraining  interfer- 
ence with  assets,  equitable  levy,  subjecting  insolvent's  property  to  jurisdiction 
of  court  without  manual  seizure;  Murray  v.  Murray,  115  Cal.  276,  37  L.  R.  A. 
629,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  97,  47  Pac.  37,  holding  that  court  acquires  jurisdiction 
to  render  judgment  in  rem  affecting  property  described  in  complaint,  by  ap- 
pointment of  receiver  with  service  of  summons  by  publication,  notwithstanding 
absence  of  owner  from  state. 

Cited  in  Pierstoff  v.  Jorges,  86  Wis.  138,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  881,  56  N.  W.  736, 
holding  that  equity  will  enforce  and  make  effectual  in  creditor's  action,  another's 
statutory  remedy,  although  judgment  be  one  in  bastardy;  Planters'  Chemical  & 
Oil  Co.  V.  A.  VValler  &  Co.  160  Ala.  221,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  93,  49  So.  89,  on 
state,  having  the  right  by  reason  of  its  sovereignty  over  its  citizens  to  subject  a 
debt  to  seizure  within  its  territory. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Harper  v.  Clayton,  35  L.  R.  A.  211,  which  denies  power 
to  reach  unasaigned  right  of  dower  by  creditor's  bill. 
Garnlslintent. 

Cited  in  Eau  Claire  Nat.  Bank  v.  Chippewa  Valley  Bank,  124  Wis.  527,  109 
Am.  St.  Rep.  966,  102  N.  W.  1068,  holding  a  bank  with  which  a  note  and  mort- 
gage assigned  by  a  husband  to  his  wife  in  fraud  of  creditors  were  placed  for 
collection  and  which  received  a  check  for  the  amount  due  was  subject  to  garnish- 
ment for  the  amount  of  the  check  by  a  creditor  of  the  husband. 

Cited  in  notes    (67  L.R.A.  211)    as  to  where  debt  garnishable;    (69  Am.  St. 
Rep.   119)    on  situs  of  debts  for  purposes  of  garnishment  and  of  property  in 
transit  in  hands  of  carriers. 
— —  Affalnat  nonresidents. 

Cited  in  Cross  v.  Brown,  19  R.  I.  228,  33  Atl.  147,  holding  situs  of  debt  for 
purpose  of  attachment  by  garnishment  is  at  domicil  of  garnished  debtor; 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Nash,  118  Ala.  486,  41  L.  R.  A.  333,  72  Am.  St.  Rep. 
181,  23  So.  825,  holding  situs  of  debt  is  at  domicil  of  creditor  for  purpose  of 
garnishment;  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Allen,  58  W.  Va.  391,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
612,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  975,  52  S.  E.  465,  holding  corporations  chartered  in  other 
states  but  owning  and  operating  railroads  in  the  state  may  be  proceeded  against 
as  garnishees  without  reference  to  the  jurisdiction  in  which  debts  due  from 
them  were  contracted  or  are  payable;  Ely  v.  Hartford  L.  Ins.  Co.  128  Ky.  811, 
110  S.  W.  265,  on  a  debt  due  a  nonresident  as  subject  to  attachment  by  a 
creditor  of  such  nonresident. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tootle  v.  Coleman,  57  L.  R.  A.   120,  which  holds  right 
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to  garnieh  debtor  not  limited  to  situs  of  chose  in  action;   Bullard  v.   Chaffee, 
51  L.  R.  A.  715,  which  holds  person  gamishable  only  in  state  where  debt  payable, 
if  creditor  resides  there;  Strause  Bros.  t.  Mtn&  Ins.  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  452,  which 
holds  debt  of  insurance  company  for  loss  in  other  state  without  situs,  where 
company  has  agent,  for  garnishment  purposes,  in  third  state;  Neufelder  v.  Ger- 
man American  Ins.  Ck>.  22  L.  R.  A.  287,  which  holds  fund  kept  by  foreign  insur- 
ance company  in  own  state  for  payment  of  losses  there  and  elsewhere  subject 
to  garnishment;  O'Connor  v.  Walter,  23  L.  R.  A.  650,  which  holds  garnishraent 
of  wages  in  other  state  by  assignee  of  claim  against  employer  not  conclusire 
as  between  assignor  and  employee;  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Corbetts,  36  L.  R.  A. 
640,   which    authorizes   garnishment   of   foreign   corporation   for   debt   due   non- 
resident; Wyeth  Hardware  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Lang,  27  L.  R.  A.  651,  which  sustains 
garnishment  of  debt  due  to  nonresident;  Hawley  t.  Hurd,  52  L.  R.  A.  195,  which 
sustains  discrimination  between  banks  in  and  out  of  state  as  to  attachment  of 
negotiable  paper;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Nash,  41  L.  R.  A.  331,  which  holds 
garnishment  of   debt  due  nonresident  not   personally   served   in   state  invalid; 
Root  V.  Davis,  23  L.  R.  A.  445,  which  authorizes  garnishment  on  service  by 
publication,  of  debt  due  from  resident  to  nonresident  of  county;  Ward  v.  Boyce, 
36  L.  R.  A.  549,  which  holds  trustee  process  in  other  state  to  reach  note  held 
by  nonresident  not  personally  served,  ineffectual;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Rogers, 
62  L.  R.  A.   178,  which   holds  nonresident  not  subject  to  garnishment  unless 
having  property  of  debtor  in  his  possession  within  state,  or  bound  to  deliver 
money  or  property  to  debtor  within  state;  National  Broadway  Bank  v.  Samp- 
son, 66  L.R.A.  606,  which  holds  liability  of  nonresident  to  nonresident  corpo- 
ration not  subject  to  attachment  within  state  when  debtor  is  temporarily  with- 
in jurisdiction  as  situs  of  debt  is  at  place  of  residence  either  of  debtor  or  of 
creditor. 

Cited  in  note  (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  212)  on  garnishment  of  debt  due  to  nonresident 
IVbat  maT  conatttnte  ^'property." 

Cited  in  Kingsley  v.  Merrill,  122  Wis.  193,  67  L.R.A.  203,  99  N.  W.  1044,  2 
Ann.  Cas.  748,  liolding  that  credits  were  "property"  within  the  meaning  of  that 
word  as  used  in  the  Constitution. 
Proceedinars  to  set  aside  fraadnleat  transaction. 

Cited  in  Whitman  v.  United  Surety  Co.  110  Md.  428,  72  Atl.  1042,  holding  the 
person  owing  money  on  a  contract  is  a  proper  party  to  a  bill  to  set  aside  a 
fraudulent  assignment  of  the  debt  evidenced  by  the  contract;  Warlick  ▼. 
Reynolds  &  Co.  151  N.  C.  613,  66  S.  E.  657,  holding  as  the  situs  of  negotiable 
notes  is  at  the  home  of  the  creditor,  an  action  to  set  aside  notes  of  resident 
debtors  held  by  nonresidents  cannot  be  treated  as  a  proceedings  quasi  in  rem. 
Jndgrment  as  proof  of  an  indebtedness. 

Cited  in  Gesellschaft  v.  Umbreit,  127  Wis.  070,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1052,  115 
Am.  St.  Rep.  1063,  106  N.  W.  821,  holding  a  judgment  by  default  on  substituted 
service  does  not  amount  to  proof  of  an  indebtedness  to  plaintiff  unless  the  com- 
plaint or  affidavit  on  which  publication  described  property  of  the  defendant 
within  the  state. 

21  L.  R.  A.  169,  STATE  v.  CAMPBELL,  53  Minn.  354,  55  N.  W.  553. 
Jurisdiction  o^er  Indian  reservations  and  Indians. 

Approved  in  Hankey  v.  Bowman,  82  Minn.  331,  84  N.  W.  1002,  holding  that 
state  election  statutes  extend  over  White  Earth  reservation. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Spotted  Hawk,  22  Mont.  45,  65  Pac.  1026,  holding  that 
state  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  crimes  committed  against  whites,  outside  res- 
ervation  by   Indians  maintaining  tribal   relations  on   reservation,   in   charge  of 
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Federal  goyemment;  Re  Blackbird,  109  Fed.  141,  holding  that  Wisconsin  au- 
thorities have  no  jurisdiction  to  enforce  state  fish  and  game  laws  against  Chip- 
pewa Indians  for  acts  committed  on  Bad  River  reservation;  Bern- way -bin-ness  v. 
Eshelby,  87  Minn.  113,  91  N.  W.  291,  holding  that  tribal  Indians,  for  acts  com- 
mitted within  reservation,  are  not  subject  to  state  laws,  but  action  may  be 
maintained  In  state  courts  to  redress  wrong  committed  without  reservation; 
State  V.  Williams,  13  Wash.  339,  43  Pac.  15,  holding  that  Indian  who  has  sev- 
ered tribal  relations  may  be  prosecuted  in  state  courts  whether  offense  com- 
mitted within  or  without  reservation,  and  one  retaining  such  relation  for  of- 
fenses not  within  reservation;  Selkirk  v.  Stephens,  72  Minn.  337,  40  L.  R.  A. 
760,  75  N.  W.  386,  remarking  that  it  has  been  rightly  held  that  criminal  laws 
of  state  do  not  apply  to  tribal  Indians  on  White  Earth  reservation;  State  v. 
George,  39  Or.  136,  65  Pac.  604,  holding  that  allottee  on  Umatilla 
reservation  is  triable  only  in  Federal  courts  for  offenses  committed  on  reserva- 
tion; Re  Lincoln,  129  Fed.  248,  denying  that  allotment  of  reservation  lands 
operates  to  give  state  courts  jurisdiction  over  crime  committed  by  allottee  upon 
his  land;  United  States  v.  Gardner,  189  Fed.  692,  holding  that  person,  who  was 
mixed  blood  Indian,  and,  who  for  many  years  had  been  enrolled  as  member  of 
certain  tribe  and  lived  within  reservation  was  Indian  within  meaning  of  federal 
penal  code;  Re  Lincoln,  129  Fed.  248,  holding  that  where  the  lands  had  been 
allotted  by  the  tribal  relations  continued  upon  the  reservation,  the  allottee  was 
not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  court  for  violating  a  state  law. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pablo  v.  People,  37  L.  R.  A.  636,  which  holds  tribal 
Indian  killing  member  of  tribe  while  off  reservation  subject  to  trial  in  state 
court;  Stacy  v.  Labelle,  41  L.  R.  A.  419,  which  holds  action  by  white  man 
against  Indian  belonging  to  tribe  and  reservation,  within  jurisdiction  of  state 
court;  People  v.  Bray,  27  L.  R.  A.  158,  which  holds  valid,  prohibition  against 
selling  or  giving  liquor  to  Indians. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Now-ge-zhuck,  69  Kan.  418,  76  Pac.  877,  holding  that 
where  the  land  had  been  allotted  among  the  Indians  and  by  act  of  Congress  they 
were  subject  to  the  control  of  the  state  laws,  the  state  had  authority  to  punish 
an  allottee  for  a  violation  of  state  law. 

21   L.  R.  A.   174,  MORRILL  v.  LITTLE  FALLS  MFG.  CO.  53  Minn.  371,  55 
N.  W.  547. 

Report  of  later  appeal  in  60  Minn.  406,  62  N.  W.  548. 
Xotfce  of  ■iockholdera'  nieetin^. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bagley  v.  Reno  Oil  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  184,  which  requires 
previous  notice  to  authorize  change  at  regular  annual  meeting  of  by-laws  in- 
creaaing  number  of  directors. 
"W^liat  eonatitutes  qaoram. 

Cited  in  Re  Schuykill  Haven  Nominations,  20  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  420,  holding  ma- 
jority constitutes  quorum  unless  changed  by  by-law;  Green  v.  Felton,  42  Ind. 
App.  684,  84  N.  E.  166,  holding  that  where  charter  provides  that  it  may  be 
amended  by  two-thirds  vote  at  any  regular  meeting  of  corporation,  majority 
of  those  present  may  amend  charter;  Gilchrist  v.  CoUopy,  119  Ky,  115,  82  S. 
W.  1018,  holding  that  where  the  by-laws  are  silent,  less  than  a  majority  of  the 
stockholders  of  a  corporation  may  hold  a  valid  election  of  officers. 

Cited  in  note   (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)   45)   on  withdrawal  of  stockholders  to  break 
quorum. 
Bvrden  of  pleadinar  and  proof  a*  to  limitation  of  action  for  frand. 

Approved  in  Duxbury  v.  Boice,  70  Minn.  119,  72  N.  W.  838,  holding  that  party 
seeking  relief  from  fraud,  more  than  six  years  after  commission  thereof,  must 
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allege  and  prove  same  not  discovered  within  six  years  before  action;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Strait,  71  Minn.  72,  73  N.  W.  646,  holding  burden  on  party  seeking 
relief  from  fraud  to  prove  that  it  was  not  discovered  within  six  yean  before 
death  of  plaintiff's  intestate. 

Cited  in  Downer  v.  Union  Land  Co.  113  Minn.  414,  129  N.  W.  777,  to 
the  point  that  where  party  seeks  relief  from  fraud  committed  more  than  six 
years  before  action,  he  must  allege  that  facts  were  not  discovered,  until 
within  six  years  before  action;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Strait,  71  Minn.  72,  73  X. 
W.  646,  holding  that  the  burden  was  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  fraud  of 
the  defendant  was  not  discovered  till  within  six  years  from  the  date  of  the 
action. 

Distinguished  in  Schmitt  v.  Hager,  88  Minn.  416,  93  N.  W.  110,  holding  de- 
fense of  statute  of  limitations  waived  by  failure  to  plead  it  and  by  going  to 
trial  upon  merits,  although  it  appears  on  face  of  complaint  that  statute  has 
run. 
Pleadlnsr  facta  to  obtain  relief  on  ffro«nd  of  fraud. 

Cited  in  Trainor  v.  Schutz,  98  Minn.  218,  107  N.  W.  812,  holding  that  where 
the  defendant  intends  to  rely  upon  fraud  in  procuring  the  execution  of  an  in- 
btrument  sued  upon,  he  must  allege  in  his  answer  facts  constituting  fraud. 
Books    of   corporation   an   shoirlnBr   o^vnemblp    of   ntock. 

Cited  in  Herrick  v.  Humphrey  Hardware  Co.  73  Neb.  815,  119  Am.  St  Rep.  917. 
103  N.  W.  685,  11  Ann.  Cas.  201,  holding  that  ordinarily  the  officers  of  a  corpo- 
ration will  not  look  behind  the  books  of  the  company  to  ascertain  who  are 
the  real  owners  of  the  stock. 

Cited  in  note  (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  1036)  on  register  of  stock  owner's  transfer 
on  stock-books  of  the  company  as  evidence  of  his  right  to  vote. 

21  L.  R.  A.   178,  HASTINGS  v.  THOMPSON,  54  Minn.   184,  40  Am.  St  Rep. 

315,  65  N.  W.  968. 
Provisions  In  note  allectlnBr  neflrotiablUtF* 

Cited  in  Cudahy  Packing  Co.  v.  State  Nat.  Bank,  67  C.  G  A.  662,  134  Fed. 
542,  holding  note  with  provision  for  attorney's  fees  for  collection  negotiable. 

Cited  in  note   (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  210,  213)  on  agreements  and  conditions  de- 
stroying negotiability. 
—  Provisions  for  ezcbaniire. 

Cited  in  Harris  v.  Johnston,  54  Minn.  182,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  312,  65  N,  W.  970, 
holding  instrument  for  payment  of  specific  sum,  promissory  note,  though  with 
current  exchange  on  place  other  than  that  of  payment;  Clark  v.  Skeen,  61  Kan. 
532,  49  L.  R.  A.  192,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  337,  60  Pac.  327,  and  Ha^lach  v.  Wolf, 
66  Neb.  601,  60  L,R.A.  435,  103  Am.  St  Rep.  736,  92  N.  W.  374,  1  Ann.  Cas. 
384,  holding  that  stipulation  for  current  exchange  on  place  other  than  tliat 
of  payment  does  not  destroy  negotiability  of  instrument  for  payment  of 
certain  sum;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Slette,  67  Minn.  427,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  42P, 
69  N.  W.  1148,  holding  promissory  note  not  negotiable  because  payable  by  bill^ 
of  exchange,  and  not  in  money ;  Flagg  v.  School  Dist.  No.  70,  4  N.  D.  40,  25  L.R.A. 
368,  58  N.  W.  499,  holding  instrument  not  negotiable  because  providing  for 
payment  of  exchange  on  point  other  than  that  of  payment,  in  addition  to  prin- 
cipal and  interest;  Culbertson  v.  Nelson,  93  Iowa,  190,  27  L.R.A.  226,  57  An. 
St.  Rep.  266,  61  N.  W.  854,  holding  bill  of  exchange  for  stated  sum  "witir 
exchange''  not  negotiable  for  want  of  certainty;  Nicely  v.  Commercial  Bank. 
16  Ind.  App.  566,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  245,  44  N.  £.  572,  holding  that  stipulation  for 
exchange  in  promissory  note  renders  same  non- negotiable  for  indefiniteaeas  and 
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vncertainty;  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Baeuier,  12  C.  C.  A.  617,  27  U.  S.  App.  541,  66 
Fed.  69,  holding  note  drawn  and  payable  in  South  Dakota,  '^with  exchange 
and  costs  of  collection,"  non-negotiable  by  statute. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.R.A.  222,  225)  on  provision  for  exchange  as  effecting 
negotiability. 

Distinguished  in  Smith  v.  First  State  Bank,  95  Minn.  498,  104  N.  W.  369, 
holding  note  containing  provision  for  exchange  and  collection  charges  not 
negotiable. 

21  L.  R.  A.  180,  ROAN  v.  HOLMES,  32  Fla.  295,  13  So.  339. 
Lflabflity  for  use  and  occupation  of  land. 

Cited  in  Re  Pennock,  122  Iowa,  627,  98  N.  W.  480,  holding  administrator 
not  liable  to  widow  for  rents  until  her  distributive  share  is  set  aside. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Credle  v.  Ayers,  48  L.  R.  A.  751,  which  holds  defaulting 
vendee   chargeable   ivith    mesne    profits    for   time   possession   of   land    withheld 
pending  ejectment  against  him. 
Specillc  lien   of  mortgragre. 

Cited  in  Seedhouse  v.  Broward,  34  Fla.  522,  16  So.  425,  holding  mortgage  and 
note  secured  thereby  not  I'oid  because  payable  in  alternative  to  definite  payees, 
under   statutes   making  mortgages   nothing  more   than   specific   liens   requiring 
judicial  action  to  enforce  them. 
Keleaae  of  do^wer. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  325)  on  voluntary  conveyance  in  which  dower 
not   released  in   satisfaction  of  mortgage  releasing  dower. 

21  L.  R.  A.  189,  STATE  v.  BLACK  RIVER  PHOSPHATE  CO.  32  Fla.  82,   13 
So.  640. 

Rlflrlita  la  iinbnterved  lands. 

Applied  in  Axline  v.  Shaw,  35  Fla.  309,  28  L.  R.  A.  392,  17  So.  411,  holding 
that  intent  of  grantor  that  submerged  land  shall  or  shall  not  pass  with  upland 
is  to  be  found  in  terms  of  conveyance. 

Cited  in  Sullivan  v.  Richardson,  33  Fla.  118,  14  So.  692,  holding  that  grant 
of  water  front  did  not  intend  land  and  water  as  such,  but  right  to  use  same 
for  wharves  and  bath  houses  to  exclusion  of  others,  and  subordinate  to  public 
rights;  Shepard's  Point  Land  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Hotel,  132  N.  C.  517,  61  L.  R.  A. 
945,  44  S.  E.  39,  holding  rights  of  riparian  owner  in  land  under  water,  conveyed 
to  him  by  state  for  purpose  of  building  wharf,  not  absolute  title  which  may 
be  separated  from  upland;  Ferry  Pass  Inspectors  &  Shippers*  Asso.  v.  Whites 
River  Inspectors'  &  Shippers*  Asso.  57  Fla.  403,  22  L.R.A.(X.S.)  349,  48  So.  643, 
on  the  nature  of  the  common-law  rights  of  riparian  owners;  Broward  v.  Marby, 
58  Fla.  410,  50  So.  826,  on  riparian  owners  as  having  no  title  to  the  lands 
under  navigable  waters;  Taylor  v.  Com.  102  Va.  770,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  866,  47 
S.  E.  875,  on  the  lands  under  tide  waters  as  being  vested  in  the  state  for  the 
benefit  of  the  whole  people;  State  ex  rel.  Ellis  v.  Gerbing,  56  Fla.  612,  22  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  343,  47  So.  353,  on  the  right  of  the  state  in  the  interests  of  public  wel- 
fare to  make  limited  dispositions  of  the  lands  under  the  navigable  waters  of 
ihm  state;  Bass  v.  Ramos,  58  Fla.  168,  50  So.  945,  holding  a  riparian  owner  can- 
not by  ejectment  recover  the  possession  of  lands  under  navigable  waters  where 
he  shows  no  title  to  such  lands  and  the  only  evidence  of  possession  was  that  he 
had  put  a  wire  fence  around  it. 

Cited  in  notes  (40  Li.R.A.  393)  on  separation  of  riparian  rights  from  upland; 
(53  Am.  St.  Rep.  298)  on  title  to  land  under  navigable  water. 
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Construction  of  gvmntm  from  state. 

Cited  in  Hawkins  v.  Mitchell,  34  Fla.  421,  16  So.  311,  denying  liability  of 
state,  in  absence  of  express  statutory  obligation,  for  interest  after  maturity 
on  internal  improvement  bonds,  on  which  it  was  guarantor. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  338)  on  right  of  state  to  grant  tide  lands. 

21  L.  R.  A.  206,  SISSON  v.  HILL,  18  R.  I.  212,  26  Atl.  196. 
Return  of  consldemtfon  on  rescission  of  fraudnlent  snle. 

Approved  in  John  V.  Farwell  Co.  v.  Hilton,  39  L.  R.  A.  681,  84  Fed.  294, 
holding  return  of  partial  payment  on  sale  not  condition  precedent  to  replevin 
for  goods  unsold,  where  fraudulent  purchaser  sold  a  part  exceeding  value  of 
payment. 

Cited  in  Skinner  v.  Michigan  Hoop  Co.  119  Mich.  471,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  413, 
78  N.  W.  547,  remarking  that  it  seems  unnecessary  in  replevin  to  tender  back 
negotiable  paper,  past  due,  given  for  goods  fraudulently  purchased,  provided 
it  be  made  to  appear  that  it  has  not  been  negotiated;  Friend  Bros.  Clothing  Co. 
V.  Hulbert,  98  Wis.  188,  73  N.  W.  784,  holding  vendor  seeking  to  rescind  for 
fraud  not  required  to  do  unreasonable  or  impossible  things  in  particular  transac- 
tion; Gay  V.  D.  M.  Osborne  &  Co.  102  Wis.  648,  78  N.  W.  1079,  holding  that 
retention  or  enforcement  of  payment  for  goods  sold  by  fraudulent  vendee  to 
innocent  third  party  not  ratification  of  original  sale,  but  only  of  subsequent 
one;  Corse  v.  Minnesota  Grain  Co.  94  Minn.  336,  102  N.  W.  728,  holding  a  fair 
offer  to  return  what  was  received  under  the  contract  is  sufiici(>nt  to  entitle  a 
party  to  a  rescission  thereof  on  the  grounds  of  fraud;  Kingman-Moore  Implement 
Co.  V.  Ellis,  126  Mo.  App.  699,  103  S.  W.  127,  as  not  favorable  to  the  rule  that 
an  offer  to  return  is  necessary  to  the  rescission  of  a  contract  obtained  by  fraud. 

Annotation  cited  in  Xeibuhr  v.  Gage,  99  Minn.  154,  108  N.  W.  884,  on  party 
by  his  own  act  rescinding  for  fraud  as  bound  do  what  he  reasonably  can  to  place 
the  defendant  in  statu  quo;  Sonnesyn  v.  Akin,  14  N.  D.  259,  104  X.  W.  1026,  on 
a  tender  as  necessary  to  the  rescission  of  a  contract  on  the  grounds  of  fraud. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Baird  v.  Howard,  22  L.  R.  A.  846,  which  holds  formal 
rescission  unnecessary  before  suit  for  obtaining  property  from  intoxicated  per- 
son at  inadequate  price;  Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hull,  25  L.  R.  A.  37, 
which  upholds  right  to  maintain  suit  for  balance  due  on  policy  without  tender 
ing  back  less  sum  accepted  under  threats  of  groundless  prosecution;  McGhee  v. 
Bell,  59  L.  R.  A.  761,  which  sustains  right  of  one  induced  to  purchase  land  by 
fraudulent  representations  as  to  quantity,  to  retain  land  and  obtain  adjust- 
ment of  equities  as  to  deficiency;  Munzer  v.  Stem,  29  L.  R.  A.  859,  which  deniei* 
necessity  of  tendering  back  before  rescission  amount  obtained  on  compromise  of 
fraudulent  purchase  of  goods. 

Cited  in  notes  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  474)  on  replevin  by  seller  of  property  from 
fraudulent  purchaser;  (80  Am.  St.  Rep.  765)  as  to  when  replevin  or  claim  and 
delivery  is  sustainable. 

Questioned  in  Crossen  v.  Murphy,  31  Or.  120,  49  Pac.  858,  holding  that  de- 
frauded party  electing  to  rescind  sale  must  return  consideration  or  deposit  it  in 
court. 

21  L.  R.  A.  210,  GLEASON  v.  HAMILTON,  138  JjT.  Y.  353,  34  N.  E.  283. 
Alteration  of  Instrnuftents  by  ngrents. 

Approved  in  Waldorf  v.  Simpson,  15  App.  Piv.  302,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  921,  hold- 
ing note  not  invalidated  by  obliteration  of  indorsement  by  unauthorized  agent; 
Kingman  v.  Silvers,   13  Ind.  App.  96,  37  N.  E.  413,  holding  alteration  of  note 
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by   unauthorized  agent  mere  spoliation  not  prcxenting  enforcement  in  original 

form. 

Cited  in  notes    (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)    285)    on  alteration  of  deed  after  delivery; 
(86  Am.  St.  Rep.  106)   on  unauthorized  alteration  of  written  instruments. 
«_  Bvrdea  of  proof. 

Cited  in  Merritt  v.  Dewey,  218  111.  606,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  221,  75  N.  E.  1066, 
hokling  in  an  action  on  a  note  where  the  defendant  introduces  evidence  show- 
ing an  alteration  of  the  note,  the  burden  is  shifted  to  the  plaintiff. 

21  L.  R.  A.  212,  CORRIGAN  v.  CHICAGO,  144  111.  637,  33  N.  E.  746. 
Effect  of  condemnation  or  statntorT  restriction  on  liability  for  rent. 

Approved  in  M.  Born  &  Co.  v.  Stafford,  93  111.  App.  12,  holding  that  tenant 
cannot  dispute  landlord's  title,  but  may  show  that  landlord's  interest  has  ter- 
minated; Rubel  V.  Title  Guarantee  &  T.  Co.  199  111.  114,  64  N.  E.  1033,  Affirming 
101  111.  App.  443,  holding  lessee  whose  interest  is  condemned  liable  for  rent 
until  entry  of  judgment  and  payment  of  compensation  and  damages;  Gluck  v. 
Baltimore,  81  Md.  322,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  515,  32  Atl.  515,  holding  taking  part  of 
demised  land  by  condemnation  not  eviction,  and  tenant  liable  for  rent;  Lodge  v. 
Martin,  31  App.  Div.'14,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  385,  holding  that  tenant's  liability  for 
rent  ceased  with  judgment  in  condemnation  and  payment  of  compensation  to^ 
owner. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  v.  Latrobe,  101  Md.  638,  61  Atl.  203,  4  Ann.  Cas.  1005,  on' 
the  taking  under  the  power  of  eminent  domain  as  extinguishing  the  rents  ior  the- 
lot  taken;  Hart  v.  East  Tennessee  Brewing  Co.  121  Tenn.  74,  19  L.R.A. ( K".?. .^ 
966,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  763,  113  S.  W.  364,  holding  a  landlord  could  not  maintain 
an  action  for  subsequent  rent  on  the  tenant's  refusal  to  further  occupy  the  prem- 
ises because  of  the  fact  that  by  reason  of  a  prohibitory  statute  the  premises 
were  no  longer  available  for  the  purposes  for  which  rented. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rhode  Island  Hospital  Trust  Co  v.  Hayden,  42  L.  R.  A. 
107,  which  holds  tenant  of  land  condemned  for  highway  liable  for  rent  up  to 
time  of  actual  eviction. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.  R.  A.  616)  on  rights  and  liabilities  of  tenant  on  de- 
struction of  leased  building;  (23  L.  R.  A.  160)  on  liability  of  landlord  as  to 
condition  of  part  of  premises  not  controlled  by  tenant;  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  669) 
on  rights  and  liabilities  of  tenant  on  destruction  of  buildings;  (15  Eng.  Rul. 
Cas.  494)  on  termination  of  liability  for  rent  by  destruction  of  premises;  (16 
Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  810)  on  release  of  tenant  from  liability  for  rent  by  condemnation 
of  premises. 

Denied  in  Rhode  Island  Hospital  Trust  Co.  v.  Hayden,  20  R.  I.  650,  42  L.  R.  A. 
109,   40  Atl.  421,  holding  tenant  liable  for   rent  accruing  after  condemnation 
and   before  actual  eviction  under  highway  act. 
Title  to  bnllding:  erected  nnder  covenant  ipritk  lessor. 

Cited  in  Bass  v.  Metropolitan  West  Side  Elev.  R.  Co.  39  L.  R.  A.  714,  27 
C.  C.  A.  161,  53  U.  S.  App.  542,  82  Fed.  862,  holding  that  title  to  building 
vested  at  once  in  lessor  subject  to  lessee's  rights  under  lease,  where  erected  under 
covenant  with  lessor  to  buy  at  end  of  term,  or  renew  lease  and  own  it  at  end 
of  renewed  term. 
Riirht  of  tenant  to  dlspnte  tbe  na tare  of  tbe  landlord**  interest. 

Cited  in  Spafford  v.  Hedges,  231  111.  145,  83  N.  E.  129,  on  tenant  as  having  the 
right  to  allow  that  the  landlord  had  only  a  limited  estate  in  the  premises  which 
bad  terminated. 
Measare  of  damages  on  the  condemnation  of  lands. 

Cited  in  Pratt  v.  Saline  Valley  R.  Co.  130  Mo.  App.  187,  108  S.  W.  1099,  holding 


21  L.R.A.  212]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  814 

on  the  condemnation  of  land  for  railroad  purposes,  the  measure  of  damages 
varies  according  as  to  whether  the  estate  is  held  in  fee  or  is  a  life  estate  only; 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  Mechanic's  Institute,  239  111.  220,  87  N.  E. 
933,  holding  a  party  in  condemnation  proceedings  who  was  allowed  to  show  the 
value  of  the  property  subject  to  a  long  lease  by  proving  the  value  of  tfce  re- 
version and  the  rents  could  not  object  that  the  jury  did  not  follow  that  rule 
in  arriving  at  the  value  of  the  property. 
Value  of  lease. 

Cited  in  Metropolitan  Bldg.  Co.  v.  King  County,  62  Wash.  411,  113  Pac  1114, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  943,  holding  that  under  Code,  tax  value  of  fifty  year  lease 
from  state,  lessee's  building  a  reverting  at  end  or  term,  in  actual  value  of  term 
less  rent  reversed  to  be  determined  by  present  worth  from  year  to  year,  con- 
sidering also  the  term. 

21  L.  R.  A.  224,  STRICKLAND  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  R.  CO.   154  Pa.  348,  26 

Atl.  431. 
Revocation  of  licenses. 

Approved  in  Hutchins  v.  Durham,  118  N.  C.  468,  32  L.  R.  A.  706,  24  S.  E. 
723,  holding  occupant  of  market  stall  under  town  license  revocable  for  any 
cause,  licensee,  not  lessee,  and  unable  to  regain  possession  by  ejectment;  Wallace 
V.  Reno,  27  Nev.  71,  63  L.R.A.  343,  73  Pac.  528,  sustaining  right  of  city,  by  reason 
of  statute,  to  revoke  license  to  sell  intoxicants,  when  necessary  for  public  wel- 
fare. 

Cited  in  McTighe  v.  Schwartz,  223  Pa.  279,  72  Atl.  630,  holding  equity  would 
order  a  person  holding  a  market  stall  under  a  permit  from  the  city  to  give  it  up. 
and  restrain  him  from  remaining  in  possession  after  it  had  been  leased  to 
another. 

Cited  in  note   (24  L.  R.  A.  584)   on  market  regulations  restricting  sales. 

Market  as  subject  to  municipal  regrulatlon. 

Cited  in  Central  Market  Co.  v.  Erie,  44  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  194,  to  the  point  that 
market  company  organized  for  purpose  of  conducting  market  is  private  corpo- 
ration; Meadville  v.  Miller,  14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  28,  29  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  519,  holding  an 
ordinance  prohibiting  the  purchase  for  the  purpose  of  sale  of  provisions  at  a 
market  during  market  hours  was  a  valid  police  regulation. 
Nature  of  public  market. 

Cited  in  School  Dist.  v.  Carlisle,  11  Pa.  Dist.  R.  296,  holding  a  market  house 
being  a  municipal  asset  was  not  subject  to  a  school  or  building  tax. 

21  L.  R.  A.  226,  ST.  LOUIS  v.  HILL,  116  Mo.  527,  22  S.  W.  861. 
"What  constitutes  a  taking:  of  property. 

Cited  in  Varney  &  Green  v.  Williams,  155  Cal.  321,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  743,  100 
Pac.  867,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  88,  holding  an  ordinance  prohibiting  billboards  from 
displaying  any  advertisements  but  permitting  persons  having  a  fixed  place  of 
business  to  advertise  their  goods  by  means  of  signs,  was  invalid  as  depriving 
one  of  his  property  without  compensation ;  Stockdale  v.  Rio  Grande  Western  R. 
Co.  28  Utah,  211,  77  Pac.  849,  holding  a  railroad  company  given  the  right  to 
occupy  a  street  and  sidewalk  with  its  spur  track  cannot  subject  the  adjoining 
property  to  laying  of  such  track  without  an  award  of  damages  in  condemnation 
proceedings;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Central  Stock  Yards  Co.  212  U.  S.  144, 
^3  L.  ed.  446,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  246,  holding  an  act  requiring  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  deliver  its  cars  to  another  road  and  to  receive  and  deliver  and  transport 
freight  at  points  where  there  is  a  physical  connection  between  the  roads  is 
Toid  as  depriving  the  road  of  its  property  without  due  process  of  law. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  White  v.  Northwestern  North  Carolina  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A, 
627,  which  holds  use  of  street  for  steam  railroad  a  taking  of  same. 
validity  of  bnlldlnff  ordinances. 

Approved  in  St.  Louis  v.  Dorr,  145  Mo.  485,  42  L.  R.  A.  691,  68  Am.  St.  Rep. 
575,  41  S.  W.  1094,  refusing  to  upliold  ordinance  providing  that  houses  front- 
ing on  certain  street  "shall  be  used  for  residences  only;"  Carpenter  v.  Reliance 
Realty  Co.  103  Mo.  App.  494,  77  S.  W.  1004,  holding  municipal  ordinance  throw- 
ing burden  of  shoring  up  adjoining  property  upon  owner  engaged  in  excavating, 
invalid. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  Gunning  Advertising  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  236  Mo.  151,  137  S.  W. 
929,  to  the  point  that  statute  providing  that  city  containing  300,000  inhabitants 
or  more  might  establish  building  line  was  void;  Curran  Bill  Posting  &  Distribut- 
ing Co.  V.  Denver,  47  Colo.  232,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  548,  107  Pac.  261,  holding  an 
ordinance  absolutely  forbidding  the  erection  of  billboards  within  so  many  feet 
of  buildings,  streets  or  alleys  was  void  as  being  unreasonable;  Passaic  v. 
Paterson  Bill  Posting  Advertising  &  Sign  Painting  Co.  72  N.  J.  L.  288,  111 
Am.  St.  Rep.  676,  62  Atl.  267,  5  Ann.  Cas.  995,  holding  an  ordinance  prohibiting 
the  erection  of  sign  boards  within  ten  feet  of  the  street  line  was  void  as  an 
unreasonable  exercise  of  the  police  power. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bostock  v.  Sams,  59  L.  R.  A.  282,  which  holds  unau- 
thorized, ordinance  authorizing  refusal  of  pei*mits  for  erecting  buildings  not 
conforming  in  size,  appearance,  etc.,  to  existing  buildings;  Summers  v.  Beeler, 
48  L.  R.  A.  54,  which  holds  restriction  in  deed  as  to  building  line  not  available 
to  prior  grantee  of  other  lot. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.R.A.  795)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting  con- 
tracts and  business;  (34  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1000)  on  exercise  of  police  power  for 
«sthetic  purposes;  (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  241;  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  408)  on  constitution- 
ality of  building  regulations;  (132  Am.  St.  Rep.  92)  on  power  of  municipality 
to  prevent  or  regulate  use  of  property  for  advertising  purposes. 
BonleTnrdM  a«  public  lilfclKvrays. 

Cited   in   footnotes   to   Burridge   v.   Detroit,   42   L.   R.   A.   684,   which   holds 
boulevard  a  street,  so  as  to  make  city  liable  for  defective  sidewalks;  Cicero  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  Cicero,  42  L.  R.  A.  696,  which  sustains  conversion  of  public  highway 
into  pleasure  driveway  from  which  loaded  vehicles  excluded. 
Property  rlerlttM. 

Cited  in  Carter  v.  Bolster,  122  Mo.  App.  141,  98  S.  W.  105,  on  ownership  and 
property  in  the  general  sense  as  necessarily  implying  a  power  of  sale. 

21   L.  R.  A.  229,  SINGER  MFG.  CO.  v.  MILLER,  52  Minn.  516,  38  Am.  St. 

Rep.  568,  55  N.  W.  56. 
Innkeeper's  lien. 

Approved  in  Reed  v.  Teneyck,  103  Ky.  68,  44  S.  W.  356,  holding  that  lien  of 
innkeeper  at  common  law  does  not  extend  to  one  not  guest,  but  boarder. 

Cited  in  Wertheimer-Swarts  Shoe  Co.  v.  Hotel  Stevens  Co.  38  Wash.  413,  107 
Am.  St.  Rep.  864,  80  Pac.  563,  3  Ann.  Cas.  625,  holding  an  innkeeper  had  no  lien 
on  the  samples  of  a  traveling  salesman  the  inn-keeper  was  aware  belonged  to  the 
salesman's  employer. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brown  Shoe  Co.  v.  Hunt,  39  L.  R.  A.  291,  which  upholds 
innkeeper's  lien  on  samples  of  traveling  salesman  belonging  to  employer;  Mc- 
Clain  V.  Williams,  49  L.  R.  A.  610,  which  denies  innkeeper's  lien  on  third  per- 
son's property  brought  to  inn  by  guest. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  958,  960)  on  inn-keeper's  lien  on  third  person's 
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property  in  possession  of  guest;   (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  870,  871,  877)  on  innkeeper's 

liens. 

Innkeeper's  liability  to  arneBt  for  Iomi  of  property* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Meacham  v.  Galloway,  46  L.  R.  A.  319,  which  holds  land- 
lord not  liable  as  insurer  for  property  o{  persons  at  hotel  under  contract  for 
special  rate. 

21  L.  R.  A.  232,  REH)  v.  HAM,  54  Minn.  305,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  333,  56  N. 

W.  35. 
Extradition)  prosecution  for  civil  oMlffatlon  or  dllKereut  oIKenfle. 

Approved  in  Re  Walker,  61  Neb.  816,  86  N.  W.  610,  17  Am.  Grim.  Rep.  343, 
holding  that  one  brought  into  state  on  requisition  in  good  faith  may  be  prose> 
cuted  on  any  other  criminal  charge  or  for  civil  obligation  or  liability. 

Cited  in  Rutledge  v.  Krauss,  73  N.  J.  L.  401,  63  Atl.  988,  holding  that  civil  suit 
may  be  instituted  against  one  brought  into  state  under  extradition  proceedings  to 
answer  for  a  crime. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Little,  57  L.  R.  A.  295,  which  holds  prisoner  trans- 
ferred to  other  state  for  trial  in  Federal  court  may  be  turned  over  to  state 
authorities. 

21  L.  R,  A.  233,  BOYSEN  v.  THORN,  98  Cal.  578,  33  Pac.  492. 
Indndnar  breacli  of  contracts  accompanied  by  -vrrongrfal  act. 

Cited  in  West  Virginia  Transp.  Co.  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  50  W.  Va.  622,  56 
L.  R.  A.  810,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  895,  40  S.  E.  591,  holding  persons  maliciously 
conspiring  to  induce  breach  of  contract  for  purpose  of  destroying  business  of 
contracting  party  liable  to  person  injured;  Raymond  v.  Yarrington,  96  Tex.  450, 
62  L.  R.  A.  967,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  914,  73  S.  W.  800,  sustaining  action  against 
parties  who,  through  conspiracy,  induce  another  to  break  contract,  to  injury 
of  one  by  whom  action  is  brought;  Mahoney  v.  Roberts,  86  Ark.  139,  110  S.  W. 
225,  holding  a  wife  who  with  knowledge  that  her  husband  had  on  selling  his  busi- 
ness agreed  with  the  buyer  not  to  engage  in  a  similar  business  in  competition 
with  the  buyer,  furnishes  the  husband  the  money  to  engage  in  such  business  and 
receives  the  proceeds  thereof  is  liable  jointly  with  her  husband  for  the  tort. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Doremus  v.  Hennessy,  43  L.R.A.  797,  which  holds  action- 
able, maliciously  persuading  one  to  break  contract  with  third  person  for  purpose 
of  destroying  business  of  latter;  Raymond  v.  Yarrington,  62  L.R.A.  962,  which 
holds  person  responsible  for  another's  engaging  in  business  in  breach  of  contract 
not  to  do  so  liable  for  resulting  damages. 

Cited  in  notes  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  750;  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  927)  on  action  for  inducing 
one  to  break  his  contract. 
IndndnflT  breach  of  contract  without  ynrrongtnl  act. 

Cited  in  Glencoe  Land  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  Hudson  Bros.  Commission  Co.  138  Mo. 
446,  36  L.  R.  A.  806,  footnote  p.  804,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  660,  40  S.  W.  93,  holding 
notice  to  desist  from  taking  gravel  from  premises  to  which  title  claimed  give* 
no  right  of  action  to  third  person  having  contract  for  drawing  it;  Lisman  v.  Mil- 
waukee, L.  S.  &  W.  R.  Co.  161  Fed.  479,  holding  the  fact  that  a  railroad  purchas- 
ing another  road  rendered  impossible  the  performance  of  a  provision  of  the  bonds 
of  the  absorbed  road  giving  the  holder  the  option  to  exchange  for  stock  did  not 
render  it  liable  for  damages  no  fraud  or  deception  being  charged;  Sweeney  v. 
Smith,  167  Fed.  387,  holding  the  fact  that  the  purchaser  of  bonds  from  a  com- 
mittee authorized  to  sell  the  same,  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  had  knowledge  that 
the  committee  had  previously  contracted  to  sell  them  to  another  does  not  render 
him  liable  to  sucli  other  in  damages  because  of  the  seller's  breach  of  contract: 
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Gamble-Robinson  CommiBsion  Co.  v.  Cbicago  &,  N.  W.  R.  Co.  21  L.RA.(N.S.)  989, 
94  C.  C.  A.  217,  168  Fed.  169,  16  Ann.  Cas.  613,  on  bad  motive  for  lawful  act  as 
creating  no  cause  of  action. 

lAdnclnar  loss  or  Injury  to  bnalneMi  or  property  of  another,  "vrhere   no 
contract  exist*. 

Cited  in  Guethler  v.  Altman,  26  Ind.  App.  690,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  313,  60  N.  E. 
355,  holding  teacher  maliciously  preventing  pupils  from  patronizing  store  not 
liable  though  using  threats;  Sparks  v.  McCreary,  156  Ala.  388,  22  L.R.A.(X.S.) 
1229,  47  So.  332,  holding  a  defendant  who  came  into  plaintiff's  place  of  business 
and  forbade  plaintiff  and  his  clerks  in  the  presence  of  customers  to  sell  and  the  -- 
customers  to  buy  on  threat  of  prosecution  might  be  held  liable  for  damages; 
Parkinson  Co.  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  154  Cal.  594,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  558,  98 
Pac.  1027,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1165,  holding  the  act  of  a  labor  union  in  sending  notices 
to  plaintiff's  customers  to  the  effect  that  plaintiff  had  been  declared  unfair  and 
that  union  men  could  not  handle  plaintiff's  materials  did  not  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  injunctive  relief;  Arnold  v.  MofBtt,  30  R.  I.  319,  75  Atl.  502,  holding  defend- 
ant who  as  an  expert  reported  dishonestly  that  plaintiffs  bill  for  certain  work 
was  exorbitant  was  not  liable  for  the  damage  caused  to  plaintiff  by  a  refusal  to 
pay  his  bill;  Banks  v.  Eastern  R.  &  Lumber  Co.  46  Wash.  613,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
487,  90  Pac.  1048,  holding  an  employer  who  retained  a  part  of  the  wages  of  his 
employees  for  medical  services  was  not  liable  for  damages  where  the  employees 
had  contracted  with  the  plaintiff  to  treat  them  and  the  employer  employed  an- 
other physician  and  notified  the  employees  that  they  would  be  discharged  if  they 
treated  with  plaintiff. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gore  v.  Condon,  40  L.  R.  A.  382,  which  holds  selling 
of  land  under  fraudulent  mortgages,  and  preventing  payment  of  rent  to  real 
owner,  actionable  wrong;  Jackson  v.  Stanfield,  23  L.  R.  A.  588,  which  holds 
combination  of  retail  lumber  dealers  to  destroy  business  of  brokers  b}'  com- 
pelling refusal  of  sales  to  them,  actionable;  Graham  v.  St.  Charles  Street  R.  Co. 
27  L.  R.  A.  416,  which  holds  intentional  causing  of  loss  to  another  without 
justifiable  cause,  actionable. 

Cited  in  note   (47  L.  R.  A.  440)   on  action  by  general  creditor  for  damages 
against  third  party  on  account  of  fraud  in  disposing  of  debtor's  property  or  pre- 
venting plaintiff  from  collecting  his  claim. 
Interference  by  third  parties  with  relation  of  master  and  servant* 

Cited  in  Kline  v.  Eubanks,  109  La.  247,  33  So.  211,  denying  recovery  for 
enticement  of  laborer  in  absence  of  malice  or  fraud  in  defendant;  Chain  Belt  • 
Co.  V.  Von  Spreckelsen,  117  Wis.  120,  94  N.  W.  78,  sustaining  dissolution  of 
preliminary  injunction  restraining  skilled  mechanic  from  leaving  employment 
in  violation  of  contract,  through  inducement  of  third  party;  Union  Labor  Hospital 
Asso.  V.  Vance  Redwood  Lumber  Co.  158  Cal.  557,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1041,  112  Pac. 
886,  holding  that  maliciously  causing  employees  to  violate  their  contract  with 
employer  does  not  give  cause  of  action  where  person  exercised  only  a  legal  right. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Flaccus  v.  Smith,  54  L.  R.  A.  640,  which  authorizes  in- 
junction against  representative  of  labor  union  enticing  apprentices  to  break 
contract  not  to  join  union;  Re  Young,  48  L.  R.  A.  153,  which  sustains  state 
statute  against  soliciting  seaman  to  desert  from  any  vessel  within  jurisdiction 
of  state;  Moran  v.  Dunphy,  62  L.  R.  A.  116,  which  holds  actionable,  maliciously 
procuring  discharge  of  servant  employed  at  will;  Raycroft  v.  Tayntor,  33  L.  R. 
A.  225,  which  denies  liability  regardless  of  motive,  for  procuring  discharge  of 
employee;  Baker  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Ca  55  L.  R.  A.  271,  which  denies  lia- 
bility for  discharge  by  reason  of  conspiracy  of  servant  employed  for  indefinite 
time;  Curran  v.  Galen,  37  L.  R.  A.  802,  which  holds  illegal,  agreement  that  all 
L.RJ^,  Au.  Vol.  III.— 52. 
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members  of  employers'  association  shall  be  members  of  labor  aasociation ;  Plant 
v.  Woods,  51  L.  R.  A.  339,  which  sustains  injunction  against  threats  by  labor 
union  to  make  employers  induce  employees  to  leave  other  union  and  rejoin 
former;  Wolf  v.  New  Orleans  Tailor-Made  Pants  Co.  67  L.R.A.  65,  which  holds  one 
employing  person  in  ignorance  of  latter's  agreement  to  work  for  another  not 
liable  to  latter  for  failure  to  discharge  servant  on  latter*s  expressing  determina- 
tion not  to  return  to  former  employer;  Employing  Printers'  Club  v.  DeBlosser 
Co.  69  L.R.A.  90,  which  holds  actionable  a  combination  to  injure  person  in  his 
trade  in  inducing  employee  to  break  contract  or  to  decline  to  continue  longer 
in  his  employment. 

Cited  in  notes  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1093)  on  civil  liability  for  enticing  servant  to 
quit;    (17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  354)   on  liability  for  inducing  breach  of  contract  of 
service. 
Rlerht  of  action  on  case. 

Cited  in  Rader  v.  Davis,  —  Iowa,  — ,  38  L.R.A.(N.S  )  134,  134  N.  W.  849,  to 
the  point  that  doing  of  act  lawful  in  itself  does  not  become  actionable  even  though 
done  maliciously;  People  v.  Schmitz,  7  Cal.  App.  371,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  721,  94 
Pac.  419,  holding  that  threatened  injury  is  not  unlawful  unless  it  is  of  such  char- 
acter that,  if  committed,  it  would  constitute  actionable  wrong. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Royce  v.  Oakes,  39  L.  R.  A.  845,  which  holds  that  action 
on  case  does  not  lie  for  servant's  failure  to  pay  over  on  demand,  money  col- 
lected for  principal. 

Cited  in  notes  (62  L.RwA..  682,  690)  on  effect  of  bad  motive  to  make  actionable 
what  would  otherwise  not  be;  (25  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  83)  on  liability  for  wilfully 
and  intentionally  harming  another  in  exercise  of  a  legal  right. 

21  L.  R.  A.  241,  GRAHAM  v.  STULL,  92  Tenn.  673,  22  S.  W.  738. 
RiarlitB  of  nonresidents  under  statutory  exemptions. 

Approved  in  Hascall  v.  Hafford,  107  Tenn.  357,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  952,  65  S.  W. 
423,  holding  that  statutory  provision  for  year's  support  for  widow  inures  to 
benefit  of  widows  of  residents  only;  Farris  v.  Si  pes,  99  Tenn.  300,  41  S.  W.  443, 
holding  that  constitutional  provisions,  and  statutes  exempting  homesteads  inure 
to  benefit  of  citizens  only;  Coile  v.  Hudgins,  109  Tenn.  220,  70  S.  W.  56,  holding 
that  removal  of  widow  from  state  operates  as  forfeiture  of  her  homestead  rights. 

Cited  in  Coile  v.  Hudgins,  109  Tenn.  220,  70  S.  W.  56,  holding  a  widow  who  had 
homestead  rights  assigned  to  her  forfeited  such  rights  by  becoming  a  resident  of 
another  state  for  the  time  being. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bond  v.  Martin,  44  L.  R.  A.  430,  which  sustains  nonresi- 
dent's riglit  to  exemption  of  household  furniture  from  execution. 

Cited  in  note  (11  L.R.A  (N.S.)  361)  on  widow's  right  to  exemption  or  allow- 
ance for  support  out  of  personal  assets  of  nonresident  husband. 

21  L.  R.  A.  247,  BULKELEY  v.  HOUSE,  62  Conn.  459,  26  Atl.  352. 
Construction  of  contract  of  suretysl&lp. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Hunter,  73  Conn.  441,  47  Atl.  665,  holding  that  liabilities 
of  surety  cannot  be  extended  by  implication  beyond  prex;ise  terms  and  scope  of 
contract;  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Burch,  146  N.  C.  318,  59  S.  K  71,  holding  in  order 
to  constitute  a  surety  on  a  note  a  cosurety  with  another  signing  the  note  there 
must  be  a  mutual  understanding  between  the  parties ;  State  v.  Spittler,  79  Conn. 
475,  65  Atl.  949,  on  the  liability  of  sureties  as  not  to  be  extended  by  implication. 
Conclusiveness  of  Jndarmeut  aeralnst  several  defendants. 

Cited  in  Westfield  Gas  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Noblesville  &  E.  Gravel  Road  Co.  13  Ind. 
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App.  484,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  244,  41  N.  E.  955,  holding  judgment  against  two  tort 
feasors,  sued  severally,  res  jtniicata  of  liability  of  each  in  action  for  contribution. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  or  explain  Blgrnatnre  to  note. 

Cited  in  Hayes  y.  Bronson,  78  Conn.  231,  61  Atl.  549,  holding  it  was  competent 
in  an  action  by  a  surety  for  indemnity  to  show  by  parol  that  the  relation  of  the 
parties  on  the  contract  was  not  as  appeared  ^om  the  face  of  the  bond.* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hoffman  v.  Habighorst,  53  L.  R.  A.  908,  which  holds 
parol  evidence  admissible  that  signers  of  note,  unsigned  by  principal  debtor, 
signed  as  sureties  to  payee's  knowledge;  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Midland  Steel  Co. 
52  L.  R.  A.  307,  which  holds  parol  evidence  admissible  that  note  signed  by  indi- 
vidual name,  followed  by  word  "president,"  a  corporate  contract;  Shuey  v.  Adair, 
30  L.  R.  A.  473,  which  holds  oral  evidence  inadmissible  to  show  maker  of  note 
agent  only;  Young  v.  Sehon,  62  L.  R.  A.  499,  holding  parol  evidence  admissible 
to  show  relation  that  signers  of  non-negotiable  note  bear  to  one  asserting  lia- 
bility against  them  thereon. 

Cited  in  note  (4  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  548)  on  parol  evidence  to  show  order  of  liabili- 
ty among  parties  to  bill  or  note. 

21  L.  R.  A.  255,  BROWN  v.  BROOKS,  85  Wis.  290,  56  N.  W.  395. 
Liability  for  daniasres  by  Bpreadlngr  of  Are. 

Cited  in  Nail  v.  Taylor,  247  111.  584,  93  N.  E.  359,  holding  that  person  is 
liable  for  all  those  consequences  which  might  have  been  forseen  and  expected  as 
result  of  his  conduct. 

Annotation  cited  in  Talmadge  v.  Central  R.  Co.  125  6a  404,  54  S.  E.  128,  as 
asserting  the  adoption  as  part  of  the  common  law  of  tlie  United  States  the  stat- 
utes of  England  fixing  the  liability  for  negligent  starting  of  fires. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Day  v.  H.  C.  Akeley  Lumber  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  513,  which 
holds  manufacturer's  liability  for  communication  of  fire  used  in  manufacturing, 
to  another's  property,  dependent  on  negligence  or  misconduct;  Owen  v.  Cook, 
47  L.  R.  A.  646,  which  holds  one  starting  back  fire  to  protect  own  property  not 
liable  for  loss  which  would  have  resulted  from  original  fire;  Cook  v.  Minneap- 
olis, St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  457,  which  denies  liability  of  one 
negligently  causing  fire  for  property  burned  after  joinder  with  other  fire. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  162)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  making  rail- 
road companies  absolutely  liable  for  damage  by  fire  set  by  them,  or  for  stock 
killed  by  them,  irrespective  of  negligence;  (27  L.  R.  A.  167)  on  master's  civil 
responsibility  for  wrongful  or  negligent  act  of  servant  or  agent  toward  one  who 
has  no  claim  on  master  by  reason  of  contract,  incipient  or  perfected;  (36  L.R.A. 
<N.S.)  194,  195)  on  liability  for  setting  fire  spreading  to  other's  property. 
JFury's  province  In  nearllgrence  actions. 

Approved  in  Omaha  &  R.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Brady,  39  Neb.  43,  57  N.  W.  767, 
holding  question  whether  negligence  shown  by  driver  in  failing  to  observe  ap- 
proaching train  in  time  to  prevent  fright  of  horses,  for  jury;  Omaha  Street  R. 
Co.  V.  Craig,  39  Neb.  614,  58  N.  W.  209,  holding  question  of  contributory  negli- 
gence in  stepping  from  platform  of  moving  car  without  using  band  hold,  for 
jury. 
Burden  of  proving  Are  neirllfirent. 

Cited  in  Allen  v.  Bainbridge,  145  Mich.  368,  108  N.  W.  732,  holding  in  an  ac- 
tion for  the  recovery  of  damages  from  a  fire  set  by  the  defendant  the  plaintiff 
must  show  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence  that  the  defendant  negligently  allowed 
the  fire  to  escape  from  his  premises. 
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21  L.  R.  A.  263,  HAUSMANN  v.  MADISON,  86  Wis.  187,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  834, 

56  N.  W.  167. 
Liability  for  Ice  on  streets  and  vralka. 

Approved  in  Beaton  v.  Milwaukee,  97  Wis.  418,  73  N.  W.  63,  holding  city  not 
liable  for  injury  on  icy  sidewalk  consisting  of  only  three  boards  8  inches  wide; 
Dapper  v;  Milwaukee,  107  Wis.  91,  82  N.  W.  725,  holding  city  not  liable  for 
injury  received  on  icy  sidewalk,  crossing  alley,  in  absence  of  structural  defects. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gavett  v.  Jackson,  32  L.  R.  A.  861,  which  denies  lia- 
bility of  city  for  thin  strip  of  ice  across  sidewalk,  due  to  sag  in  eavestrough; 
Reedy  v.  St.  Louis  Brewing  Asso.  53  L.  R.  A.  805,  which  holds  city  and  abutter 
jointly  liable  for  ice  on  sidewalk,  remaining  for  unnecessary  period;  Huston  v. 
Council  BlufTs,  36  L.  R.  A.  211,  which  holds  city  liable  for  ice  and  snow  allowed, 
to  remain  on  sidewalk. 

Cited  in  notes  (58  L.R.A.  325)  on  liability  for  permitting  water  to  accumu- 
late and  freeze  on  sidewalk  to  injury  of  travelers;  (7  L.R.A. (N.S.)  934,  937)  on 
liability  of  municipality  for  injuries  from  smooth  level  ice  or  snow  on  sidewalk 
not  otherwise  defective;  (20  L.R.A. (N.S.)  656)  on  liability  of  municipality  for 
snow  and  ice  on  streets. 

Annotation  in  21  L.  R.  A.  263,  referred  to  particularly  in  Magaha  v.  Hagers- 
town,   95  Md.   75,  51   Atl.   832,   holding  city's   liability   for   injury   from   large 
sheet  of  ice  in  street,  caused  by  drain  from  house,  question  for  jury. 
Contributory  nearll8r«nee. 

Approved  in  Devine  v.  Fond  du  Lac,  113  Wis.  61,  88  N.  W.  913,  holding  one 
negligent  who,  in  daytime  and  with  knowledge  of  circumstances,  walks  upon 
slippery  portion  of  walk,  part  of  which  rendered  safe  by  plank  covering. 

Cited  in  Murphy  v.  Herold  Co.  137  Wis.  613,  119  N.  W.  204,  holding  a  pedes- 
trian was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law,  in  falling 
through  an  open  hatchway  in  a  sidewalk  in  the  evening  although  he  knew  of  the 
opening  but  did  not  know  that  it  was  used  in  the  evening. 

Distinguished  in  Gerrard  v.  La  Crosse  City  R.  Co.  113  Wis.  259,  57  L.  R.  A. 
468,  89  N.  W.  125,  holding  that  jury  must  say,  under  proper  instructions, 
whether  person  accustomed  to  handling  horses  was  negligent  in  attempting  to 
cross  car  track  obstructed  by  snow. 

21  L.  R.  A.  278,  WACHSMUTH  v.  MERCHANTS'  NAT.  BANK,  96  Mich.  426, 

66  N.  W.  9. 
Prl-vllesed  communications. 

Approved  in  Trebilcock  v.  Anderson,  117  Mich.  41,  76  N.  W.  129,  holding  com- 
munication from  mayor  to  council  absolutely  privileged,  at  least  as  to  pertinent 
matter. 

Cited  in  note  (6  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    163)   on  report  by  executive  or  administrative 
officer  as  privileged. 
Sufficiency  of  affidavit  for  nvarrant. 

Approved  in  Kaeppler  v.  Red  River  Valley  Nat.  Bank,  8  N.  D.  410,  79  N.  W. 
869,  holding  warrant  in  insolvency  proceedings  illegal,  when  issued  on  affidavit 
upon  information  and  belief  without  giving  grounds  therefor;  Paulus  v.  Grobben, 
104  Mich.  49,  62  N.  W.  160,  holding  case  of  false  imprisonment  presented  by 
affidavit  showing  connection  of  defendant  with  arrest  and  imprisonment  based 
on   void   affidavit. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Whaley  v.  Lawton,  56  L.  R.  A.  649,  which  denies  liability 
to  action  for  false  imprisonment  of  one  making  affidavit  for  warrant  under  which 
arrest  made. 
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ft«l«billtT  •'  oorporatlOB  f6r  tKe  acts  of  oflcers. 

Cited  in  Stewart  v.  Wright,  77  C.  C.  A.  499,  147  Fed.  328,  holding  a  hanking 
corporation  liable  as  a  partner  to  a  conspiracy  where  knowing  that  certain  per- 
sons were  engaged  in  a  confidence  game  assisted  them  by  making  representations 
«8  to  their  credit  and  giving  them  the  benefit  of  their  banking  facilities. 
Defense  not  pleaded. 

Cited  in  Niles  v.  Benton  Harbor-St.  Joe  R.  &  Light  Co.  154  Mich.  382,  117  N.  W. 
937>  holding  in  an  action  against  a  corporaition  on  a  contract  the  defense  of 
ultra  Tires  is  not  available  where  no  notice  given  of  it  under  the  rules  of  the 
circuit  court. 

21  L.  R.  A.  280,  STONE  v.  DODGE,  96  Mich.  514,  56  N.  W.  75. 
Rlori^ts  ef  depositor  In  Insolvent  iKank. 

Approved  in  Sherwood  v.  Central  Michigan  Sav.  Bank,  103  Mich.  115»  61 
N.  W.  352,  holding  that  receiver  of  bank,  closing  its  doors  on  day  money  credited 
as  special  deposit  was  received,  took  same  charged  with  bank's  legal  and  equi- 
table obligations. 

Cited  in  note   (25  L.  R.  A.  548)   on  exceptions  to  prohibition  of  preferences 
by  insolvent  national  banks. 
Riari^t  of  Bet-oir  in  Insolvency  proceedinss. 

Approved  in  Northern  Trust  Co.  v.  Healy,  61  Minn,  232,  63  N.  W.  626,  hold- 
ing that  debt  purcliased  with  knowledge  of  debtor's  insolvency  cannot  be  set  off 
in  assignee's  action  upon  debt  due  from  purchaser  to  insolvent;  Johnston  v. 
Humphrey  91  Wis.  81,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  873,  64  N.  W.  317,  holding  that  banker's 
debtor  may  set  off,  in  insolvency  proceedings,  deposit  certificates  purchased  after 
bank  closed  its  doors,  where  right  is  given  by  statute;  Thompson  v.  Union  Trust 
Co.  130  Mich.  610,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  494,  90  N.  W.  294,  sustaining  depositor's 
right  to  set  off  amount  standing  to  his  credit  at  time  of  insolvency  of  bank 
against  notes  payable  by  him,  but  not  then  due. 

Cited  in  notes  (65  L.  R.  A.  69)  on  set  off  in  bankruptcy  cases;  (23  L.  R.  A. 
315)  on  right  to  set  off  insolvent's  obligation  on  claim  in  hands  of  his  receiver, 
assignee,  or  trustee  for  creditors;  (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  586)  on  equitable  set-off  after 
insolvency. 

Distinguished  in  Frnnzen  v.  Hutchinson,  94  Iowa,  100,  62  N.  W.  698,  holding 
that  domestic  agent  of  foreign  insolvent,  assignee  of  unearned  premiums,  may 
fiot  off  same  against  his  debt  to  assignor,  although  assignee  had  unofficial  notice; 
Nix  V.  Ellis,  118  Ga.  350,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  Ill,  46  S.  E.  404,  holding  debtor  of 
insolvent  bank,  when  sued  by  receiver  may  set  off  claim  against  bank  purchased 
by  debtor  from  depositor  after  bank's  insolvency. 
lii'ben  corporation  Is  insolvent. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Bankers  Union,  71  Neb.  643,  99  N.  W.  531  (dissenting  opin- 
ion ) ,  as  to  when  ordinary  business  corporation  is  deemed  insolvent. 

21  L.  R.  A.  287,  PEOPLE  v.  TAYLOR,  96  Mich.  576,  56  N.  W.  27. 
SnUlelency  of  informatton. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Kennedy,  105  Mich.  78,  62  N.  W.  1020,  holding  charge  in 
language  of  statute  sufficient  when  alleging  violation  of  statute  regulating 
saloons;  People  v.  Comstock,  116  Mich.  313,  73  N.  W.  245,  holding  information 
in  language  of  statute,  with  copy  of  draft  annexed,  alleging  violation  of  banking 
law,  sufficient;  People  v.  Butler,  122  Mich.  39,  80  N.  W.  883,  holding  informa- 
tion good  after  verdict,  even  though  defective  in  not  stating  times  and  places 
of  former  convicUons;   State  v.   Patton,   150  Ind.  251,  64  N.  W.  850,  holding 
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information  alleging  that  defendant,  by  previous  kppointment,  unlawfully  en- 
gaged in  fight  with  fists  for  certain  wager,  sufficient  charge  of  prize  fighting 
within  statute;  People  y.  Glazier,  159  Mich.  537,  124  N.  W.  582,  to  the  point 
that  where  statutory  definition  of  offense  does  not  include  all  of  its  elen^ents, 
indictment  in  language  of  statute  may  not  be  sufficient;  People  v.  Wright, 
144  Mich.  587,  108  N.  W.  92,  holding  information  charging  assault  with  intent 
to  commit  murder  is  sufficient  if  it  follows  language  of  statute. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Haughn  v.  State,  59  L.  R.  A.  789,  which  holds  following 
statutory  language  in  indictment  for  bunco  steering  insufficient. 
"Wliat  conntltutes  prime  flarht. 

Cited  in  Stat«  t.  Purtell,  56  Kan.  482,  43  Pac.  782,  holding  that  to  constitute 
prize  fight,  there  must  be  intent  to  use  violence  for  purpose  of  inflicting  injury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Com.  ex  rel.  Pratt  v.  McGovern,  65  L.R.A.  280,  which 
holds  that  use  of  gloves  in  prize  fight  does  not  diminish  character  of  offense. 
Impomilblllty  of  ascertalnmeiit. 

Cited  in  Albert  v.  Gibson,  141  Mich.  704,  105  N.  W.  19,  holding  statute  relating 
to  establishment  of  drains  void,  because  it  could  not  be  carried  into  effect,  since 
it  required  application  to  be  signed  by  one  third  of  free  holders  wliose  lands  were 
to  be  actually  assessed.  't 

Snfllciency  of  tlt^e  of  statute. 

Cited  in  note  (64  Am.  St.  Rep.  92)  on  sufficiency  of  title  of  statute. 

21  L.  R.  A.  289,  MANN-BOUDOIR  CAR  CO.  v,  DUPRE,  4  C.  C.  A.  540,  13  U.  a 

App.  183,  54  Fed.  646. 
Tranaportatlon  on  Bleepfnar  or  palace  car  tickets. 

Cited  in  Aplington  v.  Pullman  Co.  110  App.  Div.  251,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  329, 
holding  parol  agreement  under  which  sleeping  car  ticket  purchased  either  alone 
or  in  connection  with  ticket,  constitutes  contract. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Duval  v.  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  715,  which 
holds  ticket  for  room  in  palace  car  train  not  contract  to  carry  over  particular 
route. 

Distinguished  in  Taylor  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  130  Mo.  App.  589,  109  S.  W.  1059, 
holding  sleeping  car  passenger  entitled  to  damages  for  being  forced  to  give  up 
berth  to  which  he  had  been  assigned  by  sleeping  car  employee  after  examination 
of  his  ticket. 
l^labillty  for  loss  of  sleeping  car  passenger's  effects. 

Cited  in  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Hatch,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  304,  70  S.  W. 
771,  holding  sleeping  car  companies  are  not  held  to  responsibility  of  common 
carriers  or  innkeepers  as  regards  property  of  passengers  lost  or  stolen. 

Annotation  cited  in  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Lillie,  112  Tenn.  341,  105 
Am.  St.  Rep.  947,  78  S.  W.  1055,  holding  employees  of  sleeping  car  company  are* 
in  law,  employees  of  railroad  company,  as  to  custody  and  safety  of  luggage. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Adams,  45  L.  R.  A.  767* 
which  holds  sleeping  car  company  liable  for  theft  of  passenger's  property  where 
porter  went  to  sleep  while  on  watch;  Cooney  v.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  53 
L.  R.  A.  690,  which  holds  sleeping  car  company  liable  for  loss  of  passenger's 
valise,  intrusted  to  employees  of  comp&ny;  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Hunter, 
47  L.  R.  A.  280,  which  sustains  liability  for  theft  of  diamond  rings  from  woman 
while  asleep  in  sleeping  car;  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Martin,  29  L'.  R.  A.  498,. 
which  holds  sleeping  car  company  liable  for  property  of  passenger  stolen  by  em- 
ployee; Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Gavin,  21  L.  R.  A.  298,  which  holds  sleeping 
car  company  liable  for  porter's  theft  of  passenger's  money;  Adams  v.  New  Jersey 
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S.  B.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  682,  which  holds  steamboat  company  liable  for  theft  of 
money  from  clothing  of  passenger  during  night;  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  v. 
Hall,  44  L.  R.  A.  790,  which  denies  liability  for  theft  of  passenger's  valise  from 
sleeping  car,  through  window. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.  R.  A.  161)  on  railroad  companies  as  private  carriers  in 
drawing  special  trains  or  cars;   (29  L.  R.  A.  93)  on  liability  of  bailee  for  wrong- 
ful appropriation  of  thing  bailed  by  his  servant. 
Recovery  for  miiiGarrlaare  or  nervous  shock* 

Cited  in  Sloane  v.  Southern  California  R.  Co.  Ill  Cal.  682,  32  L.  R.  A.  197^ 
44  Pac.  320,  sustaining  right  of  passenger  to  recover  for  paroxysms  of  nervous 
system  resulting  from  indignity  and  humiliation  of  being  wrongfully  ejected? 
St.  Louis  8.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  26  Tex.  Civ.  App.  464,  64  S.  W.  797,  holding- 
degree  of  care  requisite  in  carriers  influenced  by  presumption  of  their  knowledge 
that  people  in  delicate  condition  constantly  travel  on  their  trains. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.  R.  A.  143)  on  recovery  of  damages  for  miscarriage. 
Mfttters  considered  on  nppeal. 

Cited  in  Walker  v.  Windsor  Nat.  Bank,  5  C.  C.  A.  429,  5  U.  S.  App.  423,  66^ 
Fed.  78,  referring,  without  deciding,  to  power  of  appellate  court  to  notice  omis- 
sion to  instruct  on  point  to  which  lower  court's  attention  inaptly  called  by  re- 
queot  for  instructions. 
I^tabiUtT  from  unanticipated  result  of  ^vronff. 

Cited  in  Bouillon  v,  Laclede  Gaslight  Co.  148  Mo.  App.  471,  129  S.  W.  401,^ 
holding  that  trespasser  is  liable  to  person  injured,  although  he  had  no  intent 
to  do  injury,  inflicted  where  trespass  is  wilfull  or  malicious;  Johnson  v.  The 
Zelandia,  3  Alaska,  667,  holding  ship  liable  for  injury  sustained  by  stevedore 
struck  by  box  which  fell  from  rope  sling,  though  injury  was  due  to  negligence  of 
winchman,  as  well  as  to  failure  to  furnish  net  sling. 
friability  of  carrier  for  torts  of  servants  to  passengrers. 

Cited  in  Pullman  Co.  v.  Hoyle,  52  Tex.  Civ.  App.  540,  115  S.  W.  315,  holding 
that  woman  passenger  on  sleeping  car  who  was  directed  to  get  off  on  stopping 
of  train  before  it  reached  depot  may  recover  for  personal  injury  sustained  by 
reason  of  being  obliged  to  walk  to  station. 

Cited  in  notes  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1014)  on  liability  for  failure  to  supply  berth; 
{40  L.R.A,(N.S.)  1006)  on  liability  of  carrier  for  wilful  torts  of  servants  to 
passengers. 

21  L.  R.  A.  298,  PULLMAN  PALACE  CAR  CO.  v.  GAVIN,  93  Tenn.  63,  42  Am. 

St.  Rep.  902,  23  S.  W.  70. 
Master  and  servant. 

Cited  in  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Lillie,  112  Tenn.  343,  105  Am.  St. 
Rep  947,  78  S.  W.  1055,  holding  porter  of  sleeping  car  is  servant  of  railroad  com- 
pany. 
Liability  for  servant's  wrongrfvl  act* 

Approved  in  Meacham  v.  Galloway,  102  Tenn.  425,  46  L.  R.  A.  322,  73  Am^ 
St.  Rep.  886,  52  S.  W.  859,  holding  hotel  proprietor  not  liable  for  loss  of  boarder's 
goods,  by  theft  or  otherwise,  unless  resulting  from  wrongful  or  negligent  act  of 
himself  or  servants. 

Cited  in  Knoxville  Traction  Co.  v.  Lane,  103  Tenn.  384,  46  L.  R.  A.  651,  63 
S.  W.  557,  requiring  common  carrier  selecting  agents  to  perform  its  contract,, 
to  assume  responsibility  for  conduct  of  agents  insulting  passengers;  Voss  v. 
Wagner  Palace  Car  Co.  16  Ind.  App.  297,  43  N.  E.  20  (dissenting  opinion),  ma- 
jority holding  company  liable  for  loss  of  passenger's  cape  by  negligence  or  dis- 
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honesty  of  porter;  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Hatch,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  304,  70 
S.  W.  771,  holding  proof  of  perfect  watch  kept  to  prevent  theft,  and  lack  of 
proof  connecting  watchman  with  theft  of  passenger's  money,  complete  defense  to 
charge  against  sleeping  car  company  of  failure  to  exercise  reasonable  care. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Pullman's  JPalace  Car  Co.  v.  Hunter,  47  L.  R.  A.  286,  which 
sustains  liability  for  theft  of  diamond  rings  from  woman  while  asleep  in  sleeping 
car. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  291)  on  liabilities  as  to  pajssengers  on  sleeping 
cars;  (4  L.R-A.(N.S.)  502)  on  liability  for  malicious  act  of  servant  when  master 
owes  special  duty  to  party  injured;  (9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  408)  on  duty  of  sleeping 
car  company  as  to  baggage  or  personal  effects;  (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1041)  on  lia- 
bility of  carrier  for  wilful  torts  of  servants  to  passengers. 
'Wbo  may  sue  for  lo«a  of  baKsrase. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Jacksonville,  St.  A.  &  H,  River  R.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  21  L.  R. 
A.  487,  which  authorizes  action  by  husband  alone  for  failure  to  deliver  wife's 
haggage. 
Delegation  of  mavter'ii  duties. 

Cited  in  note  (75  Am.  St.  Rep.  597)   on  delegation  of  master's  duties. 

21  L.  R.  A.  300,  COOLEY  v.  GOLDEN,  117  Mo.  33,  23  S.  W.  100. 
Extent  of  riparian  O'vrner's  title. 

Approved  in  Vogelsmeier  v.  Prendergast,  137  Mo.  288,  39  S.  W.  83,  holding 
that  title  of  owner  of  island  in  navigable  stream  extends  only  to  water's  edge; 
Cox  V.  Arnold,  129  Mo.  341,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  450,  31  S.  W.  502;  Hahn  v.  Dawson, 
134  Mo.  591,  30  S.  W.  233;  Widdicombe  v.  Roscmiller,  118  Fed.  298;  St.  Louis*, 
K.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  St.  Louis  Union  btock  Yarda  Co.  120  Mo.  552,  25  S.  W.  399, 
—  holding  that  riparian  proprietor  of  navigable  stream  owns  to  water's  edge; 
Perkins  v.  Adams,  132  ^lo.  139,  33  S.  W.  778,  holding  that  riparian  ow^ner  on 
Missouri  river  has  title  only  to  water's  edge. 

Cited  in  McBaine  v.  Johnson,  155  Mo.  201,  55  S.  W.  1031 ;  Moore  v.  Farmer, 
156  Mo.  47,  79  Am., St.  Rop.  504,  50  S.  W.  493;  State  ex  rel.  Citizens'  Electric 
Lighting  &  P.  Co.  v.  Longfellow,  169  Mo.  127,  69  S.  W.  374,— holding  that 
riparian  owner  owns  to  low-water  mark  in  Missouri;  Frank  v.  Goddin,  193 
Mo.  394,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  493,  91  S.  W.  1057,  holding  that  in  Missouri  riparian 
■owner  owns  only  to  low  water  mark  of  navigable  river;  Kinkead  v.  Turgeon,  74 
Neb.  582,  7  L.r!^A.(N.S.)  317,  121  Am.  St.  Rep.  740,  109  N.  W.  744,  13  Ann.  Cas. 
46,  on  title  to  lands  formed  by  sudden  change  of  channel  of  navigable  river. 

Cited  in  notes   (42  L.  R.  A.  172)   on  title  to  land  under  water;    (38  L.  R.  A. 
849)  on  effect  of  sudden  submergence  on  title  to  land;    (23  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  190) 
on  ownership  of  riparian  owner  to  thread  of  stream. 
'—'  Of  state  or  subdivision. 

Cited  in  Belief ontaine  Improv.  Co.  v.  Niedringhaus,  181  111.  439,  72  Am.  St. 
Hep.  269,  55  N,  E.  184,  holding  that  boundary  between  Illinois  and  Missouri  is 
center  thread  of  stream  between  Willow  Bar  island  and  Missouri  bank;  McBaine 
V.  Johnson,  165  Mo.  203,  55  S.  W.  1031,  holding  that  county  boundaries  were 
•changed  by  change  of  Missouri  river  channel  in  dropping  southward;  Fowler  v. 
Wood,  73  Kan.  622,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  168,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  534,  85  Pac.  763. 
holding  application  of  law  of  avulsion  to  Missouri  river  is  not  limited  to  ox- 
Ijow"  cases. 

Cited  in  note   (127  Am.  St.  Rep.  57)   on  relative  rights  of  state  and  riparian 
owner  in  navigable  waters. 
Title  to  Island  fornted  In  navlsaMe  river. 

Cited  in  Holman  v.  Hodges,  112  Iowa,  719,  58  L.  R.  A.  680,  84  Am.  St.  Rep. 
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367,  84  N.  W.  950,  holding  state  to  be  o\Mier  of  new  island  rising  in  bed  of  navi- 
gable river;  East  Omaha  Land  Co.  v.  Hanson,  117  Iowa,  100,  90  N.  W.  705, 
holding  island  springing  up  in  navigable  river,  accretion  to  soil  of  bed  of  stream, 
and  not  to  land  of  riparian  owner;  Frank  v.  Goddin,  193  Mo.  394,  112  Am.  St. 
Rep.  493,  91  S.  W.  1057,  holding  islands  formed  in  river  and  their  alluvian  do 
not  belong  to  riparian  owner;  Stoner  v.  Royar,  200  Mo.  451,  98  S.  W.  601,  as 
to  whether  title  to  islands  formed  in  Missouri  river  since  Missouri  became  state 
vested  in  state;  Chinn  v.  Naylor,  182  Mo.  696,  81  S.  W.  1109,  setting  out  and 
approving  instructions  in  suit  involving  issue  whether  land  waa  accretion  or 
island. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wallace  v.  Driver,  31  L.  R.  A. -317,  as  to  ownership  of 
island  formed  in  navigable  river. 

Cited  in  note  (58  L.  R.  A.  674)   on  title  to  islands. 
Title  to  accretion*  to  land. 

Cited  in  Vogelsmeier  v.  Prendergast,  137  Mo.  288,  39  S.  W.  83,  holding  that 
owner  of  island  in  navigable  river  loses  land  washed  away,  and  can  exiend 
boundaries  only  by  gradual  accretion;  Tatum  v.  St.  Louis,  125  Mo.  655,  28  S.  W, 
1002,  holding  that  accretion  to  island  in  Mississippi  river  belongs  to  owner  of 
island,  not  shore;  Moore  v.  Farmer,  156  Mo.  47,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  504,  58  S.  W. 
493,  holding  riparian  ownership  not  extended  where  accretion  to  newly  made 
island  unites  it  with  main  shore;  Glassell  v.  Hansen,  135  Cal.  551,  67  Pac.  964,. 
holding  that  state  owns  accretions  to  island  in  middle  of  Sacremento  river  which 
grow  toward  mainland;  Hahn  v.  Dawson,  134  Mo.  591,  36  S.  W.  233,  holding 
island  in  ^Missouri  river  not  accretion  to  main  land  because  accretions  to  both 
become  united  by  change  in  river;  De  Lassus  v.  Feherty,  364  Mo.  372,  58  L.  R.  A. 
203,  64  S.  W.  183,  holding  gradual  accretions  to  shore  land  joined  to  mainland 
belongs  to  owner  of  shore  land;  McBaine  v.  Johnson,  155  Mo.  201,  55  S.  W. 
1031,  holding  title  to  accretions  to  shore  or  surveyed  lands  in  riparian  owner; 
McCormack  v.  Miller,  239  Mo.  469,  144  S.  W.  103,  holding  that  accretions 
which  gradually  attach  to  land  on  stream  belong  to  owner  of  bank;  Iowa  v. 
Carr,  112  C.  C.  A.  477,  191  Fed.  261,  holding  that  title  to  land  which  by  natural 
and  gradual  accretion  attaches  itself  to  island  vests  in  owner  of  island;  Frank 
v.  Goddin,  393  ^To.  394,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  493,  91  S.  W.  1057,  holding  land 
formed  to  shore  land  by  accretion  or  reliction  belongs  to  riparian  owner; 
Fowler  v.  Wood,  73  Kan.  547,  6  L.R.A.(X.S.)  178,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  534,  85 
Pac.  763,  holding  accretions  or  relictions  consist  of  additions  to  land  contiguous 
to  water,  formed  by  a  process  imperceptibly  during  its  operation. 

Cited  in  notes  (58  L.  R.  A.  205)  on  law  of  accretions  to  shore  lands;  (72" 
Am.  St.  Rep.  281,  282)  on  law  of  accretions  applicable  to  islands  in  navigable 
rivers. 

Distinguished  in  Nix  v.  Pfeifer,  73  Ark.  203,  83  S.  W.  951,  holding  land 
formed  by  gradual  and  in;>erceptible  accretion,  or  by  gradual  recession  of  water 
belongs  to  owner  of  contiguous  land  to  which  addition  is  made. 

21  L.  R.  A.  310,  HARDING  v.  HARDING,  144  111.  588,  32  N.  E.  206. 
A.limony,  etc.  — *-  Wl^en  ^w^lfe  proceeds  In  arood  faltlfc. 

Approved  in  Razor  v.  Razor,  149  111.  625,  36  N.  E.  963,  sustaining  allowance- 
of  temporary  alimony  and  one  third  of  husband's  annual  income  for  separate- 
maintenance;  Cooper  V.  Cooper,  185  111.  169,  56  N.  E.  1059,  Affirming  85  111. 
App.  584,  sustaining  allowance  of  $1,500  counsel  fees  and  suit  money  from  an- 
nual income  of  $250,000;  White  v.  White,  50  111.  App.  152,  sustaining  allowance- 
of  $250  counsel  fees  and  $150  monthly  temporary  alimony  where  husband  worth 
$200,000;    Mamey  v.   Marney,   60   111.   App.   296,   sustaining  allowance   of  $100 
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counsel  fees  and  $10  weekly  temporary  alimony  from  annual  income  of  $4,500; 
Gamble  v.  Gamble,  57  Hi.  App.  1S4,  sustaining  allowance  of  $25  counsel  fees  and 
$5  weekly  temporary  alimony;  Anderson  v.  Steger,  173  111.  118,  50  N.  £.  665, 
liolding  that  allowance  of  suit  money  should  be  to  wife,  not  counsel;  Lynch  v. 
Lynca,  09  111.  App.  459,  holding  that  allowance  for  temporary  alimony,  etc., 
jihould  be  to  wife  personally;  People  ex  rel.  Earle  v.  Circuit  Court,  169  111.  214, 
48  N.  E.  717,  refusing  writ  restraining  court  from  entering  further  orders  allow- 
ing appeal  money  and  temporary  alimony;  Earle  v.  Earle,  60  111.  App.  362,  hold- 
ing that  allowance  of  suit  money  and  temporary  alimony  rests  in  discretion  of 
court;  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  185  111.  169,  56  N.  E.  1059,  Affirming  85  111.  App.  583, 
holding  gprant  of  temporary  alimony  not  affected  by  merits,  but  dependent  only 
on  good  faith;  Milliron  v.  Milliron,  9  S.  D.  183,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  863,  68  N.  W. 
286,  holding  that  equity  may  grant  allowance  of  temporary  alimony,  etc.,  though 
allegations  of  complaint  denied ;  Long  v.  Long,  78  Mo.  App.  37,  sustaining  allow- 
ance of  temporary  alimony,  etc.,  in  absence  of  statute,  though  marriage  denied; 
Arnold  v.  Arnold,  140  Ind.  201,  39  N.  E.  S62,  holding  action  not  maintainable 
at  conmion  law  though  statute  makes  it  partake  of  nature  of  equity  suit;  Rump 
V.  Rump,  94  111.  App.  585,  holding  that  statute  gives  right  to  proceed  in  equity 
for  relief. 

Cited  in  Harding  v.  Harding,  180  111.  522,  54  X.  E.  587,  Affirming  79  111. 
App.  612,  reducing  on  later  appeal  annual  alinioi^  from  $6,400  to  $3,600  when 
$19,000  had  previously  been  allowed  for  temporary  alimony,  etc.;  Reifschneider 
V.  Reifschneider,  241  111.  100,  89  N.  E.  255,  holding  where  husband  denies  fact.* 
alleged  by  wife  examination  by  court  to  determine  her  good  faith  is  ordi- 
narily confined  to  inspection  of  pleadings;  Hahn  v.  Habn,  136  III.  App.  302, 
holding  temporary  alimony  is  not  allowed  when  allegations  of  bill  for  divon-e 
are  insufficient  as  ground  for  relief  sought;  Farrcll  v.  Farrell,  149  111.  App.  51. 
holding  where  wife  brings  bill  for  separate  maintenance  she  may  have  tempo- 
rary alimony  and  solicitor's  fees  while  litigating  validity  of  ante-nuptial  eon- 
tract;  Behrle  v.  Behrle,  120  Mo.  App.  680,  97  S.  W.  1005,  holding  under  statute 
court  may  award  wife  separate  maintenance  out  of  husband's  estate  when  he 
has  abandoned  her  without  her  fault  and  she  is  without  means  of  support: 
Anderson  v.  Norwell-Shapleigh  Hardware  Co.  134  Mo.  App.  192,  113  S.  \V. 
733,  on  right  of  wife  to  support  pendente  lite;  Messervy  v.  Messervy,  80  S.  C. 
283,  61  S.  E.  442,  holding  jurisdiction  of  court  to  grant  temporary  alimony  is 
not  ousted  by  mere  denial  of  marriage. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hite  v.  Hite,  45  L.  R.  A.  793,  which  holds  prima  facie  case 
of  marriage  made  by  wife  on  own  showing  insufficient  to  authorize  alimony. 

Cited  in  note  (77  Am.  St.  Rep.  244,  245)  on  wife's  right  to  maintain  separate 
suit  for  maintenance  independent  of  suit  for  divorce. 
— —  Amoant* 

Cited  in  Reifschneider  v.  Reifschneider,  241  111.  100,  89  N.  E.  255,  holding 
whether  alimony  is  to  be  allowed,  and  amount,  rests  in  sound  judicial  dis- 
cretion of  court,  decree  will  not  ordinarily  be  disturbed  on  appeal,  unless  such 
discretion  was  clearly  abused;  Low  v.  Low,  133  111.  App.  620,  holding  temporary 
allowance  of  $1,000  to  wife  on  account  of  solicitor's  fees  is  not  excessive  in 
suit  for  separate  maintenance. 
—  'When  nvlfe  has  property. 

Cited  in  Lumpkin  v.  Lumpkin,  78  111.  App.  326,  sustaining  allowance  of  $250 
counsel  fees,  etc.,  and  $20  temporary  monthly  alimony;  White  v.  White,  60  HI. 
App.  151,  holding  that  wife  may  have  temporary  alimony;  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  185 
111.  169,  56  N.  E.  1059,  Affirming  85  111.  App.  583,  holding  grant  of  temporary 


I 


«27  L.  K.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [21  L.R.A.  316 

alimony  proper;  DeRuiter  v.  DeRuiter,  28  Ind.  App.  22,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.   107, 
^2  N.  £.  100,  sustaining  allowance  for  attorney's  fees. 
^i— -  For  cniitody  of  children. 

Approved  in  David  v.  David,  87  111.  App.  187,  sustaining  order  requiring  pay- 
ment for  children's  support;  Harding  v.  Harding,  180  111.  508,  54  N.  E.  587, 
Aifirming  79  111.  App.  617,  sustaining  allowance  for  support  in  part,  of  minors 
remaining  with  mother  before  she  is  awarded  custody. 

Cited  in  Leafgreen  v.  Leafgreen,  127  111.  App.  188,  holding  that  in  suit  for 
separate  maintenance  it  is  within  power  of  court  to  dispose  of  custody  of  chil- 
dren. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Foss  v.  Hartwell,  37  L.  R.  A.  589,  which  denies  divorced 
father's  liability  to  subsequent  husband  of  wife  for  support  of  child  surrepti- 
tiously taken  by  mother. 

21  L.  R.  A.  316,  WESTERN  R.  CO.  v.  MUTCH,  97  Ala.  194,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  179, 

11  So.  894. 
Proximate  cause  of  Injary. 

Approved  in  Gadsden  v.  A.  I'nion  R.  Co.  v.  Caualer,  97  Ala.  236,  12  So.  439, 
holding  riding  on  platform  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  from  backing  train 
after  passenger  alighted;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Stutts,  105  Ala.  377,  53  Am. 
St.  Rep.  127,  17  So.  29,  holding  breaking  of  stop-block  not  proximate  cause  of 
engine  plunging  oflf  trestle;  Williams  v.  Woodward  Iron  Co.  106  Ala.  259,  17 
So.  517,  holding  escape  of  car  not  proximate  cause  of  death  of  brakeman  on  an- 
other train,  where  unauthorized  party  threw  switch ;  Jeflferaon  v.  Birmingluim  R. 
A  Electric  Co.  116  Ala.  301,  38  L.  R.  A.  459,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  116,  22  So.  546, 
holding  failure  to  prevent  trespassing  on  moving  train  not  proximate  cause  of 
injury  to  child  of  five;  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Hulsey,  132  Ala.  462,  31  So. 
627,  holding  negligent  breaking  of  leg  proximate  cause  of  rebreaking  same  while 
confined  to  bed;  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  20  L.  R.  A.  687,  6 
C.  C.  A.  352,  12  U.  S.  App.  381,  55  Fed.  954,  holding  conductor's  statement  that 
caboose  would  not  be  changed  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  one  stepping  on 
same  jiist  as  it  was  kicked  off;  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Yeargin,  48  C.  C.  A.  504,  109 
Fed.  443,  holding  question  for  jury  whether  failure  of  engineer  to  properly  con- 
strue message  was  sole  proximate  cause,  where  proper  headlight  was  lacking; 
I>ouisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Quick,  125  Ala.  562,  28  So.  14,  striking  out  allegations 
of  mental  suffering  and  exposure  as  remote  and  not  following  from  negligence 
complained  of:  Perdue  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  100  Ala.  539,  14  So.  366,  holding 
defective  brakes  on  train  running  25  or  30  miles  an  hour  not  proximate  cause  of 
death  of  brakeman  falling  from'  train;  Decatur  Car  Wheel  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mehaffey, 
128  Ala.  255,  29  So.  646,  sustaining  instruction  that  no  liability  existed,  if  other 
■efficient  cause  intervened  between  alleged  negligence  and  injury;  Cole  v.  German 
Sav.  &  L.  Soc.  63  L.  R.  A.  424,  59  C.  C.  A.  602,  124  Fed.  122,  holding  burden 
upon  plaintiff,  in  action  for  personal  injury,  to  establish  that  negligence  charged 
was  proximate  cause  of  injury;  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Foster,  134  Ala. 
264,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  25,  32  So.  773,  overruling  motion  to  strike  from  complaint, 
in  action  for  wrongful  ejection  at  point  of  prevalence  of  yellow  fever,  allegations 
of  fear  on  that  account,  on  ground  that  fear  is  natural  sequence  of  ejection  at 
such  point. 

Cited  in  Tobler  v.  Pioneer  Min.  &  Mfg.  Co.  166  Ala.  507,  52  So.  86,  holding 
that  proximate  cause  of  injury  is  the  direct  and  immediate  efficient  cause; 
Crowley  v.  West  End,  149  Ala.  617,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  801,  43  So.  359,  on  it 
being  necessary  to  constitute  negligence  actionable  that  it  be  the  natural  and 
proximate  cause  of  the  injury;   Thomas  v.   Sloss-Sheffield   Steel   &  I.   Co.   144 
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Ala.  192,  39  So.  715,  holding  intervening,  independent,  efficient  cause  of  deatb 
shown  where  convict  employed  by  mine  operator  in  working  mine  obtained  pistol 
through  alleged  negligence  of  operator  and  servants,  and  shot  guard;  Wilson 
V.  Louisville  &  K  R.  Co.  146  Ala.  289,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  990,  40  So,  941,  holding 
engine  partly  blocking  street  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  of  driver  of  runaway- 
horse  frightened  thereby;  Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Christian  Moerlein  Brewing  Ca^ 
146  Ala.  408,  41  So.  17,  holding  where  switching  crew  removed  car  which  pre- 
vented stock  from  escaping  from  inclosure  and  did  not  close  gate  and  stock, 
escaped  and  were  killed  by  engine  or  car  of  another  railroad  company,  negli- 
gence in  allowing  stock  to  escape  not  proximate  cause  of  their  death;  Creola. 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Mills,  149  Ala.  485,  42  So.  1019,  holding  evidence  insufficient  to 
show  order  to  sand  track  given  by  engineer  of  log  train  to  brakeman  while  train 
in  motion  was  proximate  cause  of  brakeman's  injury  by  slipping  and  getting 
foot  run  over;  Crowley  v.  West  End,  149  Ala.  617,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  801,  43  So. 
359,  holding  accumulation  of  water  in  road  not  proximate  cause  of  injuries  U> 
plaintiff  whose  horse  fell  in  wading  through  ice  and  water  and  in  its  8tnig;;le« 
to  rise  knocked  plaintiff  down;  Mobile  Light  &  R.  Co.  v.  Bell,  153  Ala.  94,  45 
So.  56,  holding  where  negligence  charged  was  act  of  conductor  in  signaling  motor- 
man  to  go  ahead  while  plaintiff  on  sideboard  preparatory  to  alighting  and 
proximate  cause  of  injury  was  starting  car  with  sudden  jerk,  order  of  con- 
ductor was  not  proximate  cause  of  plaintiff's  fall ;  Malcolm  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.  155  Ala.  340,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  490,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  62,  46  So.  708,  holding 
failure  to  stop  train  and  take  passenger  not  proximate  cause  of  pain,  incon- 
venience and  humiliation  suffered  by  passenger  through  being  compelled  to  walk 
to  his  destination;  Alabama  Great  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Vail,  155  Ala.  388,  46  So. 
587,  holding  requested  charge  that  if  fellow  servant's  negligence  and  not  that  of 
defendant  was  proximate  cause  of  plaintiff's  injury  verdict  must  be  for  defend- 
ant should  have  been  given;  Foley  v.  McMahon,  114  Mo.  App.  444,  90  S.  W.  113» 
holding  furnishing  of  defective  harness  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  foot  of 
wagon  driver  who  in  repairing  broken  tug  placed  foot  in  front  of  wagon  wheel 
and  it  was  run  over  when  team  started  of  their  own  accord;  Cudahy  Packing 
Co.  V.  Broadbent,  70  Kan.  541,  79  Pac.  126,  holding  recovery  might  be  had  for 
rebreaking  and  resetting  of  plaintiff's  broken  leg  on  account  of  fractured  parts 
not  being  properly  adjusted,  though  it  was  not  specifically  pleaded;  Sydnor  v. 
Arnold,  122  Ky.  562,  92  S.  W.  289,  holding  negligence  in  piling  lumber  dose  to 
sidewalk  where  it  was  toppled  over  on  child  when  struck  by  wagon  wheel  if 
efficient  cause  of  child's  injury  was  not  excused  though  negligence  of  driver  of 
wagon  contributed  to  injury. 

Cited  in  note  (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  818)  on  proximate  and  remote  cause. 

21  L.  R.  A.  319,  HOLYOKE  &  S.  H.  F.  ICE  CO.  v.  AMSDEN,  55  Fed.  593. 
Exemption  from  arrest   or  procesii. 

Cited  in  Cronk  v.  Whcaton,  23  Lane.  L.  Rev.  206,  holding  that  party  to  suit 
pending  in  another  state  is  not  privileged  from  arrest  on  civil  process  in  this 
state  while  he  is  returning  through  this  state  to  home;  Skinner  &  M.  Co.  v. 
Waite,  155  Fed.  830,  holding  person  coming  into  state  to  defend  case  as  party 
in  interest  and  held  in  state  by  subpoena  is  exempt  from  process;  Cronk  v. 
Wheaton,  15  Pa.  Dist.  R.  721,  holding  person  passing  through  one  state  return- 
ing from  attendance  upon  court  in  another  not  exempt  from  process  in  former 
state. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Monroe  ▼.  Atkinson,  52  L.  R.  A.  189,  which  denies  privi- 
lege from  arrest  to  owner  of  libeled  vessel  going  to  court  at  request  of  purchaser,, 
under  contract  for  sale  free  from  liens. 

Cited  in  note  (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  535)  on  exemption  from  service  of  civil  process^ 
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21  L.  R.  A.  321,  BROWN  v,  OORIELL,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  753,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  789, 

26  Ail.  915. 
Defenses  on  mortsrnare  foreclosure. 

Cited  in  McMichael  t.  Webster,  67  N.  J.  Eq.  302,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  630,  41 
Atl.  714,  holding  waste  by  mortgagee  while  in  possession  in  another  right,  no 
defense;  McMichael  v.  Webster,  57  N.  J.  Eq.  302,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  630,  41  Atl. 
714,  holding  claim  for  use  and  occupation  against  mortgagee  remaining  in  posses- 
sion after  conveyance  to  mortgagor,  not  defense. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Price  v.  Ward,  46  L.  R.  A.  459,  which  denies  adminis- 
trator's right  to  sue  to  redeem  from  mortgage,  laud  in  other  state,  by  setting 
oft  waste  committed  by  mortgagee  in  possession. 

Cited  as  overruled  in  Cowdrey  v.  Cowdrey,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  363,  64  Atl.  98,  on 
ofTset  against  debt  secured  by  mortgage. 

21  L.  R,  A.  328,  POWER  v.  BOWDLE,  3  N.  D.  107,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  611,  54 
N.  W.  404. 

SnfllclencT  of  description. 

Approved  in  Iowa  &  D.  Land  Co.  v.  Barnes  County,  6  N.  D.  603,  72  N.  W. 
1019,  holding  description  by  symbols  invalid,  but  no  protection  to  tax-sale  pur- 
chasers who  take  title  with  notice  of  defects;  Lee  v.  Crawford,  10  N.  D.  490,  88 
X.  D.  97,  holding  description  by  symbols  insufficient  in  notice  of  sale,  and  sale 
and  tax  deed  void;  Stokes  v.  Allen,  16  S.  D.  423,  89  N.  W.  1023,  holding  descrip- 
tion by  symbols  in  assessment  defective  as  unintelligible;  Sheets  v.  Paine,  10 
X.  D.  106,  86  N.  W.  117,  holding  assessment  by  symbols  and  tax  deed  based 
thereon  void,  and  not  cured  by  oral  evidence;  Eaton  v.  Bennett,  10  N.  D.  340, 
^7  N.  W.  188,  holding  assessment  fatally  defective  by  failure  to  annex  affidavit 
not  aided  by  evidence  aUu7ide,  and  tax  deeds  based  thereon  void;  Richardson  v. 
Simpson,  82  Md.  162,  33  Atl.  457,  holding  notice  of  tax  sale  describing  tract  as 
<?ontaining  64  acres  insufficient,  and  sale  void,  when  actually  containing  103  acres. 

Cited  in  Finlayson  v.  Peterson,  11  N.  D.  53,  89  N.  W.  855,  holding  descrip- 
tion in  assessor's  return  void  for  insufficiency;  Nind  v.  Meyers,  15  N.  D.  403,  8 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  163,  109  N.  W.  335,  holding  assessment  a  nullity  where  assessor 
used  abbreviations  N.  E.  4  of  N.  W.  4,  S  2  of  N.  W.  2  and  S.  W.  4  in  assessment 
Toll;  Grand  Forks  County  v.  Frederick,  16  N.  D.  124,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  621,  112 
X.  W.  839,  holding  description  of  part  of  lot  as  N.  23  x  200  ft.  deep  is  insufficient; 
State  Finance  Co.  v.  Mulberger.  16  N.  D.  216,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  660,  112  N.  W. 
<)86,  holding  description  of  lands  as  S.  W.  i  E.2  and  S.  W.4  N.  E.4  is  not  suf- 
ficient; Paine  v.  Germantown  Trust  Co.  69  C.  C.  A.  303,  136  Fed.  630,  holding 
it  cannot  be  shown  by  parol  evidence  that  township  of  certain  name  given  in 
assessment  roll  embraces  government  surveyed  township  of  certain  number  and 
range;  Paine  v.  Willson,  77  C.  C.  A.  44,  146  Fed.  491,  holding  description  of  land 
in  assessor's  roll  giving  township  name  but  no  township  number  or  range  in- 
sufficient. 

Distinguished  in  Auditor  General  v.  Sparrow,  116  Mich.  686,  74  N.  W.  881, 
holding  description  by  symbols  in  assessment  roll  sufficient;  Beggs  v.  Paine, 
16  N.  D.  444,  109  N.  W.  322,  holding  description  wherein  letters  N.  W.  are  used 
aa  abbreviation  for  Northwest  is  sufficient;  Stoddard  v.  Lyon,  18  S.  D.  215,  99 
N.  W.  1116,  holding  description  using  letters  N.  E.  to  designate  part  of  section 
in  connection  with  numbers  of  section,  township  and  range  and  number  of  acres 
sufficient  description  of  quarter  section. 

Disapproved  in  Washington  Timber  &  Loan  Co.  v.  Smith,  34  Wash.  629,  76  Pac. 
267,  holding  under  statute  that  if  abbreviations— whether  letters  or  figures — 
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and  their  relations  to  each  other  as  used  are  Buch  as  are  commonly  understood 
in  description  of  lands  they  are  sufficient. 
Allesrinar  title  in  ans^^rer. 

Cited  in  Betts  v.  Signor,  7  N.  D.  399,  76  N.  W.  781,  holding  counterclaim  set 
up  by  alleging  ownership  and  praying  that  title  be  quieted;  United  States  Se- 
curity &  Bond  Co.  V.  Wolfe,  27  Colo.  219,  60  Pac.  637,  suggesting  that  plea  of 
title  in  answer  would  be  affirmative  defense  requiring  reply. 
Adjudication  as  to  liens. 

Cited  in  McHenry  v.  Kidder  County,  8  N.  D.  416,  79  N.  W.  876,  holding  that 
court  may  pass  upon  liens  derived  through  tax  sale,  but  not  others,  in  action  to 
quiet  title;  Buxton  v.  Sargent,  7  N.  D.  612,  76  N.  W.  811,  holding  that  court 
will  pass  upon  lien  tried  by  both  parties  in  action  to  quiet  title;  Tracy  v. 
Wheeler  &  Scott,  16  N.  D.  257,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  522,  107  N.  W.  68  (dissenting 
opinion),  as  to  whether  relief  from  mere  lien  can  be  had  by  plaintiff  in  action  to 
quiet  title. 

Disapproved  in  Murphy  v.  Plankinton  Bank,   18  S.  D.  328,  100  N.  W.  614. 
holding  defendant  in  statutory  action  to  determine  adverse  claim  may  foreclose 
his  lien. 
Nature  of  lien  upon  land. 

Cited  in  Morrison  v.  Clarksburg  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  52  W.  Va.  341,  43  S.  E.  102,. 
holding  that  conveyance  of  whole  interest  in  lands,  without  limitation,  passes 
whole  interest  of  grantor  including  lien  upon  coal  previously  granted. 
"Waiver  of  ansvrer. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Kelly  v.  McMaster,  13  N.  D.  64,  99  N.  W.  68,  holding 
question  of  defendant's  default  in  failing  to  answer  cannot  be  raised  for  first 
time  in  supreme  court  where  trial  below  has  proceeded  without  such  question 
having  been  raised;  Kinney  v.  Brotherhood  of  American  Yoeman,  15  N.  D.  29, 
106  N.  W.  44,  holding  defendant  cannot  take  advantage  of  want  of  reply  after 
evidence  is  all  in  without  objection. 
U»e  of  abbreviation!!. 

Cited  in  Griffin  v.  Erskine,  131  Iowa,  448,  109  N.  W.  13,  9  Ann.  Cas.  1193, 
holding  abbreviation  of  Pres.  for  president  is  in  such  common  use  that  courts 
will  take  judicial  notice  of  its  meaning. 
Judicial   notice. 

Cited  in  note  (124  Am.  St.  Rep.  47)  on  facts  of  which  courts  will  take  judicial 
notice. 
Parol   evidence   to   care    description   in   assemintent. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  235)  on  parol  evidence  to  cure  description  in 
assessment. 

21  L.  R.  A.  337,  BOHN  MFG.  CO.  v.  NORTHWESTERN  LUMBERMEN'S  ASSO. 

54  Minn.  223,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  319,  55  N.  W.  1119. 
Boycott  and  trade  combinations. 

Approved  in  Greer,  M.  &  Co.  v.  Stoller,  77  Fed.  8,  holding  that  suspended  mem- 
ber seeking  restoration  must  accept  or  repudiate  cpn tract  wit^  association  in  its 
entirety;  JEtnsL  Ins.  Co.  v.  Com.  106  Ky.  892,  45  L.  R.  A.  362,  61  S.  W.  624, 
holding  conspiracy  to  fix  insurance  rates  not  indictable  by  statute  or  at  common 
law;  Ulery  v.  Chicago  Live  Stock  Exchange,  54  111.  App.  241,  holding  it  lawful 
for  person  or  combination  to  seek  to  raise  wages,  and  refuse  to  trade  with  mer- 
chant, and  advise  others  not  to  do  so;  New  York,  C.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Schaffer, 
65  Ohio  St.  421,  62  L.  R.  A.  935,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  628,  62  N.  E.  1036,  holding  that 
railroad  combination  may  lawfully  discharge  employee  who  has  engaged  in  strike 
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or  proved  inefficient;  Master  Builders'  Asso.  v.  Domascio,  16  Colo.  App.  32,  63 
Pac.  782,  refusing  injunction  restraining  enforcement  of  notice  to  architect  that 
members  of  association  would  refuse  to  bid  if  certain  other  bid  was  considered; 
Tanenbaum  v.  New  York  F.  Ins.  Exchange,  33  Misc.  136,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  342,  re- 
fusing injunction  to  unlicensed  broker  against  agreement  to  pay  commissions  only 
to  brokers  licensed  by  association;  Downes  v.  Bennett,  63  Kan.  663,  55  L.  R.  A. 
563,  footnote  p.  560,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  256,  66  Pac.  623,  denying  right  of  one  only 
remotely  affected,  to  injunction  against  fining  or  expelling  member  for  violation 
of  by-law  as  to  dealing  with  nonmembers  or  those  dealing  with  them;  Brewster 
V.  C.  Miller's  Sons  Co.  101  Ky.  379,  38  L.R.A.  608,  footnote  p.  606,  41  S.  W.  301, 
sustaining  agreement  between  undertakers  to  refuse  to  render  services  to  any- 
one failing  to  pay  bill  to  any  of  them;  West  Virginia  Transp.  Co.  v.  Standard 
Oil  Co.  60  W.  Va.  620,  66  L.  R.  A.  809,  footnote  p.  804,  88  Am,  St.  Rep.  896,  40 
S.  £.  691,  denying  right  of  action  for  effort  to  get  customers  from  rival,  and 
obtain  business  for  one's  self,  though  prompted  by  malice. 

Cited  in  Schulten  v.  Bavarian  Brewing  Co.  96  Ky.  227,  28  S.  W.  504,  requiring 
petition  for  criminal  conspiracy  to  show  combination  to  do  unlawful  act  and 
injury  to  person,  property,  or  business;  Bailey  v.  Master  Plumbers'  Asso.  103 
Tenn.  117,  46  L.R.A.  666,  52  S.  W.  853,  holding  by-law  illegal  which  permiU 
purchases  only  from  dealers  selling  exclusively  to  association  members;  Vegelahn 
V.  Guntner,  167  Mass.  99,  35  L.  R.  A.  724,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  443,  44  N.  E.  1077, 
sustaining  injunction  prohibiting  patrol  in  front  of  premises  as  part  of  con- 
spiracy to  injure  business;  Foster  v.  Retail  Clerks'  International  Protective 
Asso.  39  Misc.  57,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  860,  holding  picketing  of  store,  without  use  of 
intimidation,  threats,  or  other  than  peaceable  means,  not  illegal;  Plant  v.  Woods, 
176  Mass.  501,  51  L.  R.  A.  343,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  330,  57  N.  E.  1011,  granting  in- 
junction restraining  members  of  union  from  threatening  strikes  and  boycotts  to 
induce  employers  to  discharge  help  failing  to  ask  reinstatement  in  union;  Cote 
v.  Murphy,  159  Pa.  431,  23  L.  R.  A.  138,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  686,  28  Atl.  190,  hold- 
ing employers'  association  to  resist  demand  for  increased  wages  not  rendered  un- 
lawful by  notice  that  members  will  withdraw  patronage  from  wholesalers  selling 
to  persons  acquiescing  in  such  increase;  Longshore  Printing  Co.  v.  Howell,  26 
Or.  543,  28  L.  R.  A.  472,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  640,  38  Pac.  547,  holding  strike  not 
per  se  illegal,  and  agreement  to  quit  employer  lawful;  Gray  v.  Building  Trades 
Council,  91  Minn.  179,  63  L.  R.  A.  757,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  477,  97  N.  W.  663, 
1  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  172,  holding  strike  to  secure  better  wages,  or  otherwise  bet- 
ter condition  of  strikers,  not  unlawful;  Longshore  Printing  Co.  v.  Howell,  26 
Or.  554,  28  L.  R.  A.  476,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  640,  38  Pac.  547,  holding  that  complaint 
alleging  conspiracy  should  state  facts  justifying  relief  asked,  not  conclusions; 
Macauley  Bros.  v.  Tierney,  19  R.  I.  261,  37  L.  R.  A.  460,  footnote  p.  455,  61  Am. 
St.  Rep.  770,  33  Atl.  1,  holding  lawful,  agreement  by  members  of  association  of 
plumbers  not  to  deal  with  wholesalers  selling  to  nonmembers;  Jackson  v.  Stan- 
field,  137  Ind.  615,  23  L.  R.  A.  696,  footnote  p.  688,  36  N.  E.  345,  holding  com- 
bination of  retail  lumber  dealers  to  destroy  business  of  brokers  by  compelling 
refusal  of  sales  to  them,  actionable;  Brown  v.  Jacob's  Pharmacy  Co.  115  Ga.  450, 
57  L.  R.  A.  554,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  126,  41  S.  E.  553,  granting  injunction  ro.^train- 
ing  members  of  combination  from  compelling  dealer  to  sell  at  fixed  prices  or, 
upon  refusal,  to  prevent  wholesalers  selling  to  him;  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Undierwriters,  67  Fed.  317,  holding  association  of  fire  underwriters  for  purpose 
of  regulation  of  rates,  and  nonintercourse  with  nonmembers,  not  illegnl;  Straus 
V.  American  Publishers'  Asso.  177  N.  Y^  473,  64  L.  R.  A.  718,  101  Anu  St.  Rep. 
819,  69  N.  E.  1107  (dissenting  opinion),  holding  association  of  publishers,  a.'^rce- 
ing  not  to   sell   books   to*  dealers  suspected  of   selling  below   copyripr^t   price, 
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illegal;  Parkinson  Co.  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  154  Cal.  608,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
564,  98  Pac.  1027,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1165,  holding  that  labor  union  will  not  be 
enjoined  from  sending  notices  to  patrons  of  concern  against  which  strike  h&a 
been  declared;  State  v.  Duluth  Bd.  of  Trade,  107  Minn.  645,  23  LJIj^(N.S.) 
1280,  121  N.  W.  395,  holding  that  board  of  trade  is  not  conspiracy  or  oombiaa.- 
tion  in  restraint  of  trade;  Knight  &  J.  Co.  v.  Miller,  172  Ind.  47,  87  N.  £.  823, 
18  Ann.  Cas.  1146,  holding  that  auto-trust  act  of  1899,  prohibiting  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade,  does  not  deny  equal  protection  of  laws;  State  ▼.  Adams 
Lumber  Co.  81  Neb.  412,  116  N.  W.  302,  holding  that  at  common  law  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade  were  not  illegal  unless  they  created  unreasonable  restraint: 
Meier  v.  Speer,  96  Ark.  626,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  796,  132  S.  W.  988,  to  the  point 
that  what  person  may  lawfully  do,  a  number  of  persons  may  unite  with  him  in 
doing,  without  rendering  themselves  liable  to  charge  of  conspiracy,  provided 
means  used  is  not  unlawful;  Harris  v.  Com.  —  Va.  — ,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  463,  73 
S.  E.  561,  holding  that  concerted  action  by  fire  insurance  companies  doing  busi- 
ness in  city  in  raising  rates  to  compel  authorities  to  repeal  franchise  tax  on 
business  is  not  criminal  conspiracy;  Rex  v.  Beckett,  20  Ont.  L.  Rep.  428,  to  the 
point  that  agreement  between  retail  lumber  dealers  not  to  purchase  of  whole- 
salers who  should  sell  directly  to  consumers  did  not  give  ground  for  injunction; 
Retail  Lumber  Dealer's  Asso.  v.  State,  95  Miss.  342,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1057,  48 
So.  1021,  holding  that  undertaking  among  themselves  by  members  of  organization 
of  retail  dealers  that  they  will  purchase  only  from  wholesalers  who  do  not  sell 
direct  to  consumers  is  violation  of  statute  against  combinations  to  prevent  compe- 
tition; Arbour  v.  Pittsburg  Produce  Trade  Asao.  35  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  603,  39  Pittsb. 
L.  J.  N.  S.  157,  holding  that  by-laws  of  wholesale  dealers  association  which  pro- 
vided that  members  must  not  sell  to  dealers  for  cash  or  credit  who  did  not  pay 
to  members  etc.,  were  in  restraint  of  trade;  Lindsay  &  Co.  v.  Montana  Federa- 
tion of  Labor,  37  Mont.  273,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  711,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  722,  96  Pac. 
127;  Mills  v.  United  States  Printing  Co.  99  App.  Div.  611,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  185; 
Butterick  Pub.  Co.  v.  Typographical  Union  No.  6,  50  Misc.  10,  100  N.  Y.  Supp. 
292,  holding  that  "boycott"  is  not  illegal  if  unaccompanied  by  violence  or  other 
unlawful  means;  AUis-Chalmers  Co.  v.  Iron  Moulders'  Union  No.  125,  150  Fed. 
179,  Wilson  v.  Hey,  232  111.  399,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  97,  122  Am.  St  Rep.  119,  83 
N.  E.  928,  13  Ann.  Cas.  82  (dissenting  opinion),— on  same  point;  State 
V.  VanPelt,  136  N.  C.  654,  68  L.R.A.  768,  49  S.  E.  177,  1  Ann.  Cas.  495, 
holding  that  published  notice,  that  one  who  had  refused  to  discharge  nonunion 
and  employ  only' union  men,  had  been  declared  unfair  to  organissed  labor  and  so 
listed,  and  that  union  men  would  refuse  to  work  material  from  his  shop,  does  not 
show  an  actionable  conspiracy;  L.  D.  Willcut  &  Sons  Co.  v.  Driscoll,  200  Mass. 
127,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1247,  85  N.  E.  897,  holding  that  striking  members  of  a 
labor  union  may  be  enjoined  from  causing  other  members  of  the  union  to  leave 
complainant's  employ  by  threat  of  fines  under  by-law  of  the  union;  Dr.  Miles 
Medical  Co.  v.  Piatt,  142  Fed.  610,  on  right  to  combine  to  control  a  thing  which 
the  parties  concerned  have  a  full  right  to  control;  Montgomery,  W.  A;  Co.  v. 
South  Dakota  Retail  Merchants'  &  Hardware  Dealers*  Asso.  150  Fed.  418,  hold- 
ing that  members  of  retail  dealers  association  may  lawfully  agree  not  to  purchase 
from  wholesalers  who  sell  to  catalogue  or  mail  order  houses;  Piatt  v.  National 
Asso.  1  111.  C.  C.  13,  holding  retail  drug  dealer  not  entitled  to  maintain  suit  to 
compel  sale  of  proprietary  medicines  to  him,  where  such  sale  was  prohibited  by 
dealer's  association  on  account  of  his  selling  below  fixed  prices;  Gladish  v.  Kan- 
sas City  Live  Stock  Exch.  113  Mo.  App.  735,  89  S.  W.  777,  holding  that  stock 
exchange  may  forbid  its  members  from  dealing  with  one  expelled  from  member- 
ship therein;  Spaulding  v.  Evenson,  149  Fed.  924,  holding  unlawful  a  combina- 
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tion  to  compete  with  peddlers  by  sending  men  to  accompany  them  on  their 
routes  and  interfering  with  sales  by  offering  other  goods  at  same  time  and 
place;  R.  v.  Elliott,  9  Ont.  L.  Rep.  660,  as  to  what  might  be  the  general  scope 
of  the  law  on  the  subject  of  conspiracies  and  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Doremus  v.  Hennessy,  43  L.  R.  A.  797,  which  holds  mem- 
bers of  trade  association  combining  to  prevent  other  persons  dealing  with  non- 
member  liable  for  resulting  injury;  Hartnett  v.  Plumber's  Supply  Asso.  38  L. 
JR.  A.  194,  which  holds  plumbers'  supply  association  subject  to  quo  warranto  for 
assuming  to  prevent  giving  credit  by  members  to  delinquent  dealer;  Gatzow  v. 
Buening,  49  L.  R.  A.  475,  which  holds  by-law  of  liverymen's  association,  pro- 
hibiting furnishing  hearse  or  carriages  to  nonunion  liverymen,  illegal;  Ertz  v. 
Produce  Exchange,  51  L.  R.  A.  825,  which  holds  produce  exchange  discriminating 
Against  nonmembers  and  controlling  delivery  of  goods,  an  illegal  combination; 
Martell  v.  White,  64  L.R.A.  260,  which  sustains  right  of  action  by  quarry  owner 
a^inst  members  of  voluntary  association  to  which  he  does  not  belong  for  en- 
forcement of  by-law  imposing  fine  on  members  dealing  with  nonmembers. 

Cited  in  notes  (62  L.R.i^.  675,  678,  702,  712,  72S)  on  effect  of  bad  motive  to 
make  actionable  what  would  otherwise  not  be;  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  151)  on  right 
of  injured  person  not  party  to  agreement  to  assail  validity  as  tending  to 
monopoly;  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1018)  on  injunction  against  publishing  or  circulat- 
ing statements  relative  to  industrial  disputes  by  labor  union;  (33  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
1037)  on  lawfulness  of  boycott  for  other  than  labor  union;  (35  L.R.A.(X.S.) 
1054)  on  combination  by  dealers  not  to  patronize  wholesalers  selling  to  unde- 
sirable persons;  (68  Am.  St.  Rep.  869)  .on  jurisdiction  of  equity  over  voluntary 
unincorporated  associations;  (74  Am.  St.  Rep.  265)  on  combinations  constituting 
unlawful  trusts;   (103  Am.  St.  Rep.  490,  495,  496)  on  boycotting. 

Distinguished  in  Ertx  v.  Produce  Exchange,  79  Minn.  144,  48  L.  R.  A.  92,  foot- 
note p.  90,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  433,  81  N.  W.  737,  holding  malicious,  conspiracy  to 
injure  dealer  by  inducing  other  people  not  to  deal  with  him;  Hopkins  v.  Oxley 
Stave  Co.  28  C.  C.  A.  106,  49  U.  S.  App.  709,  83  Fed.  919,  holding  combination 
to  compel  manufacturing  cooper  to  discontinue  hooping  machine  by  boycott,  ac- 
tionable; Ferd  Heim  Brewing  Co.  v.  Belinder,  97  Mo.  App.  69,  71  S.  VV.  691, 
holding  agreement  by  breweries  not  to  sell  to  debtors  of  parties  thereto,  unlaw- 
ful; Walsh  V.  Association  of  Master  Plumbers,  97  Mo.  App.  293,  71  S.  W.  455, 
holding  agreement  of  plumbers  not  to  sell  to  nonmembers,  and  to  boycott  any 
dealer  found  so  selling,  unlawful;  Martell  v.  White,  185  Mass.  262,  64  L. 
R.  A.  264,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  341,  footnote  p.  260,  69  N.  E!  1085,  sustaining  action 
by  quarry  owner  against  association  of  stone  dealers  imposing  fine  upon  members 
who  deal  with  nonmembers,  to  his  damage;  Purington  v.  Hinchliff,  120  111.  App. 
532,  holding  actionable  an  agreement  by  contractors  to  purchase  material  only 
from  certain  firms,  the  latter  to  sell  to  such  contractors  and  to  no  one  else; 
Klingel's  Pharmacy  v.  Sharp  &  Dohme,  104  Md.  232,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  981,  118  Am. 
St.  Rep.  399,  64  Atl.  1029,  9  Ann.  Cas.  1184,  holding  actionable  an  agreement  not 
to  sell  drugs  to  a  nonmember  of  association  formed  to  fix  prices,  where  such  agree- 
ment was  being  inforced  by  threats  of  blacklisting  and  boycott. 

Disapproved  in  Kemp  v.  Division  No.  241,  A.  A.  S.  &  E.  R.  E.  153  111.  App. 
377,  holding  that  if  no  trade  dispute  exists  between  employer  and  employee  and 
controversy  is  over  matter  not  connected  with  their  employment,  strike  is  illegal ; 
Pickett  V.  Walsh,  192  Mass.  588,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1080,  116  Am.- St.  Rep.  272, 
78  N.  E.  753,  7  Ann.  Cas.  638,  holding  tliat  right  of  coercion  and  compulsion  by 
labor  union  by  means  of  strike  does  not  extend  to  employer  with  whom  the 
union  has  not  trade  dispute;  C.leland  v.  Anderson,  66  Neb.  263,  6  L.R.A. 
(NJS.)  142,  92  N.  W.  306,  holding  retail  lumber  dealer's  association  unlawful 
L.ILA.  An.  Vol.  111.-^53. 
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where  organized  to  prevent  competition  of  wholesalers  and  proyiding  penalticsk 
for  sales  to  other  than  its  members. 
Efleet  of  motlce  on  liability. 

Cited  in  Tuttle  v.  Buck,  107  Minn.  148,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  601,  131  Am.  St.  Rep. 
446,  119  N.  W.  946,  16  Ann.  Cas.  807,  holding  that  establishment  of  barbershop 
by  banker  solely  to  injure  barber,  is  actionable;  Rader  v.  Davis,  —  Iowa,  — ,  38 
L.R.A.(X.S.)  134,  134  X.  \V.  849,  to  the  point  that  doing  act  lawful  in  itself 
does  not  become  actionable  even  though  done  maliciously;  Arnold  v.  Moffitt,  30 
R.  I.  319,  75  Atl.  502,  holding  that  act  lawful  in  itself  is  not  converted  by 
malicious  motive  into  unlawful  act  so  as  to  make  doer  of  act  liable  to  civtl 
action;  Huskie  v.  Griffin,  75  N.  H.  348,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  969,  139  Am.  St.  Rep- 
718,  74  Atl.  595,  holding  that  one  protesting  against  employment  of  another  for 
sole  purpose  of  injuring  him  is  liable  for  damages;  Barger  v.  Barringer,  151  N. 
C.  442,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  837,  66  S.  E.  439  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability  for 
erection  of  spite  fence. 

21  L.  R.  A.  340,  BATES  v.  AMERICAN  MORTG.  CO.  37  S.  C.  88,  16  S.  E.  883. 
'SHoTtgaLK^m  by  married  -womeii. 

Cited  in  American  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Owens,  18  C.  C.  A.  516,  25  U.  S.  App.  659, 
72  Fed.  221,  holding  married  woman  in  South  Carolina  incompetent  to  mortgage 
estate  to  secure  husband's  contract,  apart  from  her  separate  estate. 
Constructive   notice. 

Approved  in  American  Freehold  Land  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Felder,  44  S.  C.  481,  22  S. 
E.  598,  holding  client  bound  by  notice  to  attorney  that  wife's  mortgage  was  to 
raise  money  for  husband's  use. 

Cited  in  Richardson  v.  Penny,  6  Okla.  342,  50  Pac.  231,  stating  rule  that 
notice  to  authorized  agent  generally  binds  principal;  American  Freehold  Land 
Mortg.  Co.  v.  Whaley,  63  Fed.  747,  and  Whaley  v.  American  Freehold  Land- 
Mortg.  Co.  20  C.  C.  A.  310,  42  U.  S.  App.  90,  74  Fed.  78,  holding  agreement  be- 
tween lawyer  and  bank  negotiating  loan  with  mortgage  company,  without  com- 
missions, not  binding  on  latter,  both  compan'es  denying  relation  of  agency;  Gibbes> 
Machinery  Co.  v.  Roper,  77  S.  C.  48,  57  S.  E.  667,  holding  where  notice  of  con- 
veyance of  land  by  debtor  and  of  mortgage  thereof  by  grantee  to  third  party  was 
communicated  to  creditor's  salesman  prior  to  sale  of  goods  by  creditor  to  debtor, 
such  notice  was  to  be  imputed  to  creditor;  Thompson  v.  Piedmont  Mut.  Ins.  Co. 
77  S.  C.  492,  58  S.  E.  341,  holding  notice  of  other  insurance  communicated  to 
agent  when  negotiating  additional  insurance  for  his  company  is  imputable  to 
his   company. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wittenbrock  v.  Parker,  24  L.  R.  A.  197,  holding  knowledge 
of  one  member  of  firm  of  lawyers  while  transacting  business  of  firm  relating 
thereto,  constructive  notice  to  other  members. 

Aflrency. 

Cited  in  Banks  v.  Southern  Exp.  Co.  73  S.  C.  214,  53  S.  E.  166,  holding  agency 
may  be  implied  where  one  party  accepts  benefits  resulting  from  transactions  of 
another  party  who  ostensibly  acted  as  his  agent;  American  Mortgage  Co.  v.  Wood- 
ward, 83  S.  C.  525,  65  S.  E.  739,  holding  parties  who  received  commission  for 
negotiating  loan  were  agents  of  lender  and  not  of  borrower  under  circumstances 
of  case. 
Pcwer  of  asrent  to  delegate  antbority. 

Cited  in  Blowers  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  74  S.  C.  229,  54  S.  £.  368,  holding  principle 
that  agent  cannot  delegate  delegated  authority  does  not  apply  where  general  or 
superior  agent  has  power  to  employ  sub-agents  in  woric  of  principaL 
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21   L.  R.  A.  347,  FLETCHER  v.  KELLY,  88  Iowa,  476,  56  N.  W.  474. 

Later  appeal  in  Kelly  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  03  Iowa,  443,  61  N.  W. 
957. 
RifirlktB  under  meclftanics'  liens.* 

Approved  in  Nashua  Trust  Co.  y.  W.  S.  Edwards  Mfg.  Co.  99  Iowa,  112,  61 
Am.  St.  Rep.  226,  68  N.  W.  587,  iiolding  unrecorded  assignment  of  bond  and 
mortgage  effective  against  mechanic's  lien  acquired  after  such  assignment; 
Nojes  V.  Crawford,  118  Iowa,  21,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  363,  91  N.  W.  799,  as  to 
mechanic's  lien-holder  not  being  subsequent  purchaser  so  as  to  be  protected 
against  prior  unrecorded  deeds. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fisher  v.  Wineman,  52  L.  R.  A.  192,  which  holds  void, 
judgment  giving  preference  to  labor  debt  over  pre-existing  lien  without  making 
lienor  party. 

Distinguished  in  Eagle  Iron  Works  v.  Des  Moines  Suburban  R.  Co.  101  Iowa, 
301,  70  N.  W.  193,  holding  that  mortgagee  could  not  object  on  foreclosure  of 
mechanic's  lien  because  sale  decreed  subject  to  lien  of  mortgage  merely. 
Mortiraires  on  balldlners  upon  leased  premlsen. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sanitary  District  v.  Cook,  39  L.  R.  A.  369,  which  denies 
right  to  remove,  after  new  lease  expires,  trade  fixtures  erected  by  tenant. 
"Wliat  constitutes  a  fixture. 

Cited  in  Peoria  Stone  &  Marble  Works  v.  Sinclair,  146  Iowa,  59,  124  N.  W.  772, 
holding  that  machinery  permanently  installed  in  building  for  use  and  connected 
with  motive  power  is  part  of  building,  and  is  covered  by  land  mortgage;  Rahni 
v.  Domayer,  137  Iowa,  20,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  728,  114  N.  W.  546,  holding  finishing 
lumber,  doors  and  transoms  placed  in  building  by  its  owner  for  purpose  of  finish- 
ing it  passes  with  conveyance  of  realty  on  which  building  is  situated. 

Cited  in  note  (84  Am.  St  Rep.  893,  901)  on  fixtures  retaining  by  agreement 
the  character  of  personal  property. 

21  L.  R.  A.  354,  CARR  v.  EEL  RIVER  &  E.  R.  CO.  98  Cal.  366,  33  Pac.  213. 
LlabllltT  for  Injury  if^hlle  boarding:  or  leavlufl:  train. 

Cited  in  Roberts  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  155  N.  C.  86,  70  S.  E.  1080, 
holding  that  person  who  has  purchased  ticket  for  certain  train  has  right  to  assume 
that  it  is  safe  for  him  to  get  on  train  when  conductor  calls  ''all  aboard;"  Maxwell 
V.  Fresno  City  R.  Co.  4  Cal.  App.  747,  89  Pae.  367,  holding  street  car  company 
liable  for  injury  due  to  stopping  car  at  place  where  lowest  step  was  20  inches 
above  sloping  gutter;  Suber  v.  Georgia,  C.  &  N.  R.  Co.  96  Ga.  44,  23  S.  E.  387,  on 
liability  of  railroad  company  for  injury  sustained  by  person  in  attempt  to 
alight  from  moving  train;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Espenscheid,  17  Ind  App. 
569,  47  N.  E.  186,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  injury  sustained  by 
person  who  got  on  train  to  assist  passengers  and  fell  in  attempting  to  get  off  when 
train  in  motion,  where  train  stopped  three  minutes  at  station  and  those  in  charge 
of  train  did  not  know  he  was  going  to  alight. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ephland  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  35  L.R.A.  107,  which 
holds  carrier  liable  for  exclamations  of  brakeman  causing  passengers  to  jump 
from  car  to  escape  anticipated  collision;  Allen  v.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A. 
805,  which  holds  passenger  not  entitled  to  hold  carrier  for  injuries  received 
in  attempting  to  board  slowly  moving  car  unless  he  afiirmatively  shows  that  the 
injuries  were  due  to  its  negligence. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  711)  on  duty  of  carrier  permitting  cars  to  become 
overcrowded;  (42  L.R.A.  293)  on  starting  car  before  passenger  is  seated;  (1 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    141)   on  time  allowed  passenger  to  alight. 
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ContributorT  Begrliir«nce  Im  geitimm  on  or  off  train. 

Approved  in  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Hughes,  65  Kan.  500,  40  Pac.  919, 
holding  alighting  from  slowly  moving  train  upon  request  of  conductor  not  neg- 
ligence per  8€;  Mahar  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  5  App.  Div.  35,  39  N.  Y. 
Supp.  63,  holding  attempt  to  alight  from  slowly  moving  train  not  negligence 
per  se. 

Cited  in  Raub  v.  Los  Angeles  Terminal  R.  Co.  103  Cat.  .476,  37  Pac.  374,  holding 
it  is  not  negligence  for  passenger  to  get  off  train  after  it  has  stopped  at  point 
beyond  platform;  Finkeldey  v.  Omnibus  Cable  Co.  114  Cal.  31,  45  Pac.  996,  hold> 
ing  it  is  not  negligence  as  matter  of  law  either  to  attempt  to  board  street-car  in 
motion  or  to  fail  to  bring  car  to  stop  before  passenger  attempts  to  board  it: 
Braly  v.  Fresno  C.  R.  Co.  9  Cal.  App.  431,  99  Pac.  400,  holding  question  of  contrib- 
utory negligence  was  for  jury  where  plaintiff  refused  to  pay  his  fare,  was 
seized  by  conductor,  endeavored  to  release  himself  and  in  some  way  fell  from 
moving  street-car  to  ground;  Chicago,  B.  k  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Lampman,  18  Wyo.  129, 
25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  226,  104  Pac.  533,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  788,  holding  where  evidence 
was  conflicting  as  to  whether  plaintiff  stepped  or  jumped  from  moving  car  or 
was  thrown  therefrom  by  sudden  jerk  or  movement  of  train,  question  of  plaintiffs* 
negligence  was  for  jury;  Walters  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  82  Kan.  743,  28  Lf.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1060,  109  Pac.  173,  holding  it  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  a  pas- 
senger was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  alighting  from  a  moving  train 
as  it  passed  the  station  where  he  was  directed  by  the  conductor  of  the  train 
to  do  so;  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Bell,  111  Va.  67,  28  L.R.A.(NS.)  780,  68 
S.  E.  308  (dissenting  opinion),  on  submission  to  jury  of  question  whether  it  is 
negligence  to  attempt  to  get  off  train  in  motion. 

Annotation  xiited  in  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Miller,  33  Ind.  App. 
130,  70  N.  E.  1006,  holding  question  whether  it  is  negligence  to  attempt  to  alight 
from  moving  train  is  for  jury  unless  conditions  are  such  as  to  exclude  inference 
of  non-negligence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Distler  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  762,  which 
holds  stepping  from  station  platform  onto  slowly  moving  train  not  negligence 
per  86 ;  Odom  v.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  R.  Go.  23  L.  R.  A.  152,  which  holds  stepping 
off  car  which  starts  after  steps  reached  not  negligence;  Howell  v.  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  545,  which  holds  thirteen-year-old  boy  negligent  in  trying  to  got 
off  train  moving  20  miles  an  hour;  Boggess  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  23  L.  R. 
A.  777,  which  holds  jumping  from  train  justified  by  conductor's  threat  to  eject 
if  person  does  not  jump;  Woolsey  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  79, 
which  holds  negligent,  one  jumping  from  freight  locomotive  to  avoid  apprehend- 
ed arrest;  Cicero  &  P.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Meixner,  31  L.  R.  A.  331,  which  holds 
getting  on  or  off  electric  car  while  in  motion  not  negligence  per  se;  Brashear 
V.  Houston  C.  A.  &  N.  R.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  811,  which  sustains  right  of  recovery 
of  passenger  going  on  platform  with  intent  to  get  off,  when  thrown  off  by  sud- 
den increase  of  speed;  Watkins  v.  Birmingham  R.  &.  Electric  Co.  43  L.  R.  A. 
297,  which  holds  getting  on  lower  step  of  car  while  slowing  up  at  street  crossing, 
with  intention  of  getting  off,  not  negligence  per  se;  Poole  v.  Consolidated  Street 
R.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  744,  which  holds  alighting  from  car  at  pleasure  resort  station 
on  opposite  side  to  that  prepared  not  negligence  per  se;  Jefferson  v.  Birmingham 
R.  &  Electric  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  458,  which  denies  liability  for  injury  to  child  get- 
ting on  slowly  moving  dummy  car  in  city ;  Jones  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
41  L.  R.  A.  490,  which  denies  right  of  one  attempting  to  enter  car  of  mixed 
train  at  distance  from  station,  to  recover  for  injury  from  sudden  jolting  of  car 
in  coupling. 
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Cited  in  note  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  741,  745,  on  negligence  of  passenger  in  getting- 
<m  or  off  moving  train. 
"W^lio  ai^  passenarerB. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  521)  as  to  when  person  who  has  started  for  train 
becomes   passenger. 

ContrlbatorT  nearHsrence  aa  qaestloA  of  fact. 

Cited  in  Liverpool,  L.  A  G.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  125  Cal.  440,  58  Pac. 
55,  holding  whether  precautions  taken  by  plaintiff  ice  company  to  prevent  its: 
buildings  from  being  set  Are  to  by  defendant's  locomotive  which  ice  company  knew 
to  be  dangerous  were  such  as  due  care  required  on  its  part  was  question  for  jury.. 
l«IabllitT  for  injury  to  pasneniirer  from  Jerk, 

Cited  in  notes  (7  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1078)  on  res  ispa  loquitur  as  applied  to  jolts- 
or  jerks  causing  injury  to  passengers;  (34  L.R.A. (N.S.)  225)  on  liability  to  pas- 
senger inside  car  injured  by  sudden  starting  or  stopping. 

21   L.  R.  A.  366,  ELMORE  v.  JOHNSON,  143  111.  613,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  401„ 

32  N.  £.  413. 
Deallnar*  bet^nreen  attorney  and  client. 

Approved  in  Herr  v.  Payson,  157  111.  252,  41  N.  E.  732,  holding  attorney 
not  precluded  from  purchasing  client's  property  at  public  sale  by  retainer  in. 
another  action;  Dockery  v.  McLellan,  93  Wis.  390,  67  N.  W.  733,  holding  at- 
torney not  bound  to  show  fairness  of  contract  made  with  client  while  dealing- 
at  arm's  length;  Ross  v.  Payson,  160  111.  359,  43  N.  E.  399,  holding  that  at- 
torney receiving  deed  from  wasteful  client  must  establish  its  fairness,  etc.  r 
United  States  v.  Coffin,  83  Fed.  344,  holding  attorney  must  show  fairness  in 
transaction  with  client  whereby  he  gains  an  advantage;  French  v.  Cunningham,. 
149  Ind.  637,  49  N.  E.  797,  holding  attorney  must  show  fairness  of  contract  for 
compensation,  made  while  relation  of  attorney  and  client  existed;  Cassem  v^ 
Heustis,  201  111.  232,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  160,  66  N.  E.  283,  holding  oral  agreement 
permitting  retention  of  property  for  services  not  enforceable  against  client  after 
bill  has  been  paid. 

Cited  in  Cooley  v.  Miller  k  Lux,  156  Cal.  524,  105  Pac.  981,  holding  presump- 
tion of  invalidity  of  contract  between  attorney  and  client  does  not  apply  to  con- 
tract creating  the  relation  and  Axing  the  compensation;  Mansfield  v.  Wallace,. 
217  111.  623,  75  N.  E.  682,  holding  where  attorney  purchases  client's  property 
burden  is  on  him  to  show  fairness,  adequacy  and  equity;  Boyle  v.  Read,  138 
111.  App.  159,  holding  attorney's  contract  with  client  for  interest  in  property  in* 
litigation  as  compensation  is  presumptively  fraudulent;  Phipps  v.  Willis,  53  Or. 
195,  96  Pac.  866,  18  Ann.  Cas.  119,  holding  where  attorney  took  mortgage  from, 
clients  attorney  must  show  good  faith  and  valuable  consideration,  otherwise 
fraud  in  execution  of  mortgage  would  be  presumed;  Keenan  v.  Scott,  64  W.  Va. 
144,  61  S.  E.  806,  holding  deed  procured  by  attorneys  from  client  after  establish- 
ment of  relationship  of  attorneys  and  client  voidable  by  client  by  election  with- 
in reasonable  time. 

Cited  in  note   (83  Am.  St.  Rep.  159,   160,  161,  162',  163,   165,  185,  186)   on 
contracts  between  attorneys  and  clients. 
Bvldenee  of  property  -ralue  in  damage  action. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  Baker,  30  C.  C.  A.  366,  68  U.  S.  App.  569,  86  Fed.  755, 
holding  proof  of  decrease  of  rental  value  of  neighboring  property  inadmissible 
as  to  damages  by  closing  street;  St.  Louis  ft  I.  R.  B.  Co.  v.  Guswelle,  236  111.  218, 
86  N.  E.  230,  holding  degree  of  similarity  or  nearness  of  time  and  distance  re- 
quired to  make  sales  in  vicinity  competent  as  evidence  of  value  of  land  are  matters 
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largely  within  discretion  of  trial  judge:  Gilluly  v.  Hosford,  45  Wash.  599,  88  Pac 
1027,  holding  evidence  that  person  representing  stock  to  be  worth  one  dollar  per 
share  was  selling  his  own  stock  for  fifty -five  cents  at  same  time  as  competent  on 
question  of  value. 

Cited  in  Stephens  v.  Dubois,  31  R.  I.  148,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  741,  76  Atl.  656, 
holding  that  person  who  is  entitled  to  set  transaction  aside  cannot  be  charged 
with  laches,  unless  there  has  been  full  knowledge  of  all  facts  and  perfect  free- 
dom of  action;  Carlock  v.  Carlock,  249  111.  338,  94  N.  E.  507,  holding  that  equity 
need  not  follow  period  of  limitation  fixed  by  statute  and  enforced  in  courts 
of  law. 

21  L.  R.  A.  373,  PEORIA  GASLIGHT  &  COKE  CO.  v.  PEORIA  TERMINAL  R. 

CO.   146  111.  372,  34  N.  E.  550. 
Evidence  as  to  valae. 

Approved  in  Lyon  v.  Hammond  &  B.  I.  R.  Co.  167  111.  529,  47  N.  E.  775, 
holding  price  paid  by  another  company  for  right  of  way  not  competent  on 
question  of  value;  Illinois,  I.  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Huraiston,  208  III.  106,  69  N.  E. 
880,  holding  price  paid  for  other  land  similarly  located,  by  railroad  company 
upon  taking  by  eminent  domain,  inadmissible  in  estimating  damages  for  tak- 
ing of  particular  piece;  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Walsh,  197  Mo.  405,  94  S. 
W.  860,  holding  testimony  as  to  what  was  paid  to  other  parties  for  lands  used 
in  connection  with  same  purpose  for  which  land  sought  to  be  appropriated  is 
to  be  used  is  inadmissible. 

Cited  in  Walker  v.  People,  192  111.  110,  61  N.  E.  489,  holding  that  fair  market 
value  of  stocks  is  not  what  it  would  bring  at  forced  sale;  Lanquist  v.  Chicago. 
"200  111.  72,  65  N.  E.  681,  holding  price  paid  by  owner  seven  years  before  in- 
:admissible  upon  question  of  value;  Chicago  v.  Baker,  30  C.  C.  A.  366,  58  U.  S. 
App.  569,  86  Fed.  756,  holding  decrease  of  rental  value  of  neighboring  property 
inadmissible  on  question  of  damages;  Coate  v.  Memphis  R.  Terminal  Co.  120  Tenn. 
530,  111  8.  W.  923;  South  Park  Comrs.  v.  Ayer,  237  111.  221,  86  X.  E.  704,— hold- 
ing proof  of  what  condemning  party  has  paid  for  other  property  purchased  is  not 
competent;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Scott,  225  111.  358,  80  N.  E.  404,  holding  it 
error  to  allow  proof  of  what  railroad  seeking  to  condemn  and  other  railroads  have 
paid  per  acre  for  land  for  railroad  purposes  in  vicinity  of  land  sought  to  be 
taken;  St.  Louis  &  L  B  R.  Co.  v*  Guswelle,  236  111.  218,  86  N.  E.  230,  holding 
proof  as  to  price  at  which  lands  had  sold  in  neighborhood  three  years  before  con- 
demnation proceedings  and  as  to  sales  six  years  before  properly  excluded  as  too 
remote;  Eldorado,  M.  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Everett,  225  111.  533,  80  N.  E.  281,  holding 
•evidence  of  voluntary  sales  of  tracts  of  land  in  vicinity,  including  underlying 
•coal  or  of  coal  as  separated  from  surface,  competent  in  rebuttal;  West  Skokie 
Drainage  Dist  v.  Dawson,  243  111.  181,  90  N.  E.  377,  17  Ann.  Cas.  776,  holding  sales 
proof  of  which  is  offered  to  show  value  of  land  must  have  been  in  open  market 
and  not  compulsory;  Simons  v.  Mason  City  k  Ft.  D.  R.  Co.  128 'Iowa,  151,  103 
N.  W\  129,  holding  evidence  as  to  what  railroad  company  had  paid  in  other  cases 
per  acre  for  right  of  way  inadmissible  in  condemnation  proceeding;  Ranck  v. 
Cedar  Rapids,  134  Iowa,  674,  111  N.  W.  1027,  holding  testimony  as  to  sales  in 
vicinity  in  question  inadmissible  in  absence  of  preliminary  showing  of  simil- 
arity of  character  and  situaton  of  property  or  of  differences  for  which  jury  can 
make  allowance. 

Distinguished  in  Seavems  v.  Lischinski,  82  111.  App.  301,  holding  that  bill  of 
exceptions  must  contain  all  the  evidence  and  must  purport  to  do  so;   St.  Louis 
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Terminal  R.  Co.  t.  Heiger,  139  Mo.  320,  40  S.  W.  947,  holding  testimony  as  to 
Talue  of  land  inadmissible  when  based  partly  on  recent  purchases. 
Restrictions  om  Jury  In  detenainlngr  value. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Farwell,  60  Neb.  325,  83  N,  W.  71,  hold- 
ing that  jury  may  base  verdict  on  observations  at  locus  in  quo  in  connection  with 
other  evidence;  Bigelow  v.  Draper,  6  N.  D.  173,  69  N.  W.  570,  holding  that 
verdict  as  to  land  value,  based  on  inspection,  must  be  within  limits  of  other 
evidence;  East  St.  Louis,  C.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Illinois  State  Trust  Co.  248  111.  505, 
94  X.  E.  149,  holding  that  jury  cannot  base  verdict  solely  upon  its  view  of 
premises;  Prairie  Du  Rocher  v.  Schoening  &  Koenigsmark  Mill.  Co.  248  111.  62, 
93  N.  E.  425,  to  the  point  that  where  jury  visits  premises,  their  view  was  rightly 
considered  as  evidence  along  with  all  other  evidence  in  case;  South  Park  Comr's 
V.  Ayer,  237  111.  221,  86  N.  E.  704;  Chicago  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Mines,  221  111. 
457,  77  N.  E.  898, — holding  jury  in  condemnation  cannot  disregard  other  evidence 
and  fix  damages  upon  their  view  of  premises  alone;  Herrin  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Nolte, 
243  111.  597,  90  N.  E.  1097,  holding  jury  in  condemnation  are  not  to  determine 
question  of  damages  according  to  judgment  formed  on  inspection,  though  they 
believe  judgment  so  formed  more  accurate  than  one  formed  upon  evidence  given 
in  court;  Payson  v.  Milan,  144  111.  App.  208,  holding  same  in  suit  against  village 
for  damages  due  to  construction  of  levee  and  ditch. 

Cited  in  note   (42  L.  R.  A.  389)   on  view  by  jury. 

21  L.  R.  A.  377,  DANIELS  v.  HATHAWAY,  65  Vt.  247,  26  Atl.  970. 
lilabtllty  of  to'wnii  and  ofltcera  for  Injuries  on  hlgrltipraT* 

Approved  in  Bates  v.  Horner,  65  Vt.  474,  22  L.  R.  A.  828,  27  Atl.  134,  hold- 
ing municipal  officer  not  liable  for  injury  through  fright  of  horse  by  stone 
crusher;  Moody  v.  Bristol,  71  Vt.  476,  45  Atl.  1038,  holding  town  not  liable 
for  injury  through  want  of  railing  at  dangerous  point,  other  than  bridge  or 
culvert. 

Cited  in  Bacon  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  83  Vt.  440,  76  Atl.  128,  holding  that 
town  is  bound  to  keep  in  repair  all  highw^ays  within  its  limits  unless  there 
is  some  special  statutory  provision  placing  that  duty  elsewhere;  Gray  v. 
Batesville,  74  Ark.  520,  86  S.  VV.  295,  holding  mayor  and  members  of  city  council 
are  not  liable  for  damages  caused  by  failure  to  repair  bridge. 

Cited  in  note  (12  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  716)  on  liability  of  counties  and  municipal- 
ities for  injury  due  to  defect  in  highway. 
Iu»labllltT    of    public    officer    In    connection    "wltb    official    acts. 

Cited  in  Garff  v.  Smith,  31  Utah,  109,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  924,  86  Pac.  72,  hold- 
ing officer  inspecting  and  quarantining  sheep  and  defining  place  and  limits  of 
quarantine  not  liable  in  civil  action,  in  absence  of  malice,  or  fraud  and  cor- 
ruption. 

Cited  in  notes  (95  Am.  St.  Rep.  81,  83)  on  liability  of  ministerial  officers  for 
nonperformance  and  misperformance  of  official  duties;  (137  Am.  St.  Rep.  51) 
on  personal  liability  of  judges  and  judicial  officers. 

^1  L.  R.  A.  380,  Re  JOHNSON,  98  Cal.  531,  33  Pac.  460. 
Validity  and  effect  of  adoption. 

Cited  in  Re  McKeag,  141  Cal.  409,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  80,  74  Pac.  1039,  holding 
that,  court  having  obtained  jurisdiction  of  parties,  failure  of  judge  to  examine 
ihem  is  error  of  procedure  merely,  which  cannot  affect  validity  of  adoption; 
Morris  v.  Dooley,  59  Ark.  493,  28  S.  W.  30  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  whether 
.'heirs  of  adult,  whp  has  procured  order  adopting  child  as  his  heir,  may  object 
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that  prescribed  procedure  was  not  followed  in  procuring  order;  Re  Williams,  102 
Cal.  78,  41  Am.  St.  Rep  163,  36  Pac.  407,  holding  act  of  adoption  in  California 
is  in  no  sense  to  be  considered  judgment  of  court,  but  rule  admitting  extrinsic 
evidence  of  existence  of  jurisdictional  facts  in  support  of  determination  of  court 
of  limited  jurisdiction  applies  to  case  involving  validity  of  adoption;  Re  Evan,. 
106  Cal.  565,  30  Pac.  860,  on  adoption  of  minors;  Woodward's  Appeal,  81  Conn. 
165,  70  Atl.  453,  holding  decree  of  adoption  was  within  jurisdiction  conferred  by 
Wisconsin  statute  in  force  at  time  decree  was  passed;  Sires  v.  Melvin,  135  Iowa, 
472,  113  N.  W.  106,  holding  articles  of  adoption  sufficient  without  name  of  father 
where  persons  whose  consent  is  necessary  to  adoption  are  identified  by  the  in- 
strument, though  statute  requires  names  of  parents  to  be  given;  Re  Merchant, 
121  Wis.  532,  09  K.  W.  320,  holding  where  records  of  court  showed  no  proceeding* 
relative  to  application  for  establishment  of  heirship  upon  day  set  by  notice  of 
such  application,  order  establishing  heirship  at  subsequent  date  in  same  temk 
was  valid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Schiltz  v.  Roenitz,  21  L.  R.  A.  483,  which  requires  notice 
to  parent  of  proceedings  for  adoption  of  child,  based  on  abandonment;  Van  Hatre 
V.  Sankey,  23  L.  R.  A.  665,  which  authorizes  descent  of  land  to  child  adopted  in 
other  state. 

Cited  in  note  (39  Am  St.  Rep.  210,  217,  219,  222)  on  adoption  of  children. 
NoneMentlals  In  proceeding  under  utatute. 

Cited  in  Earl  v.  Bowen,  146  Cal.  764,  81  Pac.  133,  holding  where  only  re- 
quirment  of  charter  as  to  order  in  which  contract  was  to  be  signed  was  that  city 
attorney's  approval  as  to  form  be  indorsed  on  contract  before  council  approved, 
whether  clerk  signed  before  or  after  approval  of  council  was  immaterial;  Mono 
County  V.  Depauli,  9  Cal.  App.  708,  100  Pac.  717,  holding  county  ordinance  not 
inoperative  because  of  failure  to  publish  name  of  chairman  of  county  board 
as  having  voted  "aye"  in  publishing  ordinance  under  statute  requiring  names  of 
members  voting  for  and  against  ordinance  to  be  published. 

21  L.  R.  A.  387,  GORDON  v.  GORDON,  141  111.  160,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  294.  30 

N.  E.  446. 
Remnrriagre  before  dissolution  of  fomaer  marriage. 

Cited  in  Schmisseur  v.  Beatrie,   147   111.  214,  35  N.  E.  525,  holding  second 
marriage  void  when  either  party  has  undivorced  former  husband  or  wife  still 
living. 
Riffht   of   defense. 

Approved  in  People  ex  rel.  Crymble  v.  Horton,  46  111.  App.  438,  holding  that 
right  to  defend  and  appeal  cannot  be  denied  because  in  contempt  for  nonpayment 
of  alimony;  McMakin  v.  McMakin,  68  Mo.  App.  61,  and  Bachelor  v.  Bachelor, 
30  Wash.  641,  71  Pac.  193,  holding  failure  to  pay  alimony  does  not  justify 
striking  out  answer;  Ward  v.  W^ard,  70  Vt.  433,  41  Atl.  436,  holding  right  to 
defend  parental  rights  in  person  or  by  counsel  not  lost  because  of  constructive 
contempt;  Kripner  v.  Lincoln,  54  111.  App.  678,  holding  defense  permitted  as 
though  plea  unverified  where  defendant  denies  verification. 

Cited  in  Larson  v.  Larson,  9  S.  D.  3,  67  N.  W.  842,  holding  that  answer  and 
cross  bill  cannot  be  dismissed  on  failure  to  pay  alimony,  when  order  served  only 
on  counsel;  Walter  Cabinet  Co.  v.  Russell,  260  111.  421,  95  N.  E.  462,  holding 
that  court  cannot  deny  to  defendant  his  right  to  answer  and  refuse  to  consider 
his  evidence  because  he  is  in  contempt  of  court;  McNamara  v.  McNamara,  86  Neb. 
635,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1065,  126  N.  W.  94,  holding  it  is  violation  of  constitu- 
tion right  to  due  process  of  law  to  strike  out  defendant's  answer  in  divorce  suit 
for   failure   to   pay   temporary   alimony;    Trough   v.   Trough,   69   W.   Va.   471, 
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4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1190,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  940,  53  S.  E.  630,  8  Ann.  Cas.  837,  holding 
party  in  contempt  for  non-payment  of  temporary  alimony  and  counsel  fees  cannot 
on  that  account  be  denied  right  to  defend  in  divorce  suit. 

Cited  in  note  (115  Am.  St.  Rep.  954)  on  power  of  court  to  strike  out  answers 
of  defendant  in  divorce  suit,  in  contempt. 
Rlflrlit  of  partT  In  contempt  to  go  on  -vrltlt  case. 

Cited  in  Campbell  v.  Superior  Ct.  Justices,  187  Mass,  512,  69  LJI.A.  313,  73 
^.  E.  659,  2  Ann.  Cas.  462,  holding  plaintiff  who  is  in  contempt  of  court  cannot 
^o  on  with  his  case  against  defendant  as  matter  of  right. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Campbell  v.  Justices  of  Superior  Court,  69  L.R.A.  311, 
'which  denies  plaintiff's  absolute  right  to  proceed  with  trial  of  equity  case  while 
in  contempt  of  court  for  refusal  to  obey  order  enforceable  by  mandamus. 
Validity  of  marriasrea* 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Barney,  24  Okla.  458,  103  Pac.  598,  to  the  point  that  although 
so  subsequent  ceremony  is  performed,  parties  having  previously  assumed  mar- 
riage relations,  believing  that  marriage  was  valid,  and  having  continued  re- 
lation after  it  could  have  been  legally  assumed,  presumption  arises  that  they 
intended   marriage. 

Cited  in  note  (79  Am.  St.  Rep.  378)   on  invalidity  of  bigamous  marriages. 
Recrimination  as  defense  to  divorce. 

Cited  in  note  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  336)  on  recrimination  as  defense  in  divorce  pro- 
ceeding. 

21  L.  R.  A.  391,  HUTCHINSON  v.  ULRICH,  145  111.  336,  34  N.  E.  556. 
Rislftts  under  restrictions  in  bnildingr  covenants. 

Approved  in  Postal  Teleg.  A;  Cable  Co.  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  155  111.  348, 
-40  N.  E.  587,  holding  that  covenant  against  leasing  offices  to  another  tele* 
^aph  company  will  not  prevent  such  company  purchasing  fee,  subject  to  leases, 
from  using  building  for  its  offices;  Star  Brewery  Co.  v.  Primas,  163  111.  659, 
45  N.  E.  145,  granting  injunction  against  breach  of  clause  providing  that  grantee 
■shall  not  use  for  saloon,  as  valid  negative  covenant;  Ewertsen  v.  Gerstenberg, 
186  111.  349,  51  L.  R.  A.  312,  57  N.  E.  1050,  holding  grantee  bound  by  knowledge 
■of  building  restrictions  not  expressly  referred  to  in  his  deed;  Hays  v.  St.  Paul 
M.  E.  Church,  196  111.  636,  63  N.  E.  1040,  holding  party  not  grantor,  seeking 
to  enforce  building  restriction,  must  show  intention  to  benefit  her  property  by 
•deed  itself;  Clark  v.  McGee,  15d  111.  524,  42  N.  E.  965,  holding  covenant  restrict- 
ing building  on  lot,  intended  to  benefit  another  retained  by  grantor,  inures  to 
'benefit  of  grantee  of  retained  lot. 

Cited  in  Skillman  v.  Smatheurst,  57  N.  J.  Eq.  6,  40  Atl.  855,  holding  condi- 
tion restricting  building  to  "private  dwelling"  violated  by  erection  of  flat- 
house  adapted  for  three  families;  Stone  v.  Pilsbury,  167  Mass.  337,  45  N.  E. 
768,  holding  restriction  that  building  be  maintained  as  "single  dwelling"  not 
violated  by  using  it  for  treatment  of  liquor  habit,  etc.;  McMurtry  v.  Phillips 
Invest.  Co.  103  Ky.  313,  40  L.  R.  A.  491,  footnote  p.  489,  45  S.  W.  96,  holding 
■apartment  house  for  residence  purposes  not  breach  of  condition  against  using 
property  for  other  than  residence  purposes;  Frantz  v.  Weaver,  20  Lane.  L.  Rev. 
334,  construing  condition  that  nothing  less  than  two-story  brick  building  should 
be  erected  upon  land  granted,  to  permit  erection  of  one-story  brick  church; 
Wakefield  v.  Van  Tassell,  202  111.  48,  65  L.  R.  A.  515,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  207, 
66  N.  E.  830,  sustaining  condition  in  deed  of  small  parcel  of  land,  that  no  grain 
-elevator  should  ever  be  erected  thereon,  as  not  unreasonable  or  against  public 
policy;  Scharer  v.  Pantler,  127   Mo.  App.  437,  105  S.  W.  668,  holding .  restric- 
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tions  in  conveyances  of  fee  are  strictly  construed;  Frautz  v.  Weaver,  13  Pa.  Dist- 
R.  125,  9  North.  Co.  Rep.  58,  holding  one  story  church  building  cannot  be 
construed  to  be  of  "less  character  than  two-story  brick  house;"  Jones  v.  Will- 
iams,. 56  Wash.  691,  106  Pac.  166,  holding  garage  and  store  room  within  few 
feet  of  sidewalk  not  within  restriction  against  erection  of  fiat  or  tenement  house 
or  erection  of  residence  or  dwelling  house  nearer  to  street  than  given  line; 
Highland  Realty  Co.  v.  Groves,  130  Ky.  378,  113  S.  W.  420,  granting  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  building  of  stable  upon  lands  transferred  subject  to  condition 
it  was  to  be  used  for  residence  purposes. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Peabody  Heights  Co.  v.  Willson,  36  L.  R.  A.  393,  which 
holds  covenant  for  vendee  that  houses  shall  be  built  according  to  approved 
designs  not  strictly  enforceable  as  to  rebuilding  structure  destroyed;  Summers 
V.  Beelcr,  48  L.  R.  A.  54,  which  holds  restriction  in  deed  as  to  building  line  not 
available  to  prior  grantee  of  other  lot. 

Cited  in  note  (1  Brit.  Rul.  Cas.  995)  on  structure  separately  accommodating^ 
more  than  one  family  as  violating  restriction  against  erection  of  more  than 
one   house,  etc. 

Distinguished  in  Harris  v.  Roraback,  137  Mich.  294,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  681,  lOO 
X.  W.  391,  holding  two  story  building  designed  for  two  dwellings  prohibited 
by  restriction  providing  premises  were  not  to  be  occupied  "except  for  one  dwelling 
house  to  each  lot"  where  apartment  houses  had  not  been  erected  in  vicinity 
when  deed  was  made;  Sanders  v.  Dixon,  114  Mo.  App.  248,  89  S.  W.  577,  holding 
covenant  against  erection  of  more  than  one  dwelling  on  each  lot  is  violated  by 
erection  of  edifice  containing  four  flats  of  six  rooms  each  on  one  lot;  also  citing 
annotation. 
Restrictive  coTenfiiita  In  general. 

Cited  in  Kitchen  v.  Hawley,  150  Mo.  App.  503,  131  S.  W.  142;  Van  Duyn  v. 
H.  S.  Chase  &  Co.  149  Iowa,  225,  128  N.  W.  300,— holding  that  in  construing; 
restriction  as  to  use  of  land  doubts  will  be  resolved  in  favor  of  its  full  use: 
Curtis  V.  Rubin,  244  HI.  92,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  307,  91  N.  E.  84.  holding  that 
restriction  upon  use  of  property,  give  purchasers  right  in  nature  of  easement, 
which  will  be  enforced  in  equity  against  grantee  of  lot;  Downen  v.  Rayburn, 
214  111.  346,  73  X.  E.  364,  3  Ann.  Cas.  36,  holding  words  "to  be  used  as  a  church, 
location"  standing  alone,  do  not  constitute  condition  subsequent;  Test  Oil 
Co.  V.  La  Tourette,  19  Okla.  222,  91  Pac.  1025,  holding  oil  and  gas  lease  is 
not  within  restriction  requiring  that  land  be  conveyed  by  deed  prohibiting 
grantees  from  drilling  for  oil  or  gas  thereon;  Guyer  v.  Auers,  132  III.  App.  531, 
holding  where  intention  of  parties  is  clear  in  creation  of  restriction  prohibiting 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors'  on  land  conveyed,  courts  will  enforce  same  by  in- 
junction. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wakefield  v.  Van  Tassell,  65  L.R.A.  611,  which  uphold.H 
condition  in  deed  of  land  that  no  grain  shall  ever  be  handled  thereon. 

Cited  in  notes  (11  L.R.A.(X.S.)  513,  514,  516)  on  eflfect  of  specifj'ing  use  of 
real  estate  in  devise  to  religious  society;  (37  L.R.A.(X.S.)  25)  as  to  who  may  en- 
force restrictive  covenant  or  agreement;  (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  675)  on  what  cove- 
nants run  with  the  land;  (95  Am.  St.  Rep.  214)  on  validity  of  conditions  and 
restrictions  in  deed;  (15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  254)  on  right  of  assignee  to  sue  cove- 
nantor. 

21  L.  R.  A.  394,  LANCASTER  COUNTY  v.  HOLYOKE,  37  Neb.  328,  56  N.  W. 

950. 
]Veces»lty  or  propriety  of  inqc: cut. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Smalls  v.  State,  40  L.  R.  A.  369,  which  holds  verdict  of 
coroner's  jury  advisory  only,  and  not   reviewable. 
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Cited  in  note  (31  L.  R.  A.  540)  on  power  of  coroner  to  order  post  mortem 
examination. 

21  L.  R.  A.  399,  LOWENBERG  v.  GREENEBAUM,  99  Cal.  162,  37  Am.  St.  Rep. 

42,  33  Pac.  794. 
^Wliat  constitates  property. 

Cited  in  Bank  of  California  v.  San  Francisco,  142  Cal.  200,  64  L.  R.  A.  924, 
100  Am.  St.  Rep.  130,  75  Pac.  832  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  sustaining 
taxation  of  corporate  franchises  as  property. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cleveland  Nat.  Bank  v.  Morrow,  38  L.  R.  A.  758,  which 
holds  perpetual  scholarship  in  college  in  consideration  of  donation  not  property 
subject  t<r  payment  of  debts. 
— i—  Stock  exclmnflre  seats. 

Approved  in  San  Francisco  v.  Anderson,  103  Cal.  70,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  98>, 
36  Pac.  1034,  holding  seat  in  San  Francisco  stock  and  exchange  board  not  taxa- 
ble property;  People  ex  rel.  Lemmon  v.  Feitner,  56  App.  Div.  282,  07  N.  Y. 
Supp.  893,  holding  nonresident's  seat  in  New  York  stock  exchange  not  taxable,, 
although  "property"  within  meaning  of  statutory  construction  law;  Baltimore 
V.  Johnson,  96  Md.  739,  01  L.  R.  A.  570,  footnote  p.  568,  54  Atl.  646,  holding 
Beat  in  Baltimore  stock  exchange  not  taxable  because  not  "property"  within  bill 
of   rights  and  revenue  laws. 

Cited  in  Shannon  v.  Cheney,  156  Cal.  570,  105  Pac.  588,  holding  prop-irty  in 
seat  in  stock  exchange  is  qualified  and  subject  to.  provisions  of  constitution 
and  by-laws  of  exchange. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Page,  59  L.  R.  A.  94,  which  holds  title  to  bankrupt's 
seat  in  stock  exchange  vests  in  trustee. 
lieKall tT  of  Joint  stock  asaociatlon. 

Cited  in  Spotswood  v.  Morris,  12  Idaho,  380,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  672,  85  Pac.  1094,. 
holding  joint  stock  association  organized  to  acquire  and  hold  title  to  particu- 
lar piece  of  real  estate  is  legal  at  common  law  and  not  prohibited  by  consti- 
tution and  statutes  of  Idaho. 

21  L.  R.  A.  402,  FRENCH  v.  STATE,  86  Wis.  400,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  855,  65  N. 
W.  566. 

Later  appeal  in  98  Wis.  341,  73  N.  W.  991. 

Prosecution  for  adultery  in  marrying  and  living  with  defendant's  wife,  in  State 
V.  Duket,  90  Wis.  282,  31  L.  R.  A.  522,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  928,  63  N.  W.  83. 
Trial  of  limanlty  Imiae. 

Later  appeal  in  French  v.  State,  93  Wis.  326,  67  N.  W.  706,  sustaining  validity 
of  statute  providing  for  trial  of  main  issue  together  with  insanity  issue,  after 
disagreement  of  another  jury  in   special   insanity  issue. 

Cited  in  notes  (38  L.R.A.  583)  on  insanity  after  commission  of  criminal  act; 
(43  Am.  St.  Rep.  540)   on  due  process  of  law  as  applied  to  insane  persons. 
Presence  of  prisoner  at  trial. 

Cited  in  Hoflfman  v.  State,  88  Wis.  173,  59  N.  W.  588,  permitting  amendment 
of  record  in  murder  case  to  show  defendant's  presence  during  trial;  Hughes  v. 
State,  109  Wis.  405.  85  N.  W.  333,  holding  record  in  murder  trial  sufficient 
when  showing  defendant's  presence  at  opening  of  sessions  each  day;  Kraimer  v. 
State,  117  Wis.  354,  93  N.  W.  1097,  holding  omission  of  clerk's  minutes  to 
show  presence  of  accused  in  court  at  time  verdict  was  announced,  omission 
fatal  to  judgment;  Wood  v.  State,  4  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  460,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.y  —, 
112  Pac.  11,  to  the  point  that  no  presumption  will  be  indulged  to  supply  record 
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in  criminal  case  where  it  does  not  show  necessary  fact  of  defendant's  presence. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.  R.  A.  821)  on  right  of  prisoner  to  appear  unmanacled 
at  trial. 

Disapproved  in  State  ex  rel.  Kotilinic  v.  Swenson,  18  S.  D.  205,  09  N.  W.  1114, 
holding  it  may  be  determined  that  prisoner  was  present  at  trial  from  facts  ap- 
pearing on  face  of  record,  though  it  is  not  directly  and  affirmatively  shown. 
^—  Waiver  by  accnaed. 

Cited  in  Jennings  v.  State,  134  Wis.  314,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  867,  114  N.  W.  402 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  waiver  of  right  to  be  present  at  trial. 
Competency  of  Jurors  -vFho  have  served  In  same  case. 

Cited  in  note  (68  L.R.A.  872)  on  competency  of  jurors  who  have  served  in  same 
case. 

21  L.  R.  A.  406,  STOCKTON  SAV.  &  L.  SOC.  v.  GIDDINGS,  96  Cal.  84,  31  Am. 

St.  Rep.  181,  30  Pac.  1016. 
Effect  of  Indorsement  'vrltlkont  recourse. 

Cited  in  Carroll  v.  Nodine,  41  Or.  416,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  743,  69  Pac  61,  hold- 
ing  that   indorsement   conveyed   title   and    implied   a    warranty   by    seller    that 
it  and   previous   indorsements   were  genuine. 
Lilablllty   of   surety. 

Cited  in  Menzel  v.  Primm,  6  Cal.  App.  212,  91  Pac.  764,  holding  liability  of 
surety  cannot  be  greater  than  that  of  principal,  where  suit  is  between  original 
parties  surety  may  attack  note  on  ground  of  failure  of  consideration;  City 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Jordan,  139  Iowa,  609,  117  N.  W.  758,  holding  where  several 
persons  are  liable  upon  notes  as  principals  or  sureties,  defense  going  to  right  of 
recovery  thereon  may  be  shown  whether  plea  be  made  jointly  or  severally. 
Parol  evidence  as  to  note. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  230)  on  parol  evidence  to  contradict  negotiable 
instrument. 
Availability  of  counterclaim. 

Cited  in  Le  Breton  v.  Stanley  Contracting  Co.  16  Cal.  App.  432,  114  Pac.  1028, 
holding  that  unaccepted  check  cannot  be  set  up  as  counter-claim  to  action,  by 
receiver  of  insolvent  bank  upon  which  it  was  drawn  on  note  of  holder  payable  to 
bank. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  602)  on  right  of  surety  to  interpose  independ- 
•ent  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  principal  as  defense  or  counter-claim. 

•21  L.  R.  A.  409,  PAGE  v.  KREKEY,  137  N.  Y.  307,  60  N.  Y.  S.  R.  660,  33  Am. 

St.  Rep.  731,  33  N.  E.  311. 
Effect  of  fraud  on  contract. 

Approved  in  Williamson  v.  Lawrence,  8  Misc.  74,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  694,  holding 
hiW  of  sale  and  release  procured  from  intoxicated  person  invalid;  Hutkoff  v. 
Moje,  20  Misc.  634,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  906,  holding  negotiable  instrument  procured 
by  fraud  void  in  hands  of  bona  fide  holder  unless  maker  guilty  of  laches. 

Cited  in  Kelley  v.  Chenango  Valley  Sav.  Bank,  21  Misc.  245,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
>664,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  661,  holding  bank  liable  to  depositor  relying  upon  falso 
statements  by  cashier  that  pass  book  was  upon  that  bank;  Larremore  v.  Squires. 
■30  Misc.  66,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  886,  holding  tenant  estopped  from  denying  statements 
made  by  her  in  lease  relied  upon  by  mortgagee  of  subsequent  grantee  of  prem- 
ises; Cramsey  v.  Sterling,  111  App.  Div.  576,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  1082,  holding  one 
who  induces  transfer  of  property  by  false  and  fraudulent  representations  can- 
not retain  same. 
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Cited  in  notes  (54  L.R.A.  451)  on  validity  of  contract  made  with  intoxicated 
person;  (36  LbR.A.(N.S.)  542)  on  right  as  against  subsequent  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser, to  avoid  deed  because  of  deception  as  to  contents  or  character  of 
paper  signed;  (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  545)  on  contracts  of  intoxicated  persons. 

Distinguished  in  Marden  v.  Dorthy,  160  N.  Y.  49,  46  L.  R.  A.  698,  64  N.  E. 
726  (approved  in  dissenting  opinion),  Affirming  12  App.  Div.  195,  42  N.  Y.  Supp. 
827,  holding  grantor  whose  signature  was  procured  by  fraud,  but  acknowledg- 
ment forged,  not  liable  to  mortgagee  relying  on  record  without  making  inquiries 
of  owner  in  possession. 
l^Iabilitr  of  anrety,  generally. 

Cited  in  Rothschild  v.  Frank,  16  Misc.  622,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  54,  holding  bond 
not  inforceable  against  sureties  relying  upon  false  statement  in  certificate  of 
trust;  Knickerbocker  Trust  Co.  v.  Evans,  110  C.  C.  A.  347,  188  Fed.  560,  on  lia- 
bility of  surety  or  guarantor  where  obligation  is  secondary;  Bromberg  v.  Fidel- 
ity &  D.  Co.  139  Ala.  345,  36  So.  622,  holding  surety  cannot  defend  when 
sued  upon  bond  upon  ground  of  fraudulent  representations  made  to  him  by 
principle;   also  citing  annotation  on  this  point. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Connecticut  General  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chase,  63  L.  R.  A. 
510,  which  holds  concealment  of  prior  shortage  of  agent,  fraud  releasing  sure- 
ties on  his  bond. 

^—  Woy/v  affected  by  alteration  of,  or  noneompllance  vrith,  terma  of  con- 
tract. 

Approved  in  Livingston  v.  Moore,  15  App.  Div.  18,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  125,  hold- 
ing surety  discharged  by  substantial  change  in  terms  of  contract  or  payment,  re- 
gardless of  injury;  Antisdel  v.  Williamson,  165  N.  Y.  375,  59  N.  £.  207,  Affirm- 
ing 37  App.  Div.  172,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  1028,  holding  guarantor  of  bond  and  mort- 
gage discharged  by  mortgagee  extending  time  of  payment;  French  v.  Graves, 
50  App.  Div.  524,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  74,  holding  surety  discharged  where  terms  of 
bond  altered  by  obligor  and  obligee  without  notice;  Challenge  Corn  Planter  Co. 
V.  Diel,  92  Hun,  171,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  364,  holding  surety  discharged  by  change 
of  time  of  payment  without  his  consent ;  Tradesmen's  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Sure- 
ty Co.  169  N.  Y.  567,  62  N.  E.  670,  holding  surety  released  by  permitting  agent 
to  collect,  when  contract  imported  that  obligee  should  do  so;  American  Casualty 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Green,  70  App.  Div.  270  note,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  407,  holding  surety 
released  by  alteration  of  arrangements  between  agent  and  company. 

Cited  in  Union  Ins.  Co.  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  157  N.  Y.  655,  44  L.  R.  A.  236, 
52  N.  E.  671,  holding  that  surety's  undertaking  cannot  be  enlarged  by  construc- 
tion or  implication;  American  Copper  Co.  v.  Lowther  26  Misc.  443,  54  N.  Y. 
Supp.  960,  holding  guarantors  liable,  they  having  assented  to  deviation  as  di- 
rectors of  obligor  corporation;  Smith  v.  Molleson,  148  N.  Y.  247,  42  N.  E.  669, 
stating  rule  that  surety  is  released  where  contract  is  changed,  or,  .as  finally  made, 
is  not  one  which  he  guaranteed;  United  States  v.  Freel,  92  Fed.  302,  stating 
rule  that  surety  is  released  by  any  alteration  in  contract  without  his  consent; 
New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Casey,  178  N.  Y.  390,  70  N.  E.  916  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  surety  not  discharged  by  voluntary  submission  of  grantee  for 
short  period,  to  direction  of  mortgagee  to  increase  rate  of  interest;  XHlman 
Co.  V.  HoUender,  67  Misc.  289,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  772,  holding  that  voluntary 
reduction  of  rent  by  landlord,  without  surety's  consent  will  not  operate  to 
discharge  surety  for  subsequently  accruing  rent  which  is  not  reduced;  St. 
John's  College  v.  ^tna  Indemnity  Co.  201  N.  Y.  341,  94  N.  E.  994,  to  the 
point  that  any  material  alteration  of  terms  of  contract,  when  made  without 
surety's  consent  releases  him  from  his  obligation  as  surety;  Gansevoort  Bank 
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V.  Empire  State  Surety  Co.  123  App.  Div.  334,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  998    (dissent- 
ing  opinion),   on   release   of   surety   by   alteration    of   agreement   of    principal; 
Ullman  Realty  Co.  v.  Hollander,  66  Misc.  350,   123  N.  Y.  Supp.  772^  holding 
guarantor  of  rent  for  three  years  at  $2,000.00  yearly  and  two  years  at  $2,300.00 
not  released  from  liability  as  to  $2,300.00  period  by  reduction  allowed  tenant  as 
to  $2,000.00  period  reduced  rent  having  been  fully  paid ;  Com.  v.  Carl,  29  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  51,  12  Pa.  Dist.  R.  760,  holding  sureties  released  by  material  alteration  of 
bond  by  principal  parties  to  it  without  consent  of  sureties;  Greenville-Carolina 
Power  Co.  v.  United  States  Fidelity  &  G.  C6.  83  S.  C.  96,  64  S.  E.  518,  on  liabilitr 
of  surety  when  unforeseen  conditions  arise,  also  citing  annotation  on  this  point; 
8tern  v.  Sawyer,  78  Vt.  12,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  890,  61  Atl.  36,  6  Ann.  Cas.  3o6, 
holding  surety  of  lessee  released  by  sale  of  part  of  premises  leased. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fidelity  ^lut.  Life  Asso.  v.  Dewey,  54  L.  R.  A.  945,  which 
holds  sureties  on  bond  of  employee  released  by  continuing  him  in  employ  with- 
out   weekly   reports   required   by   contract. 

Cited  in  note  (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  615)  on  discharge  from  liability  on  contract 
by  international  alteration  of  instrument. 

Distinguished  in  Shipman  v.  Kelley,  9  App.  Div.  321  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  328, 
holding  guarantor  discharged  by  extension  of  time  of  payment  mthout  his 
consent;  Bank  of  Buffalo  v.  Schwartz,  53  App.  Div.  622,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  981, 
stating  rule  that  surety  is  released  by  extension  of  time  of  payment  without 
consent,  regardless  of  injury. 
Adniisaibillt}^  of  eorroborntt'Fe  evidence. 

Approved  in  People  v.  Barberi,  149  N.  Y.  269,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  717,  43  N. 
E.  635,  holding  exclusion  of  evidence  corroborating  interested  party  in  homicide 
case,  error,  where  trial   proceeded  upon  erroneous  theory. 

21  L.  R.  A.  416,  SPRING  VALLEY  WATERWORKS  v.  BARBER,  99  Cal.  36, 
33    Pac.    735. 

Taxation  of  corporate  franchlaen. 

Cited  in  Bank  of  California  v.  San  Francisco,  142  Cal.  287,  64  L.  R.  A.  923, 
100  Am.  St.  Rep.  130,  75  Pac.  832,  holding  taxation  of  corporate  franchises  not 
unjust  discrimination  because  corporation  is  engaged  in  business  which  indi- 
vidual might  carry  on  without  payment  of  tax;  Stockton  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  v. 
San  Joaquin  County,  148  Cal.  321,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  176,  83  Pac.  54,  7  Ann.  Cas. 
511,  holding  situs  of  franchise  of  light  company  for  purpose  of  taxation  is  in 
city  wherein  it  has  easement  in  use  of  streets  and  right  to  take  tolls  by  reason 
of  such  use;  Crocker  v.  Scott,  149  Cal.  692,  87  Pac.  102,  holding  value  of 
franchise  is  market  value  of  shares  of  corporation  less  value  of  its  tangible 
property. 

Cited  in  note   (57  L.  R.  A.  37)   on  taxation  of  corporate  franchises  in  United 
States. 
^V^bat  conatltntes  franchlMC. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Warfield  v.  Sutter  Street  R.  Co.  117  Cal.  616,  49  Pac. 
736   (dissenting  opinion),  on  distinction  between  "way"  and  "franchise.** 

21  L.  R.  A.  418,  SELOVER  v.  BRYANT,  54  Minn.  434,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  349, 

56  N.  W.  58. 
Riffl^t  to  Impeacli  o'wrn  iprttnea«. 

Approved  in  Hall  v.  Manson,  99  Iowa,  707,  34  L.  R.  A.  211,  68  N.  W.  922, 
holding  that  own  witness  may  be  impeached  for  contradictory  statements  while 
testifying  for  other  party;  Hays  v.  Tacoma  R.  &  Power  Co.  106  Fed.  51,  hold- 
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ing  that  party  surprised  by  testimony  as  to  speed  of  car  may  show  contradictory 
statements. 

Cited  in  Fall  Brook  Coal  Co.  v.  Hewson,  158  N.  Y.  152,  43  L.  R.  A.  677,  foot- 
note p.  676,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  466,  52  X.  E.  1095,  holding  that  party  excusing 
witness  before  giving  material  testimony  may  impeach  him  wlien  called  for 
opposite  party;  George  v.  Triplett,  5  N.  D.  51,  63  N.  W,  891,  holding  that  party 
surprised  by  testimony  disproving  case  may  question  own  witness  as  to  contra 
dictory  statements;  Carpenter's  Appeal,  74  Conn.  436,  51  Atl.  126,  holding  it  mat- 
ter of  privilege  for  party  surprised  by  own  witness  to  question  as  to  contradictory 
statements;  People  v.  Elco,  131  Mich.  624,  94  X.  W.  1069,  holding  that  prosecu- 
tion in  criminal  case  may  show  contradictory  statements  made  by  hostile  wit- 
ness whom  they  were  compelled  by  law  to  call;  State  v.  Moon,  71  Kan.  353,  80 
Pac.  697,  holding  that  court  may  permit  state  in  criminal  case  to  cross-ex- 
amine its  own  witness  where  surprised  by  his  testimony;  Lindquist  v.  Dickson, 
98  Minn.  374,  6  L.R.A.(X.S.)  731,  107  X.  W.  958,  8  Ann.  Cas.  1024,  holding  that 
party  surprised  by  the  testimony  of  his  own  witness,  may  be  allowed  to  show 
contradictory  statements  made  by  such  witness;  State  v.  Sederstrom,  99  Minn. 
235,  109  X.  W.  113,  holding  same  in  criminal  case. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fall  Brook  Coal  Co.  v.  Hewson,  43  L.  R.  A.  676,  which 
sustains  right  to  discredit  witness  put  on  stand,  but  excused  without  being  asked 
material  questions. 

Cited  in  notes   (22  L.R.A.(X.S.)   556),  on  applicability  of  rule  preventing  im- 
peachment of  one's  own  witness  by  proof  of  contradictory  statements  out  of 
court,  where  admissible  in  chief  as  against  interest;    (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  57,  60) 
on    impeaching  one's   own    witness. 
Airallablllty    of    omilBrniuent    of    error. 

Approved  in  Cook  v.  Kittson,  68  Minn.  476,  71  X.  W.  670,  holding  assignment 
indefinite  and  insufficient  when  stating  that  court  erred  in  denying  "motion  for 
new  trial;"  First  Xat.  Bank  v.  Holan,  63  Minn.  534,  65  X.  VV.  952,  holding  as- 
signment insufficient  that  **court  erred  in  denying  plaintifTs  motion  to  set  aside 
verdict  and  grant  new  trial." 
Importance  of  caae  aa  deierminlnfir  value   of  attorney's   servlcen. 

Cited  in  Gorman  v.  Banigan,  22  R.  I.  29,  46  Atl.  38,  holding  that  amount 
of  property,  difficulties,  and  result  obtained  may  be  considered  in  fixing  value 
of  attorney's  services;  TuUock  v.  Mulvane,  01  Kan.  602,  60  Pac.  749,  holding 
that  witness  may  be  asked  hypothetical  question  as  to  value  of  attorney's  services 
based  on  importance  of  case. 

21  L.  R.  A.  434,  HEISEX  v.  HEISEX,  145  111.  658,  34  X.  E.  597. 
Effect  of  lea«e  on  Itfe  tenancy. 

Approved  in  Wright  v.  Stice,  173  111.  679,  51  X.  E.  71,  holding  interest  of  life 
tenant  suspended  during  term  of  lease  of  premises  accepted  by  him. 
Nature  of  doifver  or  curtesy  before  assignment. 

Approved  in  Grubbs  v.  Leyendecker,  153  Ind.  352,  53  X.  E.  940,  holding 
widow's  right  of  dower,  unassigned,  not  life  estate,  but  chose  in  action;  Cravens 
V.  Winzenberger,  97  111.  App.  336,  holding  dower  rignc  not  an  estate,  and  until 
petition  therefor  holder  of  fee  entitled  to  crops  and  rents;  Luttrell  v.  Boggs, 
168  111.  363,  48  X.  E.  171,  holding  that  husband  may  release  to  wife  his  con- 
tingent right  of  dower  and  heirship. 

Cited  in  Jamison  v.  Zausch,  227  Mo.  416,  126  S.  W.  1023,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1132, 
to  the  point  husband  may  release  his  inchoate  expectancy  or  his  right  of  action 
for  dower;  Brannock  v.  Magoon,  216  Mo.  728,  116  S.  W.  500,  holding  inclioate 
dower  is  not  title  to  real  estate. 
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Cited  in  notes  (39  Am.  St.  Rep.  25,  27,  30)  on  assignment  of  dower;  (128 
Am.  St.  Rep.  489)  on  nature  and  existence  of  estates  of  tenancy  by  the  curtesy. 
Asslgrnment  of  do-vrer  by  sviardtan. 

Approved  in  Sill  v.  Sill,  185  111.  609,  57  N.  E.  812,  holding  demand  upon  gUArd- 
ian  for  dower  ineffectual  because  without  power  to  assign  dower  for  minor. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  fFrltten  contract. 

Approved  in  Ryan  v.  Cooke,  172  111.  308,  50  N.  E.  213,  holding  that  sealed  con- 
tract cannot  be  changed  or  modified  by  proof  of  subsequent  parol  agreement; 
Mumford  v.  Tolman,  54  111.  App.  479,  holding  that  promissory  note  cannot  be 
varied  by  proof  of  contemporaneous  parol  agreement. 
Denial    of    landlord's    title. 

Cited  in  Walker  v.  Newman,  146  111.  App.  455,  holding  where  tenant  enters 
into  possession  under  indenture  signed  by  both  parties,  and  imposing  obli- 
gations in  both,  he  cannot  dispute  his  landlord's  title. 

21  L.  R.  A.  440,  SHAW  v.  JACOBS,  89  Iowa,  713,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  411,  56  N.  W. 

684,  55  N.  W.  333. 
GennlneneM  of  nndenled  slgrnatare. 

Cited  in  Sawin  v.  Union  Bldg.  &  Sav.  Asso.  95  Iowa,  480,  64  N.  W.  401,  holding 
genuineness  of  signed  exhibit  attached  to  answer  not  presumed,  though  not  denied 
under  oath. 
Validity  of  banking  en«tom«. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Givan  v.  Bank  of  Alexandria,  47  L.  R.  A.  270,  which  holds 
sending  check  directly  to  drawee  bank  for  collection,  negligence;  Kershaw  v. 
Ladd,  44  L.  R.  A.  236,  which  holds  reasonable,  custom  of  banks  to  send  cheeks 
directly  to  drawee  bank  for  collection;  State  Bank  v.  Byrne,  21  L.  R.  A.  753, 
which  holds  bank's  custom  to  receive  checks  from  depositors  as  payment  inopera- 
tive as  against  one  not  party  to  custom. 

21  L.  R,  A.  448,  GAY  v.  ESSEX  ELECTRIC  STREET  R.  CO.  159  Mass.  238,  38 

Am.  St.  Rep.  415,  34  N.  E.  186. 
Lilablllty    for    Injnry    to    trenpaaslnur    clilld. 

Approved  in  Gay  v.  Essex  Electric  Street  R,  159  Mass.  244,  34  N.  E.  258,  deny- 
ing right  to  recover  for  death  of  child  injured  by  unfastened  brake  while  playing 
on  cars  left  standing  unguarded  for  several  days  in  city  street;  Grindley  v.  Mc- 
Kechnie,  163  Mass.  495,  40  N.  E.  764,  denying  liability  of  owner  or  contractor  for 
death  of  trespassing  child  falling  into  trench;  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Beavers,  113  Ga.  413,  54  L.  R.  A.  321,  39  S.  E.  82,  holding  owner  not  liable  for 
drowning  of  child  of  six  in  excavation  on  premises;  Ritz  v.  Wheeling,  45  W.  Va. 
267,  43  L.  R.  A.  152,  31  S.  E.  993,  denying  right  of  recovery  for  drowning  of  child 
of  five  in  reservoir;  Ryan  v.  Towar,  128  Mich.  478,  55  L.  R.  A.  315,  92  Am.  St  Rep. 
481,  87  N.  W.  644,  holding  owner  not  liable  for  injury  to  girl  of  thirteen  by  over- 
shot water  wheel;  Richards  v.  Connell,  45  Neb.  471,  63  N.  W.  915,  denying  re- 
covery for  drowning  of  child  in  pond;  Casey  v.  Maiden,  163  Mass.  508,  47  Am.  St. 
Rep.  473,  40  N.  E.  849,  denying  recovery  for  injury  to  boy  of  ten  by  falling  into 
manhole  while  walking  backward;  Holbrook  v.  Aldrich,  168  Mass.  17,  36  L.  R.  A. 
495,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  364,  46  N.  E.  115,  denying  recovery  to  child  under  seven 
years  for  loss  of  fingers  by  interfering  with  coffee  grinder  in  store;  McGuiness  v. 
Butler,  159  Mass.  237,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  412,  34  N.  E.  259,  denying  recovery  to  boy 
of  nine  injured  by  interfering  with  marble  slab  on  walk. 

Cited  in  Wheeling  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Harvey,  77  Ohio  St.  233,  19  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
1152,  322  Am.  St.  Rep.  503,  83  N.  E.  66,  11  Ann.  Cas.  981,  holding  a  water- 
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^'orks  company  was  not  liable  for  the  death  of  a  child  who  comes  onto  its 
land  without  its  knowledge  and  falls  into  a  reservoir  about  which  it  is  play- 
ing and  is  drowned;  O'Leary  v.  Michigan  State  Teleph.  Co.  146  Mich.  253,  109 
X.  W.  434  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability  for  injury  to  child  trespasser; 
Wheeling  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Harvey,  77  Ohio  St.  256,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1152,  122 
Am.  St.  Rep.  503,  83  N.  E.  66,  11  Ann.  Cas.  981,  holding  railroad  company  not 
liable  for  injury  sustained  by  boy  playing  at  turntable;  New  York  C.  &  H. 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Price,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1105,  86  C.  C.  A.  502,  159  Fed.  332,  on 
liability  of  railroad  company  for  injury  sustained  by  child  coming  upon  its  prop- 
erty in  play. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  George  v.  Los  Angeles  R.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  829,  which  de- 
nies company's  liability  to  boys  hurt  while  playing  with  trolley  car  left  in  street, 
after  loosening  brake;  Gleason  v.  Smith,  55  L.  R.  A.  622,  which  denies  liability 
for  inj.ury  by  collision  with  team,  to  twelve-year-old  boy  using  street  as  play- 
ground; Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Edwards,  32  L.  R.  A.  825,  which  denies  liabil- 
ity of  railroad  company  for  injuries  to  child  playing  on  bridge  ties  in  fenced  rail- 
road yard;  Kaiuneier  v.  City  Electric  R.  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  385,  which  holds  leaving 
platform  car  without  brake  on  street  ear  track  not  negligence  towards  children; 
Kopplekom  v.  Colorado  Cement  Pipe  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  284,  which  holds  owner  of  un- 
inclosed  city  lot  liable  for  injury  to  young  child  by  toppling  over  of  large  cement 
pipe  used  by  children  as  plaything. 

Cited  in  notes   (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)    908)   on  duty  towards  children  with  respect 
to  obstructions  or  defects  in  streets;    (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1113)  on  attractive  nui- 
sance;  (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  416,  420)  on  negligence  in  dealing  with  children. 
Contributory  neslliffeiice  of  cliild. 

Cited  in  Baker  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  150  N.  C.  567,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
850,  64  S.  E.  506,  17  Ann.  Cas.  351,  denying  recovery  for  death  of  boy  fifteen 
years  old,  lacking  one  month,  who  jumped  off  work  train  going  thirty  miles 
an  hour,  between  the  rails. 

21  L.  R.  A.  449,  COM.  v.  JOSLIN,  158  Mass.  482,  33  N.  E.  653. 
Unlawful  sales  of  liquor. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Gould,  158  Mass.  507,  33  N.  E.  656,  holding  evidence  showing 
that  minor  purchased  liquor  for  sick  mother  inadmissible;  State  v.  Neal,  133  N. 
C.  691,  45  S.  E.  756,  holding  druggist  not  liable  for  act  of  clerk  in  selling  intoxi- 
cating liquor  unlawfully,  without  his  knowledge,  and  against  his  orders;  State 
v.  Nichols,  67  W.  Va.  663,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  426,  69  S.  E.  304,  21  Ann.  Cas.  184, 
holding  that  sale  of  liquor  to  minor  is  illegal  although  vendor  believes  that 
minor  is  buying  as  agent  for  another  whose  identity  is  unknown;  Com.  v. 
Mixer,  207  Mass.  143,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  468,  93  N.  E.  249,  20  Ann.  Cas.  1152, 
to  the  point  that  persons  may  be  convicted  of  illegally  selling  liquor  on  Sunday  to 
one  whom  he  supposed  to  be  guest;  OUre  v.  State,  57  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  540,  123  S. 
W.  1116  (dissenting  opinion),  on  absence  of  criminal  liability  of  master  for 
illegal  sales  of  intoxicating  liquors  by  servant  without  authority  and  against 
instructions;  Com.  v.  Riley,  196  Mass.  62,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1123,  81  N.  E.  881, 
holding  to  convict  master  for  act  of  servant  government  must  show  master  par- 
ticipated in  or  countenanced  act  or  otherwise  approved  of  it. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1197)  on  penal  liability  for  sale  of  liquors  tq 
minor  acting  as  agent  for  adult;  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  790)  on  criminal  responsibility 
for  sale  of  liquor  by  partner,  servant,  or  agent;   (25  L.R.A. (N.S.)  669)  on  ignor- 
ance of  minority  of  purchaser  of  liquor  as  defense  to  prosecution  for  sale. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  111.-^4. 
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— •  Kno^wledsre   of   intended   use. 

Approved  in  Owens  v.  People,  56  HI.  App.  570,  holding  sale  of  liquor  by  drug- 
gist, under  permit  restricting  use,  legal  when  he  acted  in  good  faith;  State  t. 
Shinn,  63  Kan.  642,  66  Pac.  650,  holding  druggist  not  criminal  because  he  believed 
that  liquors  sold  were  intended  for  unlawful  use  when  in  fact  they  were  pur- 
cliascd  for  lawful  purpose. 

21  L.  R.  A.  454/CRERAR  v.  WILLIAMS,  145  111.  625,  34  N.  E.  467. 
Cbart  table    use. 

Cited  in  Kemmerer  v.  Kemmerer,  233  111.  331,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  169,  84  N.  E. 
256,  holding  orphans'  home  for  friendless  and  orphan  poor  of  all  denominations 
is  charity;  Re  Graves,  242  HI.  27,  24  L.R.A.(X.S.)  286,  134  Am.  St.  Rep.  302,  89 
N.  E.  672,  17  Ann.  Cas.  137,  holding  gift  of  money  to  be  used  in  erecting 
drinking  fountain  for  horses  and  bronze  statue  of  horse  in  park  is  for. charit- 
able use;  Mason  v.  Blooraington  Library  Asso.  143  111.  App.  46,  holding  gift 
to  establisli  art  studio  or  art  gallery  and  studio  in  connection  with  lihrarv 
association  is  for  charitable  use;  Woman's  Christian  Nat.  Library  Asso.  v. 
Fordyce,  79  Ark.  538,  7  L.R.A. (N.S.)  494,  86  S.  W.  417,  holding  property 
acquired  under  an  act  of  Congress  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  a  library 
thereon  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  and  the  members  of  the  organization,  is 
not  subject  to  sale  on  execution  for  a  tort,  the  corporation  only  being  a  char- 
itable trust;  Webster  City  v.  Wright  County,  144  Iowa,  507,  24  L.RA.(N.S.) 
1208,  123  N.  W.  193,  holding  a  public  library  was  an  educational  institution  with- 
in the  meaning  of  an  act  exempting  such  from  taxation. 

Cited  in  note  (63  Am.  St.  Rep.  254,  261)  on  what  are  charitable  uses  or 
trusts. 

Validity  of  cbarl table  trniitfl. 

Approved  in  Trafton  v.  Black,  187  111.  38,  58  N.  E.  292,  sustaining  validity  of 
bequest  to  executors  for  erection  of  church  buildings  upon  sites  and  of  denomina- 
tion to  be  selected  by  executors  from  those  named  in  will ;  Trustees  of  Schools  v. 
Pet^fish,  181  111.  259,  54  N.  E.  920,  holding  that  equity  would  enforce  devise  to 
"the  school"  of  specified  town,  in  trust  for  teaching  religion  and  morals:  Hoeffer 
v.  Clogan,  171  111.  468,  40  L.  R.  A.  732,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  241,  49  N.  E.  527,  sus- 
taining validity  of  devise  in  trust  to  religious  society  for  masses,  as  charitAl)l<» 
bequest;  Morgan  v.- Grand  Prairie  Seminary,  70  111.  App.  583,  sustaining  validity 
of  bequest  for  education  of  boys  between  certain  ages,  residents  of  state,  unable 
to  educate  themselves;  lackland  v.  Walker,  151  Mo.  255,  52  S.  W.  414,  holding 
that  equity  may  direct  sale  of  property  devoted  to  charity  or  modify  directions 
concerning  alienation  thereof;  Ingraham  v.  Ingraham,  169  111.  461,  48  N,  E.  561, 
holding  trust  to  accumulate  for  charitable  purposes  not  within  rule  against  per- 
petuities, in  absence  of  statute;  Alden  v.  St.  Peter's  Parish,  158  HI.  637,  30  L. 
R.  A.  234,  footnote  p.  232,  42'  N.  E.  392,  holding  gift  to  rector,  etc.,  of  unincor- 
porated religious  seciety  for  church  purposes,  for  charitable  use ;  Re  John,  30  Or. 
516,  36  L.  R.  A.  249,  footnote  p.  242,  41  Pac.  341,  sustaining  bequest  for  mainte- 
nance of  free  public  schools;  Brigham  v.  Peter  Bent  Brigham  Hospital,  126  Fed. 
799,  holding  that  devise  to  executors  of  residue  of  estate  for  charity,  to  be  ad- 
ministered through  corporation  to  be  formed,  vests  immediately  upon  testator's 
death,  and  is  not  conditional  upon  formation  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  Welch  v.  Caldwell,  226  111.  498,  80  N.  E.  1014,  holding  where  widow, 
had  large  discretion  as  to  particular  charitable  purposes,  but  could  nat  devote 
estate  to  other  than  charitable  uses  such  discretion  was  not  equivalent  of 
making  will  for  testator;  Codman  v.  Brigham,  187  Mass.  313,  105  Am.  St.  Rep. 
394,  72  N.  E.  1008,  holding  where  will  provided  for  creation  of  corporation  to 
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-establish  hospital  nothing  passed  to  corporation  under  will  directly,  but  it 
was  to  take  by  conveyance  from  trustees,  and  that  such  gift  would  not  fail 
though  it  should  prove  impossible  to  establish  corporation;  Re  Nelson,  81  Xeb. 
fll7,  116  N.  W.  971,  on  doctrine  of  cy  pres;  Tincher  v.  Arnold,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
475,  77  C.  C.  A.  649,  147  Fed.  669,  8  Ann.  Cas.  917,  holding  gift  of  fund  to  be 
accumulated  part  of  which  is  to  be  used  to  erect  school  building  to  educate  boys 
between  ages  of  12  and  18,  who  are  unable  to  educate  themselves  and  balance 
to  be  kept  at  interest,  and  net  income,  with  exception  of  small  sum  to  keep 
burial  lot  in  repair,  to  be  used  to  pay  teachers  for  such  school,  does  not  offend 
against  rule  of  perpetuities,  is  not  void  for  remoteness,  nor  for  indefiniteness, 
and  may  be  carried  out  by  using  part  of  income  for  essentials  other  than 
teachers'  salaries  under  doctrine  of  cy  pres. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Philadelphia  v.  Masonic  Home,  23  L.  R.  A.  545,  which 
holds  home,  open  to  Free  Masons  only,  not  exempt  as  charity;  People  ex  rel. 
Ellert  V.  Cogswell,  35  L.  R.  A.  260,  which  sustains  trust  for  educating  boys  and 
^rls  not  confined  to  poor  ones;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  22  L.  R.  A.  179,  which  holds 
devise  to  trustees  for  some  charitable  purpose,  with  preference  for  sometliing 
of  educational  nature,  bad  for  indefiniteness ;  Teele  v.  Bishop  of  Derry,  38  L. 
R.  A.  629,  which  denies  right  to  divert  fund,  bequeathed  for  building  of  chapel 
which  people  became  too  poor  to  support,  for  repair  of  neighboring  parish  church ; 
People  V.  Powers,  35  L.  R.  A.  502,  which  holds  trust  to  dispose  of  property  among 
such  charitable  and  benevolent  institutions  as  trustee  shall  choose,  void  for  in- 
definiteness; Webster  v.  Wiggin,  28  L.  R.  A.  510,  which  holds  cliaritable,  gift 
to  promote  efficiency  of  public  schools;  People  ex  rel.  New  York  Inst,  for  Blind 
V.  Fitch,  38  L.  R.  A.  591,  which  holds  incorporated  institution  for  blind,  largely 
supported  by  state,  subject  to  visitations  and  rules  of  board  of  charities;  Glad- 
ding V.  St.  Matthew's  church,  65  L.R.A.  225,  which  holds  that  legacy  to  a  particu- 
lar church  will  not  be  administered  cy  pres  after  termination  of  its  existence  in 
behalf  of  deaf  mutes  for  whose  benefit  the  church  was. 

Cited  in  notes   (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  62,  57,  63,  67,  77,  100,  148,  149,  150)   on  en- 
forcement of  general  bequest  for  charity  or  religion;    (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  578)  on 
invalidity  of  charitable  bequest  for  indefiniteness. 
Dlapoiilttoii  of  la  plied  or  void  lefpaclea. 

Cited  in  English  v.  Cooper,  183  111.  208,  55  N.  E.  687,  Affirming  83  111.  App. 
153,  holding  that  lapsed  gifts  of  personal  property  fall  into  general  residuary 
bequest  imless  contrary  intention  appears;  Dorsey  v.  Dodson,  104  111.  App.  592, 
holding  that  lapsed  legacies  or  void  gifts  of  personalty  fall  into  general  residuary 
bequest  in  absence  of  other  intention. 

Distinguished  in  Dunshee  v.  Dunshee,  251  111.  412,  96  N.  E.  298,  holding  that 
devise  to  widow  does  not  become  lapsed  devise  upon  renunciation,  but  passes 
under  residuary  clause  covering  real  estate. 
SSqultable  conversion. 

Approved  in  Glover  v.  Condell,  163  111.  580,  35  L.  R.  A.  367,  45  N.  E.  173, 
holding  will  directing  executors  to  pay  legacies  from  proceeds  of  real  estate,  be- 
quest of  personalty;  Nevitt  v.  Woodburn,  175  111.  382,  51  N.  E.  593,  holding 
devise  of  real  estate  to  trustees,  to  be  sold  and  proceeds  distributed,  one  of 
mon^y;  Dorsey  v.  Dodson,  104  111.  App.  592,  holding  devise  of  land,  to  be  con- 
verted into  money  and  distributed,  one  of  personalty;  English  v.  Cooper,  183 
111.  208,  55  N.  E.  687,  Affirming  83  111.  App.  153,  holding  gift  of  real  estate  to 
be  converted  into  money  for  distribution,  a  bequest  of  money;  Primm  v.  Primm, 
111  111.  App.  247,  holding  that  direction  in  will  to  change  property  from  realty 
to  personalty  should  be  construed  as  devise  of  personal  property;  Lash  v,  I^ash, 
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209  111.  604,  70  N.  E.  1040,  holding  that  direction  of  testator  to  sell  lands  and 
divide  proceeds  in  specified  amounts  among  children  effects  equitable  conversion; 
Dorsey  v.  Dodson,  203  111.  36,  67  N.  E.  395,  denying  application  of  doctrine  of 
equitable  conversion  when  change  from  realty  to  personalty  unnecessary  to  ac- 
complish lawful  purposes  of  will. 

Cited  in  Burbach  v.  Burbach,  217  111.  550,  75  N.  E.  519,  holding  where  tes- 
tator devises  land  to  be  sold  by  his  executors  or  trustees  and  proceeds  are  to  be 
divided,  proceeds  are  regarded  as  persoi^l  property. 
ConatriietioB  of  'vrlll. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Dellitt,  249  111.  115,  94  N.  E.  113,  holding  that  in  con- 
struing will  word  "or**  may  be  construed  to  mean  "and"  as  where  est&te  i& 
given  to  devisee  "or  his  heirs;"  Perrine  v.  Reed,  165  111.  App.  219,  holding  that 
where  will  directs  sale  of  land  and  division  of  proceeds,  equity  will  treat  gift 
as  one  of  personal  property;  Cary  v.  Slead,  220  111.  511,  77  N.  E.  234,  holding 
where  neither  of  two  possible  constructions  of  will  is  in  conflict  with  law  or 
public  policy  only  duty  of  court  is  to  ascertain  and  give  effect  to  testator's 
intention;  Fifer  v,  Allen,  228  111.  612,  81  N.  E.  1105,  holding  purpose  of  con- 
struction is  to  ascertain  intention  of  testator,  which  will  be  carried  out  when 
not  contrary  to  law  or  public  policy. 

Cited  in  note    (129  Am.  St.  Rep.  91)   on  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  construe 
will. 
Rale  affainMt   perpetuities. 

Cited  in  Franklin  v.  Hastings,  253  111.  51,  97  X.  E.  265,  holding  that  gift 
to  charity  is  not  within  rule  against  perpetuities;  Pierce  v.  Stevens,  205  Mass. 
222,  91  N.  £.  319,  to  the  point  that  gift  may  be  made  to  charity  not  in  esse  at 
the  time,  provided  there  is  no  gift  of  property  in  first  instance,  or  perpetuity  in 
prior  taker;  Clearspring  Trop.  v.  Blough,  173  Ind.  26,  88  N.  E.  511,  on  applica- 
tion of  statute  against  perpetuities  to  devises  for  charity;  French  v.  Calkins,  252 
111.  256,  96  N.  E.  877,  holding  that  bequests  to  charity  are  not  subject  to 
rule  against  perpetuities,  unless  there  is  some  preceding  estate  which  is  void 
under  that  rule. 

Cited  in  note   (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  127)   on  rule  against  perpetuities. 

21  L.  R,  A.  467,  BROWN  v.  WRIGHT,  58  Ark.  20,  22  S.  W.  1022. 
PreMnmptlon  as  to  forelfrn  la-w* 

Cited  in  Kennebrew  v.  Southern  Automatic  Electric  Shock  Mach.  Co.  106  Ala. 
379,  17  So.  545,  holding  that  law  of  forum  is  applied  in  absence  of  proof  of  law 
of  other  state;  Watford  v.  Alabama-Florida  Lumber  Co.  152  Ala.  184,  44  So. 
567,  on  presumption  as  to  law  of  foreign  state;  Banco  de  Sonora  v.  Bankers' 
Mut.  Casualty  Co.  124  Iowa,  587,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  367,  100  N.  W.  632,  holding 
common  law  not  presumed  to  be  in  force  in  Mexico;  Mathieson  v.  St.  Louis  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  219  Mo.  551,  118  S.  W.  9,  holding  common  law  not  presumed  to  be 
in  force  in  Kansas. 

Annotation  cited  in  Columbia  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Rice,  68  S.  C.  240,  47  S.  E. 
63,  1  Ann.  Cas.  239,  holding  common  law  is  presumed  to  prevail  in  Virginia; 
Crosby  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  81  S.  C.  30,  61  S.  E.  1064,  holding  court  of 
one  state  will  not  presume  law  of  sister  state,  whatever  its  historical  origin,  is^ 
contrary  to  common  law  as  administered  by  former. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Meuer  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  81,  which 
denies  presumption  of  similarity  between  local  laws  of  forum  and  other  state; 
Bath  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Claffy,  36  L.  R.  A.  664,  which  holds  law  of  forum  will  be  ap- 
plied on  failure  to  prove  law  of  other  state;  Aslanian  v.  Dostumian,  47  L.  R.  A. 
495,  which  denies  presumption  that  law  merchant  as  to  protest  of  draft  prevails 
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in  Asiatic  Turkey;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Broadway  Bank,  42  L.  R.  A.  130, 
\%'liich  denies  presumption  that  statutory  restrictions  on  alienation  of  interests 
of  cestui  que  trust  are  law  of  other  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (67  L.R.A.  41,  58)  on  how  case  determined  when  proper  foreign 
law  not  proved;    (85  Am.  St.  Rep.  562)  on  presumption  as  to  foreign  law;    (113 
Am.  St.  Rep.  875,  878)  on  proof  of  foreign  laws  and  their  effect. 
Estoppel. 

Approved  in  Martin  v.  Hickman,  64  Ark.  220,  41  S.  W.  852,  denying  ratifica- 
tion because  of  acceptance  of  advantages  by  principal  ignorant  of  facts. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  O'Connor  v.  Clark,  29  L.  R.  A.  607,  which  holds  one  per- 
mitting another  to  have  name  and  occupation  painted  on  wagon  estopped  to 
assert  title  as  against  innocent  purchaser;  Thompson  v.  New  South  Coal  Co.  62 
L.  R.  A.  551,  which  holds  acceptance  of  portion  of  purchase  money  insufficient  to 
«atop  principal  from  asserting  invalidity  of  unauthorized  contract  made  by  agent. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.  R.  A.  258)   on  estoppel  of  lando>%'ner  by  allowing  record 
title  to  remain  in  another. 
Husband  nm  ynrlte'm  trustee. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Stearns  v.  Fraleigh,  39  L.  R.  A.  705,  which  sustains  right 
to  appoint  husband  trustee  of  property  conveyed  by  him  in  trust  for  wife  and 
children. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  383)  on  creation  of  trust  by  investment  by  hus- 
band in  own  name  of  wife's  separate  property  in  real  estate;   (90  Am.  St.  Rep. 
.523)  on  attacks  by  creditors  on  conveyances  made  by  husbands  to  wives. 
Ratillcatlon  of  aflrent'a  met. 

Cited  in  Bank  of  Batesville  v.  Maxey,  76  Ark.  480,  88  S.  W.  968,  holding  bank 
•did  not  ratify  act  of  its  attorneys  in  giving  person  not  party  to  note  receipt 
for  payment  by  retaining  the  money  paid  to  it  by  attorneys,  where  it  could  not 
have  returned  it  without  risk  of  injury  to  itself  or  sureties. 

«1  L.  R.  A.  474,  CONLIN  v.  SAN  FRANCISCO,  99  Cal.  17,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  17, 

33  Pac.  753. 
Appropriations  of  public  money. 

Approved  in  Molineux  v.  State,  109  Cal.  381,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  49,  42  Pac.  34, 
holding  retrospective  statute  providing  payment  of  interest  on  mere  moral  obli- 
gation unconstitutional;  Conlin  v.  San  Francisco,  114  Cal.  410,  33  L.  R.  A.  754, 
footnote  p.  752,  46  Pac.  279,  denying  legislative  right  to  direct  use  of  city  money 
-to  pay  claim  based  on  merely  moral  obligation;  Taylor  v.  Mott,  123  Cal.  500,  56 
Pac.  256,  holding  firemen's  relief  statute  unconstitutional  as  creating  a  liability 
Tiot  previously  existing;  Powell  v.  Phelan,  138  Cal.  274,  71  Pac.  335,  holding 
juror's  fee  statute  invalid  as  being  mere  legislative  gift;  Allen  v.  State  Auditors, 
122  Mich.  328,  47  L.  R.  A.  119,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  573,  81  N.  W.  113,  holding  joint 
resolution  providing  compensation  to  unjustly  convicted  man  invalid  as  being 
for  private  purpose. 

Cited  in  Steele  County  v.  Erskine,  39  C.  C.  A.  178,  98  Fed.  219,  sustaining 
retroactive  statute  conferring  power  on  coimty  to  make  contract  previously  ad- 
judged invalid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Stanford,  45  L.  R.  A.  788,  which  holds  statute  exempt- 
ing certain  persons  from  liability  for  inheritance  tax  invalid;  Dodge  v.  Mission 
Twp.  54  L.  R.  A.  242,  which  holds  promotion  of  construction  and  operation  of 
sugar  mills  a  private  purpose  not  authorizing  taxation;  Pritchard  v.  Magoun, 
-46  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  authorizes  taxes  to  aid  in  building  for  highway  and  rail- 
"way  purposes  toll  bridge  owned  by  private  corporation;  Board  of  Education  v. 
SiaXe,  25  L.  R.  A.  770,  which  holds  unconstitutional,  act  authorizing  board  of 
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education  to  levy  tax  to  pay  claim  for  which  no  obligation  exists;  Opinion  of 
Justices,  49  L.  R.  A.  564,  which  holds  legislative  right  to  appropriate  mone3'  for 
widow,  heirs,  etc.,  of  deceased  officer  dependent  on  whether  public  good  will  be 
served;  Ingram  v.  Colgan,  28  L.  R.  A.  187,  which  upholds  bounty-  for  killing, 
coyotes;  State  ex  rel.  Garrett  v.  Froehlich,  61  L.  R.  A.  346,  which  holds  that 
legislature  cannot  appropriate  money  from  public  funds  to  redeem  warrants  in 
hands  of  innocent  purchasers,  issued  under  invalid  law;  People  ex  rel.  Einsfeld 
V.  Murray,  32  L.  R.  A.  344,  which  holds  valid  law  graduating  according  to  popu- 
lation of  cities,  excise  taxes  which  are  divided  between  cities  and  state. 

Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  Dady  v.  Prendergast,  144  App.  Div.  318,  128 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1082,  holding  that  where  action  of  city  is  defective  but  defect  is  not 
jurisdictional,  act  may  be  legalized  by  legislature  and  money  due  thereunder 
paid. 

Disapproved  in  Erskine  v.  Steele  County,  87  Fed.  6:>.l.  holding  invalid  claim 
for  transcribing   records   of   i\ew   county   may  be   validated   by   legislature  &nd 
such    action   do<>^   not   violate   constitutional   prohibition    against   donations  ly 
state  or  county  to  individuals. 
Municipal  liability  for  local  Improvements. 

Cited  in  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  California,  154  Cal.  726,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1115,  90 
Pac.  183,  holding  that  in  California  provision  in  contract  that  city  shall  not  be 
liable  will  prevent  recovery  against  city,  if  assessments  fail  to  discharge  cost  of 
work. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  164)  on  liability  of  municipality  failing  to 
enforce  assessments  for  improvements. 

21  L.  R.  A.  478,  STATE  v.  McGUIRE,  24  Or.  366,  33  Pac.  666. 
PcNuieaslon  of  nnla^-fnl  object  an  basin  of  liability. 

Approved  in  Dickhaut  v.  State,  86  Md.  463,  36  L.  R.  A.  766,  60  Am.  St.  R^p. 
332,  37  Atl.  21,  holding  statute  prohibiting  possession  of  game  during  certain 
months  inapplicable  to  game  lawfully  killed  in  another  state. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  McCIain,  134  Cal.  112,  54  L.  R.  A.  780,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  243, 
60  Pac.  69,  sustaining  ordinance  making  it  unlawful  to  have  possession  of  lot- 
tery ticket;  State  v.  Fisher,  53  Or.  41,  98  Pac.  713,  holding  statute  making  it 
misdemeanor  to  have  possession  of  part  of  deer  during  close  season  does  not  make 
it  unlawful  to  have  possession  during  close  season  of  hams  of  deer  killed  in  open 
season. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.  R.  A.  591)  on  governmental  control  over  right  of  fishery. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Schuman,  36  Or.  20,  47  L.  R.  A.  155,  footnote  p.  1-53, 
78  Am.  St.  Rep.  754,  58  Pac.  661,  holding  that  statute  making  it  unlawful  to  scU 
trout  applies  to  that  shipped  from  state  where  lawfully  caught. 

Denied  in  Smith  v.  State,  155  Ind.  021,  51  L.  R.  A.  409,  58  N.  E.  1044  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  possession  of  quail  during  close  season  unlaw- 
ful, though  procured  during  open  season ;  Javins  v.  United  States,  1 1  App.  D.  C. 
351,  holding  possession  of  game  during  close  season  unlawful,  regardless  of  where 
taken  or  killed. 

Coniitractlon  of  atatate. 

Cited  in  Dutro  v.  Ladd,  50  Or.  123,  91  Pac.  459,  holding  sections  of  statute  in- 
cluded in  same  act  and  adopted  at  same  time  must  be  considered  together  and 
if  possible,  so  construed  that  all  provisions  of  each  section  will  be  made  eflfective. 

Cited  in  note  (42  Am.  St,  Rep.  144)  on  construction  of  game  laws. 
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21  L.  R.  A.  483,  SCHILTZ  v.  ROENITZ,  86  Wis.  31,  39  Am.  9t.  Rep.  873,  56 

N.  W.  194. 
Parent's  rlsht  of  custody. 

Cited  in  Markwell  v.  Pereles,  95  Wis.  414,  69  N.  W.  798,  holding  that  father 
has  right  to  care  and  custody  of  child  if  suitable  person;  Johnston  v.  Johnston, 
89  Wis.  420,  62  N.  W.  181,  holding,  if  father  unfit,  custody  may  be  awarded 
mother  or  another  in  best  interests  of  child;  Jones  v.  Bowman,  13  Wyo.  93,  67 
L.R.A.  '864,  77  Pac.  439,  holding  much  weight  is  to  be  accorded  to  consideration 
of  keeping  family  together  in  proceeding  involving  custody  of  child. 
ICisrlit  of  adoption. 

Cited  in  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  101  Wi«.  81,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  894,  77  N.  W.  147, 
holding  notice  to  parent  necessary  to  determine  question  of  abandonment;  Re 
McCormick,  108  WMs.  238,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  890,  84  N.  W.  148,  holding  adoption 
without  consent  of  living  parent  invalid  where  abandonment  not  judicially  deter- 
mined; Woodward's  Appeal,  81  Conn.  168,  70  Atl.  453,  on  eflFect  of  decree  of 
adoption  under  Wisconsin  statute  as  respects  natural  parents  not  domiciled  in 
Wisconsin;  Beatty  v.  Davenport,  45  Wash.  559,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  937,  88  Pac. 
1109,  13  Ann.  Cas.  685,  holding  order  of  adoption  is  subject  to  collateral  attack 
by  parents  not  party  or  privy  thereto  in  habeas  corpus  proceeding  for  possession 
of  children;  Sullivan  v.  People,  224  111.  476,  79  N.  E.  696,  modifying  126  111. 
App.  395,  holding  decree  of  adoption  void  as  to  father  without  notice. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Van  Matre  v.  Sankey,  23  L.  R.  A.  665,"  which  authorizes 
descent  of  land  to  child  adopted  in  other  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  927;  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  148,  149)  on  validity 
of  adoption  without  Qonsent  of  parents;  (39  Am.  St.  Rep.  222)  on  adoption  of 
children. 

21  L.  R.  A.  487,  JACKSONVILLE,  ST.  A.  &  H.  RIVER  R.  CO.  v.  MITCHELL, 

32  Fla.  77,  13  So.  673. 
Haflband's  rlfgrlit  of  action  for  Injnry  to  i^lfe. 

Cited  in  WMthey  v.  Pere  Marquette  R.  Co.  141  Mich.  417,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  357, 
113  Am.  St.  Rep.  533,  104  N.  W.  773,  7  Ann.  Cas.  57,  holding  contract  to  carry 
plaintiff  and  his  wife  and  their  common  baggage  was  contract  with  plaintifT. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Aiken  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  62  L.R.A.  666,  which  holds  hus- 
band's purchase  of,  and  payment  for  ticket  for  wife  not  a  contract  with  the  hus- 
band for  safe  transportation  of  wife. 

Distinguished  in  Aiken  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  118  Ga.  122,  62  L.R.A.  669,  98  Am. 
St.  Rep.  107,  44  S.  E.  828,  holding  mere  purchase  of  ordinary  ticket  by  husband 
even  though  he  pays  for  it,  does  not  constitute  contract  between  purchaser  and 
carrier  for  safe  transportation  of  wife. 

Disapproved  in  Aiken  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  118  Ga.  122,  62  L.R.A.  669,  foot- 
note p.  666,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  107,  44  S.  E.  828,  holding  mere  purchase  of  ordinary 
ticket  by  husband  for  wife  does  not  constitute  contract  between  him  and  com- 
pany for  her  safe  transportation,  sufficient  to  give  him  right  of  action  for  in- 
jury to  her  from  negligence  of  carrier. 
Carrier  and   panaengrer. 

Cited  in  Chudnovski  v.  Eckels,  232  111.  318,  83  N.  E.  846,  holding  contract 
between  carrier  and  passenger  is  inferred  from  mere  fact  of  the  relation. 

21  L.  R.  A.  489,  WILLIAMS  v.  VANDERBILT,  145  111.  238,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  486, 

34  N.  E.  476, 
Conntrnctlon  of  mechanic's  lien  ntntate. 

Approved  in  May,  P.  &  B.  Brick  Co.  v.  General  Engineering  Co.  180  111.  640^ 
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54  N.  E.  638,  Affirming  76  111.  App.  380,  holding  that  mechanic's  lien  must  be 
atrictly  construed  because  in  derogation  of  common  law. 

Cited  in  Turnes  v.  Brenckle,  249  III.  401,  04  N.  E.  495,  holding  that  statutes 
giving  mechanics'  lien  must  be  strictly  construed;  Eastern  Ohio  Oil  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Evoy,  75  Kan.  517,  89  Pac.  1048,  holding  interest  of  holder  of  oil  and  gas  lease 
'will  not  support  mechanic's  lien  under  statute. 

Cited  in  note   (23  L.R.A.(N.S.)   602)   on  power  of  lessee  or  vendee  to  subject 
■owner's  interest  to  mechanics'  liens. 
Surrender  of  leased   premtsea. 

Approved  in  Edmonds  v.  Mounsey,  15  Ind.  App.  404,  44  N.  £.  196,  holding 
that  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  bind  cotenants  by  surrender  without  consent; 
Ooldstein  v.  Reynolds,  190  111.  127,  60  N.  E.  65,  holding  party  entitled  to  in- 
struction on  his  theoi:y  of  surrender  and  its  efi'ect,  when  opponent  has  had  like 
instruction;  Alschuler  v.  Schiff,  164  III.  304,  45  N.  E.  424,  holding  admissible, 
evidence  tending  to  show  surrender  of  sealed  lease  and  acceptance  thereof. 

Cited  in  Perkins  v.  Potts,  52  Neb.  115,  71  N.  W.  1017,  holding  tenant's  attorn- 
ment to  third  party  void  without  landlord's  consent  by  grant  or  otherwise;  Rec- 
tor v.  Hartford  Deposit  Co.  190  111.  385,  60  N.  E.  528,  holding  surrender  of  writ- 
ten lease  may  be  by  parol  and  inferred  from  conduct  of  parties;  Rector  v.  Hart- 
ford Deposit  Co.  192  111.  App.  558,  stating  rule  that  surrender  of  lease  may  be 
inferred  from  conduct  of  parties;  Grommes  v.  St.  Paul  Trust  Co.  147  111.  649, 
37  Am.  St.  Rep.  248,  35  N.  E.  820,  holding  landlord  estopped  from  denying  con- 
sent to  surrender  by  creating  naw  tenancy;  Palmer  v.  Myers,  79  111.  App.  412, 
holding  consent  to  surrender  of  lease  may  be  inferred  from  reletting  to  another 
after  vacation. 

Cited  in  notes  (114  Am.  St.  Rep.  718)  on  rights  of  landlord  on  abandonment  of 
premises  by  tenant;  (15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  524)  on  what  constitutes  a  surrender 
of  a  lease. 

Distinguished  in  Hoerdt  v.  Hahne,  .91   III.  App.  521,  holding  lessee  not  dis- 
•charged  from  covenant  to  pay  rent  by  landlord's  receipt  of  rent  from  assignee. 
Ijlabillty  for  ImproTementa  on  leased  premise*. 

Cited  in  Crandall  v.  Sorg,  198  111.  61,  64  N.  E.  769,  Reversing  99  111.  App.  29, 
holding  lessor  not  liable  to  liens  for  labor  and  material  for  improvements,  unless 
authorizing  them;  Carey-Lombard  Lumber  Co.  v.  Jones,  187  111.  210,  58  X.  K 
347,  holding  lessor's  title  subjected  to  liens  when  authorizing  erection  of  buildings 
«pon  demised  premises ;  Green  v.  McDonald,  75  Vt.  96,  53  Atl.  332,  denying  equit- 
able lien  in  absence  of  contract  looking  toward  it,  or  fraud  upon  which  to  base 
it;  Morris  v.  Marsh,  3  Alaska,  145,  holding  acquiescence  by  lessor  in  improve- 
ment by  lessee  does  not  subject  reversion  to  mechanics'  liens  therefor;  Whit- 
<;orab  V.  Gans,  90  Ark.  473,  119  S.  W.  676,  holding  where  lessee  was  to  make 
improvements  and  be  reimbursed  by  allowance  upon  rent,  lien  lies  for  materials 
iurnished  lessee;  Diederich  v.  Rose,  228  111.  616,  81  N.  E.  1140,  holding  under 
lease  providing  that  in  case  of  reletting  to  new  lessee  he  should  take  improve- 
ments made  by  first  lessee  at  appraisal,  first  lessee  has  no  equitable  lien  as 
against  purchasers;  Sorg  v.  Crandall,  233  III.  84,  84  N.  E.  181,  holding  interests 
of  all  owners  who  acted  together  in  making  improvement  is  reached  by  filing 
claim  of  lien  stating  name  of  owner  contracted  with  and  giving  description  of 
property  sought  to  be  charged. 

Cited  in  note  (81  Am.  St.  Rep.  166,  169,  178,  182)  on  what  are  betterments,  and 
allowance  therefor. 

Distinguished  in  McNicholas  v.  Tinsler,  127  III.  App.  393,  holding  when  owner 
of  leasehold  makes  contract  for  improvement,  in  which  owner  of  fee  does  not 
join,  prima  facie  only  leasehold  interest  of  lessee  is  rendered  subject  to  lien. 


A57  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [21  L.ILA.  493 

'—^  In  reliance  on  defective  title. 

Cited  in  Butler  v.  Butler,  164  111.  180,  45  N.  E.  426,  holding  reimbursement  not 
allowed  for  improvements  while  relying  on  defective  title,  except  when  owTiera 
»eek  equitable  relief;  Ames  v.  Witbeck,  179  111.  482,  63  N.  E.  969,  holding  good 
faith  essential  to  reimbursement  for  improvements  while  relying  on  defective 
title. 

Rlsrhta  oa  to  forfeiture. 

Cited  in  Crandall  v.  Sorg,  99  111.  App.  29,  holding  that  owner  of  lien  must  pay 
arrears  to  acquire  lessee's  rights  upon  forfeiture;  Morrison  v.  Smith,  90  Md.  83,. 
44  Atl.  1031,  holding  landlord's  right  of  forfeiture  for  nonpayment  not  waived 
l>y  subsequent  receipt  of  rent;  Tober  v.  Collins,  130  III.  App.  338,  holding  re- 
ceipt of  rent  without  knowledge  of  existence  of  cause  of  forfeiture  does  not 
operate  as  Waiver  of  right  to  insist  upon  forfeiture. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1065)   on  delay  of  landlord  in  enforcing  for- 
feiture as  waiver;    (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  197,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  63)    on  waiver  of 
forfeiture  of  lease. 
Parole  release  of  sealed  contract. 

Cited  in  Richmond  v.  Radke,  132  III.  App.  475,  holding  contract  under  seal 
may  be  released,  abrogated  or  surrendered  by  parol. 

21  L.  R.  A.  493,  UPTON  v.  HUME,  24  Or.  420,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  863,  33  Pac.  810. 
Iflbel  of  candidates  and  officers. 

Cited  in  Bee  Pub.  Co.  v.  Shields,  68  Neb.  760,  99  N.  W.  822,  holding  repeti- 
tion of  rumors  charging  public  officer  with  criminal  conduct  in  office,  without- 
investigation  of  their  truth,  is  not  privileged;  Advertiser  Co.  v.  Jones,  169  Ala.. 
205,  53  So.  759,  holding  that  publication  imputing  to  plaintiff  want  of  official 
integrity  is  libelous  per  se;  Woolley  v.  Plaindealer  Pub.  Co.  47  Or.  624,  5  L.R.A.. 
(N.S.)  501,  84  Pac.  473,  holding  language  imputing  that  school  director  had 
pecuniary  interest  in  erection  and  warming  of  schoolhouse  libelous  per  se. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Hoskins,  47  L.  R.  A.  223,  which  denies  privilege- 
to  publication  of  charges  against  candidate  for  office  of  judge,  outside  his  judi- 
cial district;  Eikhoff  v.  Gilbert,  51  L.  R.  A.  451,  which  denies  privilege  to  cir- 
cular to  voters  announcing  that  candidate  for  re-election  has  championed  legis- 
lation opposed  to  moral  interests  of  community;  Coffin  v.  Brown,  55  L.  R.  A.. 
732,  which  denies  right  to  falsely  attack  character  of  appointee  of  governor 
to  prevent  latter^s  re-election;  Wofford  v.  Meeks,  55  L.  R.  A.  214,  which  holds^ 
libelous,  publication  imputing  to  county  officials  prostitution  of  county  finances- 
by  awarding  contracts  to  persons  of  same  political  faith;  Star  Pub.  Co.  v. 
Donahoe,  65  L.R.A.  980,  which  holds  newspaper  publication  charging  candidate 
for  office  with  a  criminal  offense,  not  privileged. 

Cited  in  note  (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  135,  137)  on  what  libelous  statements  are  privi- 
leged. • 

Disapproved  in  Coleman  v.  MacLennan,  78  Kan.  739,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  376,  130^ 
Am.  St.  Rep.  390,  98  Pac.  281,  holding  newspaper  publication  concerning  candi- 
date for  office  untrue  in  fact  and  derogatory  to  his  character  is  privileged  if 
made  in  good  faith  and  without  malice. 
Effect  of  ffood  faith  on  libel. 

Cited  in  Clemmons  v.  Danforth,  67  Vt.  625,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  836,  32  Atl.. 
626,  holding  malice  rebutted  by  showing  good  faith  of  party  or  counsel  using 
libelous  words  in  judicial  proceeding;  Kansas  City  Star  Co.  v.  Carlisle,  47  C 
C.  A.  393,  108  Fed.  354,  holding  that  punitive  damages  may  be  given  for  plea 
of  truth  not  interposed  in  jicod  faith;  Yager  v.  Bruce,  116  Mo.  App.  489,  03  S.  W. 
307,  holding  failure  of  defendant  in  action  for  slander  to  sustain  plea  of  truth  of 
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charge  against  plaintiff  not  ground  for  awarding  punitive  damages,  unleas  jury 
find  it  was  filed  in  bad  faith. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Brewer  v.  Chase,  46  L.  R.  A.  397,  which  sustains  lia- 
bility of  author  of  libelous  articles  stating  that  he  is  informed  that  certain 
things  have  occurred.  , 

Distinguished  in  Pfister  v.  Milwaukee  Free  Press  Co.  139  Wis.  659,  121  N. 
W.  938,  holding  unsuccessful  attempt  at  justification  is  proper  circumstance  for 
jury  to  consider  in  determining  whether  defendant  was  actuated  by  malice. 
Jmmiinity  of  pre»«  from  libel. 

Cited  in  Arnold  v.  Sayings  Co.  76  Mo.  App.  181,  holding  that  press  has 
no  special  immunity  for  liability  for  libelous  publications;  Morse  v.  Times- 
Republican  Printing  Co.  124  Iowa,  724,  100  N.  W.  867,  holding  *iiberty  of  press" 
does  not  mean  publisher  of  newspaper  shall  be  any  less  responsible  than  another 
person  would  be  for  publishing  same  libelous  matter;  American  Pub.  Co.  v. 
Gamble,  115  Tenn.  676,  90  S.  W.  1005,  holding  owners  of  newspapers  occupy 
same  status  as  do  other  persons  as  respects  liability  for  publishing  proceedings 
of  courts. 
Kvtdence  of  n&allce. 

Cited  in  note  (9  Eng.  Rul.  Gas.  86)  on  admissibility  of  subsequent  statements 
to  show  malice. 
'Wordu  libeJoua  per  ae. 

Cited  in  note    (116  Am.  St.  Rep.  810,  811,  813)   on  what  words  are  libdoos 
per  se. 
•Iiiatillcatlon. 

Cited  in  notes  (55  Am.  St.  Rep.  611)  on  proof  that  defendant  did  not  originate 
defamatory  charge  in  mitigation  of  damages;  (91  Am.  St.  Rep.  287,  302,  305)  on 
justification  in  slander  and  libel. 

21  L.  R.  A.  500,  ROWLAND  v.  MAYNARD,  159  Mass.  434,  38  Am.  St  Rep. 

445,  34  N.  E.  515. 
Litabllity  for  unauthorised  aeta  of  eommtiialonem. 

Cited  in  Sampson  v.  Boston,  161  Mass.  293,  37  N.  E.  177,  holding  city  not  lia- 
ble for  injury  to  workman  on  public  building,  under  commissioners'  unauthor- 
ized   contract    assuming    liability. 

Libel  I   privileged  pabllcation. 

Cited  in  Conner  v.  Standard  Pub.  Co.  183  Mass.  479,  67  N.  E.  596,  holding 
publication  of  fire  marshal's  report,  including  statement  of  origin  of  fires,  privi- 
leged. 

Cited  in  notes  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  105)  on  report  by  executive  or  administrative 
officer  as  privileged;  (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  120)  on  what  libelous  statements  are 
privileged. 

21  L.  R.  A.  502,  WARNER  v.  CLARK,  45  La.  Ann.  863,  13  So.  203. 
Safllclency  of  exception*. 

Cited  in  Birba's  Succession,  48  La.  Ann.  658,  19  So.  575,  refusing  new  trial 
on  exceptions  under  general  objections,  as  not  full  and  certain. 
Necesalty  of  sho^Tlns  upecial  damagrea. 

Approved  in  Billet  v.  Times-Democrat  Pub.  Co.  107  La.  761,  58  L.  R.  A. 
66,  32  So.  17,  holding  all^ation  of  special  damages  unnecessary,  as  it  may  be 
inferred  from  words  and  circumstances;  Mequet  v.  Silverman,  52  La.  Ann.  1374, 
27  So.  885,  holding  evidence  of  special  or  specific  injury  not  essential,  thoiu^h 
admissible. 
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I'ratli  as  defense  to  libel  or  slander* 

Cited  in  Quaid  v.  Tipton,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  133,  51  S.  W.  264,  holding  that 
all  elements  of  crime  must  be  fastened  upon  party  to  justify  charge  of  crime; 
Anioa  V.  Stockert,  47  W.  Va.  120,  34  S.  E.  821,  holding  that  plea  of  truth  of 
defamatory  matter  must  specify  particular  facts  relied  on;  Williams  y.  Black, 
24  S.  D.  508,  124  N.  W.  728,  holding  that  plea  of  justification  to  charge  of  libel 
made  in  general  terms,  must  state  particular  facts  relied  upon  as  constituting 
<:harge;  Advertiser  Co.  v.  Jones,  169  Ala.  204,  53  So.  759,  to  the  point  that  in 
action  for  libel  general  bad  character  of  plaintiff  may  be  given  in  evidence,  in 
mitigation  of  damages,  altliough  defendant  has  pleaded  justification. 

Annotation  cited  in  Whittaker  v.  McQueen,  128  Ky.  265,  108  S.  W.  236,  hold- 
ing defendant  in  action  for  slander  may  deny  that  he  spoke  alleged  slanderous 
words  in  one  paragraph  and  in  another  plead  they  were  true  without  being 
forced  to  elect  between  two  defenses;  State  v.  Conklin,  47  Or.  514,  84  Pac.  482, 
on  truth  of  alleged  libelous  matter  as  defense  in  criminal  prosecution  for  libel. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Hoskins,  47  L.  R.  A.  223,  which  holds  belief 
in  truth  of  libelous  charge  no  defense. 

Cited  in  notes   (31  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   132)   on  truth  as  defense  to  civil  action  for 
defamation;   (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  194)  on  right  to  show  truth  of  libel  on  criminal 
prosecution. 
Malice  in  slander  and  libel. 

Cited  in  Poissenot  v.  Reuther,  51  La.  Ann.  968,  25  So.  937,  holding  employer 
liable  for  slander  uttered  while  in  heat  of  passion  over  quarrel  between 
employees;  Fellman  v.  Dreyfous,  47  La.  Ann.  910,  17  So.  422,  holding  words, 
written  or  spoken,  calculated  to  injure  another,  actionable  when  uttered  malo 
anitno, 
PriTileired  eomninnlcatlons. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Howland  v.  Maynard,  21  L.  R.  A.  500,  which  holds 
town  not  subject  to  libel  action  for  publishing  report  of  committee  as  to  manner 
in  which  contract  with  town  performed;  Sullivan  v.  Strahorn-Hutton-Evans 
Commission  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  859,  which  holds  imputation  of  evil  motives  and  dis- 
honesty in  letter  complaining  of  nonpayment  of  debt  by  third  person  through 
bank  not  privileged. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1111)  on  circumstances  under  which  statements 
are   not  privileged;    (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  149)    on  what  libelous  statements  are 
privileged. 
Adntliislbtllty  of  teiitimony  provlnjir  damagres. 

Cited  in  Bickham  v.  Hutchinson,  50  La.  Ann.  767,  23  So.  902,  holding  that  loss 
of  credit,  etc.,  may  be  proved,  amounting  to  gross  sum  covering  each  item;  Gra- 
ham V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  109  La.  1074,  34  So.  91,  sustaining  admissibility 
of  evidence  of  sorrow  and  mental  distress  in  action  to  recover  for  failure  to 
<leliver  telegram. 
Damages  not  snuceptible  of  exact  measnrement. 

Cited  in  Bourg  v.  Brownell-Drevvs  Lumber  Co.  120  La.  1026,  124  Am.  St.  Rep. 
448,  45  So.  972,  on  recovery  of  damages  by  parent  for  mental  suffering  and  de- 
privation caused  by  death  of^child  through  negligence. 

^1  L.  R.  A.  516,  MUSSEY  v.  YATES,  65  Vt.  449,  27  AtL  167. 

-21  L.  R.  A.  519,  WAGNER  v.  ROCK  ISLAND,  146  111.  139,  34  N.  E.  546. 

Later  appeal  in  61  111.  App.  584,  from  allowance  of  interest  on  water  rates, 
payment  of  which  resisted. 
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'Water^vorlcs  -^  Poorer*   and   liabilities   of   municlpalitr* 

Approved  in  Ysleta  v.  Babbitt,  8  Tex.  Civ,  App.  436,  28  S.  W.  702,  holding  citjr 
operating  water  works  liable  for  its  officers*  wrongful  denial  to  citizen  of  his 
proportion  of  water;  State  ex  rel.  White  v.  Barker,   116  Iowa,  104,     57  L.  R- 
A.  250,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  222,  89  N.  W.  204,  holding  that  municipal  corporations 
have   power  to   sujtply   local   needs   and   conveniences  tis   private   corporations; 
Litchfield  v.  Litchfield  Water  Supply  Co.  95  111.  App.  651,  holding  that  munici- 
pality operating  water  works  does  so  as  private  corporation,  not  in  exercise  of 
sovereignty;  Chicago  v.  Selz,  S.  &  Co.  104  111.  App.  381,  holding  city  operating 
water  works   liable   for   negligence   as   private  corporation;    Pikes   Peak  Power 
Co.  V.  Colorado  Springs,  44  C.  C.  A.  343,  105  Fed.  11,  holding  city  bound  as  pri- 
vate corporation  on  contract  for  enlargement  of  water  system,   lighting,  etc.; 
Rieker  v.  Lancaster,  42  W.  N.  C.  164,  15  Lane.  L.  Rev.   174,  7  Pa.  Super.  Ct 
158,  AflSrming  14  Lane.  L.  Rev.  399,  holding  that  city  may  operate  water-works 
system  at  a  profit,  as  private  corporation;   Illinois  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank  v.  Ar- 
kansas City,  34  L.  R.  A.  525,  22  C.  C.  A.  182,  40  U.  S.  App.  257,  76  Fed.  282, 
sustaining  power  of  city  to  contract  with   private  party  for  construction  and 
operation  of  water  works,  etc.;  Illinois  Central  Hospital  v.  Jacksonville,  61  HI. 
App.  201,  holding  municipality  not  authorized  to  contract  to  furnish  water  for 
period  of  years  at  fixed  price;   St.  Louis  Brewing  Asso.  v.  St.  Louis,  140  Mo. 
429,  37  S.  W.  525,  holding  that  payment  for  water  supplied  by  city  rests  on  con- 
tract, not  on  city's  taxing  power;  Illinois  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank  v.  Arkansas  City, 
34  L.  R.  A.  531,  22  C.  C.  A.   193,  40  U.  S.  App.  257,   76   Fed.  294,  holding 
municipalities   governed   by   rules   applicable   to   private   corporations   in  exer- 
cise of   proprietary   rights  over  water   works;    Illinois  Trust   &  Sav.   Bank  v. 
Arkansas  City,  34  L.  R.  A.  525,  22  C.  C.  A.  182,  40  U.  S.  App.  257,  76  Fed.  282, 
holding  city  council  may  contract  for  water  supply  for  longer  period  than  term 
of  ite  members;  Brown  v.' Salt  Lake  City,  33  Utah,  235,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  625,  126 
Am.  St.  Rep.  828,  93  Pac.  570,  14  Ann.  Cas.  1004  holding  city  which  furnishes 
water  to  its  inhabitants  for  general  purposes  does  not  own,  maintain  or  operate 
its  waterworks  in  governmental  capacity. 

Cited  in  Joliet  v.  Alexander,  194  111.  465,  62  N.  £.  861,  holding  that  indebt- 
edness incurred  for  enlargement  of  water  works  system  is  within  constitutional 
limitation;  Keever  v.  Mankato,  113  Minn.  63,  33  L.R.A.(N.S,)  343,  129  N.  W. 
158,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  216,  holding  that  city  is  liable  to  person  who  contracted 
typhoid  fever  as  result  of  city's  negligence  in  permitting  sewage  to  escape  into 
city  water  works  system;  Chicago  v.  Murdoch,  113  111.  App.  659,  holding  city 
construing  and  operating  waterworks  is  in  exercise  of  special  franchise 
granted  by  state;  Illinois  Glass  Co.  v.  Chicago  Telepli.  Co.  234  111.  544,  18  L.R.A.. 
(N.S.)  130,  85  N.  E.  200,  holding  city  in  supplying  water  to  its  inhabitants  does 
so  in  exercise  of  private  and  not  governmental  function;  Chicago  v.  University 
of  Chicago,  131  III.  App.  376,  holding  city  has  power  to  grant  exemption  from 
payment  of  water  rates  to  charitable,  religious  or  educational  institutions;  Ogden 
City  V.  Bear  Lake  &  River  Waterworks  &  Irrig.  Co.  28  Utah,  42,  76  Pac.  1069, 
holding  contract  for  construction  of  waterworks  system  made  by  city  in  pursu- 
ance of  legislative  authority  not  invalid  because  made  by  resolution  instead  of 
ordinance;  Brummitt  v.  Ogden  Waterworks  Co.  33  Utah,  297,  93  Pac.  828,  hold- 
ing until  contrary  is  shown  presumption  prevails  that  water  rates  agreed  upon 
between  city  and  water  'company  are  fair  and  reasonable;  Tahlequah  v.  Quinn, 
5  Ind.  Terr.  516,  82  S.  W.  886,  holding  that  in  absence  of  fraud  or  gross  wrong 
court  will  not  inquire  into  reasonableness  of  authorized  ordinance  whereby  city 
contracts  for  water  supply;  Kerz  v.  Galena  Water  Co.  139  111.  App.  604,  hold- 
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ing  water  company  bound  by  its  own  construction  of  ordinance  fixing  water 
rates. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Silkman  v.  Water  Comrs.  37  L.  R.  A.  827,  which  holds 
'water  rents  not  taxes  entitling  users  to  notice  before  establishing;  Springfield 
F.  k  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Keeseville,  30  L.  R.  A.  -660,  which  holds  imposition  of 
^water   rents  by  city,  mode  of  taxation. 

Cited  in  notes  (61  L.R.A.  34,  109,  113,  117)  on  establishment  and  regulation 
of  municipal  water  supply;  (108  Am.  St.  Rep.  169)  on  liability  of  municipality 
maintaining  water  works. 

Distinguished  in  Palestine^.  Siler,  225  111.  636,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  207,  80  N.  E. 
345,  holding  city  or  village  is  not  liable  for  injury  due  to  its  negligence  in  con- 
nection with  furnishing  electric  light  to  private  consumers,  unless  it  has  au- 
thority to  furnish  it  to  such  consumers. 

Explained  in  Chicago  v.  Cicero,  210  111.  297,  71  N.  E.  356,  holding  statute 
"which  enlarges  class  entitled  to  purchase  water  from  city  by  extending  that 
privilege  to  persons  taxed  to  purify  water  which  fills  its  mains  does  not  take 
property  of  city  without  due  process  of  law, 
-^  Savality  of  Bervlce. 

Cited  in  Danville  v.  Danville  Water  Co.  178  111.  309,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  304, 
53  N.  E.  118,  holding  that  persons  conducting  business  of  public  nature  must 
serve  all  equally  and  at  reasonable  rates;  Carlyle  v.  Carlyle  Water,  Light  & 
P.  Co.  52  111.  App.  581,  holding  that  proprietors  of  water  supply  system  of  pub- 
lic nature  must  serve  all  on  equal  terms;  Chicago  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  218  111.  43,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  772,  76  N.  E.  803,  affirming  120  111.  App. 
499,  holding  one  who  pays  for  water  furnished  for  premises  before  his  ownership 
or  occupancy  thereof,  making  payment  under  protest,  and  because  of  threat  to 
shut  off  water,  may  recover  amount  from  city;  Shaw  Stocking  Co.  v.  Lowell,  199 
Mass.  121,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  748,  86  N.  E.  90,  15  Ann.  Cas.  377,  holding  city 
water  board  makes  no  unjust  discrimination  in  requiring  installation,  at  user's 
expense,  of  defective  meters  to  measure  water  used  in  private  fire  service  sys- 
tem. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ladd  v.  Boston,  40  L.  R.  A.  171,  which  upholds  re- 
moval of  water  meter,  though  fixtures  so  arranged  as  to  cost  consumer,  after 
removal,  twenty  times  as  much  as  others  pay;  Detroit  v.  Water  Comrs.  31  L. 
R.  A.  463,  which  denies  right  to  compel  incorporated  board  of  water  commis- 
sioners to  furnish  water  free  to  house  of  correction;  Brymer  v.  Butler  Water 
Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  260,  whicli  holds  that  system  of  water  rates  yielding  only 
fair  profit  to  owners  after  paying  charges  should  not  be  reduced. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  675)  on  discrimination  in  rates  of  water  or 
light  company. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago  v.  Cicero,  210  111.  297,  71  N.  E.  356,  sustaining  leg- 
islation requiring  municipality  to  furnish  water  in  suburbs  at  same  rates  as 
those  charged  consumers  wthin  city  limits;  Powell  v.  Duluth,  91  Minn.  59,  97 
N.  W.  450,  holding  that  uniform  system  of  water  rates,  applicable  upon  same 
basis  to  all  consumers,  not  requisite. 
B,earnlation  of  nse  of  public  service  plants. 

Cited  in  Woodruflf  v.  East  Orange,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  432,  64  Atl.  466,  on  right  of 
municipality  to  fix  water  rates;  Anderson  v.  Berwyn,  135  111.  App.  17,  sustaining 
ordinance  requiring  water  consumers  to  install  water  meters  of  kind  to  be  desig- 
nated by  board  of  trustees;  East  Grand  Forks  v.  Luck,  97  Minn.  375,  6  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  200,  107  N.  W.  393,  7  Ann.  Cas.  1016,  holding  statutory  provisions  that 
owner  of  premises  as  well  as  lessee  shall  be  liable  to  city  for  water  and  light 
rentals,  do  not  work  deprivation  of  property  without  due  process  of  law. 
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Dual  natnre  of  municipality  engraflrlnir  In  bnalness  enterprise. 

Cited  in  N.  K.  Fairbank  Co.  v.  Chicago,  153  III.  App.  144,  to  the  point  that 
city  in  operation  of  water  works  acts  in  private  and  not  governmental  capacity; 
Chicago  V.  Chicago  Teleph.  Co.  130  111.  App.  400,  holding  contractual  obligation 
of  telephone  company  to  make  statement  and  pay  compensation  to  city  is  agree- 
ment with  city  in  latter^s  private  and  business  character;  Davis  v.  Abstract 
Constr.  Co.  121  111.  App.  326,  holding  county  which  undertakes,  pursuant  to 
authority,  to  make  and  sell  a|)stracts  for  compensation,  does  so  in  exercise  of 
private  and  not  governmental  function. 
Dlntlnctlon  betureen  taxes  and  crater  rents. 

Cited  in  Powell  v.  Duluth,  91  Minn.  69,  97  N.  W.  450;  Grafton  v.  Holt,  58 
W.  Va.  187,  52  S.  E.  21,  6  Ann.  Cas.  403;  Twitchell  v.  Spokane,  55  Wash.  89, 
24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  292,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  1021,  104  Pac.  150,— holding  water  rates 
are  not  taxes;  New  York  University  v.  American  Book  Co.  132  App.  Div.  735, 
117  N.  Y.  Supp.  387,  holding  tenant  liable  to  landlord  for  water  rents  paid  by 
landlord,  in  absence  of  special  agreement  otherwise. 

21  L.  R.  A.  525,  PARIS  v.  NORWAY  WATER  CO.  85  Me.  330,  35  Am.  St.  Rep. 

371,  27  Atl.   143. 
"Wbere  Tvater  poifver  taxable. 

Approved  in  Union  W'ater  Power  Co.  v.  Auburn,  90  Me.  C6,  37  L.  R.  A-  653. 
60  Am.  St.  Rep.  240,  37  Atl.  331,  holding  mill  dam  and  property  on  which  located 
taxable  where  power  used,  though  located  elsewhere. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Amoskeag  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Concord,  32  L.  R.  A.  621,  which 
holds  value  of  w^ater  power  apportionable  between  lands  in  different  towns  cov- 
ered by  water;  Amoskeag  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Concord,  29  L.  R.  A.  57,  which  sustains 
taxation  in  town  in  which  land  under  water  of  dam  lies,  according  to  enhanced 
value  for  furnishing  power. 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  851)   on  taxation  of  municipal  water  works. 
Property  natnre  of  tltlnipii  affixed  to  soil. 

Approved  in  Colorado  Fuel  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Pueblo  Water  Co.  11  Colo.  App. 
357,  53  Pac.  232,  holding  mains,  pipes,  machinery,  etc.,  realty  for  purposes 
of  taxation;  Dover  v.  Maine  W^ater  Co.  90  Me.  182,  38  Atl.  101,  holding  aque- 
ducts, pipes,  etc.,  of  water  company  taxable  where  laid,  though  owned  by 
nonresident  corporation. 

Cited  in  Readfield  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Cyr,  95  Me.  293,  49  Atl.  1047, 
holding  wires,  insulators,  etc.,  of  company,  erected  by  permission  of  authorities, 
chattels  subject  to  execution;  Foxcroft  v.  Straw,  86  Me.  77,  29  Atl.  950,  holding 
cottage  erected  under  parol  lease  in  perpetuam  properly  assessed  to  tenant  in 
possession  as  real  estate;  Doe  v.  Lenino  Coal  &  I.  Co.  43  Wash.  526,  86  Pac. 
938,  holding  mining  machinery  used  in  connection  with  operation  of  coal  mines 
assessable  as  real  estate. 

Cited  in  notes  (1  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  264)  on  taxes  on  easements  of  corporation  in 
highway  as  real  estate;  (22  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  752)  on  valuation  of  land  as 
affected  by  machinery  thereon  for  purpose  of  rating  or  taxation. 

Distinguished  in  Portland  v.  New  England  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  103  Me.  246, 
68  Atl.  1040,  holding  conduits  of  telephone  and  telegraph  company  not  taxable 
as  real  estate. 

21  L.  R.  A.  628,  ROGERS  v.  DEXTER  &  P.  R.  CO.  85  Me.  372,  27  Atl.  257. 
Rlgrltta  nnder  nteclianlc's  lien  atatntes  generally. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kirchman  v.  Standard  Coal  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  318,  which 
holds   lienor  not  estopped   to   enforce  lien  by  mistaken   statement   of  its  pay- 
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znent,  without  knowledge  of  other  person's  intention  to  buy  property;  Nanz  v. 
Cumberland  Gap  Park  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  273,  which  denies  mechanic's  lien  for 
enriching  soil  and  beautifying  grounds,  including  construction  of  unimportant 
rustic  bridge. 
— — >  "WlkO  are  labOFem. 

Approved  in  Meands  v.  Park,  95  Me.  529,  50  Atl.  706,  holding  word  "labor" 
in  statute  refers  to  use  of  physical  force  under  another,  for  fixed  wages;  Kansas 
City  use  of  Mullins  v.  McDonald,  80  Mo.  App.  448,  holding  subcontractor  not 
entitled  to  maintain  statutory  action  as  laborer;  Blanchard  v.  Portland  &  K. 
F.  R.  Co.  87  Me.  245,  32  Atl.  890,  holding  time  keeper  wlio  supervises  building 
of  bridges,  at  $7  per  day,  not  "laborer'*  within  statute. 

Cited  in  George  v.  Washington  County  R.  Co.  93  Me.  138,  44  Atl.  377,  holding 
laborers  of  subcontractor  included  in  statute  authorizing  laborers  of  contractor 
to  sue  company  for  wages;  Littlefield  v.  Morrill,  97  Me.  507,  94  Am.  St.  Rep. 
513,  54  Atl.  1109,  holding  statute  giving  lien  on  logs  not  designed  for  protection 
of  independent  contractors;  Indianapolis  Northern  Traction  Co.  v.  Brennan,  174 
Ind.  19,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  97,  87  N.  E.  215,  holding  that  statute  conferring  lien 
rights  upon  laborers  does  not  include  contractors  who  do  not  perform  any  labor. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Little  Rock,  H.  S.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Spencer,  42  L.  R.  A. 
334,  which  denies  lien  on  railroad  to  contractors  not  personally  performing 
work. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  86)  as  to  whether  contractors  oi  subcontrac- 
tors are  within  protection  of  statutes  giving  liens  to  "laborers,"  "mechanics," 
"workmen,"  etc. 

21  L.  R.  A.  529,  FOX  v.  McDONALD,  101  Ala.  51,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  98.  13  So. 

416. 
Governor's  pOTrer  of  appointment. 

Approved  in  Atty.  Gen.  ea  rel.  Maybury  v.  Bolger,  128  Mich.  360,  87  N.  W. 
366,  holding  power  of  appointment  not  essentially  executive  function,  but  con- 
ferable  on  other  departments  in  absence  of  constitutional  restrictions;  State 
ex  rel.  Winter  v.  Sayre,  118  Ala.  48,  24  So.  89  (dissenting  opinion),  majority 
holding  constitutional  provision  for  appointment  by  governor  of  judges  or  chan- 
cellors inapplicable  to  inferior  courts;  State  ex  rel.  Trauger  v.  Nash,  66  Ohio 
St.  619,  64  N.  E.  558,  holding  appointment  by  governor  valid  as  ministerial  func- 
tion, where  legislature  directed  it  to  be  done;  State  ex  rel.  Lamar  v.  Dillon, 
32  Fla.  593,  22  L.  R.  A.  141,  14  So.  383,  holding  appointment  of  election  com- 
missioners by  legislature  valid,  as  being  not  essentially  an  executive  function; 
State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Burns,  38  Fla.  405,  21  So.  290  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  appointment  of  harbor  master  by  mayor  of  Pensacola  uncon- 
stitutional, where  customarily  made  by  governor. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Little  v.  Foster,  130  Ala.  101,  30  So.  477,  holding  gov- 
ernor powerless  to  appoint  state  university  trustees  unless  permitted  by  organife 
or  statute  law;  State  v.  Davis,  88  S.  C.  208,  70  S.  E.  417,  holding  that  appoint- 
ment of  special  judge  to  preside  over  special  court  is  not  essentially  an  executive 
function,  within  classification  of  legislative,  executive  and  judicial  powers; 
Richardson  v.  Young,  122  Tenn.  496,  125  S.  W.  664,  holding  that  governor  has 
h IMS  no  prerogative  powers  but  only  such  powers  as  are  vested  in  him  by  con- 
stitution; Ham  V.  State,  162  Ala.  122,  49  So.  1032  (dissenting  opinion),  on  in; 
validity  of  appointment  before  vacancy;  Southern  P.  Go.  v.  Bartine,  170  Fed. 
746,  holding  all  power  to  appoint  officers  as  an  implied  executive  function,  where 
constitution  is  silent  on  subject,  is  not  vested  in  governor;  Thomas  v.  State.  17 
S.  D.  564,  97  N.  W.  1011,  holding  appointment  of  commissioners  of  charities  and 
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corrections   by   governor   and   confirmation   thereof   by   senate   accomplished   in 
legal  eflfect,  by  passage  of  law  by  senate,  and  approval  thereof  by  governor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  esp  rel.  Standish  v.  Boucher,  21  L.  R.  A.  539,  which 
holds  appointment  to  office  not  implied  function  of  governor;  Johnson  v.  State, 
38   L.   R.   A.   373,   which   holds   void,   statute   depriving  governor  of  power  to 
appoint  judges  of  inferior  court  by  changing  its  name. 
Bxerdse  of  different  grovernmeittal  povrem  by  aame  olllcial* 

Cited  in  Sisk  v.  Cargile,  138  Ala.  173,  35  So.  114,  as  to  exercise  by  officers 
in  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes,  of  ministerial  and  quasi- judicial  powers; 
Re  Appointment  of  Revisor,  141  Wis.  614,  124  N.  W.  670,  18  Ann.  Cas.  1176, 
holding  duties  with  reference  to  state  library  including  appointment  of  librarian, 
and  with  reference  to  appointment  of  revisor  of  statutes  properly  imposed  on 
judiciary. 
Nonjudicial  powem  of  courts. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Godard  v.  Johnson,  61  Kan.  841,  49  L.  R.  A.  674,  foot- 
note p.  662,  60  Pac.  1068,  holding  act  creating  court  of  visitation  unconstitu- 
tional as  commingling  judicial,  legislative,  and  administrative  functions;  State 
ew  rel.  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hull,  37  Fla.  686,  20  So.  782,  holding  clerk 
of  circuit  court  competent  by  long  usage  to  convert  perishable  property  into 
money  pending  appeal. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Zanesville  v.  Zanesville  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  52  L.  R. 
A.  150,  which  sustains  statute  empowering  probate  court  to  direct  mode  of 
constructing  telegraph  or  telephone  line  in  street;  Re  Da  vies,  66  L.  R.  A.  855, 
which  holds  supreme  court  justice  may  be  empowered  to  appoint  referee 
to  take  testimony  to  aid  in  suppressing  monopoly. 

Cited  in  note   (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)   681)  as  to  whether  appointment  of  municipal 
officers  constitutionally  delegable  to  courts  or  judges. 
Residence  requirements. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  State,  132  Ala.  46,  31  So.  493,  sustaining  ordinance  re- 
quiring policeman  to  be  resident  and  elector  of  city  where  appointed. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gibson  v.  Wood,  43  L.  R.  A.  699,  which  holds  residence 
in  suburb  before  annexation,  residence  within  city  for  purpose  of  determining 
eligibility  to  city  office. 
Effect  of  stntnte  appointiniir  police  commiaalonera. 

Cited  in  Oldham  v.  Birmingham,  102  Ala.  363,  14  So.  793,  holding  that  city 
may  abolish  office  of  police  sergeant  created  by  ordinance,  though  legislature  cre- 
ates commissioners;  Davidson  v.  Hine,  161  Mich.  308,  16  L.R.A. (N.S.)  583,  123 
Am.  St.  Rep.  267,  115  N.  W.  246,  14  Ann.  Cas.  352  (dissenting  opinion),  on 
power  of  state  to  provide  for  prevention  of  fires  in  cities,  villages  and  townships, 
through  agents  of  its  own  an  analogy  to  protection  of  public  health  and  safety 
by  health  and  police  boards. 
ConstrnctioB  of  constitntlon. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Cain,  20  Okla.  131,  1  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  12,  93  Pac.  974, 
holding  definitions  of  terms  used  in  constitutions  are,  to  great  extent,  to  be 
found  in  common  law. 
'Wlien  mandamns  lie*. 

Cited  in  note  ( 16  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  782 )  as  to  when  mandamus  will  be  granted. 

21  L.  R.  A.  639,  STATE  eof  rel  STANDISH  v.  BOUCHER,  3  N.  D.  389,  66  N. 

W.   142. 
Validity  of  appolntmentM  by  groyemor. 

Approved  in  State  ew  rel.  Richardson  v.  Henderson,  4  Wyo.  552,  22  L.  R. 
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A.  757,  footnoU  p.  751,  85  Pac.  517,  holding  no  vacancy  in  office  of  state  ex- 
aminer  for  governor  to  fill,  by  adjournment  of  legislature  without  consid- 
ering nomination;  Pruitt  v.  Squires,  64  Kan.  861,  68  Pac.  648,  holding  that 
postponement  of  election  created  no  vacancy  in  sherifiTs  office  within  meaning 
of  statute  authorizing  governor  to  fill  vacancies;  State  ea  reU  Pollock  v.  Mil- 
ler, 3  N.  D.  446,  57  N.  W.  193,  holding  governor  powerless  to  remove  agricul- 
tural college  trustees  from  office  and  appoint  successors;  Atty.  Gen.  ew  rei.  May- 
bury  V.  Bolger,  128  Mich.  360,  87  N.  W.  366,  holding  appointive  power  not  es- 
sentially executive  function,  but  conferable  on  other  departments  in  absence 
of  constitutional  restriction;  People  ece  ret.  Richardson  v.  Henderson,  4  Wyo. 
545,  22  L.  R.  A.  755,  footnote  p.  751,  85  Pac  517,  denying  inherent  power  of 
executive  to  appoint  officers. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel  Holmes  v.  Finnerud,  7  Sl  D.  244,  64  N.  W.  121,  holding 
that  governor  may  constitutionally  fill  vacancy  in  board  of  regents  for  unex- 
pired term  of  member;  Southern  P.  Go.  v.  Bartine,  170  Fed.  746,  holding  all 
power  to  appoint  officers  as  an  implied  executive  function,  where  constitution 
is  silent  on  that  subject,  is  not  vested  in  governor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fox  v.  McDonald,  21  L.  R.  A.  529,  which  holds  power 
to  appoint  to  office  or  fill  vacancies  not  inherently  an  executive  function;  John- 
son V.  State,  38  L.  R.  A.  373,  which  holds  void,  statute  depriving  governor  of 
power  to  appoint  judges  of  inferior  court  by  changing  its  name;  I  jams  v. 
Duvall,  36  L.  R.  A.  127,  which  holds  vacancy  not  created  by  decision  in  con- 
tested election  case  that  judge  commissioned  was  not  elected,  and  order  for  new 
election. 
"Wluit  constitutes  ▼aoancy  in  ofllee. 

Cited  in  Holtan  v.  Beck,  20  N.  D.  16,  126  N.  W.  1048,  holding  that  "vacancy 
in  office''  can  never  exist  so  as  to  make  appointment  valid,  when  incumbent  of 
office  is  lawfully  there  and  in  actual  discharge  of  duties ;  State  ex  rel.  Chenoweth 
T.  Acton,  31  Mont.  42,  77  Pac.  299,  holding  no  vacancy  exists  in  office  when  tie 
vote  occurs,  and  constitution  provides  officers  are  to  hold  office  until  election  and 
qualification  of  their  successors. 

21  L.  R.  A.  550,  KULP  v.  KULP,  51  Kan.  341,  32  Pac.  1118. 
Elfeet  of  bar  of  debt  on  mortflraffe. 

Cited  in  Dumont  v.  Taylor,  67  Kan.  728,  74  Pac.  234,  holding  lien  of  mort- 
gage, merged  in  decree  foreclosing  it,  cannot  be  made  basis  of  second  foreclosure; 
Oreen  v.  Frick,  26  S.  D.  346,  126  N.  W.  579,  holding  that  foreclosure  of  mortgage 
is  not  barred  by  running  of  statute  of  limitations  against  indebtedness. 

Annotation  in  21  L.  R.  A.  550,  referred  to  particularly  in  Houghton  v.  Tol- 
man,  74  Vt.  469,  62  Atl.  1032,  declaring  that  bar  of  note  does  not  also  bar 
mortgage,  if  debt  remains  unpaid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mulvane  v.  Sedgley,  55  L.  R.  A.  552,  which  holds  action 
against  mortgagors  barred  by  bar  of  action  against  purchaser  assuming  pay- 
ment of  mortgage;  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dunscomb,  68  L.  R.  A.  694, 
which  holds  creditor's  right  to  enforce  policy  on  debtor's  life  not  defeated  by  bar 
of  debt  by  limitation;  Kerr  v.  Lydecker,  23  L.  R.  A.  842,  which  holds  mort- 
gage a  specialty  within  act  fixing  time  for  commencing  actions;  Colonial  &  U.  S. 
Mortg.  Co.  V.  Northwest  Thresher  Co.  70  L.R.A.  814,  which  holds  that  action  to 
foreclose  mortgage  on  land  may  become  barred  by  limitations  though  debt  is  not 
outlawed. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  903)  on  effect  of  mortgagor's  absence  from 
state  to  toll  limitations  as  against  foreclosure  against  his  grantee;  (31  L.R.A. 
JjJXJl.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 55. 
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(N.S.)    1017)   on  statute  of  nonclaim  as  equivalent  of  limitations  within  rule 
that  running  of  latter  against  debt  will  bar  remedy  on  mortgage. 
ESflect  of  delay  on.  Umltatloma. 

Approved  in  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Stucki,  4  Kan.  App.  431,  46  Pac.  42,  and 
Wey  V.  Schofield,  53  Kan.  250,  36  Pac.  333,  holding  action  for  penalty  for  fail- 
ure to  discharge  mortgage  record  barred  by  laches  in  making  demand;  Fox  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  9  Kan.  App.  23,  67  Pac.  241,  and  West  v.  Topeka  Sav.  Bank, 
66  Kan.  527,  63  L.  R.  A.  141,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  385,  72  Pac.  262,  holding  action 
against  stockholder  on  individual  liability  barred  by  delay  in  taking  preliminary 
steps;  Black  v.  Elliott,  63  Kan.  211,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  239,  65  Pac.  215,  holding 
limitation  runs  upon  demand  against  decedent's  estate  after  reasonable  time, 
though  no  executor  appointed;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  King,  60  Kan.  737,  57  Pac. 
952,  holding  limitation  not  postponed  by  creditor's  failure  to  perfect  right 
against  stockholder  for  more  than  a  year;  Harrison  v.  Masonic  Mut.  Ben.  Soc 
59  Kan.  31,  51  Pac.  893,  holding  action  to  recover  on  policy  barred  by  statute 
for  unreasonable  delay  in  furnishing  proof  of  death. 

Cited  in  Douglass  v.  Loftus,  85  Kan.  734,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  —,  119  Pac  74, 
to  the  point  that  delay  in  returning  execution  against  corporation  might  bar 
right  of  action  against  stockholders  although  brought  within  three  years  after 
its  return;  Robertson  v.  Tarry,  83  Kan.  718,  112  Pac.  603,  holding  that  person 
cannot  by  failing  to  have  administrator  appointed,  prolong  tolling  statute  of 
limitations;  Rankin  v.  Barton,  69  Kan.  633,  77  Pac.  531,  holding  action  to 
enforce  liability  of  stockholder  in  national  bank  upon  second  assessment  brought 
more  than  eight  years  after  first  assessment  and  nine  years  after  insolvency  of 
bank  barred  by  statute  of  limitations;  Brown  v.  Baxter,  77  Kan.  108,  94  Pac. 
155,  holding  right  of  creditor  to  question  division  of  decedent's  property  among 
heirs  barred  after  lapse  of  three  years  since  last  date  upon  which  administrator 
might  have  been  appointed;  White  v.  Pingenot,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  651,  holding 
where  preliminary  steps  are  essential  to  bringing  action  on  claim,  and  such 
steps  may  be  taken  by  claimant,  statutory  limitation  runs  if  he  does  not  act 
within  reasonable  t)kne. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Snyder  v.  Miller,  69  L.R.A.  250,  which  holds  running  of 
limitations  as  to  w^hole  debt  commenced  by  nonpajrment  of  taxes  and  first  of 
series  of  secured  notes  due  at  intervals. 
Redemption  by  minors. 

Cited  in  McMillan  v,  Hogan,  129  N.  C.  317,  40  S.  E.  63,  holding  minor  must 
own  property  at  time  of  sale  for  taxes  to  gain  extension  for  redemption. 

21  L.  R.  A.  559,  BLAKE  v.  BURLINGTON,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  CO.  89  Iowa,  8,  66 
N.   W.   405. 

Riding'  on  i^vrong'  car  a«  neg'ligrence. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Iowa  C.  R.  Co.  147  Iowa,  596,  124  N.  W.  763,  holding  that 
passenger  riding  in  baggage  car  upon  implied  invitation  is  not  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence;  Lane  v.  Choctaw,  O.  &  G.  R.  Co.  19  Okla.  338,  91  Pac.  883, 
holding  it  is  not  negligence  per  se  for  passenger  to  ride  in  baggage  car  when 
passenger  cars  are  crowded. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Florida  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Sullivan,  61  L.  R.  A.  410, 
which  denies  negligence  of  white  passenger  in  riding  in  car  set  apart  for 
negroes. 

21  L.  R.  A.  560,  HILL  v.  PIONEER  LUMBER  CO.  113  N.  C.  173,  37  Am.  St. 

Rep.  621,  18  S.  E.  107. 
Application  of  funds  ^of  in»alvent  eorperationji. 

Approved  in  Graham  v.  Carr,  130  N.  C.  274,  41  S.  E.  379,  holding  insolvent 
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eorporation  director  cannot  apply  corporate  property  to  payment  of  debts  for 
which  he  is  surety;  Stough  y.  Ponca  Mill  Co.  54  Neb.  603,  74  N.  W.  868,  holdr 
ing  assets  of  insolvent  corporation  a  trust  fund  in  hands  of  directors  for  pay- 
ment of  corporate  debts;  Cooper  v.  Adel  Security  Co.  122  N.  C.  464,  30  S.  lEL 
348,  holding  balance  due  on  stock  subscriptions  a  trust  fund  for  corporate  cred- 
itors and  subjected  to  payment  of  debts. 

Cited  in  Thomson-Houston  Electric  Light  Co.  y.  Henderson  Electric  Light  Co- 
116  N.  C.  119,  21  S.  E.  951,  holding  that  creditor  has  no  equitable  title  to  assets 
of  corporation,  whether  solvent  or  insolvent;  Summit  Silk  Co.  v.  Kinston  Spin- 
ning Co.  154  N.  C.  427,  70  S.  E.  820,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  897,  holding  that  in- 
isolvent  foreign  corporation  is  subject  to  appointment  of  receiver  of  property 
located  here  and  to  administration  of  such  property  as  trust  fund  for  its  credit- 
ors; City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Goshen  Woolen  Mills  Co.  36  Ind.  App.  577,  69  N.  E.  206^ 
holding  directors  or  officers  of  insolvent  corporation  are  not  permitted  to  be 
preferred  as  creditors  or  to  prefer  themselves;  Holshouser  v.  Gold  Hill  Copper 
Co.  138  N.  C.  251,  70  L.R.A.  185,  60  S.  E.  650,  holding  claim  of  foreign  state 
provable  in  suit  by  creditors  to  have  receiver  of  foreign  corporation  appointed; 
Mclver  v.  Young  Hardware  Co.  144  N.  C.  483,  119  Am.  St,  Rep.  970,  57  S.  E. 
169,  holding  it  is  not  competent  for  directors  of  corporation  to  sell  its  property 
for  their  own  benefit  and  to  prejudice  of  creditors;  Edwards  v.  Snow  Hill  Supply 
Co.  150  N.  C.  172,  63  S.  E.  742,  holding  mortgage  upon  property  of  corporation! 
to  secure  president  and  directors  who  indorsed  company's  notes,  put  on  record 
by  directors  without  vote  of  stockholders  or  entry  on  company's  minute  book,, 
is  invalid. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.R.A.  809)  on  preferences  among  creditors  given  by  in- 
solvent corporations;  (69  L.R.A.  136)  on  recovering  for  services  and  expenses 
under  running  contract  with  corporation  ended  by  its  insolvency  and  dissolution; 
(45  Am.  St.  Rep.  835)    on  preferences  by  insolvent  corporations. 

Distinguished  in  Howard  v.  Central  Tobacco  Warehouse  Co.  123  N.  C.  91,. 
31  S.  E.  371,  holding  no  equities  in  favor  of  creditor  against  preference  to  presi- 
dent of  corporation,  in  absence  of  fraud;  Powell  Bros.  v.  McMullan  Lumber  Co.. 
153  N.  C.  56,  68  S.  E.  926,  holding  that  mortgage  of  entire  property  by  corpora- 
tion to  two  of  its  creditors  is  not  invalid  when  given  for  present  consideration 
and  duly  authorized. 

Denied  in  Ford  v.  Hill,  92  Wis.  193,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  902,  66  N.  W.  116,  hold- 
ing that  insolvency  of  corporation  does  not  convert  corporate  property  into  trust 
fund,  preventing  preferences;  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  v.  Newton  Cotton  Mills,  115 
N.  C.  513,  20  S.  E.  765,  holding  that  insolvent  corporations  may  prefer  creditor^ 
not  officers  or  corporators,  if  without  intent  to  defraud  others. 

21  L.  H.  A.  563,  DAVIS  v.  LITCHFIELD,  145  111.  313,  33  N.  E.  888. 
ReaMonableneMi  Of  local  Improvement  ordinance. 

Cited  in  Hawes  v.  Chicago,  158  111.  659,  30  L.  R.  A.  227,  42  N.  E.  373,  holdingr 
unreasonable,  ordinance  compelling  substitution  of  cement  for  plank  walk  erected; 
six  weeks  before  under  ordinance. 
PoTver  of  city  antliorltleii  as  to  local  improyements. 

Cited  in  Church  v.  People,  179  111.  206,  53  N.  E.  654,  holding  location  of  sewer 
outlet  discretionary  with  city  council;  Lincolft  v.  Harts,  250  111.  278,  95  N.  E. 
200,  holding  that  special  assessment  proceedings  are  purely  statutory  and  unleaa 
authorized  by  statute  are  void. 

Cited  in  note   (38  L»R.A.(N.S.)   936)   oh  power  to  compel  abutting  property 
owner  to  improve  or  care  for  space  between  sidewalk  and  curb, 
A««eamnenta  for  local  Improvements. 

Cited  in  Lightner  v.  Peoria,  150  111.  86,  37  N.  E.  69,  holding  that  whole  cost  of 
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local  improvement  may  be  aaseased  upon  contiguous  property  benefited;  Wilson 
T.  Philippi,  39  W.  Va.  83,  19  S.  E.  553,  sustaining  Code  provision  permittipg 
assessment  of  sidewalk  improvement  upon  adjacent  owner  who  fails  to  make  it; 
Chicago  &  A«  R.  Co.  v.  Joliet,  153  Dl.  652,  39  N.  £.  1077,  holding  benefits  to 
property  subjected  to  special  taxation  for  improvement  determined  by  municipal 
authority;  Rich  v.  Chicago,  152  111.  31,  38  N.  £.  255,  holding  measure  of  benefits 
determined   by   increased   value   of   property  assessed   for   local   improvements; 
Brewster  v.  Peru,  180  Hi.  128,  54  N.  £.  233,  holding  honest  compliance  with  1^ 
requirements  necessary  in  exercising  special  taxing  powers;  West  Chicago  Park 
V.  Baldwin,  162  111.  91,  44  N.  E.  404,  holding  authority  to  improve  boulevard  ccm- 
fers  no  power  to  levy  assessment  for  sewers,  etc.;  Chicago  v.  Blair,  149  IlL  314, 
24  L.  R.  A.  415,  36  N.  E.  829,  holding  improvements  authorized  to  be  made  bj 
special  assessments  or  taxation,  public  ones  only;  Storrs  v.  Chicago,  208  Si.  367, 
70  N.  E.  347,  sustaining  special  assessment  for  construction  of  system  of  side- 
walks when  streets  are  not  so  separate  that  sidewalks  upon  one  do  not  benefit 
property  upon  other;  People  ex  rel,  Raymond  v.  Latham,  203  111.  17,  67  N.  £. 
403,  holding  that  single  ordinance  cannot  provide  for  construction  of  number  of 
sidewalks   in  separate  neighborhoods;    Waite  v.  Green  River  Special  Drainage 
Dist.  226  111.  211,  80  N.  E.  725,  holding  special  assessment  proceedings  are  pure- 
ly statutory. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  Worcester,  59  L.R.A.  728,  which  holds  con- 
clusive, decision  of  legislature  that  land  owners  within  assessment  district  bene- 
fited by  sewer;  Sears  v.  Board  of  Street  Comrs.  62  L.R.A.  145,  which  holds  that 
cost  and  benefit  of  entire  improvement  should  be  considered  in  assessing  property 
on  two  streets  for  cost  of  building  a  union  passenger  station  and  the  extension 
of  such  streets. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  412)  on  right  to  impose  on  abutting  owners  duty  or 
expense  of  sprinkling,  sweeping,  and  cleaning  streets  or  sidewalks;    (28  L.  R. 
A.  499)  on  charging  expense  of  grading  for  sidewalk  upon  abutting  owner;   (34 
L.  R.  A.  200)   on  municipal  taxation  on  rural  lands  within  corporate  limits. 
^-~  According  to  frontage. 

Approved  in  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  r.  Elmhurst,  165  111.  155,  46  N.  E.  437, 
sustaining  ordinance  for  payment  of  improvement  by  special  tax  on  contiguous 
property  in  proportion  to  frontage;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Moline,  158 
III.  73,  41  N.  E.  877,  sustaining  special  tax  of  specified  percentage  upon  right  of 
w^ay,  though  abutting  property  assessed  by  frontage;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v, 
Jolict,  153  III.  655,  39  N.  E.  1077,  sustaining  ordinance  assessing  cost  of  Improve- 
ment upon  abutting  property  in  proportion  to  frontage. 

Cited  in  Edensburg  v.  Little,  30  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  393,  holding  assessment  for  paving 
by  front  foot  rule  and  uniform  as  to  each  abutting  owner  valid  though  amount 
of  work  done  before  each  lot  was  different  in  amount. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Webster  v.  Fargo,  56  L.  R.  A.  156,  which  sustains  statute 
charging  entire  cost  of  paving  on  abutters  according  to  frontage;  Ramsey  County 
V,  Robert  P.  Lewis  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  421,  which  sustains  annual  frontage  tax  on 
land  in  front  of  which  water  pipes  laid;  Iowa  Pipe  &  Tile  Co.  v.  Callanan,  67 
L.R.A.  408,  which  holds  void,  assessment  for  sewer  on  abutting  property  only 
eight  feet  deep  at  same  front  foot  rate  as  full  sized  lots. 

Cited  in  note   (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1126,  1135,  1136,  1161,  1153,  1166,  1205)  on 
assessments  for  improvements  by  front-foot  rule. 
—  Uniformltr  in* 

Cited  in  Ware  v.  Jerseyville,  168  111.  237,  41  N.  E.  736,  and  Scranton  v.  Koeh- 
ler,  14  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  7,  holding  that  frontage  assessments  for  local  improvements 
must  be  uniform;  Alfalfa  Irrig.  District  v.  Collins,  46  Neb.  425,  64  N.  W.  1086, 
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liolding  proyision  for  uniform  taxation  not  applicable  to  asgessnients  for  local 
ixaprovements;  Palmer  y.  Danville,  154  111.  166,  38  N.  E.  1067,  holding  that  tax  on 
oontiguous  property  for  cost  of  sewer  should  be  uniform. 

Disapproved  in  Harton  v.  Avondale,  147  Ala.  471,  41  So.  934,  holding  where 
constitution  forbids  assessments  in  excess  of  increased  value  of  property  by  rea- 
son of  special  benefits  derived  from   improvements,  assessment  based  on  cost 
of  work  abutting  lot  assessed  is  not  invalid  on  that  account. 
BSflcct  of  amendtnir  ordinance. 

Later  appeal  in  155  111.  388,  40  N.  E.  354,  holding  validity  of  original  local 
improvement  ordinance  not  affected  by  illegal  amendment. 

21  L.  R.  A.  669,  PFINGST  v.  SENN,  94  Ky.  566,  23  S.  W.  358. 
Bnjolninir  threatened  nnlMtnces. 

Cited  in  Albany  Christian  Church  v.  Wilbom,  112  Ky.  511,  66  S.  W.  285,  deny- 
ing injunction  against  erection  of  private  stable  near  church ;  Haggart  v.  Stehlin^ 
137  Ind.  68,  22  L.  R.  A.  590,  35  N.  E.  097  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding 
saloon  in  purely  residential  neighborhood  an  actionable  nuisance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Windfall  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Patterson,  37  L.  R.  A.  381,  which 
denies  right  to  enjoin  business  which  threatens  to  become  nuisance;  Chambers  v. 
Cramer,  54  L.  R.  A.  545,  which  holds  injunction  not  granted  against  what  is  not 
nuisance  per  se,  though  it  may  become  such;  Pearce  v.  Gibson  County,  55  L.  R. 
A.  477,  which  sustains  right  to  enjoin  intended  discharge  of  waterdosets  through 
sewer  on  another's  land;  Chicago  v.  Union  Stockyards  &  Transit  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.. 
281,  which  denies  right  of  city  to  remove  railroad  tracks  of  stockyards  company, 
though  nuisance  created  by  mode  of  use;  St.  Lawrence  v.  Gross,  47  L.  R.  A.  572, 
which  denies  injunction  against  removal  of  building  from  town  till  town's  in* 
debtedness  paid. 

Cited  in  note  (11  LJLA.(N.S.)  466)  on  liability  of  owner  using  or  permitting 
use  of  vacant  property  in  such  a  way  as  to  collect  crowds. 

Distinguished  in  Alexander  v.  Tebeau,  132  Ky.  491,  116  S.  W.  866,  18  Ann. 
Cas.   1092,  holding  that  base-ball  park  conducted  in  manner  so  as  to  annoy 
adjoining  owners  may  be  enjoined  as  public  nuisance. 
'W^hat  constitutes  a  nuisance. 

CJited  in  Bowling  Green  v.  Rogers,  142  Ky.  560,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  463,  134  8. 
W.  921,  holding  that  city  prison  is  not  per  se  a  nuisance;  Boyd  v.  Frankfort, 
117  Ky.  211,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  240,  77  S.  W.  669,  holding  church  for  colored 
people  in  city  cannot  be  declared  a  nuisance  before  erection  thereof  and  deny- 
ing   constitutionality   of   ordinance   designed   to    prevent   its   erection. 

21  L.  R.  A.  572,  AMERICAN  STEAM  BOILER  INS.  CO.  v.  CHICAGO  SUGAR 

REF.  CO.  6  C.  C.  A.  336,  9  U.  S.  App.  186,  57  Fed.  294. 
CTonstruetlon  of  insurance  policies. 

Cited  in  German  Sav.  &  L.  Soc.  v.  Commercial  U.  Assur.  Co.  109  C.  C.  A. 
606,  187  Fed.  763,  to  the  point  that  damage  caused  by  explosion  caused  by 
attempt  to  extinguish  fire  is  caused  by  fire  under  meaning  of  insurance  policy 
against  explosions. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Vorse  v.  New  Jersey  Plate-Glass  Ins.  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  838, 
which  holds  breaking  of  plate-glass  window  by  explosion  of  gas  generated  by 
gasoline  used  to  clean  clothes  not  caused  by  blowing  up  of  building;  Germania 
F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Roost,  36  L.  R,  A.  236,  which  holds  building  destroyed  by  explosion 
of  powder  house  struck  by  lightning  not  covered  by  policy  insuring  against  light- 
ning; Hustaoe  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  62  L.  R.  A.  651,  which  holds  fall  of  building 


) 


21  L.R.A.  572]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  fl70 

caused  by  explosion  in  nearby  burning  building  not  protected  by  policy  ittsuriqg 
against  direct  k>s8  by  fire,  but  expressly  excepting  loss  by  explosion. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R.A..636)  on  effect  of  riders  or  slips  attached  to  insnr- 
ATkce  policies;  (38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  478)  on  liability  of  insurer  for  loss  caused  by 
explosion. 

Distinguished  in  Hale  v.  National  F.  Ins.  Co.  115  Tenn.  517,  112  Am.  St.  Rep. 
:870,  92  S.  W.  402,  5  Ann.  Cas.  777,  holding  where  policy  excludes  liability  of 
insurer  for  loss  by  explosion,  insurer  is  not  liable  for  damage  caused  in  building 
^by  explosion  in  neighboring  building  incidental  to  fire  therein. 

-21  L.  R.  A.  580,  SHERLOCK  v.  STUART,  96  Mich.  193,  55  N.  W.  845. 
Restrictions  on  ll<inor  tralllc. 

Approved  in  State  ex  rel.  Noble  v.  Cheyenne,  7  Wyo.  436,  40  L.  R.  A.  715,  foot- 
note p.  710,  52  Pac.  975,  holding  valid,  ordinance  giving  city  council  discretion 
as  to  issuing  licenses  in  certain  part  of  city;  O'Halloran  v.  Jackson,  107  Mich. 
140,  64  N.  W.  1046,  holding  that  legislature  may  confer  power  on  city  council  to 
'determine  where  saloons  may  be  kept;  People  v.  Blom,  120  Mich.  48,  78  N.  W. 
1015,  sustaining  ordinance  requiring  annual  license  of  $300  to  $500,  certificate 
■of  character,  bond,  and  restriction  of  location. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Gerhardt,  145  Ind.  462,  33  L.  R.  A.  322,  44  N.  E.  469,  holding 
that  no  one  has  constitutional  right  to  keep  saloon;  Saginaw  v.  Circuit  Judge, 
106  Mich.  35,  63  N.  W.  985,  holding  ordinance  invalid  because  imposing  fee  on  non- 
Tesidents  only;   State  ex  rel.  Brockett  v.  Alliance,  65  Neb.  536,  91   N.  W.  387, 
folding  that  right  to  grant  or  withhold  liquor  licenses  rests  within  sound  legal 
-discretion  of  city  council;  Boomershine  v.  Uline,  159  Ind.  503,  65  N.  £.  513,  hold- 
ing that  remonstrance  to  grant  of  liquor  license  need  not  state  grounds  upon 
which  remonstrators  rely;  Berger  v.  DeLoach,  56  Tex.  Civ.  App.  535,  121  S.  W. 
£91^  holding  that  refusal  of  council  to  grant  liquor  license  to  applicant,  under 
ordinance,  was  not  reviewable  by  courts;   Jordan  v.  Evansville,   163   Ind.  515, 
"67  L.R.A.  616,  72  N.  E.  544,  2  Ann.  Cas.  96,  holding  no  one  possesses  inalien- 
able or  constitutional   right   to   keep   saloon   for  sale  of   intoxicating  liquors; 
Wells  V.  Torrey,  144  Mich.  694,  108  N.  W.  423,  on  validity  of  ordinance  regulat- 
ing liquor  traffic;  Harrison  v.  People,  222  111.  163,  78  N.  E.  52.    Reversing  \2^ 
III.   App.   183,   holding  discretion    as   to  grant  or   refusal   of   license   vested  in 
authorities,    unless    expressly    restricted    by    ordinance;    Johnson    v.    Bessemer. 
143  Mich.  314,  106  N.  W.  852,  holding  ordinance  establishing  saloon  limits,  ami 
providing  no  license  is  to  be  granted  within  them,  is  authorized  by  charter  em- 
powering city  to   regulate  and  prescribe  location  of  saloons;   Quay   v.  Circuit 
.Judge,  150  Mich.  458,  114  N.  W.  238,  holding  legislature  may  authorize  village 
council  to  exercise  discretion  as  to  acceptance  of  liquor  bond  with  surety  company 
AS  surety;  Mills  v.  Ludington,  158  Mich.  496,  122  N.  W.  1082,  sustaining  action  of 
<:ity  council  in  refusing  to  include  certain  place  among  those  in  which  saloons 
"might  be  maintained  rejecting  bond  and  denying  license  on  ground  of  bad  reputa- 
tion of  saloon  keeper  and  improper  manner  in  which  he  conducted  saloon. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ex  parte  Sikes,  24  L.R.A.  774,  which  holds  prohibition 
•of  sale  of  liquor  not  included   in   authority  to  "license  and  regulate;"    State 
ex  rel.  Galle  v.  New  Orleans,  67  L.R.A.  70,  which  denies  right  to  refuse  liquor 
license  on  objection  of  minority  property  holders  or  on  ground  that  no  more 
'l)arroonis  are  needed;  Jourdan  v.  Evansville,  67  L.R.A.  613,  which  upholds  pro- 
vision empowering  city  to  require  licenses  for  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  within 
four  miles  of  corporate  limits;  Whissen  v.  Furth,  68  L.R.A.  161,  which  holds  per- 
.json   who  in  connection  with  a  saloon  has  been  running  a  gambling  house  in 
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Icnown  violation  of  law  not  a  person  of  good  moral  character  bo  as  to  be 
entitled  to  a  license. 

Cited  in  note  (114  Am.  St.  Rep.  298,  299,  302)  on  power  of  municipality  to 
regulate  dealing  in  intoxicating  liquors. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Wenzel,  105  Mich.  73,  62  N.  W.  1038,  holding  liquor 
statute  not  repealed  by  implication;   Timm  v.  Common  Council,  149  Mich.  325, 
112  N.  W.  942,  holding  village  empowered  to  suppress  saloons  cannot  by  or- 
dinance fix  saloon  district  within  village. 
Repeal  of  «ta.tiite  by  Implleatlon. 

Cited  in  Goodrich  v.  Hackley-Phelps-Bonnell  Co.  141  Mich.  346,  104  N.  W.  669, 
iiolding  general  act  relative  to  service  upon  corporations  is  not  repealed  by  re- 
vised act  which  is  in  no  way  inconsistent  with  such  general  act. 

:21  L.  R.  A.  593,  GRAY  v.  McWILLIAMS,  98  Cal.  157,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  163,  32 

Pac.  976. 
Easementa  am  to  surface  ^vatem. 

Approved  in  Los  Angeles  Cemetery  Asso.  t.  Los  Angeles,  103  Cal.  467,  37  Pac. 
375,  sustaining  right  to  discharge  surface  waters  over  lower  land  in  accustomed 
channel;  Cloverdale  v.  Smith,  128  Cal.  233,  60  Pac.  851,  holding  it  nuisance  to 
maintain  ditch  diverting  surface  waters  from  natural  flow;  Sanguinetti  v.  Pock, 
136  Cal.  469,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  169,  69  Pac.  98,  holding  lower  owner  liable  to  upper 
-for  injuriously  interrupting  natural  flow  of  surface  water;  Garland  v.  Aurin,  103 
Tenn.  559,  48  L.  R.  A.  863,  footnote  p.  882,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  699,  53  S.  W.  94Q, 
denying  right  of  city  lot  owner  to  prevent  natural  flow  of  surface  water  from 
higher  ground  by  raising  surface  of  lot. 

Cited  in  Brandenberg  v.  Zeigler,  62  S.  C.  23,  55  L.  R.  A.  417,  footnote  p.  414, 
:89  Am.  St.  Rep.  887,  39  S.  E.  790,  denying  owner's  right  to  drain  surface  water 
from  pond  on  neighbor's  land  by  cutting  through  natural  rim  of  basin;  Hume  v. 
Des  Moines,  146  Iowa,  633,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  131,  125  N.  W.  846,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B, 
904,  to  the  point  that  by  common  law  no  rights  can  be  claimed  jure  naturae 
in  flow  of  surface  water;  Touchberry  v.  Northwestern  R.  Co.  87  S.  C.  423,  69 
S.  E.  877,  holding  that  railroad  has  right  to  so  construct  its  road  bed  as  to  dam 
up  surface  water  and  adjoining  owner  is  not  entitled  to  drainage  to  his  land ; 
Galbreath  v.  Hopkins,  159  Cal.  302,  113  Pac.  174;  Heier  v.  KruU,  160  Cal.  444, 
117  Pac.  530, — holding  that  upper  owner  has  no  right  to  so  interfere  with 
natural  conditions,  as  to  cause  surface  water  to  be  discharged  in  greater  quan- 
tities or  different  manner  on  lower  owner's  land  than  would  occur  under  natural 
conditions;  Carroll  v.  Rye  Twp.  13  N.  D.  463,  101  N.  W.  894,  holding  rule  of 
civil  law  is  that  natural  depressions  and  channels  which  afford  drainage 
for  surface  water  cannot  be  obstructed,  or  waters  diverted  from  them,  to  damage 
of  others;  Wood  v.  Moulton,  146  Cal.  319,  80  Pac.  92,  holding  that  in  California 
rule  of  civil  law  as  to  disposition  of  surface  water  has  been  adopted;  Hum- 
phreys V.  Moulton,  1  Cal.  App.  258,  81  Pac.  1085,  holding  landowner  entitled 
to  injunction  and  to  damages  from  another  landowner  who  concentrated  surface 
water  into  single  channel  and  discharged  it  upon  former's  land;  Quinlan  v.  Cal- 
vert, 31  Mont.  119,  77  Pac.  428,  on  rights  of  landowner  in  connection  with 
flowing  water  having  its  source  on  his  own  land;  Fordham  v.  Northern  P.  R. 
Co.  30  Mont.  429,  66  L.R.A.  559,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  729,  76  Pac.  1040,  on  dis- 
tinction between  surface  waters  and  overflow  waters;  Sadlier  v.  New  Yqrk, 
104  App.  Div.  86,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  579,  holding  term  "surface  water"  includes 
melting  snow;  Cass  v.  Dicks,  14  Wash.  81,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  869,  44  Pac.  113, 
•on  disposition  of  surface  and  overflow  waters;  Ballentine  v.  Hammond,  68  S.  C. 
161,  46  S.  E.  1000,  on  right  of  riparian  owner  to  prevent  sand  being  washed 
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down  upon  his  land  from  above  by  interfering  with  water  eouree;  DariB  ▼. 
Fry,  14  Okla.  349,  69  L.R.A.  464,  78  Pac.  100,  2  Ann.  Cas.  198,  holding  wh«-e  sur- 
face waters  reach  and  become  settled  body  of  water,  forming  lake  or  pond, 
emptied  only  by  evaporation  or  percolation,  they  lose  their  character  as  surface 
waters,  and  may  not  be  drained  by  artificial  means  to  damage  of  servient  tene- 
ment without  liability  for  damages. 

Annotation  cited  in  Johnson  v.  White,  26  R.  I.  211,  65  L.RJL  263,  58  AtL 
658,  on  liability  of  municipal  corporation  for  damage  caused  by  collecting 
surface  waters  in  artificial  channel  and  discharging  them  on  private  property. 

Annotation  criticized  in  Shaw  v.  Ward,  131  Wis.  657,  111  N.  W.  671,  11  Ann. 
Cas,  1139,  holding  common  law  rule  as  to  surface  water  is  not  confined  to 
noninterference. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gilfillan  v.  Schmidt,  31  L.  R.  A.  547,  which  sustains 
power  to  deepen  natural  line  of  drainage  of  marsh,  fed  entirely  by  surface  water; 
Franklin  v.  Durgee,  58  L.  R.  A.  112,  which  denies  right  to  fill  depressions  in  land, 
casting  surface  water  back  on  highway  to  its  injury;  St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Co.  v. 
Duluth,  23  L.  R.  A.  88,  which  upholds  city's  right  to  continue  deposit  of  surface 
waters  on  swamp  after  its  improvement;  McAskill  v.  Hancock,  55  L.  R.  A.  738, 
which  holds  township  liable,  for  causing  surface  water  to  overflow  private  prop- 
erty; Chamberlain  v.  Hemingway,  22  L.  R.  A.  45,  which  holds  sluiceway  between 
parts  of  bridge  not  water  course;  Edwards  v.  Charlotte,  C.  &  A.  R.  Co.  22  L.  R. 
A.  246,  which  holds  land  owner  entitled  to  throw  surface  water  back  on  neighbor- 
ing land;  Willitts  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  21  L.  R.  A.  608,  which  requires 
one  changing  flow  of  surface  water  not  unnecessarily  to  injure  neighbor;  Lam- 
bert V.  Alcorn,  21  L.  R.  A.  611,  which  authorizes  deepening  of  natural  outlet  so 
as  to  drain  surface  water  pond;  Sheehan  v.  Flynn,  26  L.  R.  A.  633,  which  up- 
holds right  to  cast  surface  water  on  adjoining  land;  Albany  v.  Sikes,  26  L.  R. 
A,  653,  which  holds  no  common  law  as  to  surface  water  established  by  adjudica- 
tion before  independence  of  country;  Jaoobson  v.  Van  Boening,  32  L.  R.  A.  229, 
which  holds  land  owner  liable  for  discharging  large  body  of  surface  water  on 
another's  land,  contrary  to  natural  course  of  drainage;  Jordan  v.  Benwood,  36 
L.  R.  A.  519,  which  denies  liability  of  city  for  change  of  street  grade,  preventing 
flow  of  surface  water  from  lot;  Churchill  v.  Beethe,  35  L.  R.  A.  442,  which  sus- 
tains right  of  county  to  divert  surface  water  in  exercise  of  right  of  eminent  do- 
main; Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Shaw,  56  L.  R.  A.  341,  which  holds  railroad 
company  liable  for  damming  back  surface  water  flowing  in  ravine  by  construction 
of  roadbed;  Todd  v.  York  County,  66  L.RA.  561,  which  holds  that  owner's 
right  to  discharge  surface  water  from  premises  does  not  permit  him  to  collect 
it  in  volume  and  by  means  of  artificial  channel  discharge  it  on  another's  land 
contrary  to  natural  course  of  drainage;  Baldwin  v.  Ohio  Township,  67  L.ILA. 
642,  which  sustains  right  of  one  through  whose  lands  natural  water  course 
flows  to  accumulate  surface  waters  in  such  stream  as  against  lower  ri- 
parian owner;  Ginter  v.  St.  Mark's  Church,  69  L.R.A.  621,  which  holds  owners 
of  improved  property  adjacent  to  sewer  required  to  connect  gutters  and  spouts 
on  buildings  therewith  as  against  owners  of  premises  adjoining  alley  on  which 
water  otherwise  falls. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.  527,  529,  530)  on  what  is  surface  water;  (19  JmR,A. 
(N.S.)  167)  on  right  to  hasten  flow  of  surface  water  along  natural  drain 
ways;  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  159)  on  obstruction  of  surface  water  in  city;  (85  Am. 
St.  Rep.  722)  on  right  of  land  owner  to  accelerate  or  diminish  flow  of  water  to 
or  from  lands  of  another. 

Annotation  in  21  L.  R.  A.  593,  referred  to  particularly  in  Baltzeger  v.  Caro- 
lina Midland  R.  Co.  64  S.  C.  246,  32  S.  E.  358,  holding  damages  caused  by  ae- 
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cumulation  of  surfaoe  water  not  actionable  unless  accuniula;tion  becomes  nuisance 
per  «e. 

Distinguished  in  Rudel  y.  Los  Angeles  Co.  118  Cal.  288,  60  Pac.  400,  holding 
waters   flowing  through  natural  channel   in  rainy   season   cannot  be   diverted 
by  county  supervisors  into  another  channel  thereby  injuring  lands  upon  which 
water  would  run  in  larger  quantity. 
Adoption  of  ttommon  laTr. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.  R.  A.  606)  on  adoption  of  common  law  in  United  States. 
M uitlcliMil  liability  for  dmnuigem* 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A.  659)  on  damage  to  abutting  owner  by  first  grading 
and  improvement  of  street. 
Creation  of  ea«ement«» 

Cited  in  note  (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  682,  684)  on  creation  and  conveyance  of  ease- 
ments appurtenant. 

21  L.  R.  A.  608,  WILLITTS  v.  CHICAGO,  B.  &  K.  C.  R.  CO.  88  Iowa,  281,  66 

N.  W.  313. 
SUiaement*  aa  to  sarfaee  vratem. 

Approved  in  Waverly  v.  Page,  105  Iowa,  231,  40  L.  R.  A.  471,  74  N.  W.  938, 
enjoining  interruption  of  natural  flow  of  surface  water  through  walled  channel 
erected  by  dty;  Houghtaling  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  117  Iowa,  541,  91  N.  W. 
811,  holding  railroad  company  constructing  road  across  stream  bound  to  provide 
passageway  for  water  reasonably  sufficient  to  allow  it  to  pass  without  backing 
up  to  damage  of  property. 

Cited  in  Schrope  v.  Pioneer  Twp.  Trustees,  111  Iowa,  114,  82  N.  W.  466,  refus- 
ing to  enjoin  drainage  culvert  not  increasing  water  or  diverting  natural  flow; 
Tretter  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  147  Iowa,  380,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  304,  126 
N.  W.  339,  holding  that  railroad  is  bound  to  use  ordinary  care  in  filling  pas- 
sage way  for  surf  ^e  water  so  as  to  not  unnecessarily  throw  water  onto  ad- 
joining land;  Schofield  v.  Cooper,  126  Iowa,  237,  102  N.  W.  110,  holding  county 
has  no  right  to  collect  surface  water  and  discharge  it  upon  lands  where  it 
was  not  wont  to  go. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brandenberg  v.  Zeigler,  66  L.  R.  A.  414,  which  denies 
owner's  right  to  drain  surface  water  from  pond  on  neighbor's  land  by  cutting 
through  natural  rim  of  basin;  Franklin  v.  Durgee,  58  L.  R.  A.  112,  which  denies 
right  to  fill  depressions  in  land,  casting  surface  water  back  on  highway  to  its 
injury;  Chamberlain  v.  Hemingway,  22  L.  R.  A.  46,  which  holds  sluiceway  be- 
tween parts  of  bridge  not  watercourse;  Todd  v.  York  County,  66  L.R.A.  661, 
which  holds  that  owner's  right  to  discharge  surface  water  from  premises  does 
not  permit  him  to  collect  it  in  volume  and  by  means  of  artificial  channel  discharge 
it  on  another's  land  contrary  to  natural  course  of  drainage;  Baldwin  v.  Ohio 
Tovmship,  67  L.R.A.  642,  which  sustains  right  of  one  through  whose  lands 
natiiral  water  course  flows  to  accumulate  surface  waters  in  such  stream  as 
against  lower  riparian  owner;  Ginter  v.  St.  Mark's  Church,  69  L.R.A.  621,  which 
holds  awners  of  improved  property  adjacent  to  sewer  required  to  connect  gutters 
and  spouts  on  buildings  therewith  as  against  owners  of  premises  adjoining  alley 
on  which  water  otherwise  falls. 

Cited  in  notes  (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  572)  on  necessity  of  notice  to  purchasing  com- 
pany to  construct  culverts  where  railroad  originally  constructed  without;    (85 
Am.  St.  Rep.  724)   on  right  of  land  owner  to  accelerate  or  diminish  flow  of 
water  to  or  from  lands  of  another. 
^-^  Damagres  from  violation  of. 

Cited  in  Hume  v.  Des  Moines,  146  Iowa,  642,  29  L.R.A.(K.S.)  135,  125  N.  W. 
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846,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  904,  holding  that  city  is  liable  for  damages  m  damming 
back  surface  water  by  grading  street,  when  it  did  not  give  abutter  notice  to 
bring  property  to  grade  and  opportunity  to  do  so. 

Cited  in  notes  (59  L.R.A.  806)  on  liability  for  damming  back  water  of  stream; 
(20  L.Il.A.(N.S.)    889)    as  to   when   statute  begins  to  run  against  action  for 
damages  to  land  by  obstructing  stream  or  surface  water. 
Liability  for  contlnulnor  nuisance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rockport  v.  Rockport  Granite  Co.  51  L.  R.  A.  779,  which 
holds  land  owner  liable  for  permitting  guy  rope  to  derrick  to  remain  stretched 
across  highway ;  Lion  v.  Baltimore  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  127,  which  holds 
notice  to  original  wrongdoer  unnecessary  to  create  liability  for  injury  to  subse- 
quent owner  of  property;  Church  of  Holy  Communion  v.  Paterson  Extension  R- 
Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  81,  whicli  holds  limitation  begins  to  run  for  injuries  to  church 
wall  from  insufficiency  of  retaining  wall  built  in  constructing  track,  from  time 
injury  occurs. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  165)  on  necessity  of  notice  to  impose  liability 
for  continuing  nuisance  created  by  predecessor. 
Teatlmony  a*  to  aafllclency  of  outlet. 

Citd  in  Blunck  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  142  Iowa,  149,  120  N.  W.  737, 
holding  testimony  of  eye-witnesses  to  inadequacy  of  culverts  to  carry  off  flood 
water  is  not  incompetent  as  opinion  evidence. 
Measure  of  damaore  to  groy/viug  crop. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Saunders,  85  Ark.  114,  107  S.  W. 
194,  holding  rentable  or  usable  value  of  land  was  criterion  of  damages  where 
crops  had  not  yet  a  market  value. 

21  L.  R.  A.  611,  LAMBERT  v.  ALCORN,  144  HI.  813,  33  N.  E.  53. 
'What  la  iprater  course. 

Approved  in  Ribordy  v.  Murray,  177  111.  140,  52  N.  E.  325,  Affirming  70  111. 
App.  533,  holding  that  water  course  exists  where  conformation  of  land  gives 
surface  water  fixed  and  determinate  course. 

Cited  in  Perry  v.  Clark,  89  Neb.  815,  132  N.  W.  388;  Voudrie  v.  Southern  R. 
Co.  155  111.  App.  282, — -holding  that  where  surface  water  flows  along,  fixed  and 
determinate  course,  there  is  a  watercourse  into  which  dominant  owner  has  right 
to  discharge  surface  water  which  flows  naturally  in  that  direction;  Anderson 
Land  &  Stock  Co.  v.  McConnell,  188  Fed.  831,  holding  that  where  though  water 
course  spread  out  over  meadow  in  delta  formation  and  was  broken  up  into  sev- 
eral channels  it  could  be  identified  on  surface,  it  was  natural  water  course,  al- 
though there  was  no  definitely  defined  channel  on  surface;  St.  Louis  Merchants* 
Bridge  Terminal  R.  Asso  v.  Scluiltz,  226  111.  414,  80  N.  E.  879,  Affirming  126  HI. 
App.  558,  holding  slough  is  natural  water  course  within  meaning  of  law  in  refer- 
ence to  drainage;  Wills  v.  Babb,  123  III.  App.  518,  holding  watercourse  neces- 
sarily implies  course  having  some  ascertainable  limits  or  boundaries  within  which 
water  habitually  flows;  Hull  v.  Barker,  130  Iowa,  193,  106  N.  W.  629,  holding 
swale  constituting  natural  channel  for  surface  water  is  natural  watercourse; 
Quinn  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  23  S.  D.  132,  22  LJl.A.(N.S.)  798,  120  N. 
W.  884,  considering  when  a  watercourse  may  be  said  to  exist. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chamberlain  v.  Hemingway,  22  L.  R.  A.  45,  which  holds 
sluiceway  between  parts  of  bridge  not  water  course. 
Dralnaore  of  surface  ivatera. 

Approved  in  Waverly  v.  Page,  105  Iowa,  231,  40  L.  R.  A.  471,  74  N.  W.  938,. 
holding  that  natural  flow  of  surface  water  cannot  be  interrupted  to  injury  of 
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adjoining  proprietor;  Helm  v.  Richmond,  72  III.  App.  519,  liolding  that  higher 
owner  may  drain  surface  water  into  natural  channel  upon  lower  lands;  Ribordy 
V.  Murray,  177  111.  140,  52  N.  E.  325,  Affirming  70  111.  App.  533,  holding  that 
dominant  owner  may  construct  drains,  though  increasing  flow  in  natural  channel 
on   servient   estate. 

Cited  in  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Appanoose  County,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1124, 
104  C.  C.  A  573,  182  Fed.  298  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  upper  owner 
to  remove  natural  barriers  and  let  onto  or  over  lower  lands,  surface  waters 
which  would  not  naturally  flow  there;  Pinkstaff  v.  Steffy,  216  111.  412,  75  N.  E^ 
163,  holding  owner  of  dominant  estate  has  natural  easement  over  land  of  servient 
estate  for  flow  of  surface  waters,  and  owner  of  servient  estate  cannot  interfere 
with  or  divert  flow  of  water-courses;  Broadwell  Special  Drainage  Dist.  No.  1 
y.  Lawrence,  231  111.  97,  83  X.  E.  104,  holding  servient  estate  released  from 
burden  of  easement  for  drainage  of  surface  water  by  diversion  of  water  from  its- 
natural  channel  into  artificial  channel  by  dominant  owners  with  acquiescence  of 
servient  owners,  and  continuance  of  flow  through  such  channel  for  more  than^ 
twenty  years;  Bickel  v.  Martin,  115  111.  App.  369,  holding  owner  of  dominant, 
estate  may  tile-drain  his  higher  land  and  thereby  carry  off  water  in  natural  chan- 
nel, although  flow  of  water  upon  lower  land  in  natural  channel  is  thereby  in- 
creased; Fentoh  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  122  111.  App.  240,  holding  landowner  may 
construct  ditch  on  his  own  land  which  shortens  course  of  and  increases  flow^ 
if  water  is  deposited  in  same  natural  course,  it  previously  flowed  in. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  G06)  on  right  as  to  flow  of  surface  w^ater;  (25  L. 
R.A.  528)  on  what  is  surface  water;  (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  167,  168)  on  right  to 
hasten  flow  of  surface  water  along  natural  ways;  (85  Am.  St.  Rep.  734)  on  right 
of  land  owner  to  accelerate  or  diminish  flow  of  water  to  or  from  lands  of  an- 
other; (25  Kng.  Rul.  Cas.  424)  on  liability  for  injury  to  adjoining  land  due  to 
protecting  one's  own  land  from  flood. 
Damafirea  In  Injunction. 

Approved  in  Milligan  v.  Nelson,  88  111.  App.  513,  holding  damages  intended* 
as  reimbursement  for  procuring  dissolution  of  temporary  injunction,  not  for 
general  defense;  Independent  Medical  College  v.  Zeigler,  86  111.  App.  364,  hold- 
ing award  of  solicitor's  fees  restricted  to  services  in  actually  procuring  disso* 
lution  of  injunction;  Gooch  v.  Furman,  62  111.  App.  347,  refusing  damages  for 
defense  when  bill  for  injunction  and  mandatory  relief  dismissed  on  final  hear- 
ing; Ridgley  v.  Minneapolis  Threshing  Mach.  Co.  61  111.  App.  174,  refusing  dam- 
ages on  dissolution  of  injunction  which  record  fails  to  show  was  ordered  or 
issued;  Kotz  v.  Glos,  53  111.  App.  487,  denying  counsel  fees  for  conducting  de- 
fense, where  no  motion  made  to  dissolve  injunction;  Densch  v.  Scott,  58  111- 
App.  36,  holding  allowance  of  counsel  fees  for  procuring  dis.solution  of  injunc- 
tion   not   for  defense  generally. 

Cited  in  Lomax  v.  Kagor,  85  111.  App.  680,  holding  measure  of  damages  oig 
dissolution  of  injunction  shall  be  customary  fee  for  such  services;  Ilolden  v.  Al- 
ton, 179  111.  325,  53  N.  E.  556,  holding  party  performing  illegal  contract  after 
jurisdiction  acquired  liable  to  restore  conditions  existing  when  bill  filed;  Milli^ 
gan  V.  Nelson,  188  111.  141,  58  N.  E.  938,  refusing  counsel  fees  when  incurred 
after  injunction  made  perpetual,  when  cause  reinstated  after  reversal;  Landis. 
V.  Wolf,  206  111.  403,  69  N.  E.  103,  denying  as  damages  allowance  of  counsel 
fees  to  attorney,  upon  dissolution  of  temporary  injunction,  when  services .  in 
that  regard  not  separable  from  general  defense  of  suit;  Jameson  v.  Bartlett^ 
63  Neb.  643,  88  N.  W.  860,  holding  damages  incurred  in  defending  main  action 
BOt  collectible  as  damages  which  obligee  sustains  by  reason  of  temporary  in- 
junction in  suit  on  bond;  Chicago,  A.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Whitney,  143  Iowa,  514,  121 
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N.  W.  1043,  holding  where  appellate  court  issues  restraining  order  which  is  an- 
cillary to  appeal  counsel  fees  are  not  allowable  for  presenting  main  case  upon 
appeal;  Dempster  v.  Lomsingh,  234  111.  390,  84  N.  E.  1032,  holding  that  where 
injunction  is  ancillary  to  principal  relief  sought,  fees  for  defending  suit  generally 
should  not  be  assessed  as  damages  upon  dissolution  of  injunction;  People  ex  reL 
George  v.  Nelms,  241  111.  571,  89  N.  E.  683,  holding  allowance  of  $300.00  as  dam- 
ages upon  dissolution  of  injunction  is  not  excessive  where  fairly  within  range 
of  testimony,  and  only  constituting  reimbursement  for  solicitor's  fees  in  procuring 
dissolution. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  65,  66,  76)  on  recovery  on  injunction  bond  of 
attorney's  fees  necessarily  expended  in  dissolving  injunction. 
Temporary   injunction. 

Cited  in  Chicago  R.  Equipment  Co.  v.  National  Hollow  Brake  Beam  Co.  141 
111.  App.  577,  holding  temporary  injunction  in  suit  for  perpetual  injunction 
IS  mere  ancillary  writ  which  complainant  may  apply  for  or  not  as  he  sees  fit 
and  of  which  only  object  is  to  preserve  status  quo  until  final  hearing  can  be  had. 
Acta  pendinor  Injunction. 

Cited  in  Chicago  R.  Equipment  Co.  v.  National  Hollow-Brake  Beam  Co.  141  111. 
App.  577,  holding  action  taken  pending  final  determination  of  question  as  to  right 
to  permanent  injunction  is  at  risk  of  having  acts  declared  illegal  and  being 
compelled  to  restore  everything  to  condition  it  was  in  at  commencement  of  suit. 

^1  L.  R.  A.  617,  BROOKS  v.  COOPER,  50  N.  J.  Eq.  761,  35  Am.  St  Rep.  793, 

26  Atl.  978. 
Public  policy  aa  affectinor  contract*. 

Approved  in  Anderson  v.  Wainwright,  67  Ark.  67,  53  S.  W.  566,  holding  party 
not  permanently  precluded  from  enforcing  legal  remedies  by  contracting  not  to 
«nforce  lien;  Tarbell  v.  Rutland  R.  Co.  73  Vt.  350,  66  L.  R.  A.  657,  87  Am.  St. 
Rep.  734,  61  Atl.  6,  holding  contract  void  which  seeks  to  relieve  company  from 
liability  for  future  negligence. 

Cited  in  Montclair  Military  Academy  v.  North  Jersey  Street  R.  Ck>.  65 
N.  J.  L.  337,  47  Atl.  890,  sustaining  contract  to  sell  stock  in  consideration  of 
consent  to  locate  road;  Haddock  v.  Salt  Lake  City,  23  Utah,  628,  65  Pac. 
491,  holding  entire  agreement  void  when  inseparable  part  invalid;  Pittsburg, 
C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Montgomery,  152  Ind.  20,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  301,  49  N. 
£.  682,  holding  contract  invalid  where  injured  employee  agrees  to  release  claim, 
accepting  certain  benefits;  Berka  v.  Woodward,  126  Cal.  127,  46  L.  R.  A.  424, 
73  Am.  St.  Rep.  31,  67  Pac.  777,  holding  contract  void  when  founded  upon  act 
penalized,  though  not  prohibited  by  statute;  Wakefield  v.  Van  Tassell,  202  III. 
45,  65  L.  R.  A.  614,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  207,  66  N.  E.  830,  holding  condition  in 
deed  preventing  erection  of  public  grain  elevator  on  premises  not  against  pub- 
lic policy;  Bath  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Rowland,  84  App.  Div.  568,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  841, 
denying  validity  of  lease  executed  in  Maine,  which  is  ultra  tnrct  according 
to  Maine  decision  in  reference  to  similar  instrument;  Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Spinks,  119  Ky.  270,  69  L.R.A.  267,  84  S.  W.  1160,  7  Ann.  Cas.  913,  holding  pro- 
vision in  insurance  policy  that  no  suit  shall  be  maintained  upon  it  unless 
begun  within  one  year  from  death  of  insured  is  contrary  to  public  policy  and 
-void;  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Ross,  169  Ind.  11,  80  N.  E.  846,  holding 
objects  of  exercise  of  police  power  by  state  to  secure  public  safety  cannot  be  fore- 
4Btalled  and  nullified  by  contracts  on  part  of  those  against  whom  statute  ia  di- 
Tected;  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Montgomery,  162  Ind.  20,  69  URA. 
^84,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  201,  49  N.  E.  582,  holding  the  acceptance  of  benefits  under 
An  agreement  between  a  railroad  and  an  employee  thereof  that  such  acceptance 
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should  release  the  company  from  all  claims  for  damages  arising  from  an  injury, 
is  a  release  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  declaring  invalid  contracts  releasing 
corporations  from  liability  for  injuries  received. 

Cited  in  note  (93  Am.  St.  Rep.  909)  on  contracts  with  newspapers  void  as 
against  public  policy. 

21  L.  R.  A.  623,  MAYERS  v.  KAISER,  86  Wis.  382,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  849,  35 

N.  W.  688. 
Burden  of  proof  as  to  fraud*. 

Cited  in  note    (56  L.  R.  A.  824)   on  burden  of  proof  of  husband's  debt  to 
wife  on  account  of  property  received  from  her. 
Rlflrlits  of  eredltom  to  debtor's  serTlees. 

Approved  in  Martin  v.  Remington,  100  Wis.  548,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  941,  76 
N.  W.  614,  holding  that  husband's  creditors  cannot  reach  increment  to  wife's 
estate  produced  by  his  industry;  Kendall  v.  Beaudry,  107  Wis.  184,  83  N. 
W.  314,  holding  creditor  not  entitled  to  fruit  of  debtor's  labor,  though  per- 
formed for  wife. 

Cited  in  Wasem  v.  Raben,  45  Ind.  App.  227,  90  N.  £.  636,  holding  that  value 
of  husband's  services  in  managing  wife's  separate  estate,  where  he  has  no  com- 
munity of  property  or  partnership  therein,  cannot  be  recovered  from  such  wife 
by  husband's  trustee  in  bankruptcy. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Trefethen  v.  Lynam,  38  L.  R.  A.  190,  which  holds  wife 
liable  to  husband's  creditors  for  amount  in  which  value  of  her  property  enhanced 
by  improvements  made  by  his  earnings;  Boggess  v.  Richards,  26  L.  R.  A.  537, 
which  upholds  right  to  apportion  between  wife  and  creditors,  profits  from  hus- 
band carrying  on  business  in  wife's  name;  Roberts  v.  Winton,  41  L.  R.  A.  275, 
which  denies  rights  of  creditors  in  insurance  obtained  by  insolvent  without  pay- 
ing premium  other  than  by  giving  worthless  check;  Flynn  v.  Baisley,  45  L.  R. 
A.  645,  which  denies  creditor's  rights  in  earnings  of  emancipated  minor  child. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1125)  on  right  of  husband's  creditors  to  reach 
fruits  of  management  of,  or  services  in  connection  with,  wife's  separate  estate 
or  business;  (58  Am.  St.  Rep.  498)  on  agreements  to  compensate  husband  or 
wife  for  services,  or  to  relinquish  claims  on  earnings  or  profits;  (77  Am.  St.  Rep. 
105)  on  liability  of  wife's  separate  estate  to  husband's  creditors  for  value  of 
increase  due  to  his  acts. 

Distinguished  in  Ansorge  v.  Barth,  88  Wis.  554,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  928,  60  N. 
W.  1055,  holding  that  wife's  title,  fraudulently  acquired  with  her  knowledge, 
should  be  transferred  to  husband's  assignee  for  creditors.  i 

Transactions  bet^reen  Insolvent  debtor  and  bis  ^rlfe. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Hogan,  135  Mo.  App.  363,  116  S.  W.  21,  holding  payments 
for  improvements,  interest,  taxes  and  insurance  made  by  insolvent  husband  upon 
home  of  wife  in  place  of  paying  rent  good  as  against  husband's  creditors;  also 
citing  annotation. 

Cited  in  note  (90  Am.  St.  Rep.  550)  on  attacks  by  creditors  on  conveyances 
made  by  husbands  to  wives. 

21  L.  R.  A.  634,  STATE  e9  reU  GIBSON  v.  FRIEDLEY,  135  Ind.  119,  34  N. 

E.  872. 
Loorlslatl-re  alteration  of  eonstltntlonal  ofiee. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  State  em  rel.  Howard  v.  Bear,  135  Ind.  701> 
34  N.  E.  877. 

Approved  in  Qratopp  v.  Van  Eps,  113  Mich.  591,  71  N.  W.  1080,  holding  jua- 
tka  ol  peace  not  legislated  out  of  office  by  reincorporation  of  dty  with  fewer  jus- 
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tices;  Proulx  v.  Graves,  143  Cal.  247,  76  Pac.  1025,  Hustaining  authority  of 
board  of  supervisors  to  abolish  townships,  including  justice^s  courts  therein,  sub- 
ject to  legal  rights  of  incumbents. 

Cited  in  McCully  v.  State,  102  Tenn.  567,  46  L.  R.  A.  582,  53  S.  W.  134  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  that  legislature  may  abolish  circuit  or  chan- 
cery division,  thereby  depriving  incumbent  of  powers  and  salary;  Scott  v.  State. 
151  Ind.  571,  52  N.  E.  163  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  sustaining  statute 
postponing  time  when  term  of  county  treasurer  shall  begin,  thus  extending  term 
of  incumbent;  Henderson  v.  State,  137  Ind.  565,  24  L.  R.  A.  475,  36  N.  E.  257, 
holding  enforceable,  valid  portion  of  statute  partly  void  when  separable  with- 
out destroying  sense  or  intent;  Aikman  v.  Edwards,  56  Kan.  754,  30  L.  R.  A. 
151,  footnote  p.  149,  42  Pac.  366,  upholding  act  abolishing  judicial  district 
Jbefore  expiration  of  judge's  term  of  office;  State  e»  rel.  Taylor  v.  Mount,  151 
Ind.  691,  51  N.  E.  417,  holding  judges  elected  to  preside  over  court  limited  to 
six  years  cannot  hold  beyond  that  period,  although  life  of  court  and  term  of 
judges  was  subsequently  extended  four  years  by  statute. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  McCulIey  v.  State,  46  L.  R.  A.  567,  which  upholds 
legislative  power  to,  abolish  existing  courts  and  change  counties  from  one  circuit 
to  another;  State  Prison  v.  Day,  46  L.  R.  A.  295,  which  holds  prohibition  against 
transferring  office  violated  by  statute  abolishing  office  of  prison  superintendent 
and  placing  management  under  directors;  People  ew  rel.  Burby  v.  Howland, 
41  L.  R.  A.  838,  which  holds  void,  statute  depriving  justices  of  peace  of  single 
town  of  criminal  jurisdiction. 

21  L.  R.  A.  639,  PORTLAND  NATURAL  GAS  k  OIL  GO.  T.  STATE,  136  Ind. 

64,   34   N.   E.   818. 
Lilabllltir  of  tfttm  company  to  conamnem. 

Approved  in  Coy  v.  Indianapolis  Gas  Co.  146  Ind.  660,  36  L.  R.  A.  536,  foot- 
note p.  535,  46  N.  E.  17,  holding  duty  of  company  under  franchise  to  supply  nat- 
rural  gas  to  consumer  not  released  by  contract  for  gas;  State  ex  rel.  Wood  v. 
Consumers  Gas  Trust  Co.  157  Ind.  351,  55  L.  R.  A.  248,  footnote  p.  245,  61 
N.  E.  674,  authorizing  mandamus  to  compel  natural  gas  company  to  permit  par- 
ticipation in  gas  furnished;  State  ex  rel.  Wood  v.  Consumers  Gas  Trust  Co. 
157  Ind.  352,  55  L.  R.  A.  248,  61  N.  E.  674,  and  State  ex  rel  Snyder  v.  Portland 
Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  153  Ind.  488,  53  L.  R.  A.  415,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  314,  53 
N.  E.  1089,  holding  that  company  must  impartially  serve  all  complying  with 
reasonable  regulations;  Charleston  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Lowe,  52  W.  Va.  671, 
44  S.  E.  410,  holding  gas  company  occupying  streets  of  city  bound  to  furnish 
jras  to  every  person  applying  therefor  and  complying  with  reasonable  regula- 
tions; Indiana  Natural  &  Illuminating  Gas  Co.  v.  Anthony,  26  Ind.  App.  321, 
;58  N.  E.  868,  holding  company  liable  for  failure  to  furnish  sufficient  supply 
\)f  gas  when  reasonable  regulations  observed;  Indiana  Natural  &  Illuminating 
Gas  Co.  V.  State,  158  Ind.  519,  57  L.  R.  A.  762,  footnote  p.  761,  63  N.  E.  220, 
idenying  right  of  natural  gas  company  to  .discriminate  against  single  consumer 
by  enforcing  meter  rate,  instead  of  flat  rate,  against  him. 

Cited  in  Richmond  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Clawson,  155  Ind.  668,  61  L.  R,  A. 
747,  footnote  p.  744,  58  N.  E.  1049,  holding  unreasonable,  charge  of  20  cents  per 
1,000  feet  from  those  using  natural  gas  for  both  fuel  and  light,  and  only  12^ 
cents  for  those  using  it  for  fuel  only;  Seaton  Mountain,  Light,  H.  &  P.  Co.  r. 
Idaho  Springs  Invest.  Co.  49  Colo.  127,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1081,  111  Pac.  884,  holding 
that  rule  of  corporation  with  franchise  to  supply  electric  light  and  steam  heat» 
to  the  effect  that  steam  for  heat  will  be  supplied  on4y  to  persons  taking  eloc- 
istricity  is  unreasonable;  Vanderberg  v.  Kansas  City  Missouri-  Gas  Go.  .126  Mo. 
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App.  606,  105  S.  W.  17,  holding  gas  company  cannot  refuse  to  contract  with  mar- 
ried woman  living  with  her  husband  on  ground  it  has  right  to  contract  only  with 
lawful  head  of  family,  nor  because  she  refuses  to  pay  gas  bill  incurred  by  her 
husband. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ew  reU  Milsted  v.  Butte  City  Water  Co.  Z%  L.  R.  A. 
697,  which  denies  right  of  water  company  to  refuse  to  supply  water  to  tenant. 

Distinguished  in  Weld  v.  Gas  Electric  Light  Comrs.  197  Mass.  560,  84  N.  E.  101, 
holding  arrangement  of  electric  lights  or  gas  company  with  another  company 
whereby  territory  is  divided  and  duplication  of  lines  prevented  does  not  render 
company  subject  to  prosecution  for  failure  properly  to  exercise  corporate  fran- 
chise. 
Enforcement  of  corporate   dntfles  by  mandAnKUS.' 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Marion  v.  Marion  Light  &  Heating  Co.  174  Ind.  625,  92 
N.  E.  731,  holding  that  corporation  formed  to  supply  city  and  inhabitants  with 
light  may  be  compelled  to  perform  duty  by  mandamus;  Greenfield  Gas  Co.  v. 
Trees,  165  Ind.  211,  76  N.  E.  2,  holding  duty  of  gas  company  to  furnish  gas  to 
owners  or  occupants  of  houses  abutting  on  streets  is  enforceable  by  mandamus; 
Seymour  Water  Co.  v.  Seymour,  163  Ind.  130,  70  N.  E.  514,  holding  mandamus 
lies  to  compel  water  company  to  filter  and  furnish  sufficient  pressure. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Souther  v.  Gloucester,  69  L.R.A.  309,  which  sustains  right 
to  charge  higher  rates  for  water  furnished  owners  of  summer  cottages  in  out- 
lying districts. 

21  L.  R.  A.  641,  SPEIR  v.  BROOKLYN,  139  N.  Y.  6,  54  N.  Y.  S.  R.  416,  36 

Am.  St  Rep.  664,  34  N.  E.   727. 
L.iabllltr  of  municipalities  for  injuries. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Oyster  Bay,  61  App.  Div.  511,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  710,  holding 
ultra  vires  acts  of  town  board  unavailable  against  town;  Costich  v.  Rochester, 
68  App.  Div.  630,  73  N.  Y^.  Supp.  835,  holding  city  liable  only  for  compensatory 
damages  for  causing  overflow  of  watel  course  by  trunk  sewer;  Wheeler  v.  Ft. 
Dodge,  131  Iowa,  579,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  153,  108  N.  ^^\  1057,  on  liability  of  city 
for  injury  due  to  existence  of  nuisance  in  street  by  its  permission;  Godfrey  v. 
New  York,  104  App.  Div.  366,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  899,  holding  where  obstruction  is 
placed  in  street  by  person  under  contract  with  municipal  corporation,  and  by 
its  direct  permission,  it  is  liable  for  negligence  of  its  contractor  in  protecting 
public;  Johnson  v.  New  York,  109  App.  Div.  828,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  754,  holding 
city  liable  for  injury  of  person  sustained  by  being  run  into  by  automobile  while 
witnessing  speed  trials  being  conducted  upon  highway  by  permission  of  aldei- 
men,  given  without  authority;  Parks  v.  New  York,  111  App.  Div.  840,  98  N. 
Y".  Supp.  94,  holding  where  city  issued  permit  to  excavate  beneath  sidewalk,  and 
person  was  killed  by  reason  of  defectiveness  of  temporary  bridge  erected  over 
excavation,  city  was  liable;  Winona  v.  Botzet,  23  L.R.A.{N.S.)  215,  94  C.  C.  A. 
563,  169  Fed.  331,  holding  duty  of  city  to  so  use  its  own  as  not  to  unnecessarily 
injure  persons  or  property  of  others  extends  to  their  protection  against  injury 
from  such  use  which  may  be  sustained  on  property  other  than  that  of  city; 
Marth  v.  Kingfisher,  22  Okla.  612,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  3243,  98  Pac.  436,  holding 
city  not  liable  for  injury  <»aused  by  wild  horse  brought  into  portion  of  street 
roped  oflf  for  horse  race  in  fourth  of  July  celebration  where  city  officers  enacted 
ordinances  and  made  agreement  for  celebration  without  authority. 

Cited  4n  notes  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  667)  on  distinction  between  private  and  public 
functions  of  municipality  with  respect  to  liability  for  daimages;  (23  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  645)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  failure  to  prevent  improper  conduct 
in  or^^  of  streets;   (32  L.R.A.(N.8.)  895)  on  liability  of  municipality  licensing 
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nuisance;    (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  354)  on  grant  by  city  of  right  to  UM  streets  and 
sidewalks  for  private  purpose. 

Distinguished  in  Claussen  v.  Luveme,  103  Minn.  497.  15  L.RJk.(N.&)  701,  115 
N.  W.  643,  14  Ann.  Cas.  673,  holding  city  not  liable  for  damages  due  to  action 
of  council  in  illegally  revoking  liquor  license;  Carpenter  v.  New  York,  115  App. 
Div.  557,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  402,  holding  in  action  for  personal  injury  caused  by 
explosion  of  dynamite  intended  for  use  in  construction  of  subway,  eity  was  not 
liable  for  method  of  work,  or  violation  of  law  by  contractors,  as  it  did  not  au- 
thorize erection  or  maintenance  of  magazine,  did  not  make  contract  for  doing 
work  as  municipal  corporation  and  had  no  power  to  regulate  or  inspect  work; 
Murphy  v.  New  York  City,  128  App.  Div.  463,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  807,  holding  a 
city  was  not  liable  for  the  damage  done  by  the  explosion  of  two  hundred  pounds 
of  dynamite  stored  by  a  subcontractor  in  a  street  even  though  a  permit  had  been 
given  for  the  storing  of  a  less  amount. 


Cited  in  New  York  v.  Hearst,  142  App.  Div.  347,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  917,  to  the 
point  explosion  of  fireworks  at  junction  of  two  streets,  completely  built  up,  when 
not  under  official  supervision  is  nuisance,  and  city  is  liable  for  injury  caused 
thereby  where  it  gave  permit;  Landau  v.  New  York,  180  N.  Y.  54,  105  Am.  St. 
Rep.  709,  72  N.  £.  631,  holding  city  liable  for  killing  by  explosion  of  firewoiks, 
display  of  which  authorized  by  council  and  mayor,  where  such  display  constitutes 
a  nuisance;  Crowley  v.  Rochester  Fire  Works  Co.  183  N.  Y.  355,  3  L.RjL(Nj8.) 
331,  76  N.  E.  470,  5  Ann.  Cas.  538,  reversing  95  App.  Div.  13,  holding  it  is  not 
necessarily  illegal  to  display  fireworks  in  park;  Walker  v.  New  York,  107  App. 
Div.  353,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  121,  holding  city  liable  for  personal  injury  caused  by 
explosion  of  fireworks  at  display  being  given  on  private  property  by  church 
organization  by  authority  of  board  of  aldermen. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Love  v.  Raleigh,  28  L.  R.  A.  192,  which  denies  city's 
liability  for  acts  of  servants  in  managing  fireworks. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(N.8.)  760)  on  liability  for  injury  caused  by  placing 
or  exploding  bomb  or  fireworks  in  highway. 

Distinguished  in  Fifield  v.  Phoenix,  4  Ariz.  288,  24  L.  R.  A.  432,  36  Pac  916^ 
holding  city  not  liable  for  explosion  of  fireworks  in  street,  under  permit  from 
eity  marshal;  Bartlett  v.  Clarksburg,  45  W.  Va.  394,  43  L.  R.  A.  296,  footnote 
p.  295,  72  Am^  St.  Rep.  817,  31  8.  £.  918,  denying  liability  of  town  for  injuries 
from  fireworks,  etc.,  fired  on  streets  with  consent  of  town  authorities;  Landau 
V.  New  York,  90  App.  Div.  56,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  616,  holding  city  merely  suspend- 
ing ordinance  prohibiting  use  of  fireworks  not  liable  for  injuries  resulting  from, 
explosion  thereof  in  city  streets. 
»->  By  bicycles. 

Distinguished  in  Howard  v.  Brooklyn,  30  App.  Div.  224,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  1058^ 
holding  city  not  liable  for  mere  failure  to  prohibit  bicycle  riding  on  sidewalk; 
Lechner  v.  Newark,  19  Misc.  456,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  556,  holding  village  not  lia- 
ble for  negligence  of  one  riding  bicycle  on  sidewalk  under  license;  Rogers  v. 
Binghamton,  101  App.  Div.  357,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  179,  where  ordinance  did  not 
permit  riding  of  bicycles  on  sidewalk  where  plaintiff  was  run  over  by  unknown 
bicyclist. 

'What  arc  public  nuisances. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Rabinowitz,  85  Kan.  848,  39  L.R.A.(NJ3.)    190,  118  Pae* 
1040,  holding  that  selling  of  intoxicating  liquors  on  streets  is  public  nuisance. 
Cited  in  notes  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  621)  on  display  of  fireworks  in  eity  street  as 
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nuisance;    (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  244)    on  what  are  public  nuisances;    (123  Am. 
St.  Rep.  683)  on  liability  for  damages  from  blasting  near  highway. 

Distinguished  in  Melker  v.  New  York,  190  N.  T.  486,  16  L.ILA.(N.S.)  623,  83 
K'.  E.  566,  13  Ann.  Cas.  644,  holding  the  exhibition  of  fireworks,  allowed  to  be 
given  in  a  public  street  where  a  large  number  of  people  were  assembled  was  not 
a  nuisance  as  a  matter  of  law  but  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury;  De  Agramonte 
▼.  Mt  Vernon,  112  App.  Div.  292,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  454,  holding  display  of  fire 
works  in  city  park  is  not  nuisance  per  se;  Buckley  v.  New  York,  135  App.  Div. 
574,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  423,  holding  excavation  made  by  plumber  to  repair  break  in 
sewer  not  nuisance  per  se. 

21  L.  R.  A.  646,  REMY  v.  OLDS   (Cal.)   34  Pac.  216. 
Sffeet  of  IntervcMlatflT  tatpoMllMlltr  of  performance* 

Cited  in  Ontario  Deciduous  Fruit  Growers'  Asso.  v.  Gutting  Fruit  Packing 
Co.  134  Cal.  25,  53  L.  R.  A.  684,  footnote  p.  681,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  231,  66  Pac. 
28,  denying  liabUity  for  failure  to  deliver  specified  quantity  of  fruit  contracted 
for,  from  failure  of  crop,  due  to  unusual  climatic  conditions. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lorillard  v.  Clyde,  24  L.  R.  A.  113,  which  holds  dis- 
solution of  corporation  a  defense  to  guaranty  of  dividends  for  term  of  years; 
Buffalo  A,  L.  Land  Co.  v.  Belles  ue  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  51  L.  R.  A.  951,  which 
denies  right  to  rescind  contract  for  sale  of  land  for  vendor's  breach  of  agree- 
ment as  to  operating  street  cars  due  to  imusual  snow  drifts;  Eppens,  S.  &  W. 
Co.  V.  Littlejohn,  52  L.  R.  A.  811,  which  holds  unreasonable  delay  in  delivering 
goods  not  excused  by  vendor's  inability  to  procure  them,  from  personal  disad- 
vantages peculiar  to  him;  Pengra  v.  Wheeler,  21  L.  R.  A.  726,  which  holds 
lessor  released  from  covenant  to  repair  leased  dams  within  specified  time  by 
impossibility  of  making  repair;  Fisher  v.  Walsh,  43  L.  R.  A.  810,  which  holds 
employee  quitting  service  in  breach  of  contract  because  of  strikers'  threats  lia- 
ble for  resulting  injury  to  employer;  Pinkham  v.  Libby,  49  L.  R.  A.  693,  which 
denies  right  to  recover  amount  paid  for  fruitless  service  of  stallion  under  agree- 
ment for  return,  prevented  by  its  death;  Angus  v.  Scully,  49  L.  R.  A.  562,  which 
sustains  right  to  recover  under  contract  to  move  building,  destroyed  by  fire 
before  work  completed;  Board  of  Education  v.  Townsend,  52  L.  R.  A.  868,  which 
holds  that  blowing  down  of  schoolhouse  does  not  excuse  one  from  contract  to 
remove  and  rebuild;  Krause  v.  Crothersville  School  Trustees,  65  L.R.A.  Ill, 
which  holds  covenant  to  repair  building  and  construct  annex  thereto  discharged 
by  destruction  by  lightning  of  main  building  when  work  is  practically  com- 
pleted. 
Evidence  «•  to  otlner  Instanees. 

Cited  in  Barber  v.  Martin,  67  Neb.  452,  93  N.  W.  722,  to  the  point  that  testi- 
mony upon  collaterial  issue  may  be  relevant  where  it  forms  basis  of  reasonable 
inference  of  main  issue;  Cook  v.  Sheehan,  16  S.  D.  94,  91  N.  W.  462,  to  the  point 
that  testimony  on  collateral  issue  may  be  relevant  if  fact  which 'it  tends  to 
establish  will  tend  to  prove  or  disprove  facts  in  issue. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bemis  v.  Temple,  26  L.  R.  A.  264,  which  upholds  right 
to  show  effect  on  different  horses  of  suspended  flag. 

Cited  in  note   (11  Eng.  RuL  Cas.  242)  on  admissibility  of  fact  collateral  to 
iflsue. 
RefvMU  to  eompel  eleotlon  between  eounta. 

Cited  in  Van  Lue  v.  Wahrlich-Cornett  Co.  12  Cal.  App.  751,  108  Pac.  717; 
Willard  v.  Carrigan,  8  Ariz.  73,  68  Pac.  538, — to  the  point  that  refusal  to  compel 
election  between  counts  is  proper  although  same  cause  is  differently  stated  in 
separate  counts. 

L.RJi.  Au.  Vol.  IIL--56. 
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21  L.  R.  A.  649,  CURTIS  v.  LOUISVILLE  CITY  R.  CO.  94  Ky.  573,  23  S.  W. 

303. 
Duty  of  paylnir  fare  iprronarfnlly  demanded. 

Cited  in  Martin  v.  Rhode  Island  Co.  32  R.  I.  173,  32  L.R.A. (N.S.)  700,  78  Atl. 
548,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  1283,  holding  that  atreet  railway  may  require  passenger 
to  insert  coin  representing  their  fare  into  automatic  collector  brought  to  them 
by  conductor,  where  it  offers  to  furnish  them  with  proper  coin  in  the  exchange  for 
money. 

Cited  in  notes  (43  L.R.A.  714)  on  duty  of  passenger  to  pay  fare  wrongfully 
demanded,  in  order  to  avoid  expulsion  and  lessen  damages;  (31  L.R.A.(N^.} 
992)  on  sufficiency  of  tender  of  fare  to  prevent  ejection. 

21  L.  R.  A.  651,  AMERICAN  ACCI.  CO.  v.  REIGART,  94  Ky.  547,  42  Am.  St 

Rep.   374,  23  S.   W.    191. 
Conatmctlon  of  Inanrance  polloles. 

Cited  in  Spring  Garden  Ins.  Co.  v.  Imperial  Tobacco  Co.  132  Ky.  24,  20 
L.R.A. (X.S.)  282,  136  Am.  St.  Rep.  164,  116  S.  W.  234,  holding  insurer  relieved 
from  liability  for  loss  by  fire  caused  directly  by  riot  by  policy  insuring  against 
all  direct  loss  or  damages  by  fire  *'except  as  hereinaftei'  provided,"  and  including 
loss  by  riot  among  exceptions. 

Cited  in  note   (14  ^']ng.  Rul.  Cas.  19,  25)   on  rules  for  construing  insurance 
policies. 
»—  Accident  policy. 

Cited  in  Westmoreland  v.  Preferred  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  75  Fed.  246,  holding  no 
recovery  for  death  caused  in  part  by  surgeon's  administering  chloroform,  under 
clause  forbidding  same;  Campbell  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  109  Ky.  669,  60  S.  W. 
492,  holding  that  accident  policy  insuring  against  death  by  "accidental  means" 
includes  death  unforeseen  by  assured,  intentionally  inflicted  upon  him  by  an- 
other; Dezell  V.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  176  Mo.  290,  75  S.  W.  1102,  holding  death 
resulting  from  overdose  of  morphine  taken  to  relieve  pain  embraced  within  pol- 
icy insuring  "against  bodily  injuries  sustained  through  external,  violent,  and 
accidental  means,"  although  excepting  injuries  or  death  from  poison  or  any- 
thing accidentally  taken;  Hastings  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  190  Fed.  260,  holding 
that  no  liability  under  accident  policy  arose  where  insured  died  from  dilation  of 
heart  caused  by  repeatedly  raising  and  lowering  himself  in  morris  chair  by 
use  of  hands  and  arras  alone;  General  Acci.  &  Life  Assur.  Corp.  v.  Meredith,  141 
Ky.  97,  132  S.  W.  191 ;  ^tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bethel,  140  Ky.  624,  131  S.  W.  523,— 
to  the  point  that  accident  insurance  company  is  liable  where  accident  and  not 
diseased  condition  is  proximate  cause  of  death;  Jenkins  v.  Hawyeye  Commercial 
Men's  Asso.  147  Iowa,  116,  30  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1183,  124  N.  W.  199,  holding  that 
death  from  blood  poisoning  due  to  perforation  of  rectum  by  bone  presumably 
swallowed  with  food,  is  caused  by  external,  violent  and  accidental  means,  witliin 
meaning  of  accident  insurance  policy;  Schmid  v.  Indiana  Travelers  Acci.  Asso. 
42  Ind.  App.  487,  85  N.  E.  1032,  holding  death  resulting  from  heart  failure 
through  climbing  flight  of  steps  carrying  baggage  in  rarified  atmosphere  is  not 
death  by  accidental  means;  Young  v.  Railway  Mail  Asso.  126  Mo.  App.  345,  103 
S.  W.  557,  holding  whether  rupture  of  blood  vessel  in  lung  by  railway  mail  clerk 
in  lifting  mail  sack  was  caused  by  "external,  violent  and  accidental  means"  \fa9 
question  for  jury;  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Carroll,  5  L.R.A. (N.S.)  662,  74  C.  C.  A. 
409,  143  Fed.  274,  6  Ann.  Cas.  955,  holding  w^here  the  death  of  an  insured  re- 
sulted from  blood  poisoning  which  developed  from  an  injury  received  when  the 
insured  committed  an  assault  on  the  person  of  another  who  made  no  resistance, 
such  death  was  not  "accidentar'  within  the  meaning  of  a  policy  of  insurance. 
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Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R.A.  212)   on  what  constitutes  an  accident  within  mean- 
ing of  accident  insurance  policy;  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1182)  on  death  or  injury  from 
substance  taken  internally  as  caused  by  external  means. 
Riflrliit  to  open  and  close. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  545)   on  effect  of  admission  to  change  burden  of 
proof  and  right  to  open  and  close. 
Estoppel  to  aasume  Inconsistent  positions. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  327)  on  estoppel  to  assume  inconsistent  posi- 
tions in  legal  proceedings. 

21   L.  R.  A.  653,  EATON  v.   FAIRBURY  WATERWORKS  00.  37   Neb.   646, 

40  Am.  St.  Rep.  510,  56  N.  W.  201. 
l^lablUty  of  water  company  on  mnnldpal  contracts. 

Approved  in  Boston  Safe-Deposit  &  T.  Co.  v.  Salem  Water  Co.  94  Fed.  240, 
denying  recovery  for  loss  through  lack  of  water  pressure,  no  privity  of  contract 
existing;  Stone  v.  Uniontown  Water  Co.  13  Lane.  L.  Rev.  157,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
331,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  432,  holding  water  company  not  liable  to  citizens  for  loss 
by  fire,  no  privity  in  city's  contract  existing;  Fitch  v.  Seymour  Water  Co. 
139  Ind.  220,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  268,  37  N.  E.  982,  holding  water  company  not 
liable  for  insufficient  pressure,  as  citizen  has  no  privity  in  city's  contract;  House 
V.  Houston  Waterworks  Co.  88  Tex.  239,  28  L.  R.  A.  533,  31  S.  W.  179,  hold- 
ing water  company  not  liable  to  citizen  for  failure  to  perform  contract  with 
city;  Montgomery  v.  Rief,  15  Utah',  501,  50  Pac.  623  holding  citizen  cannot  main- 
tain action  unless  contract  intended  for  his  personal  benefit;  Ukiah  City  v.  Ukiah 
Water  &  Improv.  Co.  142  Cal.  178,  64  L.  R.  A.  234,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  107, 
75  Pac.  773,  denying  liability  of  water  company  merely  agreeing  with  city  to 
furnish  water  for  general  fire  purposes,  to  compensate  city  for  loss  due  to  negli- 
gent failure  to  furnish  water. 

Cited  in  Lutz  v.  Tahlequah  Water  Co.  29  Okla.  180,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  573,  118 
Pac.  128,  holding  that  citizen  taxpayer  cannot  maintain  action  against  water 
company  for  damages  by  fire  sustained  by  him  in  consequence  of  failure  of  com- 
pany to  perform  contract  with  city  to  furnish  supply  water  for  fire  purposes; 
Greenville  Water  Co.  v.  Beckham,  55  Tex.  Civ.  App.  92,  118  S.  W.  889,  holding 
that  property  owner  cannot  hold  water  company  liable  for  loss  by  fire  because 
of  its  breach  of  contract  with  city  to  supply  water  for  fire  purposes;  Metru- 
politan  Trust  Co.  v.  Topeka  Water  Co.  132  Fed.  703;  Holloway  v.  Macon  Gas- 
light &  Water  Co.  132  Ga.  394,  64  S.  E.  330;  Peck  v.  Sterling  Water  Co.  118 
111.  App.  536;  Hone  v.  Presque  Isle  Water  Co.  104  Me.  231,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1028,  71  Atl.  769;  Ancrum  v.  Camden  Water,  Light  &  Ice  Co.  82  S.  C.  299,  21 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1034,  64  S.  E.  151;  Love  joy  v.  Bessemer  Waterworks  Co.  146  Ala. 
380,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  431,  41  So.  76,  9  Ann.  Cas.  1068,— holding  individual  cannot 
recover  for  loss  by  fire  occasioned  by  failure  of  water  company  to  furnish 
supply  of  water  as  stipulated  in  its  contract  with  municipality;  Allen  &  C.  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Shreveport  Waterworks  Co.  113  La.  1112,  68  L.RJ5l.  660,  104  Am.  St.  Rep. 
525,  37  So.  980,  2  Ann.  Cas.  471,  holding  water  company  not  liable  for  loss  by 
fire  alleged  to  be  due  to  its  failure  to  keep  hydrants  in  order. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.R.A.  150)  on  liability  for  loss  by  fire  due  to  lack  of  ade- 
quate water  supply;  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  240)  on  municipal  liability  for  tort  in 
connection  with  waterworks;  (71  Am.  St.  Rep.  197)  on  right  of  third  person  to 
0tie  on  contract  mad6  for  his  benefit;  (81  Am.  St.  Rep.  480,  481,  486)  on  liability 
of  water  companies. 

Disapproved  in  Mugge  v.  Tampa  Waterworks  Co.  52  Fla.  ^78,  6  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
1176,  42  So.  81,  holding  waterworks  company  liable  in  tort  for  negligenee  in  dis- 
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charge  of  duty  to  furnish  water  for  extinguishing  fires  in  aeooidaDoe  with  oon* 
tract  with  city. 

21  L.  R.  A.  657,  PENLEY  y.  AUBURN,  85  Me.  278,  27  AU.  163. 
IVlftat  ooBJitltiites  mulsanoe. 

Approved  in  Corthell  v.  Holmes,  88  Me.  380,  34  Atl.  173,  holding  obstruction 
within  limits  of  highway  a  nuisance  not  depending  upon  interruption  of  travel. 

Distinguished  in  Leavitt  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  89  Me.  519,  36  L.  B.  A.  384, 
36  Atl.  998,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  fire  communicated  by  in- 
dependent contractor's  car,  not  itself  a  nuisance. 
Bffect  of  ultra  vires  contract. 

Approved  in  Field  v.  Shawnee,  7  Okla.  76,  64  Pac.  318,  holding  municipal  cor- 
poration not  bound  by  contract  ultra  virea  as  against  public  policiy. 

Cited  in  Wheeler  v.  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  164  Mich.  341,  35  LJLA.(NJS.)  648,  129 
N.  W.  685,  holding  that  city  has  no  authority  to  contract  for  purchase  of  land 
to  widen  street  in  consideration  that  it  move  and  repair  building  standing  on 
land,  and  assume  al)  risks  of  so  doing;  State  ex  rel.  Townsend  v.  Park  Comn. 
100.  Minn.  154,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1048,  110  N.  W.  1121,  holding  contract  between 
abutting  property  owner  and  city  whereby  continued  existence  and  maintenance 
of  street  as  parkway,  free  from  assessments,  is  secured,  is  ultra  vires  and  void. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fergus  Falls  v.  Fergus  Falls  Hotel  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  170, 
which  holds  enforceable  by  foreclosure,  ultra  virea  loan  of  city's  money  on  mort^ 
gage. 

Cited  in  note    (35  L.RJL(NJ3.)    548)    on  power  of  municipality  to  acquire 
property  for  other  than  money  consideration. 
Who  may  brlaor  action  for  nulMuiee. 

Cited  in  Whitmore  v.  Brown,  102  Me.  58,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  871,  120  Am.  8t  Rep. 
454,  65  Atl.  516,  holding  individual  has  no  right  of  action  on  ground  public 
right  of  navigation  is  impeded  by  structures  unless  he  suffers  injury  different 
in  kind  and  degree  from  that  suffered  by  others. 

21  L.  R.  A.  660,  SCHAIBLE  v.  LAKE  SHORE  &  M.  8.  R.  CO.  97  Mich.  318,  56 

N.  W.  565. 
Neorllflrencc  In  ■vrltelnlnar. 

Approved  in  Hunt  v.  Hurd,  39  C.  C.  A.  228,  98  Fed.  686,  holding  making 
flying  switch  in  usual  manner  not  negligence  per  «e  as  to  employee  with  notice; 
Carr  v.  St  Clair  Tunnel  Co.  131  Mich.  594,  92  N.  W.  110,  holding  practice  of 
making  "flying  switches,"  being  in  common  use,  not  negligence  toward  em- 
ployees. 

Cited  in  Carlson  v.  Cincinnati,  S.  k  M.  R.  Co.  120  Mich.  486,  79  N.  W.  688, 
holding  section  hand  negligent  in  failing  to  notice  movements  of  switch  en- 
gine while  working  on  track;  Tobey  v.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  94  Iowa, 
273,  33  L.  R.  A.  602,  62  N.  W.  761,  holding  failure  of  inexperienced  track  hand 
to  notice  kicked  cars  not  negligence  per  se. 
"Who  arc  fellow  ■crvants. 

Distinguished  in  Balhoff  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  106  Mich.  613,  65  K.  W.  592, 
holding  brakeman  injured  through  section  hand's  failure  to  keep  tracks  free 
from  ice,  not  fellow  servant,  to  section  hand;  Anderson  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Go. 
107  Mich.  595,  65  N.  W.  685,  holding  railroad  company  liable  for  injury  to 
brakeman  from  depression  in  track*  existing  through  neglect  of  sectionm^n  to 
repair  it. 
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21  L.  R.  A.  662,  COFFIN  v.  THOMPSON,  97  Mich.  188,  66  N.  W.  667. 
^^vAllllcatloBS  of  electors  B,md  ofieers. 

Cited  in  Coggeshall  v.  Des  Moines,  iSs  Iowa,  737,  128  Am.  St  Rep.  221,  117 
^.  W.  309,  holding  legislature  cannot  change  qualifications  of  electors  where  same 
4ure  fixed  hy  constitution;  Solon  ▼.  State,  64  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  293,  114  S.  W.  349 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  absenee  of  power  of  legislature  to  change  qualifications 
of  voters  where  they  are  fixed  by  constitution;  Livesley  v.  Litchfield,  47  Or.  254, 
114  Am.  St.  Rep.  920,  83  Pac.  142,  holding  provision  of  city  charter  limiting 
Tight  to  vote  at  city  elections  to  persons  who  have  paid  poll  tax  void. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hanna  v.  Young,  34  L.  R.  A.  65,  which  sustains  act  pre- 
«cribing  property  qualificaticm  for  voters  at  city  election. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  480)  on  how  far  right  to  vote  is  absolute. 
Distinguished  in  State  esp  rel.  Lamar  v.  Dillon,  32  Fla.  669  22  L.  R.  A. 
134,  footnote  p.  124,  14  So.  383,  holding  legislature  entitled  to  prescribe  qual- 
ifications of  voters  at  municipal  elections;  State  ex  rel.  Gibson  v.  Monahan,  72 
Kan.  495,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  224,  84  Pac.  130,  7  Ann.  Cas.  661,  holding  legislature 
may  limit  right  to  vote  at  drainage  district  elections  to  taxpayers. 


Cited  in  footnotes  to  Opinion  of  Justices,  32  L.  R.  A.  350,  which  denies  right 
to  authorize  appointment  of  women  as  notaries;  Re  Gage,  25  L.  R.  A.  781,  which 
denies  right  of  women  to  Vote  for  school  commissioner  having  authority  over 
many  districts;  State  eeo  reU  Scott  v.  Parry,  21  L.  R.  A.  669,  which  denies 
-woman's  right  to  vote  for  justice  of  peace  in  city;  Gougar  v.  Timberlake,  37 
L*.  R.  A.  644,  which  denies  right  of  women  to  vote  under  provision  giving  right 
to  "male"  citizenr;  Harris  v.  Burr,  39  L.  R.  A.  768,  which  sustains  right  of 
women  to  vote  at  school  meeting  for  director  of  district. 

Cited  in  notes  (38  L.  R.  A.  215)  on  right  of  woman  to  hold  office;   (27  L.R.A. 
<N.S.)  522)  on  right  of  women  to  vote. 
:MAlEtav  staUite  contlnirei^t  on  approval  by  people. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A.  114)  on  power  of  legislature  to  make  statute  con- 
tingent on  approval  by  vote  of  the  people. 

21  L.  R.  A.  669,  STATE  ew  rel.  SCOTT  v.  PARRY,  62  Kan.  1,  33  Pac  966. 
IPITomen  as  electom. 

Cited  in  Fee  v.  Richardson,  28  Kan.  194,  107  Pac.  789,  holding  marshal  of 
•city  court  is  not  city  officer  within  meaning  of  statute  prohibiting  denial  of 
xight  to  vote  at  election  of  city  officers  on  account  of  sex. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  662)  on  right  of  women  to  vote. 

21  L.  R.  A.  671,  WESTERN  PUB.  HOUSE  v.  MURDICK,  4  S.  D.  207,  66  N.  W. 

120. 
JndlTidaal  llabllitr  on   eorpoimtlon  promise. 

Distinguished  in  Small  v.  Elliott,  12  S.  D.  573,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  630,  82  N.  W. 
*92,  holding  parol  evidence  admissible  between  original  parties  to  explain  sig- 
jiificanoe  of  signature  followed  by  letters  "Pt." 
Carole,  to  Tarr  wrlttn«. 

Cited  in  Schriner  y.  Dickinson,  20  S.  D.  436,  107  N.  W.  636,  holding  parol 
proof  that  signer  of  contract  was  agent  of  undisclosed  principal  inadmissibto 
««rhere  recitals  of  contract  plainly  refute  such  suggestion. 
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21  L.  R.  A.  673,  SKINNER  v.  TIRRELL,  159  Mass.  474,  38  Am.  St  Rep.  447,  34 

"^    N.  E.  692. 
SubrovAtioa  as  to  volvnteem. 

Cited  in  Cambridge  v.  Hanscom,  186  Mass.  57,  70  N.  E.  1030,  holding  amount 
of  solicitor's  fee  for  defending  action  in  which  city  was  defendant  cannot  be 
recovered  by  city  from  party  by  reason  of  whose  acts  city  was  held  liable  in  sueh 
action  where  city  did  not  pay  fee  and  was  not  obliged  to  do  so. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.  R.  A.  125,  126,  132)  on  effect  of  payment  of  debt  by  Tolun- 
teer  or  stranger  to  original  undertaking;    (44  Am.  St.  Rep.  736)  on  subrogation 
of  insurer. 
lilablllty  for  loan  for  neeesMurles* 

Cited  in  De  Brauwere  v.  De  Brauwere,  203  N.  Y.  463,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  512,  9S 
N.  E.  722,  Affirming  144  App.  Div.  521,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  587,  Affirming  69  Miu. 
474,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  221,  holding  that  wife,  abandoned  by  husband,  who  purchaser 
necessaries  with  her  own  money,  can  recover  amount  thereof  from  husband. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kirk  v.  Chinstrand,  56  L.  R.  A.  333,  which  holds  husband 
refusing  to  permit  wife  to  live  with  him  liable  for  her  support  where  she  chooses. 

Cited  in  note  (98  Am.  St.  Rep.  645)  on  wife's  implied  authority  to  act  for 
husband  and  charge  him  for  necessaries. 

21  L.  R.  A.  675,  PLYMPTON  v.  HAUU  56  Minn.  22,  66  N.  W.  351. 
Actions    by    lunatics. 

Approved  in  Wood  v.  Throckmorton,  26  Colo.  252,  57  Pac.  699,  holding  actions 
on  behalf  of  lunatics  permitted  only  when  necessary  for  protection  of  their  in- 
terests; Wager  v.  Wagoner,  53  Neb.  513,  73  N.  W.  937,  holding  insane  person 
without  guardian  may  sue  by  next  friend,  though  not  adjudged  incompetent;  Isle 
v.  Cranby,  199  ill.  43,  64  L.  R.  A.  520,  64  N.  E.  1065,  sustaining  action  by  de- 
ranged person  without  conservator,  through  next  friend,  though  not  adjudged  in- 
competent. 

Cited  in  Peters  v.  Townsend,  93  Ark.  108,  124  S.  W.  255,  holding  that  power 
of  circuit  court  to  hear  and  determine  action  against  insane  person  involves 
power  to  inquire  into  mental  condition  so  as  to  protect  his  interest  in  that  case 
and  extends  no  further. 

Cited  in  notes  (64  L.R.A.  516)  on  right  of  insane  person  to  institute  proceed- 
ings by  next  friend;  (130  Am.  St.  Rep.  844)  on  judgments  for  or  a^inst  insane 
persons. 

21  L.  R.  A.  677,  DOWNEY  v.  DOWNEY,  98  Ala.  373,  13  So.  412. 
Alimony  after  decree  of  dlTorce. 

Cited  in  Golden  v.  Golden,  102  Ala.  354,  14  So.  638,  holding  decree  of  divorce 
must  be  set  aside  alimony  granted;  Cannady  v.  Herrington,  131  6a.  225,  62  S. 
E.  20,  holding  alimony  will  not  be  allowed  wife  on  separate  proceeding,  after 
total  divorce  granted  at  instance  of  husband;  Joyner  v.  Joyner,  131  Ga.  225,  IJ*^ 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  657,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  220,  62  S.  E.  182,  holding  a  suit  for  alimony 
on  the  part  of  the  wife  could  not  be  maintained  after  the  rendition  of  a  final  de- 
cree, of  divorce  in  another  state  which  was  obtained  by  the  husband. 

Cited  in  note  (77  Am.  St.  Rep.  240)  on  wife's  right  to  maintain  separate  suit 
for  maintenance  independent  of  suit  for  divorce. 

21  L.  R.  A.  680,  SLY  v.  HUNT,  159  Mass.  151,  38  Am.  St.  Rep,  403,  34  N.  E. 
187. 

CondaslTenem  of  Jndarment. 

Approved  in  Com.  v.  Ellis,  160  Mass.  165,  35  N.  E.  773,  holding  r^oord  of  prior 
conviation  for  nonsupport  of  child  conclusive  as  to  paternity. 
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Cited  in  Com.  y.  Beed,  162  Mass.  218,  38  N.  E.  364,  holding  judgment  in  seiz- 
ure of  liquor  conclusive  against  government  only  as  to  facts  necessarily  involved; 
Brown  v.  Brown,  209  Mass.  395,  95  N.  E.  796,  holding  that  probate  of  will  only 
shows  that  testator  was  of  sufficiently  sound  mind  to  make  will;  Be  Hendershott, 
134  Iowa,  322,  120  Am.  St.  Bep.  438,  111  N.  W.  969,  holding  proponent  of  will  in 
contest  as  to  same  cannot  question  conclusion  of  court  in  previous  action  against 
him  by  guardian  of  testatrix  that  she  did  not  have  mental  capacity  to  contract. 

Annotation  cited  in  Horton  v.  Barto,  67  Wash.  485,  136  Am.  St.  Bep.  999,  107 
Pac.  191,  holding  probating  of  will  is  judicial  act  which  cannot  be  avoided  or  set 
aside  except  in  manner  provided  by  law. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Newman,  45  L.  B.  A.  780,  which  holds  probate  degree 
adjudging  person  to  be  widow  of  decedent  not  conclusive  in  other  state  that  she 
was  not  other  person's  wife;  Chicago  Title  &  T.  Co.  v.  Brown,  47  L.  B.  A.  798, 
which  holds  probate  of  will  not  subject  to  collateral  attack  years  afterward  be- 
cause attesting  witness  disqualified. 

Cited  in  notes  (48  L.  B.  A.  153)  on  effect  of  probate  of  will  in  another  state; 
(34  L.B.A.(N.S.)'  964)  on  contents  of  will  as  affecting  right  to  probate;  (37 
Li.B.A.(N.S.)  368)  on  notice  of  distribution  in  probate  proceedings  as  juris- 
dictional; <103  Am.  St.  Bep.  25)  on  res  judicata  in  criminal  proceedings;  (LI 
Eng.  Bui.  Case  46)  on  conclusiveness  of  judgment  in  rem. 

21  L.  R.  A.  689,  DULUTH  v.  BLOOM,  56  Minn.  97,  66  N.  W.  680. 
Police  reariilntlon*  as  to  lank  dealem,  etc. 

Approved  in  Com.  v.  Bingold,  182  Mass.  309,  66  N.  E.  374,  holding  dealer  in 
new  scrap  iron  not  junk  dealer,  and  license  unnecessary. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  Lowenthal,  242  111.  407,  90  N.  £.  287,  holding  that  ordi- 
nance requiring  license  to  keep  junk  shop  is  within  police  power;  Grossman  v. 
Indianapolis,  173  Ind.  166,  88  N.  E.  946,  holding  that  ordinance  requiring  junk 
dealers  to  keep  record  of  purchases  and  names  and  description  of  persons  from 
whom  they  made  purchases  is  valid. 

Cited  fn  notes   (32  L.B.A.  121,  123)   on  police  power  as  exercised  by  munici- 
palities over  business  of  pawnbrokers,  junk  dealers,  and  dealers  in  second-hand 
clothes;    (129  Am.  St.  Bep.  279)   on  constitutional  limitations  on  power  to  im- 
pose license  or  occupation  taxes. 
"Wliat  i«  a  Jnnlc  sluop. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  Beinschreiber,  121  111.  App.  118,  holding  that  a  store  where 
old  and  new  bottles  are  bought  and  sold  as  in  this  case,  is  not  a  junk  shop; 
West  Side  Metal  Bef.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  140  111.  App.  601,  holding  that  a  shop  which 
purchased  large  quantities  of  both  old  and  new  metal,  and  refined  part,  which 
it  sold  to  factories  was  not  a  junk  shop;  New  York  v.  Vandewater,  113  App.  Div. 
457,  99  N.  Y.  k>upp.  306,  holding  that  one  who  buys  large  masses  of  old  iron  and 
metal  at  a  time  and  ships  and  sells  to  mills  and  factories  is  not  a  junk  dealer 
under  the  license  law. 

21  L.  B.  A.  691,  SHAUB  v.  LANCASTEB,  156  Pa.  362,  26  Atl.  1067. 
LecrliilatlTe  aad  administrative  public  corporations. 

Approved  in  Seitzinger  v.  Tamaqua  Co.  187  Pa.  543,  43  W.  N.  C.  238,  41  Atl.  454, 
sustaining  resolution  authorizing  street  lighting,  though  not  transcribed  into 
ordinance  book,  nor  advertised;  Loughry  v.  Pittsburgh,  29  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S. 
431,  holding  selection  of  kind  of  pavement  to  be  laid  pursuant  to  ordinance 
passed  by  council,  administrative  act,  which  may  be  delegated  to  director  of 
public  works ;  Com.  «p  rsL  McChesney  v.  Diamond  Nat.  Bank,  43  W.  N.  C.  380, 
9  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  121,  holding  motion  by  borough  council  directing  warrants  signed 


( 


) 


21  L.ILA.  691]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  888 

by  president  instead  of  by  burgess,  not  legislative  act  requiring  latter's  sfignatnre; 
Girardville  v.  Schuylkill  Light,  Heat  &  Power  Co.  25  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  605,  sustaining 
resolution  awarding  lighting  contract  without  chief  burgess's  signature; 
Schweers  y.  Muhlenberg,  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  390,  holding  order,  of  council  directing 
payment  of  paving  bill  disapproved  by  mayor,  not  legislation  requiring  two-thirds 
vote  to  pass  over  mayor's  veto;  Ricker  v.  Lancaster,  42  W.  N.  C.  163,  7  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  156,  15  Lane.  L.  Rev.  172,  holding  resolution  approving  conunittee 
report  on  water  rates  schedule  not  legislation  requiring  mayor's  approval;  Hein- 
itsh  V.  Pennsylvania  Teleph.  Co..  16  Lane  L.  Rev.  399,  6  Lack.  Legal  News,  330, 
holding  that  council  may  by  resolution  authorize  laying  of  conduit;  Lansdowne  v. 
Citizens  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  206  Pa.  191,  55  Atl.  919,  holding  resolution  of 
borough  council  accepting  offer  of  electric  lighting  company  to  light  city,  purely 
ministerial  and  binding  when  ordinance  exists  authorizing  council  to  make  such 
contract;  Schweers  v.  Muhlenberg,  19  Lane.  L.  Rev.  123,  holding  that  resolution 
by  borough  council  as  to  amount  due  for  work  done  fixes  amount,  making  mayor's 
signature  purely  ministerial  act. 

Cited  in  Achenbach  v.  Bath,  12  North.  Co.  Rep.  216,  19  Dist  R.  833;  Be  Lan- 
caster, 27  Lane.  L.  Rev.  236,  20  Pa.  Dist.  R.  227 ;  Schlott  v.  Terre  Hill,  28  Lane. 
L.  Rev.  69, — ^to  the  point  that  resolutions  of  municipal  councils  do  not  require 
executive  approval  as  they  are  ministerial  in  character;  Lansdowne  v.  Citizens 
Electric  Light  k  Power  Co.  9  Del.  Co.  Rep.  30,  holding  that  where  ordinance 
exists  empowering  city  council  to  make  contract  for  lighting,  resolution  accept- 
ing bid  is  ministerial  and  need  not  be  recorded  or  advertised;  Long  v.  Portland, 
53  Or.  101,  98  Pac.  1111,  holding  distinction  between  legislative  acts  and  those 
relating  to  daily  administration  of  municipal  affairs  is  not  destroyed  because 
much  of  latter  class  of  business  must  be  accomplished  by  ordinances  and  not 
resolutions ;  Warner  v.  Berks  County  Poor  Directors,  38  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  447,  hold- 
ing resolution  of  poor  directors  employing  house  agent  for  year  at  certain  smn 
per  month  is  not  legislative. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mullan  v.  State,  34  L.  R.  A.  262,  which  holds  eoBcurrent 
resolution  of  legislature,  ratifying  appointment  by  governor,  not  express  author- 
ity of  law;  Swindell  v.  State,. 35  L.  R.  A.  60,  which  denies  power  to  repeal  bv 
mere  majority  vote,  rule  fixed  by  ordinance  as  to  requirements  in  passage  of 
ordinance. 
•Olferlngr   reivards. 

Cited  in  People  ea  rel,  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Holly,  119  Mich.  638,  44  L.  R.  A.  678,  75 
Am.  St.  Rep.  435,  78  N.  W.  665,  holding  that  incorporated  village  may  offer 
reward  for  conviction  of  incendiary;  Brazell  v.  Zeigler,  26  Okla.  833,  110  Pae. 
1052,  to  the  point  that  offer  of  reward  by  city  for  conviction  of  incendiary  was 
not  permanent  law  of  city,  but  only  temporary  order. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mitchell  v.  Abbott,  25  L.  R.  A.  503,  which  holds  offer  of 
reward  revoked  by  nonperformance  within  reasonable  time;  Haskell  v.  Davidson, 
42  L.  R.  A.  155,  which  holds  person  informing  proper  person  of  facts  necesasiy 
to  secure  arrest  and  conviction  of  unknown  perpetrator  of  crime  entitled  to  re- 
ward for  his  "arrest  and  conviction." 

Cited  in  note  (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  138)  on  performanee  of  conditions  as  accept- 
ance of  offer  addressed  to  world  at  large. 

^1  L.  R,  A.  693,  WADD  v.  HAZELTON,  137  N.  Y.  215,  60  N.  Y  S.  R.  400,  33  Am. 

St.  Rep.  707,  33  N.  E.  143. 
Neeemlty  of  delivery  to  establlalii  ^tt» 

Approved  in  Re  Dimock,  4  App.  Div.  311,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  501,  holding  eredlton 
«ntitled  to  fund  intended  for  wife,  but  not  delivered  to  trustee  until  after  in* 
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solvency;  Langworthy  v.  CriBsey,  10  Misc.  464,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  85,  sustaining 
trast  in  unindorsed  note  left  with  third  party  with  parol  instructions  to  deliver 
on  donor's  death;  Liebe  v.  Battmann,  33  Or.  246,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  703,  64  Pac. 
179^  holding  no  gift  established  by  leaving  indorsed  note  in  addressed  envelope 
in  room  where  writer  shoots  himself;  Luther  v.  Hunter,  7  N.  D.  651,  75  N.  W. 
916,  holding  no  gift  established  by  forwarding  assignment  to  probate  judge  with- 
out instructions  to  deliver  to  assignee;  Partridge  v.  Keams,  32  App.  Div.  486, 
53  N.  Y.  Supp.  164,  holding  gift  causa  mortis  not  created  by  leaving  note  with 
third  party,  not  in  contemplation  of  death. 

Cited  in  MeElxoy  v.  Albany  Sav.  Bank,  8  App.  Div.  48,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  422, 
holding  delivery  of  joint  pass  book  not  necessary  to  validity  of  gift  to  wife;  Star- 
buck  V-  Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  28  App.  Div.  279,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  8  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  written  statement  by  party  that  he  would  carry  in- 
terest in  ship,  to  be  transferred  when  paid  for,  when  supplemented  by  parol 
acknowledgment  of  ownership,  sufficient  to  establish  trust;  Schwind  v.  Ibert,  60 
App.  Div.  381,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  921,  holding  no  gift  as  against  receiver  where 
money  deposited  in  joint  names  without  delivery  of  book;  Holmes  v.  McDonald,. 
1 19  Mich.  665,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  430,  78  N.  W.  647,  holding  gift  established  by  re- 
cording mortgage  with  intent  to  pass  title,  though  subsequently  discharged;  Slee 
V.  Kings  County  Sav.  Inst.  78  App.  Div.  536,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  630,  holding  that 
execution  by  husband  of  assignment  of  bank  deposit  does  not,  in  absence  of  de- 
livery, pass  title  to  wife;  Allen- West  Commission  Co.  v.  Grumbles,  63  C.  C.  A. 
404,  129  Fed.  290,  holding  delivery  of  certificates  of  stock,  if  capable  of  delivery., 
indispensable  to  establish  gift  thereof;  Truley  v.  Pease,  240  III.  523,  88  N.  E. 
1006,  16  Ann.  Cas.  370,  holding  clear  intention  to  make  gift  of  personalty  cannot 
be  given  effect  in  absence  of  delivery. 

Distinguished  in  Millard  v.  Qark,  80  Hun,  151,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  1012,  holding 
trust  created  by  depositing  money  to  another's  credit  attaches  to  bonds  purchased 
therewith,  though  pass  book  not  delivered. 
SvfllcleiiCT  of  evidence  to  entabliiili  tmiit. 

Cited  in  Leary  v;  Corvin,  29  Misc.  80,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  563,  holding  that  trust 
may  be  implied  from  acts  or  words,  but  intention  must  be  unequivocal;  Starbuck 
V.  Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  28  App.  Div.  279,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  8  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  written  statement  that  party  would  carry  interest  in  ship,  when 
supplemented  by  parol  acknowledgment  of  ownership  of  beneficiary,  sufficient  to 
establish  trust;  Hoffman  v.  Union  Dime  Sav.  Inst.  109  App.  Div.  27,  95  N.  Y.. 
Supp.  1045,  holding  trust  in  fund  on  deposit  in  bank  for  proper  burial  of  de- 
cedent and  saying  of  masses  cannot  be  created  without  acts  or  words  on  part 
of  decedent  giving  rise  to  necessary  inference  of  intention  to  create  it;  Sloan  v.. 
McCartney,  58  Misc.  83,  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  840,  holding  trust  cannot  be  impressed 
upon  what  appears  by  deed  to  be  absolute  title  in  person,  without  clear  proof 
showing  beneficial  interest  in  another  and  its  nature,  character  and  extent;  Re- 
King,  61  Misc.  378,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  279,  holding  trusts  were  created  in  certain, 
bank  deposits  made  during  donor's  lifetime  by  donor. 

Cited  in  note  (34  Am.  St.  Rep.  204,  206)  on  voluntary  trusts  arising  from 
declarations  of  trustor. 

Distinguished  in  Hutchins  v.  Van  Vechten,  140  N.  Y.  121,  35  N.  E.  446,  holding 
letter  by  grantee  in  absolute  deed  acknowledging  that  proceeds  of  sale  belonged  to* 
himself  and  another  jointly  and  equally,  sufficient  to  establish  trust. 

21  li.  R.  A.  699,  MONTOYA  DE  ANTONIO  v.  MILLER,  7  N.  M.  289,  34  Pac.  40. 
MArriaare  tennlnatlna:  amardlaniililp. 

Approved  in  Decker  v.  Fessler,  146  Ind.  21,  44  N.  E.  667,  holding  person  may 
be  appointed  guardian  of  minor's  estate,  though  married  to  minor. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ew  rel.  Scott  v.  Lowell,  46  L.  R.  A.  440,  which  de- 
nies father's  right  to  prevent  girl,  marrying  under  statutory  age,  Uving  with  her 
husband  if  she  so  elects. 
Ave  of  peraon. 

Cited  in  Frost  v.  State,  153  Ala.  664,  45  So.  203,  assuming  thai  person  reaches 
designated  age  on  day  preceding  anniversary  of  his  birth. 

21  L.  R.  A.  701,  Re  LEACH,  134  Ind.  666,  34  N.  E.  641. 
Constitutional    rivlitii. 

Cited  in  Jordan  v.  Anclrus,  26  Mont.  43,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  396,  66  Pac  502,  hold- 
ing bill  unconstitutional  which  attempts  to  regulate  physical  form  of  pleadings 
in  supreme  court. 
— —  Of  Ti'omen. 

Cited  in  Re  Maddox,  93  Md.  733,  55  L.  R.  A.  300,  footnote  p.  £98,  50  Atl.  487, 
denying  right  of  woman  to  practise  law  and  referring  particularly  to  annotation 
in  21  L.  R.  A.  701;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Abbott,  121  Mich.  554,  47  L.  R.  A.  98,  80  N.  W. 
372  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  woman  ineligible  to  hold  elective  of- 
fice of  prosecuting  attorney  in  absence  of  enabling  act;  Ritchie  v.  People,  155  El. 
112,  20  L.  R.  A.  85,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  315,  40  N.  E.  454,  holding  that  sex  alone  does 
not  justify  statute  limiting  woman's  right  to  make  labor  contract;  Kilmartin  r. 
Chicago  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  137  Iowa,  71,  114  N.  W.  522,  holding  woman  competent  to 
settle  claim  for  injuries  received  by  her  in  railroad  accident. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Opinion  of  Justices,  32  L.  R.  A.  350,  which  denies  right 
to  authorize  appointment  of  women  as  notaries;  Re  Ricker,  24  Ii.  R.  A.  740, 
which  upholds  married  woman's  right  to  admission  to  bar. 

Cited  in  note  (38  L.  R.  A.  213,  215)  on  right  of  women  to  hold  office. 

Distinguished  in  Gougar  v,  Timberlake,  148  Ind.  48,  37  L.  R,  A.  651,  62  Am. 
St.  Rep.  487,  46  N.  E.  339,  holding  females  excluded  under  constitutional  prori- 
sion  that  "every  male,  etc.,     .    .    .    shall  be  entitled  to  vote." 
AdmlsJiion   to  bar. 

Cited  in  Re  License,  67  W.  Va.  218,  67  S.  E.  597,  to  the  point  that  legislature 
may  not  impose  unreasonable  rules  or  deprive  courts  of  their  inherent  power  to 
prescribe  other  rules  and  conditions  of  admission  to  practice  law;  Re  Applicants 
for  License,  143  N.  C.  25,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  300,  55  S.  E.  635,  10  Ann,  Cas.  187 
(dissenting  opinion),  as  to  whether  admission  to  bar  is  purely  judicial  function 
power  as  to  which  is  inherent  in  courts. 

21  L.  R.  A.  706,  WESTERN  U.  TELEG.  CO.  v.  WOOD,  6  C.  C.  A.  432,  13  U.  S. 

App.  317,  67  Fed.  471. 
RlHTlitM  of   utrangrerii   in   telearramii. 

Approved  in  McCornick  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  686,  25  C.  C.  A. 
39,  49  U.  S.  App.  116,  79  Fed.  452,  holding  company  not  liable  to  stranger  who 
sees  and  acts  upon  inaccurate  telegram. 
L.iabilitjr  to  addremiee. 

Cited  in  Frazier  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  45  Or.  420,  67  L.R.A.  319,  78  Pm. 
330,  2  Ann.  Cas.  396,  holding  in  order  for  addressee  to  sue  it  must  appear  he 
was  to  be  benefited  by  contract  for  sending  message,  and  that  such  fact  was  known 
to  telegraph  company  when  it  received  message;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co,  v.  Burris, 
102  C.  C.  A.  386,  179  Fed.  95,  on  right  of  addressee  of  message  to  maintain  action 
for  delay  in  delivery  of  same;  McLeod  v.  Pacific  Teleph.  Co.  52  Or.  31,  18  LJR.A. 
(N.S.)  955,  95  Pac.  1009,  16  Ann.  Cas.  124,  holding  telephone  company  liable  in 
tort  to  addressee,  or  person  called  to  phone  by  patron,  for  negligence  in  tranfimis- 
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«ion  and  delivery  of  message  or  call,  when  company  has  notice  of  addressee's 
interest  in  message,  though  addressee  is  not  primary  beneficiary. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Frazier  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  319,  which  holds 
that  telegraph  company  must  be  chargeable  with  notice  that  message  is  for 
sendee's  benefit  to  entitle  him  to  sue  for  delay. 

Cited  in  notes   (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1140)   on  right  of  addressee  of  telegram  to 
sue  for  delay   in  delivery;    (24   Eng.  Rul.  Cas.   785)    on  addressee's  right  of 
action  for  mistake  in  telegram. 
^—  To  addre«iiee'«  prlndiHLl. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Schriver,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  687,  72  C.  C.  A. 
596,  141  Fed.  549,  holding  telegraph  company  does  not  owe  to  undisclosed 
principal  of  addressee  duty  to  exercise  reasonable  care  to  receive  and  trans- 
mit only  authorized  messages. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Shingleur  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  444,  which 
-denies  right  of  one  voluntarily  carrying  out  contract  by  agent,  in  accordance  with 
telegram  wrongly  transmitted,  to  recover  against  company. 
'Conflict  off  ItLy/vm. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hill,  163  Ala.  36,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  658,  50 
^o.  248,  holding  law  of  Alabama  controls  as  to  recovery  of  damages  for  mental 
-suffering  caused  by  delay  in  delivery  of  message  sent  from  Georgia  to  Alabama. 
Federal  courts  folloiivlna:  iitate  dediilonii. 

Approved  in  Dygert  v.  Vermont  Loan  &  T.  Co.  37  C.  C.  A.  391,  94  Fed.  916, 
holding  state  decisions  not  controlling  upon  Federal  courts  when  opposed  to  un- 
derlying principles  and  weight  of  authority. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Burris,  102  C.  C.  A.  386,  179  Fed.  95, 
holding  question  of  liability  of  telegraph  company  for  failure  to  deliver  message 
promptly  is  one  of  general  law  as  to  which  decisions  of  state  courts  do  not  con- 
trol in  federal  courts  in  absence  of  statute. 

Cited  in  note   (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)   414)   on  questions  of  state  law  as  to  which 
state  court  decisions  must  be  followed  in  actions  originating  in,  or  removed  to. 
Federal  courts. 
Mental  nufferlnfr  aa  actionable  Injury. 

Approved  in  Peay  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  64  Ark.  546,  39  L.  R.  A.  467,  foot- 
note p.  463,  43  S.  W.  965,  and  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Sklar,  61  C.  C.  A.  287, 
126  Fed.  301,  denying  right  to  damages  for  mental  anguish  without  physical  in- 
jury, for  delay  in  delivering  telegp-am;  Butner  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  2  Okla. 
^38,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  771,  37  Pac.  1087,  denying  recovery  for  mental  pain  and 
«u<Tering  from  negligent  failure  to  deliver  message  annoimcing  relative's  death; 
Summerfield  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  87  Wis.  10,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  57  N.  W. 
1)73,  denying  recovery  for  mental  distress  caused  by  negligent  delay  in  delivering 
message;  Curtin  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  13  App.  Div.  255,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  1109, 
denying  damages  for  mental  suffering  caused  by  delay  in  delivering  message  an- 
nouncing brother's  death;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  157  Ind.  76,  54  L. 
H.  A.  850,  footnote  p.  846,  60  N.  E.  674,  denying  recovery  for  damage  for  mental 
anguish  resulting  from  negligent  failure  to  deliver  message;  Connelly  v.  Western 
XT,  Teleg.  Co.  100  Va.  59,  56  L.  R.  A.  667,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  919,  40  S.  E.  618,  deny- 
ing damages  for  mere  mental  suffering  caused  by  negligent  failure  to  deliver 
tel^ram;  Mitchell  v.  Rochester  R.  Co.  151  N.  Y.  109,  34  L.  R,  A.  783,  56  Am. 
St.  Rep.  604,  45  N.  E.  354,  refusing  damages  for  injuries  occasioned  by  fright, 
without  immediate  personal  injury;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R,  Co.  v,  Stewart, 
24  Ind.  App.  382,  56  X.  E.  917,  denying  recovery  for  injury  from  mere  fright  un- 
Acoompanied  by  impending  or  apparent  danger. 
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Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Chouteau,  28  Okla.  680,  —  L.RJL(NJ3.)  — ^ 
115  Pac.  879,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  824,  holding  that  damageB  are  not  reeoTcrable 
for  mental  distreBs  alone,  caused  by  negligent  delay  in  delivering  tel^^ram; 
Rowan  ▼.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  149  Fed.  554,  holding  mental  anguish  alone 
caused  by  neglect  to  deliver  message  is  not  a  basis  for  recovery  of  damages; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Sloss,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  156,  100  S.  W.  354,  on  re- 
covery  of  damages  for  mental  anguish  when  unaccompanied  by  physical  injury 
to  person  or  pecuniary  loss. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  International  Ocean  Teleg.  Co.  v,  Saunders,  21  L.  R.  A. 
810,  which  holds  mental  suffering  not  element  of  dama^^e  for  failure  to  promptly 
deliver  telegram;  Francis  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  406,  which  holds- 
damages  for  mental  suffering  through  failure  to  delivei  telegram  not  recoverable; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Crocker,  59  L.  R.  A.  398,  which  sustains  recovery  for 
mental  anguish  for  failure  to  promptly  deliver  telegram  annoimcing  serious  ill- 
ness of  grandchild ;  Cowan  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  64  L.  R.  A.  546,  holding  that 
mental  anguish  will  sustain  action  for  breach  of  contract  promptly  to  deliver 
telegram;  Simmons  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  607,  which  sustains- 
statute  rendering  telegraph  companies  liable  for  delay  in  delivering  messages; 
Barnes  v.  W^estern  U.  Teleg.  Co.  65  L.R.A.  667,  which  sustains  right  to  dam- 
ages for  mental  anguish  from  failure  to  deliver  telegram,  though  unaccom- 
panied by  physical  suffering;  Green  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  67  L.RJI.  985, 
which  sustains  liability  of  telegraph  company  for  mental  anguish  of  16  year  old 
girl  in  being  compelled  to  drive  two  miles  in  strange  city  after  midnight  with  a. 
strange  driver  due  to  his  failure  to  deliver  telegram;  Hancock  v.  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  69  L.R.A.  403,  which  denies  right  to  damages  for  mere  disappoint- 
ment and  regret  from  failure  of  telegraph  company  promptly  to  deliver  a  death 
message;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Reid,  70  L.R.A.  289,  which  denies  father's 
right  to  recover  for  mental  anguish  in  witnessing  suffering  of  child  because  of 
telegraph  company's  failure  promptly  to  deliver  telegram  summoning  physician. 

Cited  in  note  (117  Am.  St.  Rep.  315)  on  menial  suffering  as  element  of  dam- 
ages recoverable  for  failure  to  transmit  and  deliver  telegrams. 

Denied  in  Mentzner  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  93  Iowa,  756,  28  L.  R.  A.  73,  57 
Am.  St.  Rep.  294,  62  N.  W.  1,  sustaining  recovery  by  addressee  for  mental  an- 
guish caused  by  negligent  delay  in  delivering  telegram. 

21  L.  R.  A.  714,  COLE  v.  CLARK,  85  Me.  336,  27  Atl.  186. 
Payment  for  -volunteer  services. 

Approved  in  Saunders  v.  Saunders,  90  Me.  290,  38  Atl.  172,  holding  contract  to* 
pay  for  services  not  implied  when  circumstances  tend  to  negative  such  expecta- 
tion. 
Preservation  off  rlarlit  to  llle  meelinnlcs'  lien. 

Approved  in  Dole  v,  Bangor  Auditorium  Asso.  94  Me,  535,  48  Atl.  115,  and 
*\Voodruff  V.  Hovey,  91  Me.  124,  39  Atl.  469,  holding  lien  not  revived  by  subse- 
quent work,  when  once  lost. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Balsley,  27  Okla.  229,  111  Pac.  942,  holding  that  furnish- 
ing material  gratuitously  does  not  operate  to  extend  period  for  filing  mechanic'a- 
lien. 

Cited  in  note  (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  903)  on  mechanic's  lien:  addition  of  new- 
items  as  extending  time  for  filing. 

Distinguished  in  Farnham  v.  Richardson,  91  Me.  564,  40  Atl.  553,  holding  time' 
for  filing  lien  extended  by  bona  fide  charge  for  requested  exchange  of  materials. 
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21  L.  R.  A.  716,  WOBMAN  ▼.  HAGAN,  78  Md.  162,  27  AtL  616. 
Coiuitltntlonal    amendnftenta. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Adams  v.  Herried,  10  S.  D.  116,  72  N.  W.  93,  holding  en- 
try upon  journals  of  proposed  constitutional  amendment  in  full  in  Senate,  and  by 
title  in  House,  sufficient;  State  ex  rel,  McClurg  ▼.  Powell,  77  Miss.  568,  48  L.  R. 
A.  655,  27  So.  927,  holding  question  as  to  validity  of  constitutional  amendment 
judicial,  not  legislative ;  West  v.  State,  50  Fla.  163,  39  So.  412,  holding  entry  of 
proposed  constitutional  amendment  at  length  upon  journals  of  two  houses  of  legis- 
lature not  essential  to  valid  adoption  of  such  amendment;  People  ex  rel.  Kent 
County  V.  Loomis,  135  Mich.  562,  98  N.  W.  262,  3  Ann.  Cas.  751,  as  to  whether 
it  is  sufficient  if  terms  of  resolution  proposing  amendment  are  ascertainable 
from  journals  by  reference. 

Cited  in  note  (10  L.S.A.(N.S.)  151,  154)  on  effect  of  noncompliance  with  pre- 
scribed method  of  amending  constitution. 

Distinguished  in  Bott  v.  Wurts,  63  N.  J.  L.  297,  45  L.  R.  A.  255,  48  Atl.  744, 
holding  question  as  to  validity  of  constitutional  amendment,  judicial. 
Control  of  electloaii. 

Approved  in  Wells  v.  Munroe,  86  Md.  448,  38  Atl.  987,  holding  that  nominee's 
name  will  not  be  placed  on  ballot  when  no  vacancy  lawfully  exists. 

Cited  in  Covington  v.  Buffett,  90  Md.  578,  47  L.  R.  A.  623,  45  Atl.  204,  hold- 
ing that  courts  cannot  declare  state  senator's  office  vacant  when  Constitution 
makes  legislature  judge  of  members'  qualifications,  etc. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Com.  ew  rel.  Elkin  v.  Griest,  50  L.  R.  A.  568,  which  holds 
governor's  approval  of  proposed  constitutional  amendment  unnecessary;  Edwards 
V.  Lesueur,  31  L.  R.  A.  815,  which  holds  proposed  constitutional  amendment  for 
changing  location  of  seat  of  state  government  not  invalidated  by  new  conditions 
imposed;  State,  Bott,  Prosecutor,  v.  Wurts,  45  L.  R.  A.  251,  which  holds  provi- 
sion for  counting  uncanceled  proposition  for,  and  canceled  propositions  against, 
•constitutional  amendments,  sufficient  submission  to  separate  votes;  State  eao  rel, 
Wineman  v.  Dahl,  34  L.  R.  A.  97,  which  holds  submission  to  popular  vote  of  pro- 
posal for  constitutional  convention  properly  made  by  legislature. 

Distinguished  in  Kadderly  v.  Portland,  44  Or.  131,  74  Pac.  710;  McConaughy 
T.  Secretary  of  State,  106  Minn.  410,  119  N.  W.  408, — holding  where  no  special 
tribunal  to  canvass  votes  on  constitutional  amendment  and  declare  results  has 
been  provided  by  the  people  courts  have  jurisdiction  to  decide  whether  it  has 
been  adopted  properly. 

Disapproved  in  Rice  v.  Palmer,  78  Ark.  443,  96  S.  W.  396,  holding  whether 
constitutional  amendment  has  been  properly  adopted  according  to  requirements 
of  existing  constitution  is  judicial  question,  though  speaker  of  house  is  authorized 
to  declare  amendment  adopted. 

21  L.  R.  A.  721,  MUELLER  v.  MILWAUKEE  STREET  R.  CO.  86  Wis.  840,  56 

N.  W.  914. 
Wkst  ooiuitltiites  eomplalnt  in  tort* 

Approved  in  McKeon  v.  Chicago,  M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.  94  Wis.  482,  35  L.  R.  A« 
256,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  909,  69  N.  W.  175,  holding  action  in  tort  established  by  de- 
manding damages  for  injury  through  porter's  failure  to  properly  awaken  pas- 
senger. 
violation  of  ■tstntes  snd  ordinsneea  as  nearllareneo. 

Approved  in  Omaha  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Duvall,  40  Neb.  35,  58  N.  W.  531,  holding 
that  negligence  may  be  inferred  from  failure  to  observe  ordinances  enacted  for 
public  safety;  Smith  v.  Milwaukee  Builders'  &  T.  Exchange,  91  Wis.  367,  30  L.  R. 
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A.  607,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  912,  64  N.  W.  1041,  holding  contractor  n^igent  in  fail- 
ing to  erect  covered  passageway  as  required  by  statute. 

Cited  in  O'Donnell  v.  Riter-Conley  Mfg.  Co.  124  111.  App.  546,  holding  failure 
to  lay  floors  for  protection  of  employees  in  building  in  course  of  construction 
as  required  by  ordinance  constitutes  negligence;  Leathers  v.  Blackwell  Durham 
Tobacco  Co.  144  N.  C,  346,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  370,  57  S.  E.  11,  holding  it  is  negli- 
gence per  se  to  violate  statute  prohibiting  employment  of  children  under  twelve 
in  factories;  Sharon  v.  Winnebago  Furniture  Mfg.  Co.  141  Wia.  188,  124  X. 
W.  299,  holding  employment  of  boy  under  sixteen  at  circular  saw  in  violation 
of  statute  prohibiting  it  is  negligence  per  se. 

Cited  in  notes  ( 69  L.R,A.  652 )  on  duty  to  warn  of  danger  sick,  infirm,  or  help- 
less  persons,   with   whom  no   contract  relation   is  sustained;    (5    L.R.A.(X.S.^ 
249)  on  violation  of  police  ordinance  as  ground  for  private  action. 
Proximate  canse  of  Injury. 

Approved  in  Crouse  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  104  Wis.  483,  80  N.  W.  752^ 
sustaining  recovery  when  damage  flows  directly  from  negligent  act,  though  not 
"natural  and  probable"  result. 

Cited  in  Ewald  v.  American  News  Co.  18  Misc.  469,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  881,  hold- 
ing driver  negligent  in  running  into  carriage,  though  his  conduct  might  hare 
been  excusable  had  cable  car  suddenly  stopped  his  progress. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rider  v.  Syracuse  Rapid  Transit  R.  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  125, 
which  holds  proximate  cause  that  which,  in  natural  sequence  unbroken  by  new 
cause,  produced  event;  ^IcAnally  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  788,  whicb 
denies  right  of  recovery  for  loss  of  leg  by  one  thrown  down  by  man  in  effort  to 
save  him  from  dangerous  position  near  track. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  509)  on  injuries  by  street-car  collisions  with 
vehicles  or  horses;  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  374)  on  proximate  cause  of  injuries  follow- 
ing runaway. 

21  L.  R.  A.  723,  SOWLES  v.  MOORE,  05  Vt.  322,  26  Atl.  629. 
Fallnre  to  obey  atatnte  or  ordinance  aa  nearliarence  -^  Aa  to  emplojrBnemt 
of  children. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Marino  v.  Lehmaier,  61  L.  R.  A.  812,  which  holds  viola- 
tion of  penal  statute  against  employing  children  of  certain  age  in  factory,  n^- 
ligence;  Queen  v.  Dayton  Coal  &  I.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  82,  which  holds  violation  of 
statute  against  hiring  boy  under  twelve  to  work  in  mine,  negligence  per  ae; 
Frontier  Steam  Laundry  Co.  v.  Connolly,  68  L.R.A._425,  which  holds  ownerV 
failure  to  comply  with  ordinance  requiring  fire-proof  shutters  on  brick  build- 
ings not  such  negligence  as  to  render  him  liable  for  destruction  by  fire  com- 
municated through  unprotected  windows  of  goods  in  his  possession  as  bailee. 
—  Aa   to  traveler  on  lilarliiFraT. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brember  v.  Jones,  26  L.  R.  A.  408,  which  holds  failure 
to  turn  to  right  on  highway  does  not  render  one  liable  for  collision  which  other 
could  have  avoided  by  ordinary  care;  Reipe  v.  Elting,  26  L.  R.  A.  769,  which 
holds  horse-back  traveler  not  negligent  per  se  in  turning  to  left  on  dark  night; 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Hackett,  28  L.  R.  A.  696,  which  holds  company  liable  for 
failure  to  maintain  gate  at  crossing,  though  team  injured  by  ita  absence  wu 
running  away. 

^^  Am  to  arnardina:  machlnerjr* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Knisley  v.  Pratt,  32  L.  R.  A«  367,  which  holds  that  dis- 
regard of  statutory  duty  to  guard  cogwheels  does  not  render  one  liable  to  em- 
ployee who  assumed  obvious  risk;  Monteith  y.  Kokomo  Wood  Enameling  Cok 
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58    L.  R.  A.  944,  which  sustains  right  of  action  for  injury  to  employee  from 
master's  failure  to  guard  circular  saw,  though  defect  obvious. 
S*iroxliiiSte    cause. 

Cited  in  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Columbia,  65  Kan.  398,  58  L.  R.  A.  403,  69 
Pac.  338,  holding  that  piling  of  grain  doors  near  railroad  track  not  proximate 
cause  of  injury  resulting  from  derailment  of  train,  caused  by  doors  being  blown 
upon  track  by  unusual  gale;  Forsythe  v.  Kluckhohn,  150  Iowa,  128,  33  L.R.A. 
(  >«'.S.)  164,  129  K.  W.  739,  holding  that  permitting  dog  to  run  in  street  un- 
muzzled contrary  to  law  is  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  pedestrian  who  is 
tripped  by  its  running  against  him;  Home  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  v.  Dabney,  79  Kan. 
826,  102  Pac.  488,  holding  shooting  of  oil  and  gas  well  at  night,  without  capping 
and  failure  to  maintain  watch  not  proximate  cause  of  explosion  of  oil  and  gas 
resulting  in  damage  and  partial  destruction  of  drilling  machinery. 

21    L.  R.  A.  726,  PENGRA  v.  WHEELER,  24  Or.  632,  34  Pac.  354. 
FlndlnflTM  of  fact. 

Approved  in  Moody  v.  Richards,  29  Or.  286,  45  Pac.  777,  holding  that  court 
must  state  findings  of  fact  upon  all  material  issues  involved  in  pleadings;  Daly 
V.  Larsen,  29  Or.  538,  46  Pac.  143,  holding  that  findings  of  fact  should  be  as 
broad  as  material  issues  made  by  pleadings;  Jameson  v.  Coldwell,  25  Or.  205,  35 
Pac.  245,  holding  that  court  must  pass  upon  all  material  issues  when  sitting 
without  jury. 

Cited  in  Chung  v.  Stephenson,  50  Or.  248,  89  Pac.  805,  holding  failure  ot 
lower  court  to  find  upon  counterclaim  for  damages  is  properly  before  appellate 
court  for  review,  though  not  excepted  to  below. 
Interest  on  unllaialdated  clalmii. 

Approved  in  Stemmer  v.  Scottish  Ins.  Co.  33  Or.  83,  53  Pac.  498,  refusing 
interest  on  award  until  after  decree  entered,  where  insured  sues  to  set  it  aside; 
Smith  V.  Turner,  33  Or.  381,  54  Pac.  166,  holding  interest  not  demandable  upon 
unliquidated  claims  or  demands  under  statute. 

Cited  in  Raski  v.  Wise,  56  Or.  84,  107  Pac.  984,  holding  that  notes  not  repre- 
senting mutual  dealings  between  parties  bear  interest  specified  in  notes  from 
time  executed. 

Distinguished  in  Durham  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  45  Or.  388,  77  Pac.  002, 
holding  in  action  of  trover  interest  is  allowed  on  value  of  article  converted,  not 
as  interest  but  as  item  of  damages. 
Determination    of    nnllanldated    dnmaareii. 

Cited  in  Dose  v.  Tooze,  37  Or.  21,  60  Pac.  380,  holding  erroneous,  instruction 
permitting  recovery  for  difference  between  price  paid  and  actual  value,  in  ab- 
sence of  agreement  as  to  damages. 
Effect  of  intervenina:  impomiibllitT  of  performance. 

Cited  in  Dixon  v.  Breon,  22  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  347,  holding  vendor  relieved  from 
performance  of  agreement  to  cut  timber  and  manufacture  into  lumber  where 
logs  destroyed  by  forest  fire;  Anderson  v.  Adams,  43  Or.  630,  74  Pac.  215,  hold- 
ing defense  of  impossibility  of  performance  of  contract,  by  reason  of  act  of  God, 
insufficient  when  evidence  does  not  show  utter  impossibility  of  performance; 
Fleishman  v.  Meyer,  46  Or.  271,  80  Pac.  209,  holding  interruption  of  navigation 
by  storms  not  an  excuse  for  nonperformance  of  contract  to  deliver  goods  at 
certain  point  on  certain  date,  where  other  means  of  transportation  are  open.. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ontario  Deciduous  Fruit  Growers'  Asso.  v.  Cutting  Fruit 
Packing  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  681,  which  denies  liability  for  failure  to  driver  speci- 
fied quantity  of  fruit  contracted  for,  from  failure  of  crop,  due  to  ilninsual  th" 
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matic  conditions;  Angus  v.  Scully,  49  L.  R.  A.  662,  which  sustains  right  to  re- 
cover under  contract  to  move  building,  destroyed  by  fire  before  work  completed: 
Board  of  Education  v.  Townsend,  52  L.  R.  A.  868,  which  holds  blowing  down  of 
schooihouse  not  excuse  one  from  contract  to  remove  and  rebuild;  Eppens,  S.  & 
W.  Co.  V.  Littlejohn,  52  L.  R.  A.  811,  which  holds  unreasonable  delay  in  deliver- 
ing goods  not  excused  by  vendor's  inability  to  procure  them,  from  personal  dis- 
advantages peculiar  to  him;  Krause  v.  Crothersville  School  Trustees,  65  L.BJL 
111,  which  holds  covenant  to  repair  building  and  construct  annex  thereto  dis- 
charged by  destruction  by  lightning  of  main  building  when  work  is  praeticallv 
completed. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  614)  on  impossibility  as  excuse  for  nonper- 
formance of  contract;  (15  Eng.  Rul.  Case,  809)  on  statutory  requirements  as 
excuse  for  landlord's  breach  of  covenant. 

21  L.  R.  A.  729,  HICKEY  v.  MICHIGAN  C.  R.  CO.  96  Mich.  498,  35  Am.  St 

Rep.  621,  55  N.  W.  989. 
Removlna:  nnlMtnee. 

Approved  in  People  v.  Severance,  126  Mich.  560,  84  N.  W.  1089,  holding  tluit 
person  injured  by  nuisance  may  remove  it  to  extent  of  securing  immunity  from 
damage. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State,  Avis,  Prosecutor,  v.  Vineland,  23  L.  R.  A.  685, 
which  holds  void,  ordinance  for  removal  as  nuisance  of  healthy  trees  on  roadside 
Trees  or  liedire  on  bonndarr  line. 

Cited  in  Newberry  v.  Bunda,  137  Mich.  70,  100  N.  W.  277,  holding  landowner 
has  no  right  to  cut  off  limbs  close  to  body  of  tree  standing  three  feet  from  his 
line  with  limbs  extending  over  his  land. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Robinson  v.  Clapp,  29  L.  R.  A.  582,  which  upholds  land- 
owner's right  to  cut  from  tree  on  boundary  line  all  roots  and  branches  on  his 
side;  Kinney  v.  Kinney,  40  L.  R.  A.  626,  which  holds  one  planting  hedge  fence 
on  boundary  line  not  required  to  prevent  its  growing  out  over  adjoining  owner's 
land. 
Title  to  emblementMy  etc.,  wronfffullT  aerered. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.  R.  A.  422)  on  title  by  accession  to  crops,  fruit,  and  timber 
wrongfully  severed. 

21  L.  R.  A,  733,  STATE  v.  OTIS,  135  Ind.  267,  34  N.  E.  954. 
Bffeet  off  pardon  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Marsh,  125  Mich.  414,  51  L.  R.  A.  462,  84  Am.  St  Sep. 
584,  84  N.  W.  472,  holding  admission  of  guilt  and  waiver  of  review  results  by 
accepting  pardon  pending  appeal;  Manlove  v.  State,  153  Ind.  81,  53  N.  E.  385. 
refusing  to  entertain  appeal  after  pardon,  for  purpose  of  determining  who  i« 
liable  for  costs. 
Kffeet  of  nftarrylnff  complainant  in  proaecntion  for  aednetion. 

Approved  in  Manlove  v.  State,  153  Ind.  81,  53  N.  E.  385,  holding  that  par- 
don and  subsequent  marriage  to  complainant  might  be  interposed  on  new  trial. 

Cited  in  Latshaw  v.  State,  156  Ind.  199,  59  N.  E.  471,  sustaining  sUtute 
against  fraudulent  marriages  between  prosecuting  witness  and  defendant  in 
seduction  and  bastardy;  People  ex  rel.  Scharff  v.  Frost,  135  App.  Div.  478,  120 
N.  Y.  Supp.  491  (dissenting  opinion),  on  effect  of  marriage  of  seducer  with 
seduced  female  upon  prosecution. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Morris  v.  Stout,  50  L.  R.  A.  97,  which  sustains  criminsl 
statute  against  abandoning  without  just  cause,  woman  married  to  avoid  prose- 
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«ution  for  her  seduction;  Re  Lewis,  63  L.R.A.  282,  which  holds  subsequent  mar- 
ria^  to  female  not  har  to  proseeution  for  seduction. 

Distinguished  in  Henneger  v.  Lomas,  145  Ind.  303,  32  L.  R.  A.  853,  44  N.  E. 
462,  holding  action  for  seduction  maintainable  against  one  who  marries  prose- 
cuting witness,  when  marriage  declared  void. 

Disapproved  in  Re  Lewis,  67  Kan.  563,  63  L.  R.  A.  282,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  479, 
73  Pac.  77,  holding  subsequent  marriage  to  injured  female  not  bar  to  prosecu- 
tion  under  statute  prohibiting  illicit  connection  under  promise  of  marriage. 

21  L.  R.  A.  734,  LEWISVILLE  NATURAL  GAS  CO.  v.  STATE,   135  Ind.  49, 

34  N.  E.  702. 
PresnmptloB  a*  to  municipal  powers* 

Approved  in  Walker  v.  Jameson,  140  Ind.  602,  28  L.  R.  A.  683,  49  Am.  St. 
Rep.  222,  37  N.  £.  402,  holding  municipal  authorities  presumed  to  have  dis- 
cretion in  exercise  of  statutory  power,  when  method  not  specified;  Tacoma  Gas 
A  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Tacoma,  14  Wash.  291,  44  Pac.  655,  holding  delegation  of 
powers  not  presumed  in  favor  of  municipality,  unless  necessary  to  corporate 
existence. 

Cited  in  Richmond  v.  Richmond  Natural  Gas  Co.  168  Ind.  85,  79  N.  E.  1031, 
11  Ann.  Cas.  746,  holding  doubt  as  to  existence  of  power  is  resolved  against 
municipality. 
Proteetlon  of  corporate  franchlaea. 

Approved  in  Indianapolis  v.  Consumers  Gas  Trust  Co.  140  Ind.  119,  27  L.  R. 
A.  518,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  183,  39  N.  E.  433,  holding  ordinance  invalid  requiring 
<»)nsent  to  lay  mains,  etc.,  when  not  necessary  under  original  franchise;  Citi- 
zens' Street  R.  Co.  v.  City  R.  Co.  64  Fed.  652,  holding  franchise  should  be  pro- 
tected where  extended  seven  years  by  ordinance,  whether  limitation  valid  or  not. 
Validity  of  ordinances  fixlnip  rates,  etc. 

Approved  in  Wabaska  Electric'  Co.  v.  Wymore,  60  Neb.  202,  82  N.  W.  626, 
holding  municipal  corporation  cannot  regulate  charge  for  electric  lights  when 
not  authorized  by  its  charter;  Noblesville  v.  Noblesville  Gas  It  Improv.  Co.  157 
Ind.  166,  60  N.  E.  1032,  holding  that  municipality  cannot  regulate  price  charged 
by  natural  gas  company  under  act  of  1887 ;  Re  Pryor,  55  Kan.  728,  29  L.  R.  A. 
400,  footnote  p.  398,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  280,  41  Pac.  958,  holding  invalid,  ordinance 
limiting  price  of  gas  to  private  consumers. 

Cited  in  Richmond  v.  Richmond  Natural  Gas  Co.  368  Ind.  84,  79  N.  E.  1031, 
11  Ann.  Cas.  746,  holding  ordinance  fixing  price  to  be  charged  consumers  for 
^s  by  gas  company  invalid  for  want  of  authority  in  city  to  fix  rates. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Louisville  Gas  Co.  v.  Dulaney,  36  L.  R.  A.  125,  which 
denies  right  to  charge  meter  rent  to  small  consumers  of  gas,  in  addition  to  maxi- 
mum charge;  Muncie  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Muncie,  60  L.  R.  A.  822,  which  sus- 
tains city's  power  to  stipulate  as  to  maximum  rates  for  gas. 

Cited  in  notes  (33  L.  R.  A.  181)  on  legislative  power  to  fix  tolls,  rates,  or 
prices;  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1198)  on  power  of  municipality  to  fi)c  gas  rates  as 
incident  of  power  to  authorize  laying  of  mains;  (33  L.R.A. (N.S.)  760)  on 
power  of  municipality,  apart  from  contract,  to  regulate  public  service  rates. 

Distinguished  in  Westfield  Gas  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Mendenhall,  142  Ind.  545,  41 
N.  E.  1033,  holding  company  cannot  charge  more  than  maximum  rate  fixed  by 
ordinance  under  which  pipes  laid. 

21  L.  R.  A.  736,  HEWSON  v.  ENGLEWOOD  TWP.  55  N.  J.  L.  622,  27  Atl.  904. 
WHat   ctonstltntes  .  peddler* 

Cited  IB  Wausau  Vv  Heideman,  119  Wis.  248,  96  N.  W.  649,  holding  traveling 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  I1I.--57. 
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agent  for  mercantile  establishment,  soliciting  orders  for  goods  by  sample,  not 
"transient  merchant''  within  municipal  ordinance;  State  v.  Bristow,  131  Iowa» 
666,  109  N.  W.  199,  holding  traveling  solicitor  taking  orders  for  tea  by  sample, 
subject  to  approval  of  his  employer,  for  future  delivery  by  solicitor,  is  not 
peddler;  Com.  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  129  Ky.  748,  112  S.  W.  902,  holding  it  is  not 
peddling  to  fill  tanks  of  regular  customers  with  oil  weekly  under  standing  order 
to  fill  them. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Wells,  48  L.  R.  A.  99,  which  holds  one  solicitiiig 
orders  for  goods  and  carrying  goods  to  fill  previous  sales  not  peddler. 

Cited  in  note   (12  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  504)    on  who  are  peddlers. 

21  L.  R.  A.  738,  McLENDON  v.  STATE,  92  Tenn.  620,  22  S.  W.  200. 
Valldltr    of    writs. 

Approved  in  Harper  v.  Turner,  101  Tenn.  687,  50  S.  W.  755,  holding  justice's 
M'rit  of  original  attachment  void  in  not  running  in  name  of  state. 

Cited  in  O'Haver  v.  Montgomery,  120  Tenn.  468,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  1014,  111 
S.  W.  449,  on  habeas  corpus  to  test  right  to  relief  from  imprisonment  in  work- 
house. 

Cited  in  note   (40  Am.  St.  Rep.  433)  on  jurisdictional  defects  in  process. 
Lilablllty   on   olllclal  bond. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel,  Bruns  v.  Clausmeier,  50  L.  R.  A.  73,  deny- 
ing sheriff's  liability  on  bond,  for  libelous  sending  out  of  photograph  and  de- 
scription of  prisoner;  Johnson  v.  Williams,  54  L.  R.  A.  220,  which  holds  sheriff 
liable  on  bond  for  killing  by  deputy  under  mistaken  belief  as  to  identity;  State 
use  of  Wilson  v.  Fowler,  42  L.  R.  A.  849,  which  holds  sheriff  liable  on  bond  for 
levy  on  growing  crop  of  peaches,  and  failure  to  gather  or  allow  owner  to  gather 
them  until  crop  worthless. 

Cited  in  notes    (71   Am.  St.  Rep.  521)    on  liability  of  sureties  for  personal 
injury  inflicted  by  officer;   (91  Am.  St.  Rep.  536)  on  acts  for  which  sureties  on 
official  bonds  are  liable. 
Lilabllitr  for  oflleer'a  treapaMi. 

Approved  in  Allison  v.  People,  6  Colo.  App.  84,  39  Pac.  903,  holding  surety  not 
responsible  for  trespass  by  officer  acting  without  actual  or  apparent  authority; 
Marquis  v.  Willard,  12  Wash.  534,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  906,  41  Pac,  889,  holding 
surety  not  liable  for  detention  by  chief  of  police  withuot  process. 

Cited  in  State  use  of  McLaurin  v.  McDaniel,  78  Miss.  4,  50  L.  R.  A.  119, 
footnote  p.  118,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  618,  27  So.  994,  holding  surety  not  liable  for 
illegal  act  by  mayor  in  line  of  duty;  Brown  v.  King,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  693,  93 
S.  W.  1017,  holding  sheriff  not  officially  responsible  for  unofficial  acts  of  his 
deputies. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brown  v.  Weaver,  42  L.  R.  A.  423,  which  sustains  lia- 
bility on  sheriff's  bond  for  wrongful  shooting  by  deputy  of  prisoner  attempting 
to  escape  from  arrest  for  misdemeanor;  Feller  v.  Gates,  66  L.  R.  A.  630,  which 
denies  liability  on  bond  for  return  of  money  taken  by  constable  from  execution 
defendant  to  stay  execution  pending  appeal;  State  use  of  Cocking  v.  Wade,  40 
L.  R.  A.  628,  tvhich  denies  liability  of  sureties  for  sheriff's  malicious  act  in  aid- 
ing mob  to  kill  prisoner. 

Cited  in  note  (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  423,  425)  on  sureties  on  official  bond  escaping 
liability  on  ground  that  principal  was  a  trespasser. 
.Manner  of  nerTlngr  'vrrltii. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kelley  v.  Schuyler,  44  L.  R.  A.  486,  which  holds  officer 
a  trespasser  in. breaking  and  entering  dwelling  house  to  serve  repkvia  writ. 
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21  L.  R.  A.  743,  HART  v.  CITIZENS'  INS.  CO.  86  Wis.  77,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  877, 

56  N.  W.  332. 
I^lmltationa  In   inararance  policies. 

Approved  in  Egan  v.  Oakland  Ins.  Co.  29  Or.  409,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  798,  42 
Pac.  990,  holding  limitation  runs  from  time  of  fire  under  stipulation  that  action 
must  be  commenced  within  six  months  thereafter,  notwithstanding  loss  not 
payable  until  sixty  days  after  proof  of  loss;  Griem  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  99  Wis. 
532,  75  N.  W.  67,  sustaining  stipulation  in  policy  shortening  statutory  period 
within  which  action  may  be  brought;  Provident  Fund  Soc.  v.  Howell,  110  Ala, 
510,  18  So.  311,  holding  limitation  runs  from  date  when  insurer  receives  proof 
of  disability,  under  stipulation  that  action  shall  be  brought  within  six  months 
thereafter;  Appel  v.  Cooper  Ins.  Co.  76  Ohio  St.  63,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  677,  80 
N.  E.  055,  10  Ann.  Cas.  821,  holding  limitation  of  time  for  bringing  suit  begins 
to  run  from  date  of  fire. 

Cited  in  Sheard  v.  United  States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co.  58  Wash.  35,  107  Pac. 
1024,  holding  that  indemnity  bond  fixing  period  of  limitation  different  from 
statutory  limitation  is  legal,  if'  limitation  fixed  is  reasonable ;  Lesher  v.  United 
States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co.  239  111.  511,  88  N.  E.  208,  holding  that  parties  to  con- 
tract of  insurance  may  fix  limitation  for  bringing  suit. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McFarland  v.  Railway  Ofiicials  &  £.  Acci.  Asso.  27  L.  R. 
A.  48,  which  holds  period  of  limitation  for  action  on  policy  begins  from  time 
of  death. 

Cited  in  notes  (47  L.  R.  A.  701,  702)  on  stipulation  limiting  time  for  suit 
on  insurance  policy;  when  begins  to  run;  (14  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  23,  22)  on  rules 
for  construing  insurance  policies. 

Denied  in  Read  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  103  Iowa,  312,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  180,  72  N.  W. 
665,  holding  limitation  does  not  run  until  sixty  days  after  proof  of  loss  fur- 
nished under  stipulation  that  action  be  brought  within  six  months  after  fire; 
Sample  v.  London  &  L.  F.  Ins.  Co.  46  S.  C.  496,  47  L.  R.  A.  705,  57  Am.  St. 
Rep.  701,  24  S.  E.  334,  holding  limitation  runs  from  accrual  of  right  of  action 
when  proof  of  loss  required,  although  stipulation  provides  that  action  be  brought 
within  twelve  months  next  after  fire. 

21  L.  R.  A.  746,  KURD  v.  DOTY,  86  Wis.  1,  56  N.  W.  371. 
Insurable    Interest. 

Approved  in  Strike  v.  Wisconsin  Odd  Fellows  Mut.  L.  Ins,  Co.  95  Wis.  587, 
70  N.  W.  819,  holding  that  insured  may  assign  policy  to  any  person,  regardless 
of  insurable  interest. 

Cited  in  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Brown,  139  Ky.  715,  66  S.  W.  613,  to  the 
point  that  person  may  make  insurance  on  his  life  payable  to  one  who  has  no 
insurable  interest. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Adams  v.  Reed,  35  L.  R.  A.  692,  which  holds  woman  has 
insurable  interest  in  life  of  son-in-law. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  627)  on  right  to  take  life  insurance  for  benefit  of 
stranger;    (128  Am.  St.  Rep.  321)   on  life  insurance  in  favor  of  persons  having 
no  insurable  interest. 
Tmsts  In  Insurance  moneF. 

Approved  in  Cowin  r.  Hurst,  124  Mich.  547,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  S44,  83  N.  W. 
274,  holding  one  bound  to  execute  trust  when  receiving  insurance  money"  to  hold 
for  another. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Hill,  86  Wis.  104,  56  N..  W*  738,  holding  validity  ol  policy 
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issued  to  married  woman  immaterial  after  payment  in  action  to  compel  ac- 
counting by  guardian. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  693)  on  promise  by  beneficiary  to  pay  pro- 
ceeds of  life  insurance  to  tbird  person. 

Distinguished  in  Bliss  v.  Bliss,  20  Idaho,  484,  119  Pac.  451,  holding  that 
courts  cannot  create  trust  under  insurance  policy  where  no  trust  can  be  implied 
or  result  by  operation  of  law. 

21  L.  R.  A.  751,  Ex  parte  GOULD,  99  Cal.  360,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  57,  33  Pac  1112. 
Nature  of  contempt  proeeediaar». 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Boston  &  M.  Consol.  Copper  &  S.  Min.  Co.  v.  Clancy,  30 
Mont.  195,  76  Pac.  10,  holding  proceeding  in  contempt  for  violating  injunction 
is  distinct  from  action  wherein  injunction   issued. 
Criiulnal  mature  of  contempt. 

Approved  in  State  ex  rel.  Flynn  v.  Fifth  Judicial  Dist.  Court,  24  Mont  35, 
60  Pac.  493,  holding  contempt  in  disobeying  injunction  punishable  by  indict- 
ment, as  well  as  by  summary  proceedings;  McClatchy  v,  Superior  Court,  119  Cal. 
419,  30  L.  R.  A.  694,  51  Pac.  696,  holding  contempt  specific  criminal  offense  for 
which  party  has  right  to  be  heard  in  defense;  Cosby  v.  Superior  Court,  110  Cal. 
52,  42  Pac.  460,  holding  contempt  specific  criminal  offense  that  cannot  be  hsised 
on  order  not  of  record;  State  ex  rel.  Gemmell  v.  Clancy,  24  Mont.  364,  61  Pac 
987,  holding  proceedings  in  constructive  contempt  criminal  in  nature;  Miskim- 
mins  V.  Shaver,  8  Wyo.  414,  49  L.  R.  A.  839,  58  Pac.  411,  holding  question  as  to 
contempt  may  be  inquired  into  on  habeas  corpus. 

Cited  in  Re  Nevitt,  54  C.  C.  A.  632,  117  Fed.  458,  making  suggestions,  with- 
out deciding,  as  to  president's  power  to  pardon  criminal  contempt;  Reymert 
V.  Smith,  5  Cal.  App.  382,  90  Pac.  470,  holding  contempt  of  court  is  specific 
criminal  offense;  Hammond  Lumber  Co.  v.  Sailors'  Union,  167  Fed.  821,  hold- 
ing proceeding  to  punish  for  contempt  in  violating  injunction  is  crimiDsl  in 
character  where  only  judgment  which  can  be  rendered  is  punitary  in  nature. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  593)  on  character  of  contempt  for  violation  of 
injunction  to  protect  private  right. 

Distinguished  in  Spring  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Buzis,  113  111.  App.  200,  holding 
proceeding  for  contempt  of  court  in  attempt  to  obstruct  administration  of 
justice  by  soliciting  bribe  while  acting  as  juror  is  not  criminal  case  within 
meaning  of  constitutional  provision  giving  accused  right  to  meet  witnesses  face 
to  face. 

Disapproved  in  State  ex  rel.  Baker  Lodge  No.  47,  A.  F.  &  A.  M.  v.  Sieber,  49 
Or.  10,  88  Pac.  313,  holding  proceedings  in  contempt  are  not  a  criminal  prose- 
cution within  meaning  of  constitutional  prohibition  against  compelling  person 
to  testify  against  himself  in  criminal  prosecution;  Patterson  v.  Building  Trades 
Council,  12  Lujserne  Leg.  Reg.  Rep.  245,  31  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  14,  14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  842, 
9  North  Co.  Rep.  335,  holding  proceeding  against  alleged  violator  of  injunction 
is  not  "criminal  case." 
Protection    aflralnat    teatlfylnv    avalnat    self. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.  R.  A.  821)  on  constitutional  protection  against  being 
forced  to  furnish  evidence  to  be  used  against  one's  self  in  civil  case. 

21  L.  R.  A.  753,  STATE  BANK  v.  BYRNE,  ^7  Mich.  178,  37  Am.  Bt  Rep.  332, 

56  N.  W.  355. 
PaFment    of    note*. 

Approved  in  Bank"  of  Montreal  v.  IngerBOii,  105  Iowa,  356,  75  N.  W.  851,  hold- 
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ing  bank  powerless  to  accept  claim  against  itself  as  payment  of  notes  calling  for 
money. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bank  of  Antigo  v.  Union  Trust  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  611^  which 
holds  that  bank  takes  risk  of  accepting  check  in  payi^ent  of  note  received  for 
collection. 

Cited  in  notes  (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  29,  50,  88)  on  payment  by  eommeroial  paper; 
(77  Am.  St.  Rep.  628)  on  duties  of  banks  acting  as  collecting  agents. 

21  L.  R,  A.  755,  Re  SHORTRIDGE,  99  Cal.  526,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  78,  34  Pac  227. 
Rlf(ht    of   public    trial. 

Approved  in  People  v.  Hall,  23  Misc.  485,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  158,  granting  certifi- 
cate of  reasonable  doubt  where  public  excluded  from  trial  for  extortion,  for  moral 
reasons. 
Contempt  hy  aevmpapera. 

Approved  in  Field  v.  Thornell,  106  Iowa,  15,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  281,  75  N.  W. 
685,  holding  newspaper  article  contemptuous  in  attempting  to  influence  verdict 
by  assailing  state's  witnesses  and  counsel. 

Cited  in  Re  Egan,  24  S.  D.  334,  123  N.  W.  478,  holding  that  liberty  of  press 
does  not  authorize  newspaper  to  assail  litigants  during  progress  of  trial,  or 
spread  before  jurists  its  opinion  of  merits  of  case  on  trial;  People  v.  Durrant, 
116  Cal.  209,  48  Pac.  75,  10  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  499,  holding  improper  publication 
during  course  of  trial  is  contempt  of  court,  but  litigant  has  no  appeal  from 
action  of  judge  in  dealing  with  the  matter;  McClatchy  v.  Superior  Ct.  119 
Cal.  417,  39  L.R.A.  691,  51  Pac.  696,  holding  publication  of  truth  as  to  legal 
proceedings  is  not  contempt  of  court. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  ew  rel.  Connor  v.  Stapleton,  23  L.  R.  A;  787,  which 
holds  it  contempt  for  newspaper  to  charge  certain  persons  with  sufficient  influence 
to  prevent  court  handing  down  opinion  in  case  in  which  they  had  been  convicted ; 
E»  parte  Foster,  44  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  426,  60  L.  R.  A.  633,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  866, 
71  S.  W.  693,  denying  court's  power,  when  evidence  is  not  obscene,  to  prohibit 
its  publication,  and  to  punish  for  violation  of  such  prohibition. 

Cited  in  note   (50  Am.  St.  Rep.  573)  on  contempt  of  court  by  libelous  news- 
paper publications. 
Power    o^   pnniMli&nflr    contempt* 

Cited  in  Carter  v.  Com.  96  Va.  811,  45  L.  R.  A.  314,  32  S.  E.  780,  holding  leg- 
islature cannot  defeat  inherent  power  to  punish  for  contempt  by  providing  jury 
trial  therefor;  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Shepherd,  177  Mo.  235,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  624, 
76  S.  W.  79,  denying  legislative  power  to  regulate  power  of  courts  to  punish  for 
contempt;  Re  Hanson,  80  Kan.  786,  105  Pac.  694,  holding  probate  court  has 
inherent  power  to  punish  for  contempt;  State  v.  Thomas,  74  Kan.  365,  86  Pac. 
499,  holding  legislature  does  not  trench  upon  inherent  power  of  courts  to  punish 
for  contempts  in  fixing  penalty  for  contempt  in  violation  of  injunctions  express- 
ly provided  for  by  legislature  for  enforcement  of  prohibitory  liquor  law;  Chicago, 
B.  k  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Gildersleeve,  219  Mo.  180,  118  S.  W.  86,  36  Ann.  Cas.  749,  hold- 
ing legislature  exceeded  its  constitutional  powers  in  prohibiting  courts  from 
imposing  fine  of  over  $50  for  contempt  and  in  limiting  jurisdiction  for  con- 
tempt to  ten  days. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.R.A.  256)  on  legislative  power  to  abridge  power  of 
courts  to  punish  for  contempt;  (117  Am.  St.  Rep.  951,  961)  on  courts,  tribunals 
and  persons  authorized  to  punish  contempts;  (15  Enc^  ^nl.  Cad.  85,  158)  on 
power  of  court  to  punish  for  contempt. 


1 


) 


21  L.R.A.  756]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  902 

^^  Procedure. 

Cited  in   Lamberson  v.  Superior  Ct.   151   Cal.  461,   11  L.R.A.(N.S.)    622,  91 
Pac.   100,   holding  citation   to  attorney   to  ishow   cause   why  he  should  not  be 
punished   for  contempt  committed   in  presence  of  court  does  not  require   affi- 
davit to  support  it. 
Q,«eiitlons   revie^rable  on  eertlormrl. 

Cited  in  Hogan  v.  Superior  Ct.  16  Cal.  App.  789,  117  Pac.  947,  to  the  point 
that  where  question  of  jurisdiction  of  court  rests  on  extrinsic  facts  review  of 
determination  is  proper. 

Cited  in  note  (40  Am.  St.  Rep.  36)  on  questions  reviewable  upon  certiorari. 

21  L.  R.  A.  767,  STATE  ear  rel  BEEDLE  v.  8CH00N0VER,  135  lad.  526,  35  X. 
E.  119. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  State  ew  rel.  Bartlett  v.  Sohoonover,  1S5  Ind. 
701,  36  N.  E.  121. 
Aa  to  liabllltT  for  pvrchaslna:  vote*. 

Approved  in  Thompson  v.  State,  16  Ind.' App.  88,  44  N.  E.  763,  holding  failure 
of  elector  to  carry  out  agreement  not  essential  in  fixing  Briber's  liability  to 
penalty. 

Cited  in  Spurlin  v.  State,  20  Ind.  App.  344,  50  N.  E.  777,  holding  it  error  to 
refuse  instruction  that  innocence  presumed  until  guilt  established,  in  action  for 
penalty  for  purchasing  votes. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Baum  v.  State,  65  L.  R.  A.  250,  which  authorizes  disfran- 
chisement for  bribery  at  election. 

Distinguished  in  Clinton  County  v.  Davis,  162  Ind.  60,  64  L.R.A.  785,  69  N. 
E.  680,  holding  that  vote  buyer  cannot  claim  reward  offered  by  statute  provid- 
ing for  reward  to  person  furnishing  information  resulting  in  conviction  of  vote 
seller. 
IVhat  eoniitltiates  former  Jeoi»ardy. 

Cited  in  LaUhaw  v.  State,  156  Ind.  201,  59  N.  E.  471,  holding  that  legislaturv 
may  provide  civil  damage  action  for  illegal  act,  though  party  criminally  liable. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Ascher,  57  L.  R.  A.  806,  which  holds  accused  not  put  in 
jeopardy  by  discharge  of  jury  after  trial  commenced,  because  jurors  prejudiced 
in  his  favor. 
violation   of   Injvuetlon   ••   contempt* 

Approved  in  State  ea>  rel,  Duensing  v.  Roby,  142  Ind.  189,  33  L.  R.  A.  220,  51 
Am.  St.  Rep.  174,  41  N.  E.  145,  holding  violation  of  injimction  punishable  as  lor 
contempt. 
PenallBlnv  failure  to  dlacliarflre  reeord. 

Cited  in  Judy  v.  Thompson,  156  Ind.  535,  60  N.  E.  270,  sustaining  statutory 
penalty  of  $25  and  fees,  payable  to  mortgagor  for  failure  to  discharge  record. 
History  aa  aid  In  eonatrnlnv  atatnte. 

Cited  in  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  State,  76  Ark.  309,  89  S.  W.  42,  holding  courts 
may   and   when   statute  is  not  clear  must  take  cognizance  of  trend  of  public 
events  leading  to  adoption  of  statute. 
Implied  repeal  of  atatntea. 

Cited  in  note  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  290)  no  Implied  repeal  of  statutes. 

21  L.  R.  A.  769.  BARRE  WATER  00.  v.  CARNES,  65  Vt.  626,  36  Am.  St.  Rep. 

891,  27  Atl.  609. 
Riparian    rivlita. 

Cited  in  Bridgeman  v.  Hardwick,  67  Vt.  654,  32  Atl.  602,  sustaining  recovery 
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by  adjoining  owner  for  diversion  of  stream  by  village  for  fire,  sanitary,  and  do- 
mestic purposes;  Canton  v.  Shock,  66  Ohio  St.  27,  58  L.  R.  A.  639,  63  N.  £.  600, 
holding  that  municipality,  situated  upon  natural  stream,  is,  in  its  corporate  ca- 
pacity^ entitled  to  rights  of  riparian  proprietor;  American  Asso.  v.  Eastern 
Kentucky  Land  Co.  2  Tenn.  Ch.  App.  175,  holding  no  right  of  lower  riparian 
proprietor  is  violated  in  supplying  citizens  of  town  through  which  streams 
run  with  water  therefrom  through  pipes;  Lawrie  v.  Silsby,  76  Vt.  252,  104  Am. 
St.  Rep.  027,  56  Atl.  1106,  holding  each  riparian  proprietor  must  use  his  own 
right  so  as  not  to  deprive  others  of  equal  enjoyment  of  their  same  rights. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Canton  v.  Shock,  58  L.  R.  A.  637,  which  holds  city  liable 
to  lower  proprietor  for  furnishing  water  to  outside  persons,  or  for  transportation, 
or  unreasonable  amount  to  manufacturers;  New  Whatcom  v.  Fairhaven  Land  Co. 
54  L.  R.  A.  190,  which  denies  city's  right  to  appropriate  waters  of  navigable  lake 
for  water  supply,  to  injury  of  riparian  owner;  Gould  v.  Eaton,  38  L.  R.  A.  181, 
which  denies  riparian  owner's  power  to  transfer  right  to  divert  water  from 
stream  to  use  on  nonriparian  land. 

Cited  in  notes  (41  L.R.A.  741)  on  correlative  rights  of  upper  and  lower  pro- 
prietors as  to  use  and  flow  of  water  in  stream;  (37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  314)  on  right 
of  government  to  divert  water  without  compensation  to  riparian  owner. 

Criticized  in  Lonsdale  Co.  v.  Woonsocket,  25  R.  I.  433,  56  Atl.  448,  holding 
city  owning  land  on  water  course  cannot  divert  water  thereof  for  domestic, 
sanitary,  fire  and  other  purposes  to  injury  of  other  riparian  proprietors. 

21  L.  R.  A.  772,  WOLF  v.  YOUBERT,  45  La.  Ann.  1100,  13  So.  806. 
Use  of  name  In   flrm. 

Approved  in  Re  Pelican  Ins.  Co.  47  La.  Ann.  936,  17  So.  427,  holding  that  *'2668 
It.  S."  was  intended  to  prevent  use  of  name  of  person  not  evidently  interested  in 
the  firm,  so  as  to  induce  false  credit. 
Priority  bet^vireen  Jndprment  and  conveyance. 

Cited  in  note  (38  L.  R.  A.  248)  on  priority  of  judgment  over  conveyance  made 
after  beginning  of  term. 
Rule  of  pari  delicto. 

Cited  in  note   (113  Am.  St.  Rep.  736)   on  rule  of  pari  delicto. 

21  L.  R.  A.  776,  NORTHERN  PINE-LAND  CO.  v.  BIGELOW,  84  Wis.  157,  54 

N.  W.  496. 
Proportional    division    of    crater    front. 

Approved  in  South  Shore  Lumber  CJo.  v.  C.  C.  Thompson  Lumber  Co.  37  C.  C. 
A.  387,  94  Fed.  738,  sustaining  rule  that  riparian  owner's  frontage  on  line  of 
navigable  water  within  cove  bears  same  ratio  to  his  shore  frontage  as  line  of  nav- 
igable water  within  cove  bears  to  shore  line;  Groner  v.  Foster,  94  Va.  653,  27 
Atl.  493,  sustaining  rule  of  division  of  riparian  rights,  that  as  whole  shore  line  is 
to  whole  line  of  navigability,  so  is  each  share  of  shore  line  to  each  share  of  line 
of  navigability. 

Cited  in  Berry  v.  Hoogendoom,  133  Iowa,  441,  108  N.  W.  923,  on  apportion- 
ment of  new  shore  line' among  owners  of  premises  abutting  on  old  shore  line; 
Thomas  v.  Ashland,  S.  A  I.  River  Logging  R.  Co.  122  Wis.  523,  106  Am.  St  Rep. 
1000,  100  N.  W.  993,  holding  prevailing  rule  to  be  that  each  shore  owner  must 
have  his  due  proportion  of  line  bounding  navigability  and  course  of  access  to 
it  from  shore,  exclusive  of  every  other  owner;  Hathaway  v.  Milwaukee,  132 
Wis.  253,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  779,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  975,  111  N.  W.  570,  holding 
that  in  division  of  accretion  and  new  shore  each  abutting  owner  is  properly 
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apportioned  such  proportion   of  new  shore  line  us  his   ownership  of  original 
shore  line  bore  to  whole  line  on  which  the  accretion  abuts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Scheifert  y.  Briegel,  63  L.R.A.  296,  which  holds  that  in- 
equalities due  to  broken  shore  line  should  be  equitably  adjusted  in  dividing 
dry  bed  of  lake  between  riparian  owners. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  257)  on  division  of  water  front,  alluvion, 
and  flats  between  adjoining  riparian  owners;  (122  Am.  St.  Rep.  982,  984,  986 j 
on  apportionment  of  accretions. 

Annotation  in  21  L.  R.  A.  776,  referred  to  particularly  in  Scheifert  t.  Briegelr 
90  Minn.  131,  63  L.  R.  A.  299,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  399,  96  N.  W.  44,  holding  divi- 
sion of  irregular  shore  line  of  lake,  by  extending  side  lines  of  lots  to  central 
points  at  different  portions  of  lake,  inequitable. 
Meauder  lines. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sizor  v.  Logansport,  44  L.R.A.  814,  which  holds  title 
carried  to  water  line,  if  not  to  thread  of  stream,  by  naming  meander  line  as 
boundary';  Security  Land  &  Exploration  Co.  v.  Burns,  63  L.R.A.  157,  which  hold& 
that  supposed  meander  line  will  be  held  to  be  boundary  line  if  consistent  with 
other  calls  and  distances  indicated  on  the  plat;  Smoulter  v.  Boyd,  66  L.RJ^. 
829,  which  denies  right  of  any  riparian  grantee  to  use  of  entire  lake  where 
boundary  lines  are  run  through  the  lake. 

Cited  in  note   (48  L.  ed.  U.  S.  662)   on  effect  of  meander  line  on  boundary  of 
Federal  grant. 
Brectlons    on    shore    of    naTlirable    -WAteni. 

Approved  in  Priewe  v.  Wisconsin  State  Land  k  Improv.  Co.  93  Wis.  547,  33  L. 
R.  A.  650,  67  N.  W.  918,  holding  riparian  proprietor  upon  navigable  lakes  may 
erect  whar>e8  in  aid  of  navigation;  Madison  v.  Mayers,  97  Wis.  415,  40  L.  R.  A 
G50,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  127,  73  N.  W.  43,  holding  riparian  proprietor  may  construct 
wharves,  booms,  etc.,  in  shoal  waters  in  aid  of  navigation. 
Title    to    accretions. 

Cited  in  Calkins  v.  Hart,  64  Misc.  150,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  1049,  on  apportion- 
ment of  lake  among  abutting  owners  in  proportion  their  shore  line  bears  to 
total  shore  line  in  same  way  as  alluvion  is  divided  among  riparian  or  littoral 
owners;  annotation  also  cited  on  this  point;  Hathaway  v.  Milwaukee,  132 
Wis.  253,  9  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  779,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  975,  111  N.  W.  570,  holding  that 
in  dividing  accretion  and  new  shore,  area  to  be  apportioned  is  properly  divided 
by  connecting  points  where  division  lines  of  coterminous  owners  intersect  original 
shore  line  and  corresponding  points  on  new  shore  line  by  straight  lines. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Crandall  v.  Allen,  22  L.  R.  A.  591,  which  holds  accretions 
in  front  of  land  of  several  owners  belong  to  all;  Wallace  v.  Driver,  31  L.  R.  A. 
317,  as  to  ownership  of  island  formed  in  navigable  river.* 

21  L.  R.  A.  783,  Eso  parte  WILLIAMS,  31  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  262,  20  S.  W.  580. 
Uniformity   In   license   In-ws. 

Approved  in  Preston  v.  Finley,  72  Fed.  856,  sustaining  statute  imposing  tax 
on  all  newspapers  of  certain  class;  Hill  v.  Abbeville,  59  S.  C.  417,  38  S.  E.  11, 
sustaining  graduated  privilege  tax  or  license  on  all  businesses  or  occupations  of 
same  dasst 

Cited  in  Los  Angeles  v.  Los  Angeles  Independent  Gas  Co.  162  Cal.  768,  93  Pac. 
1006,  sustaining  ordinance  imposing  tax  of  certain  sum  per  month  upon  every 
one  engaged  in  business  of  manufacturing,  selling,  distributing  or  furnishing 
gas,  regardless  of  business  done  or  profits  received. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  y.  Garbroski,  56  L.  R.  A.  670,  which  holds  void, 
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statute  exempting  veterans  from  requirement  for  peddling  license;  Knisely  v. 
Cotterel,  60  L.  R.  A.  86,  which  sustains  statute  fixing  different  rates  of  license 
for  retailers,  wholesalers,  and  sellers  on  board  of  trade;  Com.  use  of  Titusville  v. 
Claric,  57  L.  R.  A.  348,  which  holds  void,  exemption  from  license  tax  of  contract- 
ors and  real-estate  dealers,  but  not  others,  whose  business  less  than  $1,000;  Har- 
rodsburg  v.  Renfro,  51  L.  R.  A.  897,  which  holds  void,  ordinance  imposing  greater 
license  fee  for  sale  of  liquors  on  main  street  of  town  than  elsewhere. 

Cited  in  note   (129  Am.  St.  Rep.  292)  on  constitutional  limitations  on  power 
to  impose  license  or  occupation  taxes. 
Oecupatlon  tax  for  la-wyers. 

Cited  in  Maxey  v.  Wright,  3  Ind.  Terr.  256,  54  S.  W.  807,  holding  attorneys 
at  law  not  relieved  from  payment  of  amount  required  by  statute  for  privilege 
of  remaining  and  practising  their  profession  in  Creek  Nation  because  of  fact 
they  are  lawyers. 

21  L.  R.  A.  787,  KORETKE  v.  IRWIN,  100  Ala.  323,  13  So.  943. 
Ferrymaift'ii  duty. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sturgis  v.  Kountz,  27  L.  R.  A.  390,  which  requires  ferry- 
boat owner  to  provide  sufficient  bar  to  driveway. 

Cited  in  note  (68  L.R.A.  165)  on  ferryman  as  a  common  carrier. 

21  L.  R.  A.  789,  STATE  v.  LOOMIS,  115  Mo.  307,  22  S.  W.  360. 
Reatrf etlona   on   liaiilneiia   and   contracts  — —  Dne   process   of  la-w. 

Cited  in  Hunt  v.  Searcy,  167  Mo.  180,  67  S.  W,  206,  holding  insanity  judgment 
void  when  procured  without  notice  to,  or  appearance  by,  alleged  incompetent; 
Com.  V.  Brown,  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  344,  holding  act  requiring  weighing  of  bitumi- 
nous coal  before  screening,  and  providing  penalty  for  violation  thereof,  imconsti- 
tutional;  Re  Strom,  134  Mo.  App.  347,  114  S.  W.  381,  holding  it  is  of  essence 
of  due  process  that  party  who  will  be  deprived  of  property  by  judgment  be 
notified  of  proceeding  and  given  opportunity  to  be  heard;  Block  v.  Schwartz, 
27  Utah,  398,  65  L.R.A.  312,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  971,  76  Pac.  22,  1  Ann.  Cas.  560, 
on  what  included  within  the  term  "liberty''  as  used  within  the  constitutional 
guaranty  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life  "liberty"  or  property  without 
due  process  of  law. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Harding  v.  People,  32  L.  R.  A.  446,  which  holds  act  re- 
quiring weighing  of  coal  hoisted  from  mines  whose  product  is  shipped  by  rail  or 
water  invalid. 
— -  Class    lenrlslatlon. 

Cited  in  Low  v.  Rees  Printing  Co.  41  Neb.  136,  24  L.  R.  A.  706,  footnote  p.  702, 
43  Am.  St.  Rep.  670,  59  N.  W.  362,  holding  unconstitutional,  exception  of  farm 
and  domestic  labor  from  eight-hour  act;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Ellis,  165  U. 
S.  166,  41  L.  ed.  668,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  255,  holding  unconstitutional,  statute 
panting  attorney's  fees  against  railway  corporation  only,  as  unequal  classifica- 
tion; State  V.  Garbroski,  111  Iowa,  499,  66  L.  R.  A.  572,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  624,  82 
^.  W.  959,  holding  statute  unconstitutional  in  exempting  veterans  in  Union 
Army  from  payment  of  peddler's  tax;  Hocking  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Rosser,  53  Ohio 
St.  25,  29  L.  R.  A.  390,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  622,  41  N.  E.  263,  holding  statute  void 
In  granting  attorney's  fees  to  successful  party  in  action  for  wages;  Johnson  v. 
<3oodyear  Min.  Co.  127  Cal.  15,  47  L.  R.  A.  342,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  59  Pac.  304, 
folding  statute  unconstitutional  in  regulating  wage  contracts  of  corporations  do- 
ing business  within  state;  Vogel  v.  Pekoe,  157  111.  349,  30  L.  R.  A.  495,  42  N.  E. 
386   (dissenting  opinion),  majority  sustaining  statute  giving  attorney's  fees  in 
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wage  suits,  when  applicable  to  all  similarly  engaged;  Robertson  v.  People,  20 
Colo.  288,  38  Pac.  326,  sustaining  statute  proTiding  for  punishment  of  bank  offi- 
cers for  certain  acts  without  due  process;  State  ▼.  Broadbelt^  89  Md.  583,  45  L. 
R.  A.  437,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  201,  43  Atl.  771,  sustaining  statute  imposing  sanitary 
regulations  on  dairymen  in  cities,  towns,  and  villages;  State  v.  Darrah,  152  Mo. 
536,  54  S.  W.  226,  sustaining  statute  relating  to  punishment  of  bank  officers  for 
certain  acts;  Andrus  v.  Fidelity  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Asso.  168  Mo.  164,  67  S.  W.  582, 
holding  practice  of  permitting  proof  of  waiver  of  terms  of  insurance  contract 
witliout  being  pleaded,  not  arbitrary  classification  of  such  contracts;  Marshall  ic 
B.  Co.  V.  Nashville,  109  Tenn.  499,  71  S.  W.  815,  holding  ordinance  requiring 
that  all  city  printing  must  bear  union  label,  invalid,  as  discriminative  class  leg- 
islation; Sams  V.  St.  Louis  &  M.  River  R.  Co.  174  Mo.  72,  61  L.  R.  A.  480,  73 
6.  W.  686,  declaring  that  class  legislation,  to  stand,  must  include  all  who  cannot 
be  distinguished  in  that  particular  characteristic  which  justifies  the  act;  School 
District  v.  School  District,  22  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  235,  holding  act  providing  for  educa- 
tion of  soldiers'  children  not  permanently  residing  in  school  district  unconsti- 
tutional; State  V.  Parker  Distilling  Co.  236  Mo.  298,  139  S.  W.  453,  to  the 
point  that  ordinary  taxes  cannot  be  imposed  upon  products  of  sister  state  in 
excess  of  such  articles  produced  here;  Johnson  County  v.  Johnson,  173  Ind.  88, 
89  N.  E.  590,  holding  that  classification  in  tax  laws  must  be  based  upon  natural 
reasons  inhering  in  subject-matters;  Branson  v.  Studabaker,  133  Ind.  151.  Z^ 
N.  E.  98,  holding  valid,  provision  of  act  creating  appellate  court  regulating 
transfer  of  cases;  State  v.  Swagerty,  203  Mo.  523,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  602,  120  Am. 
St.  Rep.  671,  102  S.  W.  483,  11  Ann.  Cas.  755,  holding  act  applying  to  class 
engaged  in  operating  automobiles  not  special  law  although  it  does  not  refer  to 
all  vehicles  using  public  highways;  State  ex  rel.  Equitable  Life  Aaaur.  Soc.  v. 
Vandiver,  222  Mo.  265,  121  S.  W.  45  (dissenting  opinion),  on  necessity  of  rea- 
sonable basis  of  classification;  State  v.  Feingold,  77  Conn.  331,  59  Atl.  211,  on 
the  validity  of  an  act  requiring  a  deposit  from  itinerant  peddlers;  Darlington 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  216  Mo.  675,  116  S.  W.  530,  holding  demurrage 
law  whereby  free  time  to  load  or  unload  is  measured  solely  by  dimensions  and 
carrying  ability  of  car,  fixes  standard  arbitrarily;  Rushville  v.  Hayes,  162  Ind. 
202,  70  N.  E.  134,  holding  act  authorizing  issue  of  school  bonds  by  school  board 
of  city  or  town  of  not  more  than  4,545,  nor  less  than  4,540  population,  tmcon- 
stitutional  because  special  and  local;  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Westby. 
—  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — .  102  C.  C.  A.  65,  178  Fed.  625,  holding  statute  making  com- 
mon carriers  liable  for  negligent  injury  or  killing  of  employees  notwithstanding 
contributory  negligence  denies  carriers  equal  protection  of  laws. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Luman  v.  Hitchins  Bros.  Co.  46  L.R.A.  393,  which  holds 
void,  statute  prohibiting  officer  of  railroad  and  mining  corporation  only,  from 
being  interested  in  mercantile  business;  Longview  v.  Crawfordsville,  68  L.R.A. 
623,  which  holds  void .  classification  of  cities  for  purpose  of  legislation  so  tus 
to  make  particular  law  conferring  power  to  annex  territory  applicable  to  those 
having  population  between  six  and  seven  thousand;  State  ex  rel.  McKell  v. 
Robins,  69  L.R.A.  427,  which  holds  void  statute  requiring  official  or  fiduciary 
bonds  to  be  executed  by  surety  companies. 

Cited  in  notes  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  175,  178)  on  protection  of  corporations  from 
special  and  hostile  legislation;  (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  245)  on  acts  as  to  employer 
and  employe  which  legislature  may  declare  criminal. 

Distinguished  in  Dugger  v.  Mechanics'  &  T.  Ins.  Co.  95  Tenn.  259,  28  L,  R.  A. 
800,  32  S.  W.  5,  sustaining  statute  excepting  insurance  upon  baled  cotton  from 
provisions  applicable  to  insurance  policies  generally;  State  v.  Gregory,  170  Mo. 
605,  71   S.  W.  170,  holding  legislation  referring  to  all  contractors  and  subcon 
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tractors  not  uneonstitutional  as  class  legislation;  State  v.  Missouri  Tie  &  Tim- 
ber Co.  181  Mo.  554,  65  L.R.A.  503,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  614,  80  S.  W.  933,  2  Ann. 
Cas.  119,  holding  statute  forbidding  payment  of  wages  in  medium  not  negotiable 
and  redeemable  at  its  face  value  in  money  which  applies  to  any  person,  firm  or 
corporation  paying  wages  for  labor  is  not  class  legislation. 

Criticized  in  Grainger  t.  Douglas  Park  Jockey  Club,   78  C.  C.  A.  199,   148 
Fed.  525,  8  Ann.  Cas.  997,  approving  test  that  classification  must  be  reasonable 
and  not  arbitrary,  while  criticising  it  upon  ground  of  its  generality. 
—  Freedom  of  eontntct. 

Cited  in  Daggs  v.  Orient  Ins.  Co.  136  Mo.  399,  35  L.  R.  A.  231,  58  Am.  St.  Rep. 
638,  38  S.  W.  85  (concurring  opinion),  sustaining  statute  requiring  payment  of 
full  amount  of  policy  on  total  loss;  State  ex  rel.  Star  Pub.  Co.  v.  Associated 
Press,  159  Mo.  456,  51  L.  R.  A.  166,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  368,  60  S.  W.  91,  holding 
news  gathering  not  monopoly,  and  contractual  rights  as  to  reports  cannot  be  dis- 
turbed ;  People  ex  rel.  Rodgers  v.  Coler,  166  N.  Y.  19,  52  L.  R.  A.  822,  82  Am.  St. 
Rep.  605,  59  N.  E.  716,  holding  statute  unconstitutional  in  declaring  contract 
invalid  unless  workmen  receive  prevailing  wages;  State  v.  Haun,  61  Kan.  159,  47 
L.  R.  A.  374,  59  Pac.  340,  holding  statute  unconstitutional  which  makes  wages 
payable  in  money  only;  Harbison  v.  Knoxville  Iron  Co.  103  Tenn.  446,  56  L.  R.  A. 
321,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  682,  53  S.  W.  955,  sustaining  statute  requiring  employers 
to  pay  in  money  all  orders  for  merchandise,  etc.,  issued  for  wages;  Com.  v. 
Brown,  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  351,  43  W.  N.  C.  73,  Affirming  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  775,  20  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  254,  28  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  8.  181,  holding  statute  unconstitutional  in  provid- 
ing against  screening  coal  mined  at  quantity  rates,  before  crediting  weight  to 
employee;  Re  House  Bill  No.  203,  21  Colo.  28,  39  Pac.  431,  holding  bill  unconsti- 
tutional in  attempting  to  abridge  contractual  rights  of  fixing  mode  of  compensa- 
tion for  mining  coal;  McCarty  v.  O'Bryan,  137  Mo.  591,  .38  S.  W.  456  (concurring 
opinion),  sustaining  recovery  of  twice  amount  owing,  for  failure  to  pay  wages 
when  due;  Leep  v.  St.  Ix)uis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  58  Ark.  423,  23  L.  R.  A.  270,  foot- 
note p.  264,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  109,  25  S.  W.  75,  upholding  statute  requiring  pay- 
ment of  wages  earned,  without  discount,  on  discharge  of  employees  by  corpora- 
tions; State  V.  Julow,  129  Mo.  175,  29  L.  R.  A.  259,  footnote  p.  257,  50  Am.  St. 
Rep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  holding  unlawful,  requirement  as  condition  of  employ- 
ment that  employee  shall  not  belong  to  labor  union;  State  ex  rel.  Zillmer  v. 
Kreutzberg,  114  Wis.  543,  58  L.  R.  A.  754,  91  Am.  vSt.  Rep.  934,  90  N.  W.  1098, 
holding  statute  unconstitutional  in  making  it  unlawful  to  discharge  employee  be- 
cause member  of  labor  organization;  Cleveland  v.  Clements  Bros.  Constr.  Co.  67 
Ohio  St.  222,  59  L.  R.  A.  782,  footnote  p.  775,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  670,  65  X.  E.  885, 
holding  eight-hour  labor  law  invalid;  Re  Morgan,  26  Colo.  448,  47  L.  R.  A.  65, 
footnote  p.  52,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  269,  58  Pac.  1071,  holding  void,  eight-hour  law 
applying  to  smelters;  Cleveland  v.  Clements  Bros.  Constr.  Co.  67  Ohio  St.  222, 
59  L.  R.  A.  782,  footnote  p.  775,  holding  void,  act  limiting  to  eight  hours  a  day 
work  of  laborers  on  public  contract;  Ritchie  v.  People,  155  111.  104,  29  L.  R.  A. 
82,  footnote  p.  79,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  315,  40  N.  E.  454,  holding  void,  act  prohibit- 
ing employment  of  female  in  factory  more  than  eight  hours  j)er  day ;  Low  v.  Rees 
Printing  Co.  41  Neb.  136,  24  L.  R.  A.  706,  footnote  p.  702,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  670, 
69  N.  W.  362,  holding  unconstitutional,  exception  of  farm  and  domestic  labor 
from  eight-hour  law;  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Continental  Tobacco  Co.  177  Mo.  35, 
75  S.  W.  737,  holding  that  statute  prohibiting  fixing  and  maintaining  price  of 
manufactured  article  does  not  prohibit  one  manufacturing  company  from  selling 
to  another;  State  v.  Baleh,  178  Mo.  410,  77  8.  W.  547,  holding  statement  of  ac- 
count and  amount  due,  given  quitting  employee,  not  within  meaning  of  statute 
prohibiting  issue  of  evidence  of  indebtedness  which  is  not  negotiable  and  redeem- 
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able  at  face  value;  Republic  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  v.  State,  160  Ind.  302,  62  L.  R.  A. 
144,  66  N.  £.  1005,  holding  act  requiring  weekly  payment  of  wages,  and  impos- 
ing penalty  for  violation  thereof,  unconstitutional;  Stat«  v.  CantweU,  179  Mo. 
261,  78  S.  W.  569,  sustaining,  as  exercise  of  police  power,  legislation  prohibiting 
laborers  from  working  underground  more  than  eight  bourse  a  day;  New  York 
C.  &.H.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Williams,  199  N.  Y.  126,  35  L.RJ^.(N.S.)  660,  139  Am.  St. 
Rep.  850,  92  N.  £.  404;  holding  that  statute  requiring  railroad  to  pay  employeea 
.semi-monthly  in  cash  is  constitutional;  dissenting  opinions  in  House  v.  Mayea. 
227  Mo.  654,  127  S.  VV.  306;  State  ex  rel.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  v.  Van- 
diver,  222  Mo.  261,  121  S.  W.  45, — on  limitation  of  right  of  contract  by  statute: 
State  V.  Missouri  Tie  &  Timber  Co.  181  Mo.  554,  65  L.R.A.  693,  lOa  Am.  St.  Rep. 
614,  80  S.  W.  933,  2  Ann.  Cas.  119,  holding  statute  forbidding  payment  of  wages  in 
medium  not  negotiable  and  redeemable  at  its  face  value  in  money,  is  unconsti- 
tutional, because  it  abridges  right  of  contract;  Arkansas  Stave  Co.  v.  State, 
94  Ark.  37,  27  L.R.A.{N.S.)  259,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  255,  125  S.  W.  1001.  sustain- 
ing act  requiring  corporations  to  have  two  regular  pay  days  each  month;  State 
V.  Muller,  48  Or.  254,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  805,  85  Pac.  855,  11  Ann.  Cas.  88,  sus- 
taining statute  prohibiting  employment  of  females  in  mechanical  establishments, 
factories  or  laundries  more  than  ten  hours  in  one  day;  State  Normal  School 
V.  Yetter,  33  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  560,  on  invalidity  of  legislation  denying  freedom 
to  contract  to  one  class  of  citizens  when  no  reasonable  basis  of  classification 
exists  for  such  regulations;  Jordon  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  535,  11  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  606,  103  S.  W.  633,  14  Ann.  Cas.  616,  holding  statute  prohibiting  payment 
for  labor  performed  in  any  medium  of  pa^onent  redeemable  or  payable  in  goods  or 
merchandise  is  invalid;  State  v.  Miksicek,  225  Mo.  572,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  597, 
125  S.  W.  507,  holding  statute  providing  no  employee  shall  be  required  to 
work  in  bakery  or  confectionery  more  than  six  days  per  week  unconstitutional; 
Block  V.  Schwartz,  27  Utah,  398,  65  L.R.A.  312,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  971,  76  Pac. 
22,  1  Ann.  Cas.  550;  Wright  v.  Hart,  182  N.  Y.  334,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  341,  75 
N.  E.  404,  3  Ann.  Cas.  263, — ^holding  statute  which  makes  sales  of  merchandise 
in  bulk  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  creditors  of  seller  unless  certain  re- 
quirements are  complied  with  is  invalid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Braceville  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  22  L.  R.  A.  340,  which  holds 
unconstitutional,  statute  requiring  w€-ekly  payment  of  wages  by  specified  corpora- 
tions; State  ear  rel.  Board  of  Tranap.  v.  Sioux  City,  O.  &  W.  R.  Co.  31  L.  R.  A,  47, 
which  holds  void,  act  fixing  freight  rates;  Bailey  v.  People,  64  L.  R.  A.  839, 
which  holds  void,  restriction  on  number  lodging-house  keepers  may  permit  to 
occupy  one  room;  Re  Preston,  62  L.  1  .  A.  523,  which  holds  void,  statute  against 
screening  coal  before  weighing  and  crediting  to  miner;  State  v,  Wilson,  47  L. 
R.  A.  71,  which  sustains  statute  against  screening  coal  mined  at  quantity  rates, 
before  weighing  and  crediting  to  employees;  Dixon  v.  Poe,  60  L.  R.  A.  308,  which 
holds  void,  act  requiring  redemption  in  money  of  checks  issued  in  payment  of 
wages;  State  v.  Buchanan,  59  L.  R.  A.  342,  which  sustains  prohibition  against 
employment  of  women  more  than  ten  hours  a  day  in  certain  establishments;  Re 
Ten-Hour  Law,  61  L.  R.  A.  612,  which  sustains  limitation  to  ten  hours  a  day  of 
work  of  street  railway  employees;  Re  Dalton,  47  L.  R.  A.  380,  which  sustains 
eight-hour  law  applicable  only  to  employees  of  state,  municipality,  or  subdivision 
of  state;  Third  Nat.  Bank  v.  Divine  Grocery  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  445,  which  denies 
right  to  prevent  transfer  of  property  in  payment  of  debt  while  solvent;  Dennis  v. 
Moses,  40  L.  R.  A.  302,  which  denies  validity  of  statute  limiting  recovery  on 
mortgage  debt  due  to  property  mortgaged ;  Griswold  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  24  LJLA. 
647,  which  holds  prohibition  against  carriers  exempting  themselves  from  liability 
inapplicable  to  contract  relieving .  them   from  liabiltiy  for  loss  by  fire  of  ware- 
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houses  placed  on  their  property;  Toney  v.  State,  C7  L.R.A.  286,  which  holds 
void,  statute  making  it  a  misdemeanor  for  one  under  contract  to  labor  to  enter 
into  new  contract  with  third  person  without  former  employer's  consent  and  a 
sufficient  excuse. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.  R.  A.  273)  on  validity  and  effect  of  statutes  requiring 
wages  to  be  paid  in  lawful  money;  (28  L.  K-  A.  344)  on  validity  and  effect  of 
statutes  regulating  time  and  payment  of  wages;  (37  Am.  St.  Rep.  213)  on  stat- 
ute regulating  relations  of  master  and  servant;  (122  Am.  St.  Rep.  909)  on 
constitutionality  of  statutes  regulating  time  and  method  of  payment  of  wages; 
(139  Am.  St.  Rep.  865)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  relating  to  wages. 

Distinguished  in  Lawrence  v.  Rutland  R.  Co.  80  Vt.  389,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
368,  67  Atl.  1091,  13  Ann.  Cas.  475,  sustaining  act  requiring  certain  corpora- 
tions to  pay  employes  weekly,  forbidding  payment  in  certain  mediums  and 
making  assignments  of  future  wages  to  or  for  benefit  of  such  corporations 
invalid. 
— —  Police  pofver. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bessette  v.  People,  56  L.  R.  A.  558,  which  holds  void, 
requirement  that  horseshoers  practise  business  for  four  years,  submit  to  exam- 
ination, and  pay  license  fee;  People  ex  rel.  Nechamcus  v.  City  Prison,  27  L. 
R.  A.  718,  which  upholds  act  requiring  examination  and  certificate  from  em- 
ploying or  master  plumbers. 

21  L.  R.  A.  810,  INTERNATIONAL  OCEAN  TELEG.  CO.  v.  SAUNDERS,  32 

Fla.  434,  14  So.  148. 
Aetion  bx  addreanee's   principal* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Shingleur  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  444,  which 
denies  right  of  one  voluntarily  carrying  out  contract  by  agent  in  accordance 
with  telegram  wrongly  transmitted,  to  recover  against  company. 
Recovery    for   mental    nngmliih. 

Approved  in  Butner  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  2  Okla.  239,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
771,  37  Pac.  1087,  denying  damages  for  mental  suffering  occasioned  by  negli- 
gent failure  to  deliver  telegram  announcing  relative's  death;  Lewis  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  57  S.  C.  330,  35  S.  E.  556,  denying  damages  for  mental  suffering 
disconnected  with  physical  injury,  for  delaying  message;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Ca 
V.  Ferguson,  26-Ind.  App.  216,  59  N.  E.  416,  and  Western  U.  Teleg;  Co.  v.  Fer- 
guson, 157  Ind.  66,  64  L.  R.  A.  847,  footnote  p.  846,  60  N.  E.  674,  denying  right 
of  action  for  mental  anguish  from  failure  to  promptly  deliver  telegram;  West- 
ern U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  157  Ind.  66,  54  L.  R.  A.  847,  60  N.  E.  674,  deny- 
ing right  of  action  for  mental  anguish  only,  resulting  from  failure  of  telegraph 
company  to  deliver  message;  Hickey  v.  Welch,  01  Mo.  App.  11,  sustaining  action 
for  mental  anguish  in  absence  of  physical  injury  when  resulting  from  wilful 
and  malicious  act. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Chouteau,  28  Okla.  679,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
— ,  115  Pac.  879,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  824,  holding  that  damages  are  not  recover- 
able for  mental  distress  alone  caused  by  negligent  delay  in  delivering  tele- 
gram; Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Rowell,  153  Ala.  309,  45  So.  73,  holding  it  error 
to  allow  jury  to  determine  whether  they  would  award  punitive  damages  in 
action  to  recover  damages  for  mental  suffering  on  account  of  breach  of  con- 
tract to  transmit  message;  Rowan  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  149  Fed.  554,  hold- 
ing mental  anguish  alone  caused  by  neglect  to  deliver  message'  is  not  a  basis 
for  recovery  of  damages. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  U.  Teleg,  Co.  v.  Crocker,  59  L.  R.  A.  398,  which 
BUstains  recovery  for  mental  anguish  for  failure  to  promptly  deliver  telegram 
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announcing  serious  illness  of  grandchild;  Francis  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  25 
L.  R.  A.  406,  which  holds  damages  for  mental  suffering  not  recoverable  for  fail- 
ure to  deliver  telegram;  Peay  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  39  L.  R.  A.  463,  which 
denies  right  to  damages  for  mental  anguish  without  physical  injury  for  delay 
in  delivering  telegram;  Cowan  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  64  L.  R.  A.  546,  hold- 
ing that  mental  anguish  will  sustain  action  for  failure  to  promptly  deliver  tele- 
gram; Simmons  v.  Western  U.  Tel^.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  607,  which  sustains  stat- 
ute rendering  telegraph  companies  liable  for  delay  in  delivering  messages; 
Barnes  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  65  L.R.A.  667,  which  sustains  right  to  damages 
for  mental  anguish  from  failure  to  deliver  telegram  though  unaccompanied  by 
physical  suffering;  Green  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  986,  which  sus- 
tains liability  of  telegraph  company  for  mental  anguish  of  16  year  old  girl  in 
being  compelled  to  drive  two  miles  in  strange  city  after  midnight  with  a  strange 
driver  due  to  its  failure  to  deliver  telegram;  Hancock  v.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  69  L.R.A.  403,  which  denies  right  to  damages  for  mere  disappointment  and 
regret  from  failure  of  telegraph  ccmipany  promptly  to  deliver  a  death  masssge: 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Reid,  70  L.R.A.  289,  which  denies  father's  right  to 
recover  for  mental  anguish  in  witnessing  suffering  of  child  because  of  telegraph 
company's  failure  promptly  to  deliver  telegram  summoning  physician. 

Cited  in  note  (117  Am.  St.  Rep.  306)  on  mental  suffering  as  element  of  damages 
recoverable  for  failure  to  transmit  and  deliver  telegrams. 

Distinguished  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Wells,  50  Fla.  481,  2  L.RJ^..(N.S.) 
1076,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  129,  39  So.  838,  7  Ann.  Cas.  531,  holding  damages  for 
mental  anguish  recoverable  in  action  based  on  wilful  refusal  of  telegraph  com- 
pany to  pay  over  money  on  telegraphic  money  transfer,  error  having  occurred 
in  its  transmission 

Denied  in  Mentzer  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  93  Iowa,  756,  28  L.  R.  A.  73. 
57  Am.  St.  Rep.  294,  62  N.  W.  1,  sustaining  recovery  for  mental  anguish  from 
negligently  delaying  telegram  announcing  relative's  death. 

Disapproved  in  Green  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  136  N.  C.  505,  67  L.RJ^.992. 
103  Am.  St.  Rep.  952,  49  S.  E.  165,  1  Ann.  Cas.  349,  holding  damages  recover- 
able for  mental  suffering  due  to  delay  in  delivering  telegram  relative  to  arrival 
of  person  by  train,  whereby  such  person  was  subjected  to  annoyance  and  delaj 
in  getting  to  house  of  friend. 
Action  by  sendee  of  nea««9e. 

Cited  in  McMillan  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  60  Fla.  141,  29-  L.ILA.(NJS.) 
896,  53  So.  329  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability  of  telegraph  company  for 
negligent  delay  in  delivering  telegram;  Stewart,  M.  k  Co.  v.  Postal  Teleg.-Cable 
Co.  131  Ga.  35,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  694,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  205,  61  S.  E.  1045,  hold- 
ing action  maintainable  by  sendee  of  message  for  error  in  its  transmission  od 
ground  of  breach  of  legal  duty. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Frazier  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  319,  which 
holds  that  telegraph  company  must  be  chargeable  with  notice  that  message  is 
for  sendee's  benefit  to  entitle  him  to  sue  for  delay. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1138)  on  right  of  addressee  of  telegram  to 
sue  for  delay  in  delivery. 

21  L.  R.  A.  818,  WESTERN  U.  TELEG.  CO.  v.  McGILL,  6  C.  C.  A.  521,  12  U.  & 

App.  651,  57  Fed.  699. 
"Who  may  recover  under  iitatntea   ffivlnv  rlfflit  of  action   Cor  -wrorngtul 

deatli. 

Approved  in  Watson  v.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  70  Minn.  518,  73  N.  W.  400, 
denying  recovery  to  husband  for  wife's  death  under  statute  permitting  recovery 
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by  "next  of  kin;"  Thornburg  v.  American  Strawboard  Co.  141  Ind.  445,  50  Am. 
SU  Rep.  334,  40  N.  £.  1062,  denying  recovery  by  stepfather  for  child's  death 
under  statute  giving  right  to  "father;"  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  22 
Ind.  App.  463,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  319,  53  N,  E.  1092,  denying  recovery  by  foster 
mother  for  death  of  child  not  legally  adopted,  under  statute  giving  right  to 
^'mother;"  Robinson  v.  Georgia  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  117  Ga.  168,  60  L.R.A.  557,  43  S.  E. 
452,  holding  that  statute  gives  mother  of  illegitimate  child  no  right  of  action 
for  his  homicide;  Cole  v.  Mayne,  122  Fed.  838,  holding  that  under  statute  giv- 
ing right  of  action  to  widow  of  person  killed,  his  lineal  heirs,  or  persons  de- 
pendent upon  him,  no  action  can  be  maintained  by  children  if  widow  is  living. 

Cited  in  Swift  &  Co.  v.  Johnson,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1165,  71  C.  C.  A.  619,  138 
Fed.  869,  holding  action  maintainable  only  for  benefit  of  persons  specified  in 
statute,  and  then  only  for  recovery  of  such  damages  as  are  contemplated  by  it; 
Johnson  v.  Seattle  Electric  Co.  39  Wash.  215,  81  Pac.  705,  holding  surviving 
husband  has  no  cause  of  action  for  loss  of  his  wife,  "widow"  and  "widower"  not 
being  interchangeable  terms;  Bartlett  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  21  Okla.  419, 
96  Pac.  468,  holding  where  action  is  given  for  benefit  of  widow  and  children  or 
next  of  kin,  petition  by  widower  suing  for  negligent  killing  of  wife,  which  fails 
to  show  there  are  no  children,  is  demurrable;  Chicago  &  £.  R.  Co.  v.  La  Porte, 
33  Ind.  App.  696,  71  N.  E.  166,  holding  in  statutory  action  to  recover  for  wrong- 
fully causing  death  existence  of  some  beneficiary  must  be  alleged  and  proved. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chattanooga  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  34  L.  R.  A.  442, 
which  denies  right  of  surviving  husband,  as  such,  to  maintain  action  for  wife's 
death. 

Cited  in  note  (70  Am.  St.  Rep.  673)  on  actions  for  death  of  human  being. 

21  L.  R.  A.  822,  HIGH  v.  AMERICAN  WHEEL  CO.  97  Mich.  502,  56  N.  W. 

927. 
Hfoirtflraflre  creditor's  riarbta. 

Cited  in  later  appeal  in  Fifth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Daboll,  100  Mich.  68,  58  N.  W. 
648,  holding  mortgage  creditor's  claims,  separate  from  contingent  liability  and 
percentage  right,  unaffected  by  part  payment  of  any  fund  unless  exceeding  bal- 
ance impaid  on  such  fund;  Stephens  v.  Leonard,  122  Mich.  129,  80  N.  W.  1002, 
holding  mortgagee  entitled  to  whole  mortgaged  property  as  security. 

21  L.  R.  A.  827,  STATE  v.  WILLIAMSON,  118  Mo.  146,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  358, 

23  S.  W.  1054. 
Illegality  of  principal's  boslnesii  an  defenae. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  764)  on  estoppel  of  public  officer  charged  with 
embezzlement  to  deny  authority  to  receive  money. 

Distinguished  in  Com.  v.  Shober,  14  Lane.  L.  Rev.  158,  holding  illegality  of 
corporation  business  no  defense  to  action  for  embezzlement  by  factor  or  broker 
thereof. 

AMlsmment  of  emolumeiitii  of  office. 

Approved  in  Chicago  v.  People,  98  111.  App.  521,  holding  municipal  corporation 
cannot  be  made  to  pay  salaries  to  creditor  or  assignor  in  violation  of  officer's 
Tights;  State  use  of  Perkins  v.  Barnes,  10  S.  D.  311,  73  N.  W.  80,  holding  as- 
signment of  salary  or  fees  by  public  ofiicer  void,  as  against  public  policy;  Holt 
V.  Thurman,  111  Ky.  91,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  399,  63  S.  \7.  280,  holding  assignment 
by  public  officer  of  salary  to  be  earned,  void,  as  against  public  policy;  Serrill  y. 
Wilder,  77  Ohio  St.  358,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  988,  83  N.  E.  486,  holding  contract  for 
sale  and  application  of  unearned  fees  or  salary  of  public  officer  invalid. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  State,  68  Neb.  482,  94  N.  W.  633,  4  Ann.  Gas.  423; 


21  L.R.A.  827]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  912 

McGowman  v.  New  OrleanB,  118  La.  430,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1121,  48  So.  40,  10  Ann. 
Cas.  633, — holding  assignment  of  unearned  salary  by  public  officer  is  against  pub- 
lic policy  and  void;  Cooley  Credit  Co.  v.  Townsend,  132  Mo.  App.  393,  111  S.  W. 
894,  holding  assignment  or  contract  of  sale  by  public  officer  of  his  salary  is  con- 
trary to  public  policy  and  yoid. 

Cited  in  footnot<^8  to  Edwards  v.  Handle,  36  L.  R.  A.  174,  which  holds  sale 
by  postmaster  of  postoffice  furniture,  and  agreement  to  resign  office,  void;  White 
V.  Cook,  67  L.  R.  A.  417,  which  holds  void,  sale  by  sheriff  to  deputy  of  all  work 
of  office  in  one  district  and  compensation  for  same;  Cansler  y.  Penland,  48  L.  IL 
A.  441,  which  holds  void,  contract  by  which  sheriff  turns  over  tax  list  to  an- 
other to  collect  taxes  on  specified  commission;  Re  Worthington,  23  L.  R.  A.  97, 
which  holds  void,  assignment  of  commissions  by  executor  before  accounting. 

Cited  in  note  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  567)  on  validity  of  assignment  of  future  wages 
or  salary. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Kansas  City  Loan  Guarantee  Co.  y.  Kent,  98 
Mo.  App.  289,  71  S.  W.  1066,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  assignment  of  wages 
by  municipal  employees  valid. 
EntbesBlentent. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  48;  87  Am.  St  Rep.  24)  on  embezzlement 

21  L.  R.  A.  829,  PREBLE  v.  MAINE  C.  R.  CO.  85  Me.  260,  35  Am.  St  Rep. 

366,  27  Atl.  149. 
Title  "by  adveme  poMMaaloa. 

Approved  in  Miller  v.  Mills  County,  111  Iowa,  658,  82  N.  W.  1038,  holding 
possession  not  adverse  when  taken  by  mistake,  without  intent  to  assert  title. 

Cited  in  Bowers  v.  Ledgerwood,  25  Wash.  17,  64  Pac.  936,  holding  adverse 
possession  established  by  open,  continuous  occupancy,  claiming  ownership,  though 
land  originally  inclosed  by  mistake;  McCormick  v.  Sorenson,  58  Wash.  110,  137 
Am.  St.  Rep.  1047,  107  Pac  1055,  holding  that  purchaser  of  lots  who  by  mistake 
takes  possession  of  wrong  property  and  encloses  it,  and  maintains  possession  for 
ten  years  acquires  title  by  adverse  possession;  Edwards  v.  Fleming,  83  Kan.  659, 
33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  931,  112  Pac.  836,  holding  that  where  clear  intention  is  to  claim 
land  up  to  fence  believed  to  be  true  boundary,  possession  will  be  adverse  whether 
or  not  it  is  true  boundary;  Riddle  v.  Sheppard,  119  Ga.  933,  47  S.  E.  201,  on 
effect  of  possession  under  claim  of  right,  but  under  mistake  of  fact  as  to  loca- 
tion of  true  line  annotation  also  cited  on  this  point. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Carney  v.  Hennessey,  53  L.  R.  A.  699,  which  holds  claim 
of  title  or  specific  intent  to  make  land  own,  unnecessary  to  perfect  title  by  ad- 
verse possession. 

Cited  in  notes  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1190,  1205,  1206,  1207)  on  necessity  of  color 
of  title,  not  expressly  made  a  condition  by  statute,  in  adverse  possession; 
(33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  923,  924)  on  adverse  possession  due  to  ignorance  or  mistake 
as  to  boundary;  (110  Am.  St.  Rep.  689)  on  conclusiveness  of  established  boun- 
daries. 

Disapproved  in  Bayhouse  v.  Urquides,  17  Idaho,  294,  106  Pac.  1066,  holding 
possession  taken  and  held  under  mistake  as  to  true  boundary  line  is  adverse. 

21  L.  R.  A.  835,  FLAGG  v.  CHICAGO,  D.  A  0.  G.  T,  JUNCTION  R.  CO.  96 

Mich.  30,  55  N.  W.  444. 
Maiisseiment  of  liorves. 

Approved  in  Moore  v.  Kansas  City  &  L.  Rapid  Transit  R.  Co.  126  Mo.  276, 
29  S.  W.  9,  denying  recovery  when  horses  not  removed  to  safe  distance,  though 
party  knew  their  liability  to  become  frightened. 
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Difltinguiahed  in  CampbellV.  Chicago  Great  Western  R.  Co.  108  Minn.  108,  28 
L.R.A.(X.S.)  348,  183  Am.  St.  Rep.  417,  121  N.  W.  429,  holding  railroad  company 
liable  to  person  injured  while  trying  to  back  wagon  and  horse,  unaccompanied  by 
driver,  off  railway  track  at  crossing,  where  train  approaehed  at  high  rate  of 
speed,  whistle  was  blown  and  horse  was  frightened  and  jerked  person  on  track. 
ConAltlom  of  staUoA  preaiises. 

Cited  in  Lemon  v.  Grand  Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.  136  Mich.  651,  100  N.  W.  22,  on 
liability  of  railroad  company  for  injury  sustained  by  passenger  by  reason  of  un- 
safe condition  of  station  premises;  McCormick  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  A;  M.  R.  Co.  141 
Mich.  20,  104  N.  W.  390,  holding  too  high  degree  of  care  required  of  railroad  com- 
pany by  charge  that  it  must  use  very  high  degree  of  care  to  make  place  where 
it  reoeives  passengers  sale. 

21  L.  R.  A.  839,  PURXELL  v.  REED,  32  Fla.  329,  13  So.  874. 
Property   in   tttiwtgu   exempted. 

Cited  in  Hinson  v.  Booth,  39  Fla.  347,  22  So.  687,  holding  property  of  widow 
and  heirs  not  acquired  by  Constitution,  but  by  statutes  as  to  dower  and  de- 
scent. 

21  L.  R.  A.  841,  GUTHRIE  v.  TERRITORY,  1  Okla.  188,  31  Pac.   190. 
Municipal    corpomtlons. 

Cited  in  Guthrie  v.  Wylie,  6  Okla.  66,  55  Pac.  103,  holding  that  de  facto  mu- 
nicipal corporation  cannot  exist,  in  absence  of  law  authorizing  de  jure  munici- 
pal corporations. 
_  Po-wer,  -when  nnautliorlBedy  to  ereate  liindlns  obllvatlons. 

Cited  in  Oklahoma  City  v.  T.  M.  Richardson  Lumber  Co.  3  Okla.  8,  39  Pac. 
386,  holding  that  provisional  municipal  governments  organized  without  legis- 
lative authority  have  no  power  to  create  obligations  of  binding  force  against 
their  lawfully  formed  successors. 

—  l«es?iiilati-ve  power  to  direct  creation  of  iadebtedneM  or  payment  of 
claims  by. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rd.  Traders*  Nat.  Bank  v.  Winter,  16  Wash.  412,  46  Pac. 
644,  sustaining  power  of  legislature  to  direct  payment  by  municipal  corporation 
of  claims  incurred  under  prior  void  incorporation;  Guthrie  v.  New  Vienna  Bank, 
4  Okla.  197,  38  Pac.  4,  sustaining  legislative  power  to  compel  municipal  corpo- 
ration to  pay  claims  having  meritorious  basis,  although  not  legal  obligations 
against  it;  Winneconne  v.  Winneconne,  111  Wis.  16,  86  N.  W.  590,  sustaining 
power  of  legislature  to  provide,  in  act  creating  municipal  corporations,  that  they 
Hliould  assume  payment  of  meritorious  obligations  arising  under  previous  un- 
authorized organizations;  State  ex  rel.  McCullough  v.  Seattle,  60  Wash.  248,  110 
Pac.  1008,  holding  that  legislature  has  power  by  retroactive  law  to  take  away 
right  of  municipality  to  plead  statute  of  limitations  against  moral  claim  it  ought 
to  pay. 

Cited  in  note  (37  Ii.R.A.(N.S.)  1092)  on  creation  of  indebtedness  within  mean* 
ing  of  debt  limit  provisions. 

Overruled  in  Guthrie  v.  New  Vienna  Bank,  4  Okla.  224,  38  Pac.  4,  holding 
legislature  limited  by  United  States  statute  limiting  indebtedness  of  municipal 
corporations  in  territories,  from  providing  for  payment  by  mimicipal  corpora- 
tion of  meritorious  claims  against  it;  Ray  v.  School  Dist.  No.  9,  21  Okla.  95,  95 
Pac.  480,  holding  same. 

L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.-^58. 
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Cited  as  overruled  in  Martin  v.  Territory,  6  Olcla.  189,  48  Pac.  106,  holding 
void,  legislation  directing  creation  of  municipal  indebtedness  in  excess  of  statu- 
tory limit. 
— -  Ijeffi«l«tlve   po-wer   to   create   tribunal   to   hear   elaims  asalnat* 

Cited  in  Guthrie  Nat.  Bank. v.  Guthrie,  173  U.  S.  534,  43  L.  ed.  798,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  491,  sustaining  power  of  territorial  legislature  to  create  and  r^ulate 
special  tribunal  to  hear  claims  against  municipal  corporations  which  are  not 
legal  obligations;  Territory  ex  reL  Bank  of  New  Vienna  v.  Guthrie,  1  Okla.  405. 
33  Pac.  704,  holding  that  appeal  lies  to  supreme  court  from  order  of  district 
court  approving  claim  reported  to  it  by  commission  created  to  hear  claims 
against  municipal  corporation. 
Coadltlona  in  Oklahoma  w^hen  territory  first  thrcwn  open  tor  aettlenient. 

Cited  in  Oklahoma  City  v.  McMaster,  196  U.  S.  537,  49  L.  ed.  590,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  324,  as  to  general  confusion  at  opening  of  territory. 

21  L.  R.  A.  848,  WILLIAMS  v.  JOHNSON,  112  N.  C.  424,  34  Am.  St  Rep.  513, 

17  S.  £.  496. 
Appearanees  by  attorneys. 

Approved  in  Mobile  Transp.  Co.  v.  Mobile,  128  Ala.  352,  64  L.  R.  A.  344,  86 
Am.  St.  Rep.  143,  30  So.  645,  holding  authority  to  appear  shown  by  oath  of 
attorney,  when  uncontradicted;  Gardner  v.  Austin,  14  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  554,  refusing 
to  strike  off  judgment  entered  upon  warrant  of  attorney  signed  in  partnership 
name  in  absence  of  evidence  by  whom  signed. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hollinger  v.  Reeme,  24  L.  R.  A.  46,  which  deni^  right 
to  relief  against  fraudulent  judgment  on  unauthorized  appearance. 

Cited  in  note  (33  L.  R.  A.  515)  on  power  of  defendant's  attorney  to  withdraw 
answer  or  appearance  and  permit  default  judgment. 
Rlirhts  of  pnrebasera  at  Jndlelal  aalee. 

Approved  in  Dickens  v.  Long,  112  N.  C.  317,  17  S.  E.  150,  holding  purchaser 
at  judicial  sale  protected  if  court  has  jurisdiction,  though  judgment  might  be 
irregular. 

Cited  in  Rackley  v.  Roberts,  147  N.  C.  208,  60  6.  £.  976;  Farborough  v.  Moore, 
151  N.  C.  121,  65  S.  E.  763;  Credle  v.  Baugham,  152  N.  C.  20,  136  Am.  St.  Rep. 
787,  67  S.  E.  46;  Carraway  v.  Lassiter,  189  N.  C.  155,  51  S.  E.  968,— holding  in 
the  absence  of  fraud,  a  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale,  is  only  required  to  see  that 
the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  subject  matter  for  his  protection. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Johnson  v.  Equitable  Securities  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  933,  which 
holds  bona  fide  purchaser  paying  purchase  money  protected  from  unknown  equi- 
ties. 
Liability  for  Trronarffnl  Joinder  of  parties. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hackett  v.  McMillan,  21  L.  R.  A.  862,  which  holds  per- 
sons conspiring  to  make  infants  parties  to  action,  without  authority,  liable  to 
them. 

21  L.  R.  A.  862,  HACKETT  v.  MoMILLAN,  112  N.  G.  513,  17  S.  E.  433. 
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-22  L.  R.  A.  33,  VAN  AUKEN  v.  CHICAGO  &  W.  M.  R.  CO.  96  Mich.  307,  56 

N.  W.  971. 
ContrlbntoFT  nenrlfir^nce  at  raflroad  croMliiflra* 

Cited  in  Lau  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  120  Mich.  125,  79  N.  W.  13  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  bicyclist  failing  to  dismount  upon  approach- 
ing switches  occupied  by  freight  cars  cannot  recover  for  injuries  from  collision 
with  engine  moving  on  main  track  without  signals;  Stewart  v.  Michigan  C.  R. 
Co.  119  Mich.  100,  77  N.  W.  643;  Houghton  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  Co.  9  Mich.  310, 
58  N.  W.  314;  Shufelt  v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  R.  Co.  96  Mich.  328,  55  N.  W.  1013, 
— holding  that  failure  to  stop  team,  look,  and  listen  before  crossing  tracks  bars 
recovery ;  Morgan  v.  Pere  Marquette  R.  Co.  162  Mich.  577,  127  N.  W.  683,  holding 
that  question  of  contributory  negligence  is  for  jury  where  plaintiff  before 
crossing  tracks  stopped  horse  to  slow  walk  and  looked  and  listened;  Koch  v. 
Southern  C.  R.  Co.  148  Cal.  688,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  627,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  332,  84 
Pac.  176,  7  Ann.  Cas.  795  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  what  constitutes  contributory 
negligence  at  railway  crossing. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Oleson  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  149, 
vrbich  Itolds  it  negligent  to  attempt  to  cross  immediately  after  passage  of  train 
-whose  smoke  obstructs  view;  VVoehrle  v.  Minnesota  Transfer  R.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A. 
349,  which  holds  traveler's  failure  to  look  and  listen  when  watchman  absent 
not  negligence  per  ae;  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  54  L.  R.  A.  803,  which 
holds  failure  to  look  when  within  30  feet  of  track  not  prevent  recovery;  Lorenz 
V.  Burlington,  C.  R.  &  N.  R.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  753,  which  holds  it  to  be  negligence 
for  one  pursuing  cow  not  to  look  and  listen  before  crossing  railroad  track; 
Keenan  v.  Union  Traction  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  217,  which  holds  failure  to  look  for 
train  when  within  36  feet  of  track,  negligence;  Colorado  &  Southern  R  Co.  v. 
Thomas,  70  L.R.A.  681,  which  holds  failure  to  look  and  listen  before  crossing 
track  not  excused  by  existence  of  building  adjoining  highway  which  would  ob- 
struct view  of  tracks  and  by  noise  created  therein  which  would  prevent  hearing 
approaching  train. 
Kllect  on  recovery  of  violation  of  Sunday  law. 

Cited  in  Kansas  City  v.  Orr,  62  Kan.  68,  50  L.  R.  A.  786,  61  Pac.  397,  affirming 
recovery  for  one  killed  by  reason  of  defect  in  street,  while  performing  duties  of 
switchman  on  Sunday;  Solarz  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  8  Misc.  668,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1123,  holding  performance  of  master's  work  on  Sunday  no  bar  to  servant's  re^ 
«overy  for  injuries  due  to  breaking  of  scaffold;  Gross  v.  Miller,  93  Iowa,  81,  26 
L.  R.  A.  608,  footnote  p.  605,  61  N.  W.  385,  which  holds  violation  of  Sunday  law 
by  hunting  no  defense  to  action  for  negligent  injury. 

915 
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22  L.  R.  A.  42,  THORNBURG  v.  WIGGINS,  135  Ind.  178,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  422, 

34  N.  E.  999. 
Creation  of  e«tate«. 

Cited  in  Case  v.  Owen,  139  Ind.  24,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  253,  38  N.  E.  395,  holding^ 
that  conveyance  to  unmarried  grantees  "jointly"  creates  joint  tenancy;   Dodds 
y.  Winslow,  26  Ind.  App.  654,  60  N.  £.  458,  holding  that  devise  to  husband  and 
wife,  share  and  share  alike,  creates  tenancy  in  common. 
— -  By    entirety. 

Cited  in  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  O'Brien,  142  Ind.  224,  41  N.  E.  528, 
holding  failure  to  find  plaintiffs  to  be  husband  and  wife,  fatal  to  judgment  to 
quiet  title  to'  land  held  as  tenants  by  entirety;  Swan  v.  Walden,  156  Cal.  196. 
134  Am.  St.  Rep.  118,  103  Pac.  931,  holding  where  property  is  deeded  to  husband 
and  wife  "as  joint  tenants  with  fee  to  survivor"  they  hold  as  joint  tenants  and 
not  by  entirety;  Young  v.  Biehl,  166  Ind.  359,  77  N.  E.  406,  holding  tract  of  land 
owned  by  testator  and  his  wife  aa  tenants  by  entirety  passes  to  surviving  wife, 
regardless  of  any  attempt  by  husband  to  make  a  difTerent  disposition  by  testa- 
mentary devise. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.  R.  A.  322)  on  tenancy  by  entireties. 

Distinguished  in  Simons  v.  Bollinger,  154  Ind.  87,  48  L.  R.  A.  236,' 56  N.  E. 
23,  holding  that  conveyance  to  husband  and  wife  jointly  creates  estate  by  en- 
tirety. 
Validity  of  Joint  tenant's  mortflrasre  or  devise. 

Cited  in  Wilkins  v.  Young,  144  Ind.  5,  55  Am.  St.  Rep,  162,  41  N.  E.  68,  hold 
ing  joint  tenant's  mortgage  valid,  but  devise  inoperative. 

Cited  in  note  (66  L.R^  632)  on  validity  of  encumbrance  by  husband  and  wife 
of  property  held  by  entireties  to  secure  husband's  individual  debt. 
Bxecntlon    ayainat   Joint    tenant's   interest. 

Cited  in  Hancock  v.  Wiggins,  28  Ind.  App.  452,  63  N.  E,  242,  denying  wife's 
recovery  from  husband  and  his  execution  creditor  for  sale  of  joint  tenant's  inter- 
est in  property  conveyed  to  wife  subsequent  to  levy. 

22  L.  R.  A.  45,  CHAMBERLAIN  v.  HEMINGWAY,  63  Conn.  1,  38  Am.  St.  Rep. 

330,  27  Atl.  239. 
Rlirbts  in  artificial  condition  of  -water. 

Cited  in  S.  O.  &  C.  Co.  v.  Ansonia  Water  Co.  83  Conn.  632,  78  Atl.  432,  holding 
that  watercourse  may  have  natural  or  artificial  origin,  but  ditch  dug  through 
natural  embankment  to  drain  swamp  is  not  water  course;  Ranney  v.  St.  Louis  A 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  137  Mo.  App.  550,  119  S.  W.  484,  holding  when  an  artificial  waterway 
is  intended  to  exist  only  so  long  as  it  suits  the  purpose  of  him  who  makes  it 
tlu'ough  his  lands,  even  a  riparian  proprietor  can  acquire  no  easement  as  againi«t 
him. 

Cited  in  note  (50  L.  R.  A.  841)  on  rights  acquired  in  artificial  condition  of 
bodv  of  water. 

22  L.  R.  A.  48,  SAMMIS  v.  BENNETT,  32  Fla.  458,  14  So.  90. 
Hnsband   and    iwlfe    as   -witnesses. 

Cited  in  Everett  v.  State,  33  Fla.  677,  15  So.  543  (dissenting  opinion),  major- 
ity denying  that  conflict  in  provisions  relating  to  competency  of  husband  and 
wife  as  witnesses  in  civil  cases  shall  apply  in  crimimU  cases. 
Constltntlonal  provision  as  to  time  of  talcing  effect  of  statute. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Cummings  v.  Trewhitt,  113  Tenn.  573,  82  S.  W.  480, 
holding  purpose  of  constitutional  provision  making  statute  take  effect  at  expira- 
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tioB  of  forty  days  after  its  passage  iisltfBS  contrary  intention  appears  was  to 

«ecure  a  sufficient  interval  between  date  of  passage  of  act  and  its  going  into 

effect  "to  enable  public  to  become  acquainted  with  its  terms  and  to  conform 

thereto. 

JProapectlve  and  retrospeotiTe  statiiteM. 

Cited  in  Douglass  County  v.  Woodward,  73  Kan.  243,  84  Pac.  1028,  holding 
statute  authorizing  trial  judge  to  settle  case  after  expirati<m  of  his  term  pros- 
pective. 

22  L.  R.  A.  49,  TILLINGHAST  v.  BOSTON  &  P,  R.  LUMBER  CO.  39  S.  C.  484, 

18  S.  E.  120. 
A'lace  of  exeoatlon  or  perfdrmamee  of  contracts. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Perry  Stove  Co.  43  S.  C.  187,  20  S.  E.  980,  holding  place  of 
execution  of  notes  presumably  place  of  payment;  Qist  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  45 
S.  C.  353,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  763,  23  S.  £.  143,  sustaining  demurrer  to  complaint 
for  damages  for  nondelivery  of  telegram  relating  to  contract  for  "futures,"  void 
liere,  but  valid  at  place  of  performance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gipps  Brewing  Co.  v.  De  France,  28  L.R.A.  386,  which 
holds  sale  of  beer  shipped  from  Illinois  to  Iowa  an  Iowa  contract,  where  contract 
is  signed  in  latter  state;  Bank  of  Yolo  v.  Sperry  Flour  Co.  65  T^i.R.A.  90,  which 
holds  that  agreement  by  resident  of  one  county  to  honor  draft  in  response  to 
telephone  call  from  resident  of  another  county  is  made  in  the  former  county. 

Cited  in  note  (55  Am.  St.  Rep.  47)  on  place  of  contract. 
Compenvatlon   of  asalgrnec* 

Distinguished  in  Ex  parte  Spragins,  44  S.  C.  74,  21  S.  E.  543,  holding  assignee 
entitled  to  compensation  out  of  estate  until  deed  of  assignment  avoided. 
Po-wer  to   Krant  reliearlnflr. 

Cited  in  Hartsfield  v.  Chamblin,  44  S.  C.  112,  21  S.  E.  798,  holding  that  court 
has  power  to  grant  rehearing  after  filing  opinion,  and  reconsider  judgment. 
SutticieneT    of    service    of    proceas* 

Cited  in  McCreery  v.  Davis,  44  S.  C.  213,  28  L.  R.  A.  662,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  794, 
22  S.  E.  178,  holding  invalid,  judgment  of  divorce  granted  by  foreign  court  upon 
service  by  publication;  Little  v.  Christie,  69  S.  C.  59,  48  S.  E.  89,  holding  serv- 
ice of  summons  upon  a  non-resident  by  publication  before  attachment  of  his 
property,  void. 

Cited  in  notes  (50  L.RA.  594)  on  what  service  of  process  is  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute due  process  of  law;  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  494)  on  effect  of  defects  in  service 
of  process  on  jurisdiction. 
— »  Upon    f orelflrn    corporation. 

Cited  in  Toms  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  40  S.  C.  523,  19  S.  E.  142,  holding  in- 
valid, service  of  summons  on  foreign  corporation  having  no  resident  agent,  and 
ivithout  issuing  warrant  of  attachment;  Townes  v.  Augusta,  46  S.  C.  31,  23  S.  E. 
984,  holding  that  answer  by  foreign  corporation  to  complaint  of  resident  confers 
jurisdiction,  although  service  irregular;  Pollock  v.  Carolina  Interstate  Bldg  &  I^. 
Asso.  48  S.  C.  72,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  695,  25  S.  E.  977,  holding  valid,  service  of 
process  upon  resident  agent  of  foreign  corporation  owning  property  in  state ;  Pep- 
per V.  Shearer,  48  S.  C.  493,  26  S.  E.  797,  denying  jurisdiction  conferred  by  pub- 
lication of  summons  and  personal  service  outside  of  state;  Emanuel  v.  Ferris,  63 
8.  C.  120,  41  S.  E.  20,  holding  invalid,  service  of  process  in  action  by  cestui  que 
trutt  against  trustee  which  was  a  foreign  corporation  and  had  taken  property  be- 
yond state. 

Distinguished  in  Littlejohn  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  45  S.  C.  100,  22  S.  E.  761,  hold- 
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ing  valid,  service  of  process  upon  resident  station  agent  of  foreign  corporation 
having  property  in  state;  Abbeville  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Western  Electrical 
Supply  Co.  61  S.  C.  369,  56  L.  R  A.  149^  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  890,  39  S.  E.  559,  hold- 
ing valid,  personal  service  of  process  on  traveling  salesman  of  foreign  corpora- 
tion, in  suit  arising  from  sales. 
Attaclnnent    of    debt. 

Cited  in  Williamson  v.  Eastern  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  54  S.  C.  596,  71  Am.  St.  Rep. 
822,  32  S.  E.  765,  holding  debt  subject  of  attachment,  although  note  and  mortgage 
which  evidence  it  cannot  be  reduced  to  possession. 
Suit    by    aonrealdent    asratnst    nonresident. 

Followed  in  Gibson  v.  Everett,  41  S.  C.  27,  19  S.  E.  286,  holding  that  nonresi- 
dent may  sue  another  nonresident  in  state  after  procuring  attachment. 

22  L.  R.  A.  65,  BULPIT  v.  MATTHEWS,  145  111.  345,  34  N.  E.  525. 
Llabllltx  tor  treapiiM  of,  or  Injnry  to,  stock. 

Cited  in  Selover  v.  Osgood,  52  111.  App.  262,  sustaining  recovery  for  hay  and 
grass  consumed  by  cattle  escaping  through  partition  fence;  W^abash  R.  Co.  v.  Per- 
bex,  57  111.  App.  65,  denying  that  law  prohibiting  trespass  of  cattle  relieves  rail- 
road company  from  liability  for  injuries  to  cattle  escaping  from  pasture,  thence 
through  fence  which  statute  required  company  to  repair ;  McPherson  v.  James,  69 
111.  App.  339,  holding  that  injury  to  property  by  turkeys  and  hogs  running  at 
large  entitles  owner  to  damages;  Maxwell  v.  Durkin,  86  HI.  App.  261,  holding 
one  allowing  horses  to  run  loose  in  street,  contrary  to  ordinance,  injuring  child, 
prima  facie  negligent';  Palmer  v.  People,  109  111.  App.  272,  holding  liability  of 
owner  under  statute  for  trespass  of  stock  dependent  upon  his  wilful  neglect  to 
prevent  escapes;  Metropolitan  Causualty  Ins.  C'o.  v.  Clark,  145  W^is.  182,  37 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  722,  129  N.  W.  1065,  holding  that  owner  of  cattle  is  liable  for 
trespasses  by  them,  except  as  modified  by  statute;  Walsh  v.  Hertzog,  154  III. 
App.  504,  holding  that  replevin  does  not  lie  for  animals  taken  while  trespassing, 
unless  tender  of  at  least  nominal  damages  has  been  made;  Walters  v.  Stacey,  122 
111.  App.  660,  holding  the  common  law  rule  that  owner  of  stock  is  bound  t<> 
keep  the  same  from  trespassing  upon  the  close  of  another  at  his  peril,  is  in 
force  except  as  between  adjoining  land  owners  required  by  statute  to  construct 
partition  fences. 

Annotation  cited  in  McAfee  v.  W'alker,  82  Kan.  187,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  231,  107 
Pac.  637,  holding  that  owner,  failing  to  maintain  division  fence,  cannot  reoaver 
damages  from  trespass  by  bull;  Ely  v.  Rosholt,  11  N.  D.  561,  93  N.  W.  864, 
holding  where  under  statute  his  stock  is  permitted  to  range  at  large  between 
certain  months  the  owner  is  not  liable  for  damage  done  to  uninclosed  lands  of 
another  in  absence  of  proof  of  wilful  injury. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Briscoe  v.  Alfrey,  30  L.  R.  A.  607,  which  denies  liability 
of  owner  of  jack,  escaping  without  his  negligence,  for  filly  killed  by  it;  Clarendon 
Land,  *  Invest.  &  Agency  Co.  v.  McClelland  Bros.  31  L.  R.  A.  669,  which  holds 
owner  of  cattle  not  liable  for  trespass  by  their  passing  over  fence  of  another  per- 
son known  by  him  to  be  insufficient;  May  v.  Poindexter,  47  L.  R.  A.  588,  which 
holds  owner  liable  for  trespass  of  animals  turned  loose  by  him  on  unfenced  land;). 
Cited  in  notes  (22  L.R.A.  109)  on  sufficiency  of  fences:  (81  Am.  St.  Rep. 
446)  on  liability  of  owners  of  stock  herded  or  ranging  on  lands  of  another  with- 
out lawful  fence;  (3  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  123)  on  liability  for  injury  inflicted  by 
mischievous  animal. 
Prohibition  ajralnat   allo-wlnar  stock  at   larare. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Haigh  v.  Bell,  31  L.  R.  A.  131,  which  holds  valid,  prohibi- 


919  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [22  L.R  A.  72 

tion  against  allowing  hogs  to  run  at  large;  Sifers  y.  Johnson,  54  L.  R.  A.  785, 
which  sustains  statute  against  grazing  sheep  within  2  miles  of  inhabited  dwelling. 
Bxtent   of  trenpawier's  llabllltT* 

Cited  in  note    (53  L.  R.  A.  635)    on  extent  of  trespasser's  liability  for  con- 
sequential injuries  resulting  from  trespass. 
Adoption   of  common  la'vr. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.  R.  A.  504)  on  adoption  of  common  law  in  United  States. 

22  L.  R.  A.  65,  STATE  v.  SOUTH  KINGSTOWN,  18  R.  I.  258,  27  Atl.  599. 
Special  statnte  relatlnar  to  fallvre  of  election. 

Cited  in  State  ea?  rel.  Tanner  v.  Perry,  18  R.  I.  279,  27  Atl.  006,  upholding  spe- 
cial town  statute  applicable  to  failure  to  elect,  with  no  incumbent  to  hold  over. 
Construction  of  statnte  relatlnflr  to  appeals. 

Cited  in  Re  State  House,  19  R.  I.  331,  33  Atl.  448,  denying  that  statute  giving 
right  of  appeal  for  jury  trial  to  party  aggrieved  entitles  state  to  such  trial  on  ap- 
peal from  commissioners'  award. 
Mandamvs. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Myers  v.  Haas,  145  111.  App.  290,  holding  mandamus 
lies  to  compel  county  clerk  to  notify  the  governor  that  a  vacancy  exists  in  the 
office  of  state  senator  when  he  becomes  apprised  that  a  state  senator  has  l)een 
elected  to  office  of  clerk  of  municipal  court;  Kenney  v.  State  Bd.  of  Dentistry^ 
26  R.  I.  541,  59  Atl.  932,  holding  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  board  of 
registration  in  dentistry  to  give  applicant  fair  and  impartial  examination  it 
having  examined  and  rejected  applicant. 
LiegrlMlatlve  and  Judicial  functions. 

Cited  in  Henry  v.  Cherry,  30  R.  I.  33,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1006,  136  Am.  St.  Rep. 
928,   73  Atl.  97,  18  Ann.  Cas.   1006,   holding  legislature  and  not  courts  must 
provide  remedy  for  invasion  of  rights. 
Repeal  of  special  hy  areneral  act. 

Cited  in  note  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  283)  on  repeal  of  special  acts  by  general  act. 

22  L.  R.  A.  72,  SMITH  v.  LOUISVILLE  &  N.  R.  00.  95  Ky.  11,  23  S.  W.  652. 
Carrier's  dvtjr  to-vrard  trespasser  or  passenarer. 

Approved  in  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Moran,  117  111.  App.  48,  holding  in 
obedience  to  contrary  precedent  a  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for  act  of  its 
brakeman  acting  without  authority  in  ejecting  passenger  from  moving  tiuin 

Cited  in  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Saulsberry,  112  Ky.  922,  56  L.  R.  A.  583, 
66  S.  W.  1051,  holding  carrier  ejecting  drunken  passenger  at  station  where 
ticket  expires  not  liable  for  injuries  received  in  efforts  to  re-enter  train ;  RandaU 
V.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  Co.  113  Mich.  121,  38  L.  R.  A.  669,  footnote  p.  666,  71  X. 
W.  450,  denying  implied  authority  of  brakeman  to  eject  passenger  from  freight 
train;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  James,  118  Ga.  340,  63  L.R.A.  259,  45  S.  E.  303,  hold- 
ing railroad  company  liable  to  trespasser  who,  while  stealing  ride,  was  shot  by 
brakeman;  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Rue,  142  Ky.  701,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
205,  134  S.  W.  1144,  holding  that  railroad  is  liable  where  servants  in  charge  of 
train,  in  removing  trespasser,  use  unnecessary  force;  Williams  v.  Southern  R. 
Co.  116  Ky.  326,  73  S.  W.  779,  holding  railroad  company  liable  for  act  of 
brakeman  in  maliciously  throwing  boy  off  a  moving  freight  train;  Golden  v. 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.  89  Mont.  460,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1160,  104  Pac.  549,  18  Ann. 
Cas.  886,  holding  where  railway  company  offered  no  evidence  as  to  duties  of  a 
brakeman  the  latter  had  sufficient  implied  authority  to  eject  trespasser  from 
train  so  as  to  render  the  company  liable;  Dixon  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  37  Waslu 
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319,  68  L.R.A.  899,  107,  Am.  St.  Rep.  810,  79  Pao.  943,  2  Ann.  Cas.  620,  holding 
it  prima  facie  within  implied  authority  of  brakeman  to  eject  trespaaaer  from 
freight  train  and  if  he  does  so  in  an  improper  manner  company  is  liable. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Redding,  34  L.  fi.  A. 
767,  which  holds  wanton  negligence  of  duty  not  shown  by  failure  to  stop  freight 
train  on  sharp  grade  to  remove  boy  who  was  catching  on. 

Cited  in  note   (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)   367,  370)   on  liability  of  railroad  for  negli- 
gence in  ejecting  trespasser  from  moving  train. 
Master**  Ilmblllty  for  servant**  tort. 

Cited  in  Willis  v.  Maysville  &  B.  S.  R.  Co.  122  Ky.  667,  92  S.  W.  604,  13  Ann. 
Cas.  74,  holding  whether  brakeman  in  kicking  a  piece  of  ice  from  platform  of 
caboose  whereby  person  on  the  street  was  injured  was  acting  within  scope  of  his 
authority  was  a  question  for  the  jury;  Mace  v.  Ashland  Coal  &  I.  Co.  118  Ky. 
■887,  82  S.  W.  612,  holding  master  not  liable  to  third  persons  for  malicious  or 
mischievous  acts  of  servant  done  without  the  scope  of  his  authority;  Sullivan 
V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  115  Ky.  451,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  330,  74  S.  W.  171,  hold- 
ing railway  company  not  liable  for  act  of  foreman  of  switching  crew  in  placing 
torpedo  on  railway  tra<;k  to  frighten  engineer  and  fireman  whereby  a  member  of 
awitching  crew  was  injured;  South  Covington  &,  C.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Cleveland.  30 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  1077,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  856,  100  S.  W.  283,  holding  defendant  com- 
pany was  liable  for  the  act  of  their  inspector,  whose  duty  was  to  interview  per- 
sons injured  in  accidents,  in  coming  into  the  room  of  the  plaintiff  without  in- 
vitation and  roughly  putting  his  hands  upon  her  for  the  purpose  of  examining 
the  wounds;  Stewart  v.  Cary  Lumber  Co.  146  N.  C.  101,  59  S.  E.  645,  as  to  liabil- 
ity of  master  for  independent  torts  of  servant. 

Cited  in  notes  (27  L.R.A.  192,  202)  on  master's  civil  responsibility  for  wrong- 
ful or  negligent  act  of  servant  or  agent  towards  one  who  has  no  claim  on  masU^r 
by  reason  of  contract,  incipient  or  perfected ;  ( 17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  821 )  on  master's 
liability  for  acts  of  servant. 

22  L.  R.  A.  74,  OLMSTEAD  v.  BACH,  78  Md.  132,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  273,  27  Atl. 

501. 
Gntire  and   divisible  contracts  and  res  Judicata  as  affeetlnar  tliem. 

Cited  in  Morrison  v.  Baechtold,  93  Md.  326,  48  Atl.  926,  heading  entire,  oon- 
tract  for  dynamos  and  lamps,  separate  prices  named  for  each  but  purchase  money 
to  be  paid  as  lump  sum;  Williams  v.  Luckett,  77  Miss.  397,  26  So.  967,  holding 
suit  maintainable  for  each  instalment  of  wages  unpaid  during  execution  of  con- 
tract; Monarch  Cycle  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mueller,  83  111.  App.  363,  and  Alie  v.  Nadeau, 
"93  Me.  286,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  340,  44  Atl.  891,  holding  that  judgment  for  breach 
of  entire  contract  of  hiring  bars  subsequent  action  for  remainder  due;  Ornstein 
V.  Yahr  A  L.  Drug  Co.  119  Wis.  435,  96  N.  W.  826,  construing  as  entire  contract, 
one  by  which  party  agreed  to  act  as  traveling  salesman  for  definite  period,  at  so 
much  per  year,  failure  of  either  party  to  perform  to  be  sufficient  cause  for  ter- 
mination; Doherty  v.  Schipper,  250  111.  133,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  569,  95  N.  E.  74, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  364,  holding  that  wrongfully  discharged  employee  cannot  sue 
to  recover  for  successive  instalments  of  wages  as  they  fall  due,  on  theory  of  con- 
structive service;  Carmean  v.  North  American  Transp.  &  Trading  Co.  45  Wash. 
448,  8  LJl.A.(N.S.)  596,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  930,  88  Pac.  834,  13  Ann.  Cas.  110, 
holding  judgment  for  breach  of  entire  contract  of  hiring  bars  subsequent  action 
for  remainder  due  whether  the  recovery  sounded  in  damages  for  breach  or  on 
the  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  McMullan  v.  Dickinson  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  409,  wbieh  au- 
thorizes  successive    actions,    for   successive    instalments    of    wages,   by    servant 
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wrongfully  discharged;  Hildebrand  v.  American  Fine  Art  Go.  53  L.  R.  A.  826, 
which  sustains  right  to  recover  pro  rata  on  entire  contract  of  employment  ter- 
minated by  employer  for  cause. 

Cited  in  notes  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  450,  451,  453)  on  right  of  wrongfully  dis- 
charged servant  to  wages  for  contract  period  subsequent  to  discharge;  (59  Am. 
St.  Rep.  290)  on  complete  performance  as  essential  to  cause  of  action  on  entire 
contract. 

Distinguished  in  Menges  v.  Milton  Piano  Go.  96  Mo.  App.  617,  70  S.  W.  728,. 
holding  judgment  for  breach  of  contract  giving  plaintiff  exclusive  agency  in  cer- 
tain territory  for  sale  of  pianos,  no  bar  to  subsequent  action  for  violations; 
Reiter  v.  Standard  Scale  &  Supply  Co.  237  111.  382,  86  N.  £.  745,  holding  it  not 
error  to  refuse  binding  charge  as  to  nonrecoyery  of  wages  after  discharge  where 
charge  fully  and  properly  left  fact  of  discharge  to  jury  with  other  instructions. 
M ettavre  of  daaiaffes  for  ^vrronfffiil  dlncliariire. 

Cited  in  Hamilton  v.  Love,  152  Ind.  643,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  384,  53  N.  E.  181, 
holding  difference  between  sum  earned  and  agreed  wages,  measure  of  damages  for 
unwarranted  discharge;  Seymour  v.  Oelrichs,  166  Cal.  802,  134  Am.  St.  Rep. 
154,  106  Pac.  88,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  wrongful  discharge  is  the  con- 
tract wage  although  the  master  may  recoup  the  damages  by  showing  that  serv- 
ant either  earned,  or  by  reasonable  exertion  might  have  earned  money  in  other 
employment  during  the  contract  period. 
Election    of    remedies* 

Cited  in  Bolton  Mines  Co.  v.  Stokes,  82  Md.  58,  31  L.  R.  A.  790,  33  Atl.  491,. 
holding  voluntary  discontinuance  of  replevin  suit  before  judgment,  value  of  fer- 
tilizer being  paid  to  satisfy  bond,  no  bar  to  claim  for  price  out  of  assets  of  pur- 
chaser's estate. 
Remedies  of  vrrongtully  dlaeliarflred  aerrant. 

Cited  in  notes   (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)   51,  53,  56,  68,  96,  119)   on  remedy  of  wrong- 
fully  discharged  servant  by  action  for  breach  of  contract;   (51  Am.  St.  Rep.  516) 
on  remedies  of  employee  wrongfully  discharged. 

22  L.  R.  A.  78,  CHAPMAN  r.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK,  98  Ala.  528,  13  So.  764. 
Priority    of   pre-exlstlnar    mortgraflre* 

Cited  in  Stone  v.  Kelley,  59  Mo.  App.  221,  holding  liveryman's  lien  not  superior 
to  prior  chattel  mortgage. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Drummond  Carriage  Co.  v.  Mills,  40  L.  R.  A.  761,  which 
liolds  lien  for  repairs  on  buggy  superior  to  pre-existing  chattel  mortgage. 

Cited  in  note  (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  311)  on  priority  as  between  chattel  mortgage 
and  lien  for  food  or  care  furnished  animals. 

22  L.  R.  A.  80,  GIBBONS  v.  BENTE,  51  Minn.  499,  53  N.  W.  756. 
friability-  and  remedy  for  breach  of  executory  contract. 

Cited  in  Ault  v.  Dustin,  100  Tenn.  383,  45  S.  W.  981,  holding  that  renunciation,, 
before  performance,  of  contract  for  rope  to  be  manufactured,  terminates  contract,, 
subjecting  purchaser  to  damages;  Oklahoma  Vinegar  Co.  v.  Carter,  116  Ga.  145,. 
59  L.  R.  A.  124,  footnote  p.  122,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  112,  42  S,  E.  378,  denying  recov- 
ery on  open  account  for  sale  of  goods  countermanded  before  shipment;  Martin 
V.  Meles,  179  Mass.  119,  60  N.  E.  397,  upholding  right  to  damages,  after  notice* 
of  intended  breach  of  contract,  to  contribute  for  legal  expenses  already  incurred; 
Ward  V.  American  Health  Food  Co.  119  Wis.  25,  96  N.  W.  388,  sustaining  right 
to  terminate  contract  to  insert  advertising  cards  in  trolley  oars  for  definite  pe- 
riod, subject  only  to  liability  for  period  prior  to  notice  of  termination;  Herring- 
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Marvin  Co.  v.  Smith,  43  Or.  322,  72  Pac.  704,  holding  party  to  executory  «m- 
tract  liable  in  damages  for  refusal  to  perform,  but  no  cause  of  action  maintain- 
able on  contract  itself;  McComiick  Harvesting  Mach.  Co.  v.  Balfany,  78  Minn. 
373,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  393,  81  N.  W.  10,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  as  to 
liability  for  countermanding  order;  Trinidad  Asphalt  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Buclataff  Bros. 
Mfg.  Co.  86  Neb.  627,  136  Am.  St.  Rep.  710,  126  N.  W.  293,  holding  that  upon 
refusal  to  accept  goods  sold  under  executory  contract  seller  may  recover  differ- 
ence between  contract  and  market  price  at  time  and  place  for  acceptance;  Hixson 
Map  Co.  V.  Nebraska  Post  Co.  5  Neb.  (Unof.)  397;  Sherman  Nursery  Co.  t. 
Aughenbaugh,  93  Minn.  204,  100  N.  W.  1101, — ^holding  the  remedy  of  a  vender 
where  the  vendee  repudiates  the  contract  while  executory  is  an  action  of  dam- 
ages for  the  breach  of  the  contract;  Barker  k  S.  Lumber  Co.  v.  American  Bridge 
Co.  137  Fed.  309;  Woodman  v.  Blue  Grass  Land  Co.  125  Wis.  494,  103  N.  W. 
236;  Dunham  v.  Hastings  Pavement  Co.  95  App.  Div.  364,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  835,— 
on  the  remedy  on  the  repudiation  of  an  executory  contract. 

Cited  in  notes  (53  L.R.A.  59-61)  on  loss  of  profits  as  an  element  of  damages 
for  breach  of  contract;    (94  Am.  St.  Rep.  121)    on  countermand  of  executor}' 
contract  of  sale. 
NeeeMlty  of  notice  of  repudiation  of  exeontorT  eontraet* 

Cited  in  FounUin  City  Drill  Co.  v.  Peterson,  126  Wis.  514,  106  N.  W.  17, 
on  notice  of  repudiation  of  an  executory  contract  necessary  to  give  cause  of 
action  for  breach. 
Liability  on  »nbscrlptlon  contract*. 

Approved  in  Laramee  v.  Tanner,  69  Minn.  159,  71  N.  W.  1028,  holding  that 
signers  agreeing  to  pay  amounts  set  opposite  their  names  to  defray  loss  over  gate 
receipts  may  be  sued  separately. 

Cited  in  Cornish  v.  West,  82  Minn.  110,  52  L.  R.  A.  356,  footnote  p.  355,  H4  N. 
W'.  750,  holding  subscribers  signing  creamery  contract  without  stating  amounts, 
severally  liable  for  share  of  sum  unprovided  for;  Davis  v.  Ravenna  Creamery  Ca 
48  Neb.  477,  67  N.  W.  436,  construing  subscription  contract  for  erection  of  cheese 
factory  as  creating  several  liability;  Davis  v.  Hendrix,  59  Mo.  App.  451,  holding 
that  subscription  contract  for  building  factory,  beginning:  "We,  the  subscribers, 
hereto  agree,"  creates  separate  liability;  McArthur  v.  Board,  119  Iowa,  563,  93 
N.  W.  580,  holding  that  contract,  "we,  the  undersigned-subscribers,  agree  to  pay 
$100  for  each  share  of  stock/'  creates  individual  liability  only;  Chicago  Bldg. 
&  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Peterson,  133  Ky.  608,  118  S.  W.  384,  holding  that  agreement  by 
several  persons  with  building  company  to  pay  amount  subscribed  to  establish 
factory  and  organize  corporation,  is  enforcible;  Dunham  v.  Crawford,  130 
Iowa,  365,  106  N.  W.  930,  holding  a  several  subscriber  to  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  a  stallion  was  not  liable  on  his  subscription  where  the  horse  was  de- 
livered to  a  partnership  formed  by  the  other  subscribers  and  to  which  he  did  not 
assent.  • 

Distinguished  in  Davis  &  R.  Bldg.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Knoke,  56  Minn.  370,  67  N.  W. 
62,  holding  that  agreement  to  pay  parts  of  subscribed  amount  at  yarious  inter 
vals  creates  joint  liability. 

22  L.  R.  A.  87,  CABELL  v.  ARNOLD,  86  Tex.  102,  23  S.  W.  645. 
RHrht  of  accused  to  see  antborlty  for  arrest  or  detention. 

Cited  in  Letcher  v.  Crandell,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  64,  44  S.  W.  197,  holding  de- 
tention of  prisoner  committed  on  mittimus  after  issue  of  void  order  for  release 
not  illegal  because  writ  not  exhibited;  Montgomery  v.  State,  43  Tex.  Crim.  App. 
308,  55  L.  R.  A.  868,  66  8.  W.  537,  holding  arrest  for  unlawfully  carrying  arnis 
illegal  unless  officer  discloses  authority. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Cain,  28  X.  R.  A.  688,  which  holds 
officer's  arrest  of  disorderly  passenger  without  warrant,  in  response  to  telegram. 
by  conductor  who  pointed  out  person  to  be  arrested,  not  unlawful. 

Cited  in  note  (42  L.  R.  A.  678,  681)  on  what  information  an  accused  person  is 
entitled  to  at  time  of  arrest. 
I^lablllty   of   officer    maklnar   arrest. 

Cited  in  notes  (51  L.R.A.  202)*  on  liability  of  officer  for  maknig  arrest;  (12 
L.R.A.  (X.S.)   1020)   on  liability  of  officer  for  deputy's  tort  in  making  arrest. 

Distinguished  in  Sneed  v.  McFatridge,  43  Tex.  Civ.  App.  598,  97  S.  W.  113, 
holding  an  arrest  by  virtue  of  a  void  warrant  is  not  excused,  nor  the  detention 
of  the  prisoner  made  lawful  by  taking  him  into  the  territory  in  which  the  war- 
rant is  effective. 
Validity  of  notice  by  telearrapli. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Balsley,  25  Okla.  353,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  921,  106  Pac.  830, 
liolding  that  notice  of  time  and  place  of  presentation  of  case  made  for  settle- 
ment sent  by  telegraph  properly  delivered  is  sufficient. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  935)  on  validity  of  notice  sent  by  telegraph. 

22  L.  R,  A.  90,  Re  BARBER,  63  Conn.  393,  27  Atl.  973. 
Presainptlon  and  burden  of  proof  an  to  sanity. 

Cited  in  Sturdevant^s  Appeal,  71  Conn.  401,  42  Atl.  70,  holding  instruction 
that  law  presumes  testatrix  to  be  sane,  no  error. 

Cited  in  note   (36  L.  R.  A.  734)   on  presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as  to 
sanity. 
Expert  evidence  an  to  sanity. 

Cited  in  Berry  Will  Case,  93  Md.  570,  49  Atl.  401,  holding  inferences  of  wit- 
nesses insufficient  basis  for  expert  evidence  as  to  testator's  sanity. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.  R.  A.  314,  316)  on  expert  opinions  as  to  sanity  or  insanity. 
Bnrden   of   proof. 

Cited  in  Miles's  Appeal,  68  Coim.  243,  36  L.  R.  A.  177,  36  Atl.  39,  holding  bur- 
den upon  proponents  of  w411  to  show  erasure  not  made  by  testatrix  ammo  revo- 
candi;  Baxter  v.  Camp,  71  Conn.  253,  42  L.  R.  A.  517,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  169,  41 
Atl.  803,  holding  that  burden  of  proof  of  establishing  execution  and  delivery  of 
note  rests  upon  plaintiff,  without  shifting;  State  v.  Richardson,  137  Iowa,  593, 
115  X.  W.  220.  holding  term  *'burden  of  proof"  is  but  a  figure  of  speech  in  com- 
mon use  with  a  well  defined  meaning;  Fenton  v.  Iowa  State  Traveling  Men's 
Asso.  139  Iowa,  172,  117  N.  W.  261,  as  to  definition  of  "burden  of  proof." 
Objections   to  hypothetical  Questions. 

Cited  in  Roark  v.  Greeno,  61  Kan.  308,  59  Pac.  655,  holding  that  objections  to 
hypothetical  questions,  as  assuming  facts  not  proved,  must  be  specific;  Chicago 
A  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Wallace,  202  111.  133,  66  N.  E.  1096,  holding  hypothetical  ques- 
tion not  improper  because  it  includes  only  part  of  facts  in  evidence,  providing 
evidence  tends  to  establish  facts  stated  in  question;  Barker  v.  S.  A.  Lewis 
Storage  &  Transfer  Co.  79  Conn.  347,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  141,  65  Atl.  143,  holding 
it  not  error  to  decline  to  permit  an  expert  witness  to  testify  without  question 
including  facts  upon  which  he  was  to  give  his  opinion. 
Appeal  from  prol»ate  €Sonrt  as  an  "action." 

Cited  in  Campbell's  Appeal,  76  Conn.  288,  56  Atl.  554,  holding  term  "process  in 
civil  actions"  as  used  in  code  includes  appeal  from  probate  to  superior  court. 

Distinguished  in  Mulcahy  v.  Mulcahy,  84  Conn.  664,  81  Atl.  242,  holding  that 
application  for  correction  of  inventory  of  estate  of  decedent  is  "action"  against 
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repreaentative  within  meaning  of  general  statutes  section  706  relating  to  dec- 
larations of  decedent. 
Examination  of  attestlnar  wltnessea  to  'vrlll. 

Cited  in  Nichols  v.  Wentz,  78  Conn.  439,  62  Atl.  610,  holding  cross-examinatloa 
of  attesting  witnesses  to  a  will  need  not  be  limited  to  inquiries  as  to  what 
occurred  when  will  was  executed. 
Probative  effect  of  presumptions. 

Criticised  in  Vincent  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Loan  Asso.  77  Conn.  288,  55 
Atl.  963,  holding  presumption  that  statements  in  application  for  life  insurance 
are  true  has  no  probative  effect  in  weighing  the  evidence. 

22  L.  R.  A.  99,  MALLORY  v.  FERGUSON,  50  Kan.  686,  32  Pac.  410. 
lilablllty  for  mistakes  in  abstract. 

Cited  in  Allen  v.  Hopkins,  62  Kan.  183,  61  Pac.  750,  denying  that  extension  of 
time  to  make  good  covenants  of  warranty  discharges  sureties  of  abstracter  for 
omitting  unpaid  mortgage ;  Gate  City  Abstract  Co.  .v.  Post,  55  Neb.  744,  76  N. 
W.  471,  holding  bonded  abstracter  liable  for  mistake,  to  one  purchasing  on  faith 
of  search;  Symns  v.  Cutter,  9  Kan.  App.  211,  59  Pac.  671,  holding  abstracter  lia- 
ble for  errors  only  to  person  for  wliom  abstract  prepared;  Thomas  v.  Guarantee 
Title  &  Trust  Co.  81  Ohio  St.  442,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1211,  91  N.  E.  183;  Equitable 
Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  V.  Bank  of  Commerce  &  T.  Co.  118  Tenn.  687,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
455,  102  S.  W.  901,  12  Ann.  Cas.  407,  holding  same. 

Cited  in  notes   (72  Am.  St.  Rep.  317;  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  87)   on  liability  of  ab- 
stracters. 
Error  la  abstract  as  arronnd  for  rejectlnar  title. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Moot  v.  Business  Men's  Investment  Asso.  45  L.  R.  A.  666, 
which  denies  right  to  reject  proffered  title  to  land,  where  title  good,  though  ab- 
stract shows  defect. 
Duty  of  public  officer  to  account  for  fees. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Obert,  53  Kan.  107,  36  Pac.  64,  holding  county  troasurer  not 
required  to  account  for  fees  not  arising  in  performance  of  official  duties;  State 
ex  rel.  Lancaster  County  v.  Hohn,  70  Neb.  606,  64  L.R.A.  134,  97  X.  \V.  821, 
holding  register  of  deed  not  required  to  account  to  county  for  fees  paid  for  search; 
of  records,  when  such  act  not  part  of  his  official  duties. 

22  L.  R.  A.  105,  CLARENDON  LAND,  INVEST.  &  AGENCY  CO.  v.  JklcCLEI.- 

LAND  BROS.  86  Tex.  179,  23  S.  W.  576,  1100. 
lilabillty   for  trespass  of  animals,  or  spread  of  'vreeds. 

Reaffirmed  on  later  appeal  in  89  Tex.  487,  31  L.  R.  A.  670,  footnote  p.  669.  59 
Am.  St.  Rep.  70,  34  S.  W.  98,  denying  owner's  liability  for  trespass  of  cattle  by 
passing  over  fence  of  another,  who  knows  its  insufficiency. 

Cited  in  Ely  v.  Rosholt,  11  N.  D.  562,  93  N.  W.  864,  holding  under  statute 
permitting  live  stock  to  run  at  large  during  certain  months  the  owners  not  liable 
for  injuries  done  by  such  live  stock  during  said  months  upon  unenclosed  land 
of  another  in  absence  of  proof  of  willful  injury;  Texas  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Pruitt,  49 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  374,  110  S.  W.  966,  holding  under  statute  railway  company  must 
so  fence  as  to  exclude  all  cattle  of  an  ordinary  disposition. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  May  v.  Poindexter,  47  L.  R.  A.  588,  which  holds  owner  lia- 
ble for  trespass  of  animals  turned  loose  by  him  on  unfenced  lands. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.R.A.  65)  on  liability  of  owner  for  trespass  of  cattle; 
(3  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  123,  124)  on  liability  for  injury  inflicted  by  mlBchievous 
animal. 
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Distinguished  in  Gulf,  C.  &  8.  F.  R.  Oo.  ▼.  Oakes,  94  Ter.  169,  52  L.  R.  A.  297, 
^6  Am.  Stw  Rep.  835,  58  S.  W.  999,  denying  liability  for  mere  spreading  of  Ber- 
muda grass  planted  to  preserve  railroad  embankment. 
-Jvrlndictlon   of   aneatlons   of   fact. 

Followed  in  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hayward,  88  Tex.  322,  31  S.  W.  507,  holding 
supreme  court  without  jurisdiction  to  grant  writ  of  error  based  on  conflicting 
•evidence. 

Cited  in  Texas  &  P.  R,  Co.  v.  Johnson,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  568,  37  S.  W.  973, 
holding  decision  of  court  of  civil  appeals  conclusive  on  questions  of  fact. 
'Wlften  Jndflrmemt   will  be  set  aside  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Eastman  v.  Gurrey,  15  Utah,  419,  49  Pac.  310,  holding  that  court  will 
■set  aside  findings  and  judgment  of  lower  court  when  not  supported  by  evidence. 
Defective  aaslflrnments  of  error. 

Cited  in  San  Antonio  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Muth,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  446,  27  S.  W. 
752,  holding  assignments  of  error  should  be  stated  as  distinct  propositions ;  Texas 
A  N.  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Echols.  17  Tex,  Civ.  App.  683,  41  S.  W.  488,  holding  defective, 
assignment  of  error  which  fails  to  specify  errors  in  charge  of  coiirt  containing 
several  propositions;  Boone  v.  Herald  News  Co.  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  548,  66  S.  W. 
313,  holding  assignment  that  court  erred  "in  not  giving  to  jury  special  charge 
number  5,"  followed  by  copy  of  charge,  defective;  St.  Louis  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Arthur,  96  Tex.  67,  70  S.  W.  317,  holding  sufficient,  assignment  of  error  that  ver- 
dict is  contrary  to  evidence  in  specific  particulars;  Cammack  v.  Rogers,  96  Tex. 
460,  73  S.  W.  795,  holding  assignment  of  error  complaining  of  two  rulings  relat- 
ing to  distinct  questions  insufficient;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  James,  55 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  592,  120  S.  W.  269,  holding  that  assignment  of  error  need  not  set 
forth  reasons  why  action  of  court  is  claimed  to  be  erroneous,  where  ruling 
complained  of  is  specifically  pointed  out;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Walters, 
49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  77,  107  S.  W.  369,  holding  where  assignment  of  error  is  not 
specifically  to  action  of  trial  court  in  refusing  a  new  trial  because  verdict  was 
^against  weight  of  evidence  but  it  clearly  appears  from  the  assignment  and 
propositions  in  the  brief  that  the  point  reserved  and  presented  for  review  is 
predicated  upon  this  action  the  assignment  should  be  considered;  Frugia  v. 
Trueheart,  48  Tex.  Civ.  App.  526,  106  S.  W.  736,  as  to  sufficiency  of  assign- 
ments of  error  to  review  charges;  Frontrdy  v.  Atkinson,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
325,  100  S.  W.  1023,  holding  general  assignments  of  error  followed  by  pro- 
positions, statements,  citation  of  authorities  and  argument,  sufficient; 
fiaight  &  Co.  V.  Pierce,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  597,  99  S.  W.  196,  holding  assign- 
ment of  error  that  a  certain  paragraph  in  charge  set  out  is  erroneous  without 
specifically  pointing  out  the  error  is  good  where  the  propositions  in  the  brief 
make  it  plain;  Evans  v.  Jackson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  280,  92  S.  W.  47,  holding 
certain  assignments '  of  error  too  general  and  multifarious  to  be  considered; 
First  State  Bank  v.  McGaughe,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  497,  86  S.  W.  55,  holding  error 
apparent  on  face  of  record  will  be  reviewed  although  assignment  of  error  de- 
fective; Watzlavzick  v.  Oppenheimer,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  808,  85  S.  W.  856,  hold- 
ing assignment  of  error  must  point  out  that  part  of  the  proceeding  contained 
in  the  record  in  which  error  is  complained  of  in  a  particular  manner  so  as  to 
identify  it;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  White,  97  Tex.  496,  80  S.  W.  77, 
holding  certain  assignments  of  error  sufficient  to  have  been  considered  by  court 
of  civil  appeals. 
Cirroneoa*    cliarire. 

Cited  in  Brackenridge  v.  Claridge,  91  Tex.  535,  43  L.  R.  A.  604,  44  S.  W.  819, 
holding  charge  authorizing  verdict  for  plaintiff  upon  any  phase  of  evidence,  error. 
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Liability  for  rent  of  pmmtnrc  vsed  la  coatnton. 

Cited  in  Abbey  v.  Shiner,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  288,  24  S.  W.  91,  denying  liability 
for  rent  of  pasture  used  in  common. 

22  L.  R.  A.  110,  SCROGGIN  v.  McCLELLAND,  37  Neb.  644,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  520, 
56  N.  W.  208. 

Effect   of   delay   la   preseatlav   cheeks. 

Cited  in  Wrigley  v.  Farmers  &  M.  State  Bank,  76  Neb.  864,  108  N.  W.  132, 
holding  statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run  in  favor  of  drawer  of  a  draft  after 
a  reasonable  time  for  the  presentment  of  draft. 

Cited  in  notes  (53  L.R.A.  433)  on  effect  on  drawer's  liability  of  delay  in  pre- 
senting check,  where  drawee  remains  solvent;  (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  414)  on  effect 
on  liability  of  drawer  of  check  of  delay  in  presentment;  (136  Am.  St.  Rq>. 
472)  on  limitation  of  actions  on  obligations  payable  on  or  after  demand;  (16 
Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  159)  as  to  when  limitations  begin  to  nin  on  note  or  check. 
Presnaiptloa   as  to   slatllarlty   of  la'vrs. 

Cited  in  Chapman  v.  Brewer,  43  Neb.  900,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  779,  62  N.  W.  320» 
holding  foreign  corporation  presumably  authorized  to  file  mechanic's  lien  in  state 
where  domestic  corporations  so  empowered ;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Kennard  Glass  & 
Paint  Co.  59  Neb.  448,  81  N.  W.  372,  sustaining  presumption  of  existence  of  stat- 
ute as  to  validity  of  contract  limiting  carrier's  liability  for  negligence  in  state 
where  contract  made  similar  to  that  of  forum,  in  absence  of  evidence  to  the  eoo- 
trary;  Schmitt  &  Bro.  Co.  v.  Mahoney,  60  Neb.  25,  82  N.  W.  99,  holding  that  in 
absence  of  proof,  laws  of  sister  stat^  as  to  riglit  of  corporation  to  bring  replevin 
suit  are  presumed  to  be  same  as  those  of  this  state;  Wilhite  v.  Skelton,  5  lud. 
Terr.  630,  82  S.  W.  932,  holding  presumption  that  statute  of  frauds  of  another 
state  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  forum;  Lassiter  v.  Norfolk  &  C.  R.  Co.  13H 
N.  C.  92,  48  S.  E.  642,  1  Ann.  Cas.  456,  holding  written  law  of  another  state 
presumed  to  be  same  as  written  law  of  this  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Aslanian  v.  Dostumian,  47  L.  R.  A.  495,  which  denies 
presumption  that  law  merchant  as  to  protest  of  draft  prevails  in  Asiatic  Turkey: 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Broadway  Bank,  42  L.  R.  A.  139,  which  denies  pre- 
sumption that  statutory  restrictions  on  alienation  of  interests  of  cestui  que  trust 
are  law  of  other  state. 

Cited  in  notes    (67   L.R.A.   50;    113   Am.   St.   Rep.   877)    on  presumption  of 
similarity  of  laws. 
Jadldal  aotlce  of  forelflra  la'vrs. 

Cited  in  note  (113  Am.  St.  Rep.  870,  871)  on  judicial  notice  of  foreign  laws. 

22  L.  R.  A.  112,  ATTY.  GEN.  v.  OLD  COLONY  R.  CO.  160  Mass.  62, 35  N.  E.  252. 
Legislative  rcflralatloa  of  ivater  aad  railroad  corporatloas. 

Cited  in  Re  Janvrin,  174  Mass.  516,  47  L.  R.  A.  321,  55  N.  E.  381,  upholding 
statute  allowing  city  water  users  to  apply  to  court  for  decision  on  reasonableness 
of  rate;  Norwood  v.  New  York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  161  Mass.  265,  37  N.  E.  199,  sus- 
taining act  abolishing  grade  crossing;  Woodward  v.  Central  Vermont  Co.  180 
Mass.  604,  62  N.  E.  1051,  declaring  void,  statute  requiring  railroad  company, 
reorganized  to  acquire  property  of  insolvent  company,  to  pay  certain  judgments 
against  latter;  Beardsley  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  15  App.  Div.  267,  44 
N.  Y.  Supp.  175,  Affirming  17  Misc.  259,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  1077,  sustaining  act  re- 
quiring railroads  to  issue  mileage  books  to  be  used  within  state;  Indianapolis  v. 
Navin,  151  Ind.  144,  41  L.  R.  A.  340,  47  N.  E.  525,  sustaining  legislature's  right 
to  regulate  fares  charged  by  street  car  companies;  State  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co. 
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75  N.  H.  336,  74  Ail.  542,  holding  that  corporation  consolidating  railroads  under 
statute  permitting  such  consolidation  upon  condition  that  rates  shall  not  be 
increased,  cannot  question  reasonableness  of  condition;  Com.  Interstate  Consol. 
Street  R.  Co.  187  Mass.  438,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  076,  73  N.  £.  530,  2  Ann.  Cas. 
410,  holding  statute  requiring  street  railway  companies  to  carry  pupils  of 
public  schools  at  a  reduced  rate  and  exempting  one  street  railway  from  opera- 
tion not  unconstitutional  as  depriving  street  railways  affected  of  equal  pro- 
tection of  laws. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Purdy  y.  Erie  R.  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  660,  which  sustains  state 
statute  requiring  issuance  of  mileage  books  at  reduced  rates  for  transportation 
wholly  within  state;  Pingree  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  274,  which  denies 
power  of  legislature  to  fix  rates  of  carrier  upon  which  previous  legislature  con- 
ferred exclusive  power  to  fix  its  own  rates. 

Cited  in  notes  (33  L.R.A.  180)  on  legislative  power  to  fix  tolls,  rates,  or 
prices;  (7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1087)  on  validity  of  statutes  requiring  issuance  of  mile- 
age books  at  reduced  rates;  (11  L.R.A. (N.S.)  075)  on  power  to  require  carriers 
to  give  reduced  rates  to  classes  of  persons;  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  655)  on  delegation 
of  power  to  regulate  carriers;  (06  Am.  St.  Rep.  830)  on  power  of  state  to  control 
sale  and  use  of  passenger  tickets. 

Distinguished  in  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  173  U.  S.  608,  43  L.  ed. 
864,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  566,  Reversing  114  Mich.  475,  72  N.  W.  328,  declaring  void, 
statute  requiring  railroad  company  to  sell  family  mileage  books  at  specified  rate. 
Remedy  to  enforce  reflrnlatlre  latrs. 

Cited  in  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Williams,  174  Mass.  483,  47  L.  R.  A.  318,  55  N.  E.  77, 
holding  information  in  equity  by  attorney  general,  proper  proceeding  to  prevent 
violation  of  statute  regulating  height  of  buildings. 

Cited  in  note    (18  L.R.A, (N.S.)    665)    on  right  of  attorney  general  or  other 
representative  of  state,  to  maintain  action  to  enforce  statutory  regulations  affect- 
ing rates,  etc. 
Rlarl&ta   of   pamiensrem   on    conneetlnar   roads. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Mulford,  35  L.R,A.  500,  which 
denies  liability  of  company  selling  tickets,  for  failure  of  connecting  roads  to 
honor  same:  Kansas  City  F.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Washington,  60  L.R.A.  65,  which 
holds  initial  carrier  checking  baggage  to  destination  on  through  ticket  liable 
for  loss  on  connecting  line. 
Injunctive  relief  agralnst  exerclne  of  public  povrev. 

Cited  in  Otis  Co.  v.  Ludlow  Mfg.  Co.  201  U.  S.  154,  50  L.  ed.  706,  26  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  353,  as  to  the  right  to  injunction  as  being  taken  into  account  in  de- 
ciding whether  the  security  for  payment  is  sufficient  when  there  is  a  taking  by 
eminent  domain. 

22  L.  R.  A.  124,  STATE  ex  rel,  LAMAR  v.  DILLON,  32  Fla.  545,  14  So.  383. 
Lfefflslatlve   control    of    elections. 

Cited  in  Hanna  v.  Young,  84  Md.  183,  34  L.  R.  A.  57,  footnote  p.  56,  57  Am.  St. 
Rep.  306,  35  Atl.  674,  sustaining  act  prescribing  property  qualification  for  voters 
at  city  election;  Cole  v.  Tucker,  164  Mass.  488,  20  L.  R.  A.  660,  41  N.  E.  681, 
Btntaining  statute  making  official  ballot  compulsory  in  city  elections;  Pickett  v. 
&us8ell,  42  Fla.  133,  28  So.  764,  holding  election  to  determine  tax  decimal  for 
school  district  not  invalidated  by  fact  that  specified  rate  was  printed  on  ballot; 
Oh&mberUn  v.  Wood,  15  S,  D;  227,  56  L.  R.  A.  100,  footnote  p.  187,  01  Am.  St. 
Kep.  674,  88  N.  W.  100,  which  authorizes  limitation  of  votes  to  candidates  wlio?*#» 
names  on  official  ballot;  Ledgerwood  v.  Pitts,  122  Tenn.  508,  125  S.  W.  1036, 
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holding  that  election  and  suffrage  claiMee  of  eonstitution  do  not  apply  to  munic- 
ipal elections;  State  ex  rel.  Gibson  v.  Monahan,  72  Kan.  494,  116  Am.  St^  Rep. 
224,  84  Pac.  130,  7  Ann.  Cas.  661,  holding  provisions  of  bill  of  rights  that  no  prop- 
erty qualification  shall  be  required  for  any  office  or  vote  at  any  election  applies 
only  to  those  offices  and  elections  contemplated  by  constitution  and  does  not 
prevent  legislature  from  authorising  creation  of  drainage  districts,  the  powers  of 
which  are  to  be  exercised  by  directors  who  are  required  to  be  freeholders  elected 
by  resident  taxpayers;  Eckerson  v.  Des  Moines,  137  Iowa,  486,  115  N.  W.  177, 
holding  primary  law  requiring  candidates  to  file  before  names  shall  be  placed 
upon  ballot  is  not  repugnant  to  Constitutional  provision  guaranteeing  the  un- 
restricted right  to  vote  for  any  person  or  to  be  a  candidate  for  any  office;  Solon 
y.  State,  64  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  293,  114  S.  W.  349,  holding  the  power  of  the  legis- 
lature to  provide  for  the  qualifications  of  voters  can  be  restrained  only  by  a 
prohibition  express  or  implied  from  some  provision  of  the  Constitution;  Willis  v. 
Kalmbach,  109  Va.  489,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1014,  64  S.  £.  342,  holding  suffrage  pro- 
vision  of  constitution  did  not  apply  to  municipal  elections  and  legislature  had 
power  to  prescribe  qualifications  for  voters  therein. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  McCarthy  v.  Moore,  69  L.  R.  A.  447*  which 
sustains  prohibition  against  placing  on  official  ballot,  name  of  unsuccessful  can- 
didate for  party  nomination  at  primary  election. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.  480,  482,  486)  on  how  far  right  to  vote  is  absolute; 
(91  Am.  St.  Rep.  686)  on  right  of  elector  to  vote  for  candidate  not  named  on 
official  ballot;    (45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  214,  215,  216)  on  validity  of  registration  laws. 

Distinguished  in  Livesley  v.  Litchfield,  47  Or.  261,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  920,  83 
Pac.  142;  Coggeshall  v.  Des  Moines,  138  Iowa,  738,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  221,  117 
N.  W.  309, — holding  constitution  having  prescribed  qualifications  of  voters  at  all 
«lections  the  legislature  could  not  change  the  qualifications. 
Conatltntlonal  anA  lesrialatlre  anallflcatioB*  •<  pabllc  oflleeni. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Moodie  v.  Bryan,  60  Fla.  362,  39  So.  929,  holding  power 
of  legislature  to  pass  laws  regulating  appointments  to  statutory  offices  is  abso- 
lute unless  restrained  by  some  constitutional  provisions;  State  ex  rel.  Workman 
V.  Goldthait,  172  Ind.  219,  87  N.  E.  133,  holding  legislature  may  impose  reason- 
able qualifications  upon  officers  in  addition  to  those  imposed  by  law  creating  them. 
Poll  taxes. 

Cited  In  note  (29  L.  R.  A.  414)  on  poll  taxes. 
Payment  of  taxea  by  another. 

Cited  in  Ferguson  v.  Brown,  75  Miss.  224,  21  So.  603,  denying  that  payment  of 
voter's  taxes  by  saloon  keeper  renders  such  voter  an  incompetent  petitioner  for 
license;  Tilton  v.  Herman,  109  Va.  510,  64  S.  E.  361,  holding  under  statute  re- 
quiring the  payment  personally  of  poll  taxes  for  certain  period  as  qualification 
of  voter,  one  who  pays  taxes  through  an  agent  is  eligible  to  vote. 
Effect  of  Invalid  provision  npon  entire  act. 

Cited  in  State  em  reU  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Green,  36  Fla.  176,  18  So.  334,  denying 
that  superfluous  words,  not  part  of  title  of  act  when  passed,  vitiates  entire  act; 
Ew  parte  Pitts,  36  Fla.  155,  17  So.  76,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  as  to 
efiect  of  apparent  invalid  provision  upon  act  creating  county  courts;  State  ex- 
rel  Moodie  v.  Bryan,  60  Fla.  862,  39  So.  939,  as  to  effect  of  invalid  provision  upon 
valid  provisions  of  act;  Hayes  v.  Walkwr,  64  Fla.  169,  44  So.  747,  holding 
where  illegal  part  can  be  eliminated  from  valid  portion  of  an  act  without  deatnyy- 
ing  its  effectiveness  the  illegal  part  should  be  eliittinated  and  the  valid  portion 
remain  operative. 
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mrifto  are  pnbllo  oAeem. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  v.  Rathbone,  28  L.  R.  A.  384,  which  holds  notary 
within  prohibition  against  public  officer  receiving  free  transportation;  State  v. 
Loechner,  59  L.  R.  A.  916,  which  holds  member  of  city  board  of  education  a  min- 
isterial officer. 

Power  of  court •  to  declare  leflrlslati-re  acta  void. 

Cited  In  State  ex  rel.  Moodie  v.  Bryan,  50  Fla.  406,  39  So.  929,  on  exclusion 
of  judicial  inquiry  from  questions  of  legislative  policy;  Yates  v.  Collins,  118  Ky. 
689,  82  S.  W.  282,  holding  courts  are  not  at  liberty  to  declare  an  act  void 
because  in  their  opinion,  it  is  opposed  to  a  spirit  supposed  to  pervade  the  Con- 
stitution, but  not  expressed  in  words. 

22  L.  R.  A.  141,  HAGUE  v.  WHEELER,,  157  Pa.  324,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  736,  27 
Atl.  714. 

Prohibition   aaralnst    Traste   or   nnla^vfnl   removal   of   gras,   oil,   or   water. 

Cited  in  Ohio  Oil  Co.  v.  Indiana,  177  U.  S.  204,  44  L.  ed.  737,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
576,  sustaining  act  prohibiting  owners  from  allowing  gas  or  oil  from  wells  to  es- 
cape into  open  air;  Williamson  v.  Jones,  39  W.  Va.  257,  25  L.  R.  A.  233,  foot- 
note p.  223,  19  S.  E.  436,  holding  equity  will  enjoin  unlawful  removal  of  oil,  in- 
juring estate  in  remainder;  Wettenger  v.  Gormley,  29  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  40, 
denying  right  of  owner  of  adjoining  property  to  enjoin  operation  of  well  or  waste 
of  gas;  Barclay  v.  Abraham,  121  Iowa,  629,  64  L.  R.  A.  259,  100  Am.  St.  Rep. 
365,  96  N.  W.  1080,  authorizing  injunction  restraining  one  land  owner  from  wast- 
ing water  from  common  underground  reservoir,  to  injury  of  other  owners;  Hat- 
horn  V.  Natural  Carbonic  Gas  Co.  194  X.  Y.  352,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  450,  128  Am.  St. 
Rep.  555,  87  N.  E.  504,  16  Ann.  Cas.  989  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  right  of  owner 
of  premises  to  waste  gas  from  his  own  well. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Townsend  v.  State,  37  L.  R.  A.  294,  which  sustains  statute 
against  burning  natural  gas  in  flambeau  lights;  State  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co.  47  L.  R.  A. 
627,  which  sustains  statute  prohibiting  escape  of  natural  gas  from  wells  into 
open  air;  Jones  v.  Forest  Oil  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  748,  which  authorizes  use  of  gas 
pump  to  increase  production  of  oil  well,  though  production  of  adjoining  wells 
diminished;  Manufacturers'  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  v.  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  50 
li.  R.  A.  768,  which  holds  unlawful,  pumping  of  natural  gas  to  injury  of  other 
persons  having  wells  supplied  from  same  reservoir;  Louisville  Gas  Co.  v.  Ken- 
tucky Heating  Co.  70  L.RJ^.  558,  which  sustains  right  to  injunction  against  draw- 
ing natural  gas  from  natural  reservoir  utilized  for  supplying  inhabitants  of  city 
merely  for  purpose  of  wasting  it  and  injuring  those  utilizing  same. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  437)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  to  prevent 
waste  of  subterranean  water,  gas,  or  oil. 
Property  In  oil  or  natural  ipas. 

Cited  in  Kansas  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Haskell,  172  Fed.  663,  holding  natural  gact 
and  oil  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  land  and  are  a  part  of  it  so  long  as  they 
are  on  it  or  in  it,  or  subject  to  his  control  but  where  they  escape  and  go  into 
land  of  another  the  title  of  the  former  is  gone. 
Annoyaace  from  exercise  by  another  of  a  learal  rlgrlit. 

Cited  in  Rocky  Mountain  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Utah  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  31 
Utah,  383,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1159,  88  Pac.  26,  holding  an  injunction  would  not 
lie  to  restrain  a  rival  telephone  company  from  using  the  same  number  as  a  call 
for  its  trouble  department  as  that  previously  established  by  the  complaining 
company,  on  the  grounds  that  it  was  unfair  competition. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 5ft 
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Cited  in  note  (1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  762)  on  nonliability  for  diminution  of  water  on 
adjoining  land  by  pumping  from  well  on  one's  own  land. 

22  L.  R.  A.  148,  COMITIS  v.  PARKERSON,  56  Fed.  556. 

Effect  on  political  statas  of  vrlfe,  of  marrlaare  'vritli  alien  or  eltlaen. 

Cited  in  Ruckgaber  v.  Moore,  104  Fed.  949,  holding  that  political  status  of 
American  woman,  marrying  citizen  of  France  and  removing  to  his  country,  fol- 
lows husband's;  Ryder  v.  Bateman,  93  Fed.  21,  raising,  without  deciding,  question 
as  to  effect  on  wife's  political  status  of  marriage  with  alien;  Cilibertis  Applica- 
tion, 20  Pa.  Dist.  R.  491,  holding  that  under  act  of  Congress  of  1907,  resident 
woman  citizen  does  not  lose  citizenship  by  marriage  to  native  of  Italy,  residing 
here  and  who  has  declared  his  intention  to  become  citizen;  Re  Martorana,  159 
Fed.  1011,  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  480,  holding  American  woman  marrying  an  alien  takes 
nationality  of  her  husband;  United  States  v.  Brownell,  169  Fed.  219,  holding 
woman  born  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  does  not  lose  her  citizenship  by  mar- 
riage to  an  alien  at  least  so  long  as  she  continues  to  reside  in  the  United  States. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dorsey  v.  Brigham,  42  L.  R.  A.  809,  which  holds  that  right 
of  women  to  vote  at  school  elections  extends  to  foreign-bom  women  married  to 
citizens. 

22  L.  R.  A.  153,  PARROT  v.  AVERY,  159  Mass.  594,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  466,  35  K. 

E.  94. 
"What   const  It  vies   delivery. 

Cited  in  Barnes  v.  Barnes,  161  Mass.  383,  37  N.  E.  379,  holding  record  of  deed 
by  grantor  not  deliver^';  People's  Nat.  Bank  v.  Freeman's  Nat.  Bank,  169  Mass. 
133,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  279,  47  N.  E.  588,  which  holds  that  handing  sealed  package 
to  drawee  of  draft,  wlio  returns  it  after  opening,  constitutes  no  delivery. 

Cited  in  note  (53  Am.  St.  Rep.  544,  648,  554)  on  what  is  a  delivery  of  a  deed. 
Incomplete  -volnntary  trast. 

Cited  in  Welch  v.  Henshaw,  170  Mass.  413,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  309,  49  N.  E.  659, 
refusing  to  enforce  voluntary  trust  when  donor  never  parted  with  possession. 

22  L.  R.  A.  155,  COM.  USE  OF  PHILADELPHIA  COUNTY  v.  SCHOLLEX- 
BERGER,   156  Pa.  201,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  488,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  32,  27 
Atl.  30. 
"Wlint  constltntea   "orlflrlnal  packaire*'' 

Cited  in  McGregor  v.  Cone,  104  Iowa,  473,  39  L.  R.  A.  487,  footnote  p.  484,  65 
Am.  St.  Rep.  622,  73  N.  W.  1041,  holding  pine  boxes  containing  sealed  parcels 
of  cigarettes  packed  for  shipment,  "original  packages;"  Haley  v.  State,  42  Neb. 
560,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  718,  60  N.  W.  962,  holding  bottles  of  intoxicating  liquors  in- 
closed in  sealed  wrappers  and  packed  in  wooden  box  for  shipment  not  "original 
packages;"  Guckenheimer  v.  Sellers,  81  Fed.  1000,  defining  "original  package"  as 
package  delivered  by  importer  to  carrier  at  initial  place  of  shipment;  Com.  v. 
Leslie,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  533,  holding  that  outside  crate  which  contains  package:^ 
of  oleomargarine  constitutes  "original  package;"  Cook  v.  Marshall  County,  119 
Iowa,  388,  93  N.  W.  372,  holding  bimdles  comprised  of  packages  which  contain  10 
cigarettes  each  not  "original  packages;"  State  v.  Neslund,  141  Iowa,  465,  120  N. 
W.  107,  holding  a  package  usually  means  a  bundle  put  up  for  commercial  hand- 
ling; Canton  v.  McDaniel,  188  Mo.  227,  86  N.  W.  1092,  holding  articles  shipped  in 
barrels,  boxes  and  casks  original  packages. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1052,  1053)  on  what  constitutes  original  or 
unbroken  package. 
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Reiritlatlon   of  pemons   deallnar   1a  arooda   from  another  state. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Parsons,  124  Mo.  442,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  263,  27  S.  W.  1102, 
holding  peddler  vending  single  bottles  of  medicine  shipped  from  another  state  ix» 
box  with  others  not  exempt  from  license  fee;  Fay  Fruit  Co.  v.  McEinney  Bros. 
103  Mo.  App.  308,  77  S.  W.  160,  holding  foreign  corporation  filling  orders,  solic- 
ited by  drummers,  from  fruit  from  cars  on  side  track,  subject  to  license  tax. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Com.  v.  Harmel,  27  L.  R.  A.  388,  which  authorizes  regu- 
lation of  peddling  separate  articles  after  original  package  broken. 
Validity  of  statutes  restrtotlag:  contracts  and  business. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  794,  795)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting: 
contracts  and  business. 
Kearnlatlon  of  sale  of  foods. 

Cited  in  SchoUenberger  v.  Pennsylvania,  171  U.  S.  19,  43  L.  ed.  56,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  757,  Reversing  170  Pa.  292,  30  L.  R.  A.  399,  footnote  p.  396,  5  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  512,  37  W.  N.  C.  140,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  776,  33  Atl  82,  upholding  importer'^ 
right  to  sell  oleomargarine  packed  in  10-pound  packages;  Rasch  v.  State,  89  Md. 
756,  43  Atl.  931,  sustaining  statute  prohibiting  sale  of  any  article  manufactured 
from  animal  fat  or  vegetable  oils  in  imitation  of  butter,  and  not  produced  from 
pure  milk  or  cream;  Com.  v.  McDermott,  37  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  5,  holding  act  pro- 
hibiting manufacture  or  sale  of  oleomargarine  constitutional. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Myers,  35  L.  R.  A.  844,  which  sustains  statute  re- 
quiring oleomargarine  and  artificial  butter  to  be  colored  pink;  Frost  v.  Chicago, 
49  L.  R.  A.  657,  which  holds  void,  ordinance  prohibiting  colored  netting  over 
package  of  fruit,  etc.;  State  em  rel,  Monnett  v.  Capital  City  Dairy  Co.  57  L.  R. 
A.  181,  which  sustains  statute  forbidding  sale  of  unmarked  oleomargarine;  State 
V.  Hanson,  54  L.  R.  A.  468,  which  holds  sale  of  unlabeled  cottolene  forbidden  by 
statute  against  selling  unlabeled  imitation  of  lard;  State  v.  Layton,  62  L.  R.  A. 
164,  sustaining  statutory  prohibition  against  manufacture  or  sale  of  baking  pow- 
der crntaining  alutn;  Arbuckle  v.  Blackburn,  65  L.R.A.  864,  which  upholds  statute^ 
prohibiting  the  coloring,  coating,  or  polishing  of  article  intended  for  food  where- 
by damage  or  inferiority  is  concealed. 

Cited  in  note  (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  257)  Oiii  power  of  iegislatui'e  to  declare  criminal 
manufacture  and  sale  of  ol^ttargarine. 

fe2  L.  R.  A.  HU  SCHUCHTER  v.  KEITER*  156  Pa.  119,  27  Atl.  45, 
Blleot  of  acquiescence  In  creed* 

Cited  in  Kims  v.  Robertson,  154  111.  407,  40  N.  E.  343,  raising,  without  decid'- 
ing,  question  as  to  effect  of  long  acquiescence  in  church  creed. 
Civil    Jurisdiction    o-ver   ehurcli    matters. 

Cited  in  Cushman  v.  Church  of  the  Good  Shepherd,  162  Pa.  283,  34  W.  N.  0. 
562,  29  Atl.  872,  sustaining  injunction  against  removal  of  church  property  in 
violation  of  trust;  Krecker  v.  Shirey,  163  Pa.  551,  29  L.  R.  A.  481,  35  W.  N.  C. 
172,  30  Atl.  440,  holding  decision  of  general  conference,  suspending  charges  made 
by  trial  conference,  conclusive  upon  civil  courts;  Landrith  v.  Hudgins,  121  Tenn; 
660,  120  S.  W.  783 ;  Boy  lea  v.  Roberts,  222  Mo.  846, 121  S.  W.  805,~holding  civn 
courts  have  authority  to  investigate  ecclesiastical  matters,  including  confessions 
of  faith  in  cases  involving  rights  to  property. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  873)  on  enjoining  control,  use  of,  or  interference 
with,  chur<^  property;   (68  Am.  St.  Rep.  866)  on  jurisdiction  of  equity  over  vol- 
untary unincorporated  religious  associations;  (100  Am.  St.  Rep.  746)  on  jurisdie-- 
tion  of  civU  courts  over  church  controversies. 
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Action    to    determine    rlflrl&t    to   chnrcli    property. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.R.A.(N.S.)   722,  724)  on  litigation  growing  out  of  schism 
in  religious  society. 

Distinguished  in  Bishop's  Estate,  200  Pa.  602,  50  Atl.  156,  holding  ejectment, 
not  partition,  proper  action  to  determine  question  as  to  church  property. 
"Wlio  entitled  to  clinrcli  property. 

Cited  in  Brundage  v.  Deardorf,  92  Fed.  230,  holding  minority  members,  dis- 
senting from  adoption  of  amended  creed,  without  claim  to  church  property;  Hors- 
man  v.  Allen,  129  Cal.  135,  61  Pac.  796,  denying  right  to  church  property  of 
minority  seceding  from  general  conference;  Boyles  v.  Roberts,  222  Mo.  646,  121 
S.  W.  805,  holding  if  decision  of  majority  plainly  violates  the  law  which  it 
professes  to  administer,  or  is  in  conflict  with  the  law  of  the  land,  it  will  not 
be  followed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  Pedigo,  32  L.  R.  A.  838,  which  denies  right  oi 
majority  of  church,  abandoning  its  religious  faith,  to  hold  church  property; 
Franke  v.  Mann,  48  L.  R.  A.  856,  which  denies  right  of  majority  of  church  mem- 
bers to  devote  church  property  to  use  inconsistent  with  purpose  of  organization 
t)y  employing  pastor  whose  teachings  inconsistent  with  those  of  sect  to  which 
local  church  belongs. 
•Clinnfire   In   clanrcli  constitution   or  csonfenalon   of   faith. 

Cited  in  Bear  v.  Heasley,  98  Mich.  294,  24  L,  R.  A.  629,  footnote  p.  615,  67  N. 
W.  270,  holding  unauthorized  change  in  church  constitution  by  general  con- 
ference illegal;  Philomath  College  v.  Wyatt,  27  Or.  486,  26  L.  R.  A.  92,  footnote 
J).  68,  37  Pac.  1022,  holding  incorporation  into  confession  of  faith,  of  doctrines 
previously  contained  in  discipline,  not  vital  change  destroying  identity  of  church; 
Itter  V.  Howe,  23  Ont.  App.  Rep.  275,  holding  a  provision  that  "no  rule  or  ordi- 
nance shall  at  any  time  be  passed  to  change  or  do  away  with  the  confession  of 
faith  as  it  now  stands,"  is  not  violated  by  mere  alterations  in  expression  or 
fuller  and  clearer  statements  of  doctrine. 
l^hat   constitutes   majority. 

Cited  in  Re  Denny,  156  Ind.  151,  51  L.  R.  A.  740,  59  N.  E.  359  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), majority  holding  that  vote  by  majority  on  constitutional  amendment  means 
majority  of  those  actually  voting;  Russie  v.  Brazzell,  128  Mo.  .111,  49  Am.  St. 
Rep.  542,  30  S.  W.  526,  holding  that  two  thirds  of  society  requesting  amendment 
to  constitution  means  two  thirds  of  those  voting;  Fabro  v.  Gallup,  15  N.  M.  123, 
103  Pac.  271,  holding  that  two  thirds  of  those  actually  voting  and  not  two 
thirds  of  all  voters  of  city  are  required  to  authorize  issue  of  bonds,  under  stat- 
ute permitting  such  issue  if  two  thirds  of  qualified  voters  vote  therefor. 
Conclusiveness  of  decisions  of  tribunals  of  corporations. 

Cited  in  Ramsey  v.  Hicks,  44  Ind.  App.  515,  87  N.  E.  1091,  holding  that  de- 
cisions of  courts  of  church  as  to  discipline,  faith,  custom,  or  church  law  are  usu- 
ally conclusive  upon  civil  courts. 

Cited  in  note  (49  L.  R.  A.  398)  on  conclusiveness  of  decisions  of  tribunals  of 
-associations  or  corporations. 

22  L.  R.  A.  177,  WEBB  v.  FULLER  85  Me.  443,  27  Atl.  346. 
Set-off  of  claims  against  decedent's  estate. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Oxsheer  v.  Nave,  37  L.  R.  A.  98,  which  sustains  right  to 
«et  off  indebtedness  of  distributee  against  distributive  share,  although  purchased 
by  creditor;  Ainsworth  v.  Bank  of  California,  39  L.  R.  A.  686,  which  authorizes 
-setting  off  against  claim  due  estate,  debt  due  from  deceased,  though  unmatured 
at  time  of  death. 
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Cited  in  note  ( 78  Am.  St.  Rep.  207 )  on  common-law  power  of  executor  to  retain 
out  of  legacy  amount  of  debt  due  from  legatee. 

22  L.  R.  A.  179,  JOHNSON  v.  JOHNSON,  92  Tenn.  559,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  104,  25 

S.  W.  114. 
Effect  of  nncertalntF  upon  charitable  tmats. 

Cited  in  Dye  v.  Beaver  Creek  Church,  48  S.  C.  457,  69  Am,  St.  Rep.  724,  26  S^ 
E.  717,  holding  devise  to  unincorporated  society  "for  poor  children,  for  their  tu- 
ition," not  void  for  uncertainty;  Tilley  v.  Ellis,  119  N.  C.  246,  28  S.  E.  29  (dis- 
senting  opinion),  majority  sustaining  devise  to  "The  Methodist  Episcopal 
Church;"  Keith  v.  Scales,  124  N.  O.  516,  32  S.  E.  809,  sustaining  bequest  for 
erection  of  church  and  school,  and  maintenance  of  minister,  teacher,  and  students- 
Cited  in  footnotes  to  McAlister  v.  Burgess,  24  L.  R.  A.  158,  which  holds  gift 
for  benefit  of  poor  churches  of  city  and  vicinity  not  bad  for  uncertainty; 
People  V.  Powers,  35  L.  R.  A.  502,  which  holds  trust  to  dispose  of  property 
among  such  charitable  and  benevolent  institutions  as  trustee  shall  choose,  voidJ 
for  indefiniteness. 

Cited  in  notes  (12  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1183)  on  validity  of  devise  or  bequest  for  such* 
charitable  purposes  as  executor  or  trustee  may  select;  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  63) 
77,  88)  on  enforcement  of  general  bequest  for  charity  or  religion;  (49  Am.  St. 
Rep.  128)  on  application  of  rule  against  perpetuities  to  charitable  uses;  (64 
Am.  St,  Rep.  757,  758,  760,  771,  772)  on  certainty  and  unity  required  in  chari- 
table trusts;  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  678)  on  invalidity  of  charitable  bequest  for  in- 
definiteness. 
DtttpoMltion    of   Income  accmlnflr  after   testator's    deatb. 

Cited  in  Re  Davis,  103  Wis.  458,  79  N.  W.  761,  holding  nuncupative  will  inop- 
erative to  dispose  of  income  of  real  estate  accruing  subsequent  to  testator's- 
death;  Mays  v.  Beech,  114  Tenn.  649,  86  S.  W.  713,  4  Ann.  Cas.  1189,  as  to  devise 
of  rents  for  life  and  profits  being  in  effect  a  devise  of  the  property  itself  for  life.. 

22  L.  R.  A.  182,  ROWLAND  v.  MILLER,  139  N.  Y.  93,  54  N.  Y.  S.  R.  465,  34 

N.  E.  765.  ,, 

Violation   of  coTeaamt  agraljuit   ''offensive   nses." 

Cited  in  Levy  v.  Schreyer,  19  Misc.  228,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  199,  holding  occu- 
pancy of  house  by  owner  and  son  not  violation  of  covenant  against  conducting 
"tenement  house;"  Moller  v.  Presbyterian  Hospital,  66  App.  Div.  137,  72  N.  Y. 
Supp.  483,  holding  covenant' not  violated  by  erection  of  hospital  upon  land  sub- 
ject to  covenant  against  offensive  uses;  Uihlein  v.  Matthew^s,  57  App.  Div.  480, 
68  N.  Y.  Supp.  309,  denying  that  subsequent  quitclaim  deed  operates  to  annul 
restriction  as  to  sale  of  liquor  in  prior  conveyance;  Holt  v.  Fleischman,  75  App. 
Div.  598,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  647,  holding  subsequent  change  of  street  by  construction 
of  business  blocks,  no  bar  to  enforcement  of  dwelling-house  covenant;  Round 
Lake  Asso.  v.  Kellogg,  141  N.  Y.  355,  36  N.  E.  326,  sustaining  injunction  against 
violating  conditions  in  lease  as  to  sale  of  goods  upon  camp  grounds;  Kitching  ▼. 
Brown,  180  N.  Y.  430,  70  L.R.A.  749,  73  N.  E.  241  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  in- 
terference of  court  by  injunction  upon  breach  of  covenant  against  offensive  uses; 
Grimm  v.  Krahmer,  112  App.  Div.  492,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  623,  holding  erection  of 
a  veterinary  hospital  not  in  violation  of  covenant  against  offensive  uses;  Oowen 
v.  O'Uara,  16  Pa.  Dist.  R.  763,  holding  maintenance  of  hospital  for  open  air 
treatment  of  consumptives  violation  of  covenants  against  "offensive  uses.*' 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Long  v.  Elberton,  46  L.  R.  A.  428,  which  denies  liability 
of  city  to  neighboring  property  owners  for  erection  of  prison  within  citv  limits, 
unless  so  negligently  maintained  as  to  constitute  nuisance. 
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Enforcement  of  restrictive  coT-enants. 

Cited  in  Goodhue  v.  Cameron,  142  App.  Div.  483,  127  N.  Y.  Supp.  120,  holdings 
that  when  it  is  clear  that  injunction  will  be  of  no  benefit  to  person  desiring  to 
enforce  building  restriction  and  will  be  hardship  to  defendant,  it  will  be  denied; 
De  Lima  v.  Mitchell,  49  Misc.  175,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  811;  Levy  v.  Halcyon  Casino 
Hotel  Co.  45  Misc.  291,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  231,— holding  grantor  need  not  sue  all 
the  violators  of  restrictive  covenants  but  may  take  no  notice  of  violations  not 
especially  offensive  to  him  without  losing  right  to  enforce  restrictions  in  case  of 
especial  offensive  violations;  Boyden  v.  Roberts,  131  Wis.  671,  111  N.  W.  701, 
holding  restrictive  covenants  enforceable  by  purchasers  against  other  pnr- 
•chaser  although  their  deed  did  not  contain  the  covenants. 

Cited  in  notes    (28   L.R.A.(N.S.)    712,  714,  715,  719)    on  enforcement  of   re- 
strictive covenant  as  affected  by  change  in  neighborhood;   (13  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  109) 
on  injunction  to  restrain  breach  of  covenant. 
•Covenant  narainst  '<offen«lTe    uses'*  ns  an  Incnmbrance. 

Cited  in  Dieterlen  v.  Miller,  114  App.  Div.  43,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  699,  holding  cove- 
nant against  ''offensive  uses"  is  an  incumbrance  on  the  land. 

Cited  in  note   (9  L.R.A.(X.S.)   1041)  on  construction  and  effect  of  general  re- 
strictive covenant  against  offensive  use  of  realty. 

22  L.  R.  A.  187,  McQUAID  v.  ROSS,  85  Wis.  492,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  864,  65  N.  W. 

706. 
Implied  warranty  of  fltneaa. 

Cited  in  J.  I.  Case  Plow  Works  v.  Niles  &  S.  Co.  90  Wis.  603,  63  N.  W.  1013, 
lidding  no  implied  warranty  of  fitness  in  sale  of  wheels  for  agricultural  imple- 
ments to  vendee  who  had  previously  tested  sample;  J.  Thompson  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Gunderson,  106  Wis.  456,  49  L.  R.  A.  863,  footnote  p.  859,  82  N.  W.  290,  denying 
implied  warranty  that  shoes  and  gatherers  of  planting  machine  will  scour  in 
ordinary  soil;  Kinkel  v.  Winne,  67  Kan.  106,  62  L.  R.  A.  598,  72  Pac  548. 
Jiolding  that  rule  of  caveat  emptor  applies  to  sale  of  fire-insurance  expiration 
register  which  has  been  secretly  copied  w^ithout  knowledge  of  vendor;  Dorsey  v. 
Watkins,  151  Fed.  345,  holding  no  implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  cows  for  dairy 
purpo8«»s  when  purchaser  had  an  opportunity  to  examine  them;  Burnett  v.  Hen- 
.sley,  118  Iowa,  578,  92  N.  W.  678,  holding  in  absence  of  knowledge  on  part  of 
seller  that  mare  was  purchased  for  breeding  purposes  there  is  no  implied  war- 
ranty on  part  of  seller  that  she  is  fit  for  such  purposes;  Haynor  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Davis, 
147  N.  C.  270,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  194,  61  S.  E.  54,  holding  manufacturer  impliedly 
warrants  against  latent  defects;  Thompson  v.  Miser,  82  Ohio  St.  300,  92  N.  £. 
420,  holding  when  stallion  is  sold  by  one  not  a  dealer  in  horses  there  is  no  implied 
warranty  that  stallion  is  fit  for  breeding  purposes;  Logeman  Bros.  Co.  v.  R 
J.  Preuss  Co.  131  Wis.  127,  111  N.  W.  64,  holding  where  manufacturer  furnished 
purchaser  a  model  there  was  no  implied  warranty  on  part  of  manufacturer  as  to 
the  practicability  of  certain  attachments  which  fact  was  as  apparent  to  pur* 
•chaser  as  to  manufacturer. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Meyer  v.  Krauter,  24  L.  R.  A.  675,  which  holds  representa- 
tion that  horse  is  sound  and  kind,  no  warranty  against  its  taking  fright  at  trol- 
ley car;  Olson  v.  Port  Huron  Live-Stock  Asso.  33  L.  R.  A.  657,  which  holds  preg- 
/nancy  of  ewes  in  October  not  breach  of  contract  to  deliver  in  "healthy  condition ;" 
Sheffer  v.  Willoughby,  34  L.  R.  A.  464,  which  denies  liability  in  absence  of  negli- 
gence, for  furnishing  .unwholesome  food  at  restaurant;    Bierman  v.  City  Mills 
^Co.  37  L.  R.  A.  799,  which  holds  warranty  implied  that  felt  cloth  sold  for  making 
'-ulsters  is  free  from  latent  defect;  Kinkel  v.  Winne,  62  L.R.A.  596,  which  holda 
.that  rule  of  caveat  emptor  applies  to  purchase  of  fire  insurance  expiration  regis- 
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ter  made  without  representation  as  to  privacy  of  information  afforded  thereby; 
Gardner  v.  Winter,  63  L.R.A.  647,  which  holds  one  filing  order  for  particular 
brand  of  seed  by  supplying  kind  ordered  does  not  impliedly  warrant  its  fitneHs; 
Rollins  Engine  Co.  v.  Eastern  Forge  Co.  68  L.H.A.  441,  which  holds  warranty  tiiat 
article  will  be  suitable  for  intended  use  not  to  be  implied  from  express  contract 
to  forge  steel  piston  rod  of  specified  dimensions;  Davis  Calyx  Drill  Co.  v.  Mallory, 
69  L.R.A.  973,  which  denies  implied  warranty  that  a  drill  and  its  machinery  are 
suitable  to  bore  holes  through  particular  strata  of  land. 

Cited  in  notes  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  856)  on  implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  par- 
ticular article  purchased  from  manufacturer  or  producer  for  particular  use;  (15 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  869)  on  implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  particular  article  purchased 
from  dealer  for  particular  use;  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  884)  on  implied  warranty  of 
fitness  of  food ;  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  783;  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  737)  on  implied  warranty 
of  fitness  of  goods  bought  for  special  purpose;  (35  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  259)  on  effect  of 
sale  with  particular  description  of  kind  or  quality;  (37  L.R.A. (N.S.)  561)  on 
liability  of  manufacturer  or  dealer  for  personal  injuries  caused  by  defects  in 
automobile;  (102  Am.  St.  Rep.  622)  on  implied  warranty  of  quality;  (23  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  492)  on  implied  warranty  of  fitness  for  purpose  for  which  goods  are 
sold. 

Annotation  in  22  L.  R.  A.  187,  referred  to  particularly  in  Queen  City  Glass  Co. 
V.  Pittsburg  Clay  Pot  Co.  97  Md.  441,  65  Atl.  447,  holding  warranty  implied  in 
sale  of  clay  pots,  made  according  to  secret  formula,  that  they  will  not  break  when 
placed  in  glass  furnace. 

22  L.  R.  A.  198,  WOODRUFF  v.  BOWEN,  136  Ind.  431,  34  N.  E.  1113. 
Itlability  for  Injarjr  to  licensee   or   trespasser. 

Cited  in  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Maus,  22  Ind.  App.  39,  61  N.  E.  735,  denying 
recovery  for  injury  to  servant  of  one  permitted  to  use  water  from  railroad  tank; 
Baltimore  &  O.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Paul,  143  Ind.  27,  28  L.  R.  A.  218,  40  N.  E.  519, 
denying  railroad  company's  liability  for  injury  received  on  its  road  by  brakemen 
in  service  of  another  through  negligence  of  fellow  servant;  Springer  v.  Byram, 
137  Ind.  27,  23  L.  R.  A.  250,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  159,  36  S.  W.  361,  denying  recovery 
for  injuries  received  by  newsboy  in  elevator  after  notice  prohibiting  newsboys 
from  riding;  Beehler  v.  Daniels,  18  R.  I.  564,  27  L.  R.  A.  513,  footnote  p.  612,  49 
Am.  St.  Rep.  700,  29  Atl.  6,  holding  owner  of  building  not  liable  to  fireman  for 
failure  to  guard  elevator  well;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Ballentine,  28 
C.  C.  A.  674,  56  U.  S.  App.  266,  84  Fed.  938,  holding  that  boy  entering  railroad 
company's  premises  through  curiosity  to  witness  burning  of  cars  assumes  risk; 
Chicago,  I.  A,  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Martin,  31  Ind.  App.  318,  65  N.  E.  591,  denying  rail- 
road company's  liability  for  death  of  servant  of  stone  company  employed  to  dress 
stone  loaded  on  cars,  and  killed  through  negligence  of  former  company  in  not 
blocking  cars;  Lunt  v.  Post  Printing  &  Pub.  Co.  48  Colo.  324,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  67, 
110  Pac.  203,  21  Ann.  Cas.  492,  holding  that  owner  of  property  does  not  by  turning 
in  fire  alarm  extend  invitation  to  firemen  to  enter  premises,  within  rule  making 
owner  liable  for  injury  caused  by  unsafe  condition  of  premises  where  invitation 
is  extended;  Upp  v.  Darner,  150  Iowa,  408,  32  L.R.A.(X.S.)  745,  130  N.  W.  409, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  574,  holding  that  person  is  under  no  obligation  to  keep  prem- 
ises in  safe  condition  for  trespassers;  Pennebaker  v.  San.  Joaquin  Lifjht  &  P.  Co. 
158  Cal.  688,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1104,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  202,  112  Pac.  459,  holdini^ 
that  fact  that  fireman  was  killed  while  putting  out  fire  in  private  building, 
by  coming  in  contact  with  live  trire  left  lying  near  building,  is  not  in  itself 
sufiicient  to  impute  negligence  to  electric  light  company;  Eckels  v.  Maher,  137 
IlL  App.  58,  holding  that  person  lawfully  upon  premises  by  permission  of  law 
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is  entitled  to  no  duty  from  owner  other  than  to  refrain  from  wilful  acts  injurious 
to  him;  Means  v.  Southern  California  R.  Co.  144  Cal.  480,  77  Pac.  1001,  1  Ann. 
Cas.   206,  holding  a   mere   licensee   who  enters  upon   the   premises   of   anotKer 
without  invitation  assumes  all  of  the  ordinary  risks  which  attach  to  the  condiriou 
of  the  premises  or  the  manner  of  conduct  of  owner's  business  by  its  agent  •% 
thereon;  Casey  v.  Adams,  234  111.  355,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)   779,  123  Am.  St,  Rep. 
105,  84  N.  E.  933,  Affirming  137  111.  App.  410,  holding  that  a  policeman  entering  a. 
building  in  order  that  he  may  better  perform  his  duties  as  a  police  officer  but  with- 
out express  or  implied  invitation,  is  mere  license  and  owner  of  building  owes  him 
no  duty  except  to  refrain  from  inflicting  wilful  or  wanton  injury ;  Creeden  v.  Bos- 
ton &  M.  R.  Co.  193  Mass.  284,  79  N.  £.  344,  9  Ann.  Cas.  1121,  holding  constable 
entering  train  not  to  serve  a  warrant,  but  for  the  purpose  of  apprehending  crim- 
inals is  a  licensee  and  railway  company  owes  him  no  duty  to  provide  a  safe 
place  for  him  to  alight;  Minneapolis  General  Electric  Co.  v.  Cronon,  20  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  823,  92  C.  C.  A.  345,  166  Fed.  660;  New  Omaha  Thomson-Houston  Elec- 
tric Light  Co.  V,  Anderson,  73  Xeb.  93,  102  N.  W.  89, — holding  in  absence  of 
municipal  ordinance  or  statute,  a  fireman  who  entered  upon  property  without 
any  special  authority  of  the  owner  is  a  bare  licensee  and  takes  the  risk  of  the 
premises  as  he  finds  them. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  919)  on  duty  of  owner  of  premises  to  protect 
licensee  against  hidden  dangers;  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  60,  61)  on  liability  of  property 
owner  for  injury  to  fireman  or  policemaiL 

Distinguished  in  Beaning  v.  South  Bend  Electric  Co.  45  Ind.  App.  273,  90  N.  £. 
786,  holding  that  telephone  and  electric  light  company  whose  poles  arc  set  in 
street  by  permission  are  liable  for  negligence  to  city  employee  who  climbs  pole» 
to  repair  city's  police  telephone  wires. 
Ovrner's  liability  for  nearliflrence  of  aobcon tractor. 

Cited  in  Koch  v.  Fox,  71  App.  Div.  294,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  913,  denying  owner** 
liability  to  one  injured  by  falling  of  brick  through  subcontractor's  violation  of 
ordinance  requiring  erection  of  covering  over  walk. 
lilablllty    for   Imjnry   to   anotber's   Berrant. 

Oited  in  note  (46  L.  R.  A.  60,  81)  on  right  of  servant  to  recover  damages  fron^ 
persons  other  than  his  master  for  injuries  received  in  performance  of  duties. 

22  L.  R.  A.  206,  AYLWARD  v.  O'BRIEN,  160  Mass.  118,  35  N.  E.  313. 
Forfeiture    of    atoclc. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.  R.  A.  307)  on  forfeiture  of  corporate  stock. 
RlRTbta  of  pe-vr-bolders. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  872)  on  rights  of  pew  holders. 

22  L.  R.  A.  217,  SEATTLE  &  M.  R.  CO  v.  STATE,  7  Wash.  150,  38  Am.  St.  Rep. 

866,  34  Pac.  551. 
Appropriation  of  tide  lands. 

Cited  in  North  River  Boom  Co.  v.  Smith,  16  Wash.  139,  46  Pac.  750,  holding 
state  not  necessary  party  defendant  in  action  by  boom  company  to  appropriate 
tide  lands;  Samish  Boom  Cfo.  v.  Callvert,  27  Wash.  614,  68  Pac.  367,  denying 
right  of  boom  company  to  recover  for  improvements  made  on  tide  lands  unlaw- 
fully appropriated;  Ilwaco  v.  Ilwaco  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  17  Wash.  658,  50  Pac.  572, 
holding  city  without  authority  to  extend  street  across  tid§  lands  at  an  angle, 
instead  of  direct  course;  State  ea>  rel.  Trimble  v.  S.uperior  Court,  31  Wash.  452, 
G6  L.  R.  A.  901,  72  Pac.  89,  holding  railroad  company  empowered  under  pow*er 
of  eminent  domain,  to  appropriate  equitable  interest  in  tide  lands  held  by  pur- 
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chasers  from  state  under  contract  of  sale;  Tacoma  v.  Titlow,  53  Wash.  220,  101 
Pac.  827,  holding  city  had  power  to  extend  street  over  tide  lands;  Gasaway  v. 
Seattle,  52  Wash.  449,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  71,  100  Pac.  991,  as  to  necessity  of 
state  being  made  party  in  action  to  condemn  tide  lands. 

Cited  in  notes  (66  L.R.A.  897)  on  acquisition  of  tide  land  by  eminent  domain; 
(15  L.R.A«(N.S.)  1171)  on  right  to  extend  highway  into  navigable  water. 

Distinguished  in  Chlopeck  Fish  Co.  v.  Seattle,  64  Wash.  322,  117  Pac.  232, 
holding  that  city  streets  may  be  extended  in  any  direction  over  harbor  area 
to  deep  water  at  outer  harbor  line  under  article  15,  section  1,  of  Constitution. 
lilabillty  for  hole  In  street  on  tide  lands. 

Distinguished  in  Taake  v.  Seattle,  16  Wash.  04,  47  Pac.  220,  holding  city  liable 
for  unguarded  hole  in  street  laid  out  over  tide  lands  belonging  to  state. 
CroMilng:  or  condemnation  of  one  railroad  by  another. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Mississippi  River  &  B.  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Dearing,  173  Mo.  509, 
73  S.  W.  485,  holding  that  statute  relating  to  crossing  of  one  railroad  by  another 
requires  that  crossing  shall  be  at  point  where  danger  least;  State  ex  rel.  Everett 
A  C.  V.  Traction  Co.  v.  Superior  Ct.  59  Wash.  600,  110  Pac.  428,  holding  that  rail- 
road company  may  condemn  portion  of  right  of  way  of  another  company,  if  it  can 
be  taken  without  material  injury  to  other  company ;  State  ex  rel.  Portland  &  S.  R. 
Co.  V.  Superior  Ct.  45  Wash.  278,  88  Pac.  201,  holding  railroad  company  not 
entitled  to  condemn  a  right  of  way  across  the  terminal  grounds  and  spur  tracks 
of  another  company  already  devoted  to  a  public  use  and  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
interfere  with  such  prior  use;  State  ex  rel.  Columbia  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Superior 
Ct.  45  Wash.  320,  88  Pac.  332,  holding  one  railroad  company  may  appropriate 
the  lands  of  another  where  there  is  a  necessity  therefor  and  where  the  lands 
can  be  taken  without  material*  detriment  to  the  established  road. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Detroit,  Ft.  W.  B.  I.  R.  v.  Osborn,  62  L.  R.  A.  149,  which 
holds  that  after  railroad  company  has  acquired  right  to  cross  another's  tracks, 
both  companies  are  required  to  pay  expense  of  keeping  crossing  safe. 

Distinguished  Re  Eastern  Wisconsin  R.  &  Light  Co.  127  Wis.  649,  107  N.  W. 
496,  holding  question  of  necessity  of  crossing  of  one  railroad  by  another  is  for 
legislature  and  not  court. 
Condemnation  of  public  lands. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Schade  Brewing  Co.  v.  Superior  Ct.  62  Wash.  104,  113  Pac. 
576,  holding  that  under  statutes  railroad  cannot  condemn  land  held  in  trust  for 
public  as  city  street,  as  law  refers  to  private  property  only  as  subject  to  con- 
demnation; State  V.  Boone  County,  78  Neb.  272,  110  N.  W.  629,  15  Ann.  Cas. 
487,  holding  taking  of  private  property  only  is  authorized  by  statutes  providing 
for  exercise  of  eminent  domain;  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Chelan  County, 
36  Wash.  382,  78  Pac.  1011,  holding  no  authority  for  condemnation  of  school 
lands  by  water  company. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Nahant  v.  United  States,  69  L.R.A.  723,  which  holds  Fed- 
eral government  liable  to  municipality  for  value  of  sewer  and  water  pipes  taken 
under  power  of  eminent  domain. 
Restriction  of  easement. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Kent  Lumber  Co.  v.  Superior  Ct.  46  Wash.  520,  90  Pac. 
'663,  holding  an  appropriator  may  limit  by  stipulation  the  rights  or  easements 
-sought  in  condemnation  proceedings. 
TJse  of  land  condemned. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Merriam  v.  Superior  Ct.  55  Wash.  67,  104  Pac.  148, 
holding  railroad  could  not  acquire  property  by  condemnation  for  use  by  city. 


22  L.R.A.  217]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  »38 

Jadtdal  power  oTer  eminent  domain. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Superior  Ct.  64  Waah.  198,  116 
Pac.  855|  holding  that  in  condemnation  proceedings  for  telegraph  line,  selection 
of  general  route  is  conclusive  as  to  its  necessity,  but  is  not  conclusive  as  to  nee* 
essity  of  particular  land  sought. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  60,  63,  73,  84,  117,  125)  on  judicial  power  over 
eminent  domain. 
Appllcabtllty  of  statute  to  oroTernment. 

Cited  in  note  (8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  204)  on  applicability  of  statute  to  government. 

22  L.  R.  A.  228,  COM.  v.  POTTSVILLE  IRON  &  STEEL  CO.  157  Pa.  500,  27  AtL 

371. 
Taxation    of   corpora ttona. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Delaware  River  Iron  Ship  Building  &  Engine  Worka,  2 
Dauphin  Co.  Rep.  233,  denying  that  unused  power  in  charter  deprives  manufae* 
turing  corporation  of  exemption  from  taxation ;  Com.  v.  Juniata  Coke  Co.  157  Pa. 
510,  22  L.  R.  A.  232,  27  Atl.  373,  holding  manufacturing  corporation  liable  ta 
taxation  on  portion  of  capital  invested  in  mining. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  ex  rel.  New  England  Dressed  Meat  &  Wool  Co.  ▼. 
Roberts,  41  L.  R.  A.  228,  which  denies  exemption  from  taxation  as  manufactur- 
ing company,  to  corporation  buying,  slaughtering,  and  selling  sheep  and  lambs. 

Cited  in  notes  (58  L.  R.  A.  604)   on  taxation  of  capital  stock  of  corporations 
in  United  States;    (64  L.  R.  A.  38,  52,  56)   on  taxation  of  manufacturing  cor- 
porations in  United  States. 
'What    conatltntes    mannfactnrinar    or    meclianlcal    bnslnewi. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cowling  v.  Zenith  Iron  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  508,  which  holds 
that  mining  of  iron  ore  is  such  "mechanical  business"  as  entitles  stockholders  to 
exemption  from  double  liability;  Columbia  Iron  Works  v.  National  Lead  Co.  64 
L.  R.  A.  645,  which  holds  that  building,  sale,  and  repairing  of  vessels  employed, 
in  commerce  constitutes  "manufacturing''  within  bankruptcy  act. 

22  L.  R.  A.  232,  COM.  v.  JUNIATA  COKE  CO.  157  Pa.  507,  27  AtL  373. 
Exemption  of  mannfactnrlnar  corporation   or  company   from    taxation. 

Followed  in  Com.  v.  National  Oil  Co.  157  Pa.  523,  27  Atl.  374,  holding  limits! 
partnership  association  taxable  as  to  capital  used  in  mining  and  transporting 
crude  petroleum ;  Com.  v.  East  Bangor  Consol.  Slate  Co.  162  Pa.  601,  34  W.  N.  C 
635,  29  AtL  706,  and  Com.  v.  Savage  Fire  Brick  Co.  157  Pa.  515,  27  AtL  374.. 
holding  capital  stock  of  manufacturing  corporation  exempt,  except  portion  in- 
vested in  mining  operations. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Com.  v.  Pottsville  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  228  which 
holds  exemption  of  manufacturing  company  not  lost  by  possessing  power  of  min- 
ing; People  ex  rel.  New  England  Dressed  Meat  &  Wool  Co.  v.  Roberts,  41  L.  R.  A. 
228  which  denies  exemption  from  taxation  as  manufacturing  company,  to  corpora- 
tion buying,  slaughtering,  and  selling  sheep  and  lambs. 

Cited  in  note  (64  L.  R.  A.  37,  44,  56)  on  taxation  of  manufacturing  corpora- 
tions in  United  States. 
Taxation  of  corporate  atook. 

Cited  in  note  (58  L.  R.  A.  553,  604)  on  taxation  of  capital  stock  of  corpora- 
tions in  United  States. 
"What  constitntea  meclianical  or  mannfactnrlnflr  bnalneas* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cowling  v.  Zenith  Iron  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  608,  which  holds 
that  mining  of  iron  ore  is  such  "mechanical  business,  as  entitles  stockholders- 
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to  exemption  from  double  liability;  Columbia  Iron  Works  v.  National  Lead  Co. 
64  L.  R.  A.  645,  which  holds  that  building,  sale,  and  repairing  of  yessels  employed 
in  commerce  constitute  ''manufacturing"  within  bankruptcy  act. 

22  L.  R.  A.  233,  CARNEY  v.  HADLEY,  32  Fla.  344,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  101,  14  So.  4. 
RijirlKt    to    injanetlve    relief. 

Cited  in  Wiggins  v.  Williams,  36  Fla.  654,  30  L.  R.  A.  759,  footnote  p.  754,  18: 
So.  850,  authorizing  injunction  against  trespass  on  land  to  box  and  scrape- 
trees  for  turpentine;  Bro>*'n  v.  Solary,  37  Fla.  Ill,  19  So.  161,  holding  that  equity 
will  enjoin  removal  of  phosphate  rock  from  land  held  under  void  tax  deed;  Camp- 
V.  Dixon,  112  Ga.  881,  52  L.  R.  A.  759,  footnote  p.  755,  38  S.  E.  71,  sustaining 
injunction  against  continuing  trespass  in  cutting  timber,  liable  to  cause  irrepara- 
ble injury;  Bettman  v.  Harness,  42  W.  Va.  437,  36  L.  R.  A.  569,  26  S.  E.  271, 
holding  that  unlawful  extraction  of  petroleum  oil  or  gas  will  be  enjoined,  al- 
though title  in  controversy;  Barbee  v.  Shannon,  1  Ind.  Terr.  213,  40  S.  W.  584, 
holding  that  equity  will  prevent  injury  to  reversion,  due  to  construction  of 
fences;  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  General  Electric  Co.  74  III.  App.  473,  denying' 
injunction  against  injury  to  street  railway  company  when  remedy  at  law  ade- 
quate; Woodford  v.  Alexander,  35  Fla.  340,  17  So.  658,  holding  that  failure  to* 
show  irreparable  damage  for  injury  to  timber,  and  inadequate  remedy  at  law, 
prevents  injunctive  relief;  Moore  v.  Halliday,  43  Or.  247,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  724, 
72  Pac.  801,  denying  injunction  against  opening  inclosure,  cutting  crops  and 
shrubbery,  and  turning  in  cattle,  as  such  acts  do  not  destroy  body  of  estate; 
Fluharty  v.  Mills,  49  W.  Va.  448,  38  S.  E.  321,  holding  that  equity  will  grant 
injunctive  relief  against  cutting  of  timber  when  such  act  results  in  irreparable 
injury  to  land;  Godwin  v.  Phifer,  51  Fla.  453,  41  So.  597,  holding  that  injunc- 
tion will  not  issue  for  insolvency  of  debtor  unconnected  with  some  other  ground* 
for  equitable  relief;  Cowan  y.  Skinner,  52  Fla.  491,  42  So.  730,  holding  that  in- 
junction without  the  aid  of  a  statute  will  not  issue  to  prevent  the  taking  of 
turpentine  from  trees  on  land  where  such  taking  can  be  compensated  for  in  dam- 
ages in  a  law  action;  Hall  v.  Home,  52  Fla.  520,  42  So.  383,  holding  that  in- 
junction will  not  lie  where  the  damage  is  not  of  such  a  peculiar  nature  that  it 
is  not  susceptible  of  pecuniary  compensation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lowery  v.  Pekin,  51  L.  R.  A.  301,  which  sustains  injunc- 
tion against  city  taking  possession  of  embankment  built  and  owned  by  lessorr 
from  city. 

Cited   in  notes    (13   L.R.A.(N.S.)    180)    on   injunction   against  repeated   tres- 
pass;   (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  737,  741,  748,  750)    on  injunction  against  trespass  on. 
realty. 
-—  Reparablllty  of  treapnsai. 

Cited  in  Cowan  v.  Skinner,  52  Fla.  497,  42  So.  730,  holding  bill  not  sufficient. 
to  support  injunctipn  against  taking  turpentine  from  trees;  Union  Sawmill  Co. 
T.  Summit  Lumber  Co.  119  La.  322,  44  So.  28,  holding  that  trespass  by  cutting- 
trees  valuable  as  timber  only,  is  reparable;  Western  Tie  &  Timber  Co.  v.  New- 
port Land  Co.  75  Ark.  288,  87  S.  W.  432,  holding  same  as  to  timber  cutting. 

Title  to  cropa,  ete*»  wroiiff fully  se-rered. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.  R.  A.  422)  on  title  by  accession  to  crops,  fruits,  and  timber 
wrongfully  severed. 

Prospective  statutes. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  People's  Bank,  59  Fla.  171,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  62  So. 
719,  holding  that  statute  designed  to  change  existing  rule  of  liability,  which 
is  prospective  in  character  does  not  affect  rights  existing  prior  to  its  passage. 
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22  L.  R.  A.  241,  MORTON  v.  NEW  YORK,  140  N.  Y.  207,  55  N.  Y.  S.  R.  413, 

36  N.  E.  490. 
Protection    of   public   and    private   rtg:lit»   aoralnst    nnisance. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Niagara  Falls  Tower  Co.  25  App.  Div.  327,  49  N.  Y.  Supp. 
554,  enjoining  maintenance  of  tower  upon  which  spray  freezes  and  from  which  it 
subsequently  falls  upon  sky-light  of  adjoining  owner ;  Emigrant  Mission  Commit- 
tee V.  Brooklyn  Elev.  R.  Co.  20  App.  Div.  599,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  344,  affirming  re- 
covery for  damages  to  easement  due  to  ashes  and  cinders  flying  from  dumping 
ground  into  house;  Spring  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  88  Hun,  389,  34  N.  Y. 
Supp.  810,  denying  right  of  railroad  company  to  use  coal  pocket  to  injury  of 
neighboring  owner;  Bly  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  172  N.  Y.  6,  58  I*. 
R.  A.  502,  64  N.  E.  745,  holding  tenant  entitled  to  damages  for  nuisance  created 
by  manner  of  conducting  electric  light  plant;  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Buffalo, 
158  N.  Y.  273,  53  N.  E.  44,  affirming  city's  right  to  remove  from  street  railroad, 
.  piers  forming  obstruction  to  traffic ;  Mundy  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  75  Hun, 
484,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  469,  affirming  railroad  company's  liability  for  flood  caused 
by  inadequate  culvert;  McCarty  v.  Natural  Carbonic  Gas  Co.  189  N.  Y.  46.  13 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  468,  81  N.  E.  549,  12  Ann.  Cas.  840,  holding  that  an  unreasonable 
and  unnecessary  use  of  soft  coal  causing  obnoxious  smoke  and  conditions  in  a 
residence  section  constitutes  a  nuisance. 

Distinguished  in  Pettit  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  80  Hun,  89,  61  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  720,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  1137,  holding  use  of  steam  pump  near  highway  not 
nuisance;  Bennett  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  181  N.  Y.  438,  74  N.  E.  418,  34  N.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  299,  where  the  plaintiffs  had  taken  lands  expressly  subject  to 
the  use  which  the  defendants  were  making  of  their  lands. 
Created    under  leorlalatlTe   or   mnnldpal   antliorlty. 

Cited  in  Coleman  v.  New  York,  35  Misc.  666,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  359,  denying 
that  statute  empowering  city  to  construct  wharf  contemplates  dumping  rubbish 
at  foot  of  street;  Kobbe  v.  New  Brighton,  23  App.  Div.  245,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  990, 
Affirming  20  Misc.  479,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  777,  sustaining  injimction  restraining 
village  trustees  from  operating  garbage  crematory;  Rosenheimer  v.  Standard 
Gaslight  Co.  36  App.  Div.  7,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  192,  holding  statutory  provision  lim- 
iting price  of  gas  confers  no  implied  power  to  manufacture  gas  regardless  of 
injury  to  third  persons;  Mann  v.  Willey,  51  App.  Div.  171,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  589, 
holding  order  of  health  board  to  turn  sewage  into  stream,  no  bar  to  injunction 
by  riparian  owner;  Garv^ey  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  159  N.  Y.  330,  70  Am.  St.  Rep. 
560,  54  N.  E.  57,  Affirming  9  App.  Div.  256,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  397,  denying  that  legisla- 
tive sanction  extends  to  such  use  of  turntable  as  will  injure  adjoining  premises; 
Bates  V.  Holbrook,  171  N.  Y.  474,  64  N.  E.  181  (distinguished  in  dissenting  opinion), 
holding  rapid  transit  act  does  not  authorize  obstruction  of  street  in  front  of 
hotel  by  construction  of  subway  buildings;  Welde  v.  New  York  &  H.  R,  Co. 
168  N.  Y.  602,  61  N.  E.  554,  and  Fries  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  169  N.  Y.  277, 
<62  N.  E.  358,  denying  railroad  company's  liability  to  abutter  for  consequential 
damages  resulting  from  change  of  grade  under  legislative  direction;  Rand  Lum- 
l)er  Co.  V.  Burlington,  122  Iowa,  209,  97  N.  W.  1096,  holding  construction  of 
sewers  under  legislative  authority  does  not  relieve  city  from  abatement 
•of  nuisance  due  to  their  defective  construction;  Rochester  v.  Macauley-Fien 
Mill.  Co.  199  N.  Y.  212,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  558,  92  N.  E.  641,  holding  that  ordi- 
nance forbidding  stationary  stacks  in  city  to  emit  smoke  of  certain  density  for 
more  than  five  minutes  at  a  time  once  in  four  consecutive  hours,  excepting  cer- 
tain periods,  is  not  unreasonable;  Collar  v,  Ulster  &  D.  R.  Co.  72  Misc.  279,  131 
N.  Y.  Supp.  56,  holding  that  railroad  being  lawfully  operated,  in  determining 
^whether  it  is  so  operated  as  to  be  private  nuisance,  it  is  material,  to  ascertain 
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^'hether  any  one  has  been  injured  by  its  operation;  Southeast  v.  New  York, 
96  App.  Div.  604;  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  630,  holding  express  legislative  authority  neces- 
sary to  sanction  the  conunitting  of  injury  to  private  property  by  the  establish- 
ment of  municipal  water  supply;  Sadlier  v.  New  York,  104  App.  Div.  85,  93 
N.  Y.  Supp.  579,  holding  that  legislative  authority  to  construct  a  bridge  does 
not  authorize  or  shield  its  operation  causing  a  nuisance  to  property  owners 
below;  People  v.  Transit  Development  Co.  131  App.  Div.  176,  115  N.  Y.  Supp. 
297,  holding  that  the  act  for  which  legislative  r  unction  is  claimed  must  have 
been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  legislature  and  either  expressly  or  by 
necessary  implication  permitted  by  it;  Colgate  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co, 
51  Misc.  514,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  650,  holding  that  where  acts  complained  of  are  not 
the  natural  or  unavoidable  results  of  exercise  of  statutory  authority,  they  are 
without  the  line  of  legislative  protection;  McKim  v.  Philadelphia,  217  Pa.  249, 
19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  515,  66  Atl.  340,  holding  that  legislative  authorization  of  use  of 
streets  by  electric  car  company  carries  with  it  only  such  rights  as  are  expressly 
given  and  not  including  the  right  to  render  it  unsafe  to  the  public. 

Cited  in  notes  (70  L.R.A.  585)  on  presumption  that  commission  of  nuisance 
was  not  by  statutory  authority;  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  200)  on  noise  incident  to  law- 
ful industry  as  nuisance. 

Distinguished  in  Hall  v.  Oyster  Bay,  61  App.  Div.  512,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  710, 
denying  town's  liability  to  lessee  of  oyster  bed  for  damages  occasioned  by  con- 
struction of  bridge. 
BstAbllalftiBieiit   and   rearnlation   of   municipal    water   auppljr. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  59)  on  establishment  and  regulation  of  municipal 
water  supply. 

Injury  canaed  by  vibrations. 

Cited  in  Hickey  v.  McCabe,  30  R.  I.  350,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  429,  75  Atl.  404, 
holding  that  damages  may  be  recovered  for  injury  caused  by  blasting  vibrations 
without  showing  negligence. 

22  L.  R.  A.  244,  DAVENPORT  v.  GWILLIAMS,  133  Ind.  142,  31  N.  E.  79a 
Constmctlon  of  Inatrnments. 

Cited  in  Claypool  v.  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  32  Ind.  App.  545,  70  N.  E.  281,  hold* 
ing  that  ambiguous  instruments  will  be  construed  most  strongly  against  the 
party  using  them. 

Cited  in  note   (14  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  775)   on  qualification  of  operative  part. of 
instrument  by  recital. 
Conatmctlon  of  antenvptlal  contract*. 

Cited  in  Ragsdale  v.  Barnett,  10  Ind.  App.  493,  37  N;  E.  1109,  holding  inten^ 
tion  as  to  disposition  of  property  is  controlling  rule  of  construction  of  ante- 
nuptial contract;  Kennedy  v.  Kennedy,  150  Ind.  644,  50  N.  E.  766,  construing 
provision  made  for  wife  in  marriage  contract  as  in  lieu  of  dower  and  quarantine 
rights. 

Conatractlon    of    deed. 

Cited  in  Adams  v.  Alexander,  159  Ind.  177,  64  N.  E.  597,  holding  that  deed; 
apparently  a  nullity,  should,  if  possible,  be  construed  so  as  to  be  operative. 
Transfer  of  -wife'*  Incboate  Interest  In  bnsband's  lands. 

Cited  in  Unger  v.  Mellinger,  37  Ind.  App.  645,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  348,  77  N.  E. 
814,  holding  wife's  inchoate  interest  in  husband's  lands  not  transferable  without 
joining  interest  of  husband. 
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22  L.  R.  A.  246,  EDWARDS  v.  CHARLOTTE,  C.  &  A.  R.  00.  39  S.  C.  472,  39 

Am.  St.  Rep.  746,  18  S.  E.  68. 
UabilltT  Hot  obstractlnar  flow  of  surface  irater. 

Cited  in  Lawton  v.  South  Bound  R.  Co.  61  S.  C.  551,  39  S.  E.  752,  holding 
complaint  alleging  flow  of  surface  water  obstructed  by  railroad  embankment  in- 
sufficient; Morrissey  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  38  Neb.  429,  56  N.  W.  946,  and 
Baltzeger  v.  Carolina  Midland  R.  Co.  54  S.  C.  247,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  789,  32  S.  E- 
:)58,  denying  damages  resulting  from  damming  of  surface  water  by  construction 
of  railroad  embankment;  Touchberry  v.  Northwestern  R.  Co.  87  S.  C.  423,  69  S. 
£.  877,  holding  tliat  railroad  has  right  to  so  construct  its  roadbed  as  to  dam  up 
surface  water  and  adjoining  proprietor  is  not  entitled  to  damages;  Johnson  t. 
^Southern  R.  Co.  71  S.  C.  246,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  572,  50  S.  E.  775,  holding  railroad 
■company  not  liable  for  obstruction  of  flow  of  surface  water  by  reasonable  con- 
struction of  embankment  even  though  such  water  is  thrown  back  on  lands  of 
coterminous  proprietor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Albany  v.  Sikes,  26  L.  R.  A.  653,  which  holds  that  owner 
may  recover  for  damages  resulting  from  city's  obstructing  natural  flow  of  surface 
%vater,  causing  it  to  flow  upon  adjacent  property;  Gilfillan  v.  Schmidt,  31  L.  R.  A. 
547,  which  sustains  power  to  deepen  natural  line  of  drainage  of  marsh  fed 
<.>ntirely  by  surface  water;  Carland  v.  Aurin,  48  L.  R.  A.  862,  which  denies  right 
of  city  lot  owner  to  prevent  natural  flow  of  surface  water  from  higher  ground, 
by  raising  surface  of  his  lot;  Franklin  v.  Durgee,  58  L.  R.  A.  112,  which  denies 
right  to  fill  depressions  in  land,  casting  surface  water  back  on  highway  to  its 
injury;  Todd  v.  York  County,  66  L.R.A.  561,  which  holds  that  owner's  right  to 
discharge  surface  water  from  premises  does  not  permit  him  to  collect  it  in 
volume  and  by  means  of  artificial  channel  discharge  it  on  another's  land  contrary 
to  natural  course  of  drainage;  Baldwin  v.  Ohio  Township,  67  L.R.A.  642,  which 
sustains  right  of  one  through  whose  lands  natural  water  course  flows  to  accumu- 
late surface  waters  in  such  stream  as  against  lower  riparian  owner;  Ginter  v. 
St.  Mark's  Church,  69  L.R.A.  621,  which  holds  owners  of  improved  property  ad- 
jacent to  sewer  required  to  connect  gutters  and  spouts  on  buildings  therewith 
as  against  owners  of  premises  adjoining  alley  on  which  water  otherwise  falls. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  157)  on  obstruction  of  surface  water  in  city. 

Distinguished  in  Brandenberg  v.  Zeigler,  62  S.  C.  19,  55  L.  R.  A.  416,  footnote 
p.  414,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  887,  39  S.  E.  790  denying  owner's  right  to  drain  surface 
water  from  pond  on  neighbor's  land  by  cutting  through  natural  rim  of  basin. 
.Statutes  adopting  common  lair  as  to  Tiraters. 

Cited  in  Fordham  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  30  Mont.  432,  66  L.R.A.  560,  104 
Am.  St.  Rep.  729,  76  Pac.  1040,  holding  the  common  law  to  be  in  force  in  Mon- 
.tana  respecting  waters  and  water  courses  under  adopting  statute. 

22  L.  R.  A.  248,  SIMPSON  v.  STATE,  92  Ga.  41,  44  Am.  St.  Rep,  75,  17  S. 

E.  984. 
Liocallty  of  commlMilon  of  crime. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Hall,  114  N.  C.  915,  28  L.  R.  A.  61,  footnote  p.  60,  41  Am, 
St.  Rep.  822,  19  S.  E.  602,  denying  North  Carolina  court's  jurisdiction  of  crime 
committed  by  one  killing  another  .by  shooting  across  state  line;  American 
Strawboard  Co.  v.  State,  70  Ohio  St.  148,  71  N.  E.  284,  holding  company  pollut- 
ing stream  by  conducting  acids  into  it  liable  to  prosecution  by  inhabitants  of 
county  through  which  such  stream  flows;  James  v.  State,  10  Ga.  App.  15,  72  S. 
E.  600,  holding  that  person  who  committed  offense  at  point  on  bridge  connecting 
^Georgia  and  South  Carolina,  and  on  Georgia  side  of  river  channel  as  channel 
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was  originally  fixed,  is  subject  to  Georgia  laws;  Strassheim  v.  Daily,  221  U.  S. 
285,  55  L.  ed.  738,  31  Sup.  St.  Rep.  558,  holding  that  person  who  commits  act 
within  state  intended  as  step  in  commission  of  crime  and  then  absents  and 
does  rest  elsewhere,  is  fugitive  from  justice  and  liable  to  punishment  in  state. 

Cited  in  notes   (34  L.R.A.  852)   on  time  when  homicide  is  deemed  to  be  com- 
mitted;    (33   L.R.A.(N.S.)    331,   333)    on   absence   of   accused   from   territorial 
jurisdiction  at  time  of  offense  as  affecting  jurisdiction. 
«Inrl«dlctlon  as  to  extraterritorial  matters. 

Cited  in  Salton  Sea  Cases  (California  Development  Co.  v.  New  Liverpool  Salt 
Co.)  97  C.  C.  A.  214,  172  Fed.  814,  holding  that  a  court  having  jurisdiction  of 
parties   may   enjoin   the   continued   injury   to   property   within   its   jurisdiction 
though  the  injuring  cause  is  maintained  without  the  jurisdiction. 
Elleot  of  compacts  as  to  boundary  risers. 

Cited  in  note  (65  L.R.A.  958)  on  effect  of  treaties  and  compacts  on  jurisdiction 
over  boundary  rivers. 

22  L.  R.  A.  251,  PENNSYLVANIA  R.  CO.  v.  PARRY,  55  N.  J.  L.  551,  39  Am. 

St.  Rep.  654,  27  Atl.  914. 
Klfflit    to    stop-over    prlvlleares. 

Cited  in  note   (28  L.  R.  A.  774)   on  right  of  passenger  to  stop  over. 
Condnslveness  of  ticket  as  to  passemarer's  rlsrlits. 

Cited  in  Wood  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  73  N.  J.  L.  359,  63  Atl.  867,  hold- 
ing that  the  stipulations  of  a  fare  ticket  are  not  conclusive  of  the  contract  of 
carriage  but  are  merely  evidence  to  be  taken  in  connection  with  regulations  and 
bulletins;  Shelton  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  73  N.  J.  L.  567,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  731,  118  Am. 
St.  Rep.  704,  66  Atl.  403,  9  Ann.  Cas.  883,  holding  that  in  determining  right  to 
travel  under  ticket  tendered  as  fare  conclusive  force  is  to  be  given  to  the  in- 
trinsic effect  of  such  ticket  as  expressed  on  its  face 

22  L.  R.  A.  253,  C.  F.  JEWETT  PUB.  CO.  v.  BUTTER,  159  Mass.  517,  34  N. 

E.  1087. 
Mataal  obliflratlon  to  perform  contract. 

Cited  in  Coonan  v.  Cape  Girardeau,  149  Mo.  App.  620,  129  S.  W.  745,  holding 
that  party  to  contract  is  not  relieved  from  his  obligations  thereunder,  because 
of  belief  that  other  party  will  be  unable  to  perform;  National  Contracting  Co. 
V.  Vulcanite  Portland  Cement  Co.  192  Mass.  256,  78  N.  E.  414,  holding  that  one 
purchasing  goods  in  instalments  cannot  withhold  payments  due,  and  demand 
continued  delivery  under  the  contract. 

22  L.  R.  A.  256,  BREEZE  v.  BROOKS,  97  Cal.  72,  31  Pac.  742. 
Flndlnffs    of    trial    court. 

Cited  in  Perkins  v.  West  Coast  Lumber  Co.  129  Cal.  429,  62  Pac.  57,  which 
holds  finding  that  plaintiff  advised  defendant  not  to  file  lien  establishes  prima 
facie  relation  of  attorney  and  client;  De  Haven  v.  Berendes,  135  Cal.  180,  67 
Pac.  786,  which  holds  that  finding  of  work  performed  in  front  of  lot  under 
private  contract  raises  presumption  of  satisfaction  to  superintendent;  Krasky 
V.  WoUpert,  134  Cal.  342,  66  Pac.  309,  which  holds  finding  that  copartner  execu- 
ted note  equivalent  to  execution  by  partnership;  Nevills  v.  Moore  Min.  Co.  135 
Cal.  666,  67  Pac.  1054,  refusing  to  disturb  findings  of  trial  court  as  to  implied 
contract  for  compensation;  People's  Home  Sav.  Bank  v.  Rickard,  139  Cal.  291, 
73  Pac.  858,  holding  that  findings  of  trial  court  as  to  ownership  of  stock  should 
be  upheld  on  appeal;  Paine  v.  San  Bernardino  Valley  Traction  Co.  143  Cal.  656, 
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77  Pac.  659,  holding  that  findings  of  trial  court  that  traction  company  w^as 
negligent  at  crossing  will  be  adopted  on  appeal;  Bruce  v.  Bruce,  16  CaL  App. 
357,  116  Pac.  994,  holding  that  in  divorce  action  where  findings  are  expressly 
waived   facts  necessary  to  support  judgment  will   be  presumed  to  have  been 
supported  by  evidence;   Warren  v.  Hopkins,  110  Cal.  512,  42  Pac.  986,  holding 
that  finding  of  money  due  on  contract  will  be  construed  to  be  secured  by  a  lien 
prior  to  that  of  adverse  claimant  in  order  to  support  judgment  of  trial  court; 
California  Title  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Pauly,  111  Cal.  125,  43  Pac.  586,  holding  that 
a  finding  should  if  possible  be  construed  so  as  not  to  be  inconsistent  with  other 
material  findings;  Gould  v.  Eaton,  111  Cal.  645,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  201,  44  Pac, 
319,  refusing  to  infer  a  fact  from  findings  of  trial  court  that  would  tend  to  de^ 
feat  the  trial  judgment  where  such  fact  is  not  a  necessary  conclusion  from  the 
findings;  Ripperdan  v.  Veldy,  149  Cal.  674,  87  Pac.  276,  holding  that  a  finding 
that  grantor  "fully  understood  the  transaction,"  negatives  the  inference  that  he 
was  entirely  without  understanding  defeating  the  judgment  of  the  trial  court; 
Santos  V.  Silva,  1  Cal.  App.  616,  82  Pac.  981,  holding  that  failure  to  make  a 
finding  on  statute  of  limitations  pleaded  as  a  defense  is  not  error  where  other 
findings  show  date  when  cause  of  action  accrued,  from  which  it  is  apparent  that 
cause  is  not  barred;  Griffin  v.  Pacific  Electric  R.  Co.  1  Cal.  App.  680,  82  Pac. 
1084,  construing  a  finding  that  a  named  sum  is  sufficient  to  compensate  for  dam- 
age done  to   mean   that   the  damage   required   that   amount  of   compensation; 
Vasey  v.  Campbell,  4  Cal.  App.  454,  88  Pac.  509,  holding  that  where  trial  court 
found  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  property  in  hands  of  defendant  district  at- 
torney claiming  a  forfeiture  and  rendered  judgment  in  his  favor,  findings  that 
the  property  was  adaptable  to  gambling  and  that  part  thereof  was  so  used  will 
not  defeat  the  judgment;  Leist  v.  Dierssen,  4  Cal.  App.  637,  88  Pac.  812,  con- 
struing an  ambiguous  finding  to  sustain  rather  than  defeat  judgment  of  trial 
court;  Marshutz  v.  Sellzor,  5  Cal.  App.  145,  89  Pac.  877,  holding  a  finding  of 
adverse  possession  for  upwards  of  eighteen  years  to  support  a  judgment  quieting 
title  in  plaintiff  as  against  a  finding  that  defendant  at  a  period  prior  to  hold- 
ing  of  plaintiff  owned  an  interest  therein;    Pacific  Lumber   Co.   v.  Wilson,  6 
Cal.  App.  562,  92  Pac.  654,  holding  that  a  finding  of  knowledge  not  stating 
time  when  it  was  obtained  will  be  construed  as  to  its  having  been  obtained  at 
a  time  necessary  to  sustain  the  judgment  rendered  on  the  finding;   Murphy  v. 
Stelling,  8  Cal.  App.  705,  97  Pac.  672,  holding  a  finding  of  damages  in  a  lump 
sum,  where  specific  items  were  alleged,  sufficient  to  support  judgment  in  absence 
of  request  for  more  specific  finding;   JStna  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Altadena  Min.  k 
Invest.  Co.  11  Cal.  App.  173,  104  Pac.  470,  construing  a  finding  that  the  majority 
of  directors  remaining  voted  on  mortgage  to  mean  a  majority  of  the  entire  board, 
in  order  to  sustain  judgment  rendered;  Eastwood  v.  Standard  Mines  &,  M.  Co. 
11   Idaho,  203,  81   Pac.  382,  giving  most  liberal  construction  to  findings  that 
language  thereof  will  permit  in  order  to  support  judgment  rendered  thereon. 
Rlgrbts  of  real  owner  leavlnar  record  title  In  amotlier. 

Cited  in  Murphy  v.  Clayton,  113  Cal.  162,  45  Pac.  267,  holding  that  the  holder 
of  a  secret  equity  in  land  may  enforce  it  against  the  creditors  of  insolvent  holder 
of  the  legal  title  who  advanced  credit  on  the  strength  of  debtor's  real  holdings 
where  such  equity  owner  has  done  nothing  to  deceive  the  creditors  as  to  title. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Barrier  v.  Kelly,  62  L.R.A.  421,  which  holds  one  taking 
benefit  of  deed  in  his  favor  estopped  by  lapse  of  time  to  assert  title  to  his  own 
property  conveyed  by  such  deed  to  a  third  person. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1)  on  estoppel  of  landowner  permitting  title 
to  remain  in  another,  to  assert  it  as  against  latter's  creditors. 
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22  L.  R.  A.  259,  LOUISVILLE,  N.  0.  &  T.  R.  CO  v.  PATTERSON,  69  Mias.  421, 

13  So.  697. 
Rlsrlftt  of  paMi«iiflrer  to  seat. 

Cited  in  Lane  v.  Choctaw,  0.  &  G.  R.  Co.  19  Okla.  337,  91  Pac.  883,  holding 
passenger  not  negligent  per  se  for  riding  in  baggage  car  when  the  passenger 
cars  are  so  crowded  that  a  seat  cannot  be  had  therein. 

Cited  in  notes   (24  L.R.A.  713)  on  duty  of  carrier  permitting  cars  to  become 
overcrowded;    (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  312,  313)   on  duty  of  carriers  to  furnish,  and 
right  of  passengers  to  demand,  seats. 
LUibillty  of  earrler  for  torts  of  servamta  to  p»Mieiiflrem. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  84  Ark.  51,  104  S.  W.  551  (dis- 
senting  opinion),  on  liability  of  carrier  for  htuniliation  of  passenger  from  wilful 
abuse  of  station  agent  without  physical  injury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gillespie  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  618,  which 
holds  street  car  company  not  absolved  from  liability  for  malicious  act  of  con- 
ductor in  calling  passenger  a  deadbeat  when  asked  for  change  due  her. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1026,  1063)  on  liability  of  carrier  for  wilful 
torts  of  servants  to  passengers. 

22  L.  R.  A.  261,  MATTHEWS  v.  DELAWARE,  L.  &  W.  R.  CO.  66  N.  J.  L. 

34,  27  Atl.  919. 
Kesrllsrence  of  iMtUee  as  defense  to  action  by  bailor  asralnst  tblrd  party. 

Cited  in  New  Jersey  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  60  N.  J. 
li.  350,  43  L.  R.  A.  853,  38  Atl.  828,  holding  contributory  negligence  of  bailee  of 
engine  no  defense  to  action  by  bculor,  for  negligence  of  street  car  company  in 
causing  collision. 
Joint  and  several  liability  of  wronffd<»ers« 

Cited  in  Feneff  v.  Boston  &>  M.  R.  Co.  196  Mass.  581,  82  N.  E.  705,  holding  rail- 
road companies  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  injury  caused  to  brakeman  on 
train  of  one  company  by  collision  with  engine  of  the  other  company  brought 
about  by  their  concurrent  negligence  though  not  concerted  and  in  the  simultane- 
ous performance  of  unconnected  duties;  Clement  v.  Crosby  &  Co.  148  Mich.  296, 
10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  689,  111  N.  W.  745,  12  Ann.  Cas.  265,  holding  that  a  manufac- 
turer may  be  joined  as  defendant  with  retailer  in  an  action  for  injury  caused 
by  explosion  of  his  goods  purchased  from  the  retailer  having  knowledge  of  theiir 
dangerous  nature,  where  such  manufacturer  failed  to  label  or  otherwise  give 
notice  of  danger;  Mayberry  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  100  Minn.  82,  12  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  677,  110  N.  W.  366,  10  Ann.  Caa.  754,  on  the  liability  joint  and  several 
of  independent  separate  wrongdoers  causing  together  a  single  injury  though  not 
acting  in  concert;  Matthews  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  67  S.  C.  515,  65  L.R.A. 
294,  46  S.  E.  335,  holding  different  railway  companies  jointly  and  severally  liable 
where  death  is  caused  by  failure  of  such  companies  to  protect  the  public  from 
a  cut  made  by  one  of  them,  all  of  such  companies  being  under  duty  to  make 
proper  protection. 

Cited  in  note   (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)   734)   on  joint  liability  of  master  and  person 
installing  machine  to  employee  injured  during  installation. 
Dnty  as  to  notice  of  dangrer. 

Cited  in  Darks  v.  Scudder-Gale  Grocer  Co.  146  Mo.  App.  259,  130  S.  W.  430, 
holding  that  it  is  necessary  for  dealer  in  poisonous  drug  to  give  notice  of  its 
character  and  he  is  liable  to  tliird  person  for  injury  caused  by  labeling  it  as 
harmless  compound. 

L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 60. 
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22  L.  R.  A.  263,  HOOVER  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  R.  CO.  166  Pa.  220,  36  Am.  St. 

Rep.  43,  27  Atl.  282. 
Dlscrlminatlngr  rates. 

Approved  in  Steinman  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  462, 
holding  that  electric  supply  company  may  give  lower  rate  to  patrons  using  their 
current  exclusively  under  contract  for  specified  period. 

Cited  in  Bald  Eagle  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Nittany  Valley  R.  Co.  171  Pa.  298,  29 
L.  R.  A.  428,  37  W.  N.  C.  96,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  807,  33  Atl.  239,  upholding  con- 
tract to  give  all  traffic  of  mines  and  railroad  therefrom,  to  connecting  line, 
which  furnished  aid  to  develop  business;  Mercur  v.  Media  Electric  Light,  Heat 
&  Power  Co.  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  626,  8  Del.  Co.  Rep.  386,  holding  electric  light 
company  may  classify  customers  according  to  amount  of  power  used;  Louisville 
&  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Com.  108  Ky.  640,  57  S.  W.  608,  sustaining  right  of  railroad 
company  to  charge  less  for  hauling  coal  used  for  manufacturing  purposes  than 
that  used  for  domestic  purposes;  Memphis  News  Pub.  Co.  v.  Southern  R.  Co. 
110  Tenn.  684,  63  L.R.A.  156,  76  S.  W.  941,  holding  that  railroad  company, 
chartered  as  common  carrier,  cannot  by  special  contract  make  itself  carrier  as 
to  newspapers  so  as  to  make  discriminating  rates;  Texas  &  P.  It  Co.  v.  Shawnee 
Cotton  Oil  Co.  55  Tex.  Civ.  App.  188,  118  S.  W.  776,  holding  that  contract  to 
transport  cattle  in  cars  furnished  by  shipper  will  not  be  void  as  discriminatory 
unless  preference  was  given  shipper  over  shippers  of  livestock  who  had  furnished 
cars;  Steinman  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  27  Lane.  L.  Rev.  414,  43 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  84,  holding  that  it  is  not  illegal  for  electric  light  company  to 
divide  consumers  into  two  classes,  using  more  and  less  than  certain  quantity 
of  light  and  to  make  smaller  charge  to  larger  than  to  smaller  consumers;  New 
York  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Siegel-Cooper  Co.  202  N.  Y.  509,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  563,  96 
N.  E.  109,  holding  that  telephone  company  may  make  special  rate  to  charitable 
institutions  performing  services  of  special  benefit  to  community  as,  and  to  clergy- 
men; Wright  V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  32  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  10,  holding  that  all  ship- 
pers similarly  situated  are  to  be  treated  alike  in  the  supply  of  cars  by  carrier, 
and  where  conditions  make  it  impractical  to  furnish  adequate  supply  those  avail- 
able should  be  equally  distributed  among  those  of  sf*me  class. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Call  Pub.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  622, 
which  authorizes  difference  in  telegraph  rates  to  morning  and  evening  paper; 
State  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  246,  which  denies  carrier's  right  to  dis- 
criminate in  favor  of  high  official,  larger  shipper  or  powerful  politician;  T^aurel 
Cotton  Mills  V.  Gulf  &  S.  I.  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  453,  which  holds  contract  between 
carrier  and  manufacturer  to  maintain  same  rates  on  goods  shipped  by  him  be- 
tween competitive  points  as  are  maintained  from  other  points  where  same  fac- 
tories are  located  not  a  forbidden  discrimination;  Central  of  Georgia  R.  Co.  v. 
Augusta  Brokerage  Co.  69  L.R.A.  139,  which  sustains  carrier's  right  to  discrimi- 
nate against  cotton  seed  by  refusing  to  issue  through  bills  of  lading  or  to  fur- 
nish cars  connecting  carriers  if  all  shippers  of  such  commodity  are  treated  alike. 

Cited  in  note  (6  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  225)  on  carrier's  right  to  make  discriminating 
rate  for  material  where  finished  product  reshipped. 

Distinguished  in  Baily  v.  Fayette  Gas-Fuel  Co.  193  Pa.  183,  44  W.  N.  C.  508, 
44  Atl.  251,  holding  corporation  supplying  gas  for  heat  and  light,  without 
power  to  make  discrimination  in  prices  according  to  purpose  of  use;  Moser  v. 
Philadelphia,  H.  &  P.  R.  Co.  35  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  53,  where  a  siding  and  switch  connec- 
tion was  denied  to  a  person  in  same  situation  and  line  of  business  as  that  of 
another  person  to  whom  such  a  switch  and  siding  had  been  given;  Memphis 
News  Pub.  Co.  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  110  Tenn.  708,  63  L.R.A.  150,  76  S.  W.  941, 
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holding  that  carrier  cannot  refuse  to  carry  newspapers  of  one  publisher  on  train 
not  a  special  train  run  under  special  contract  with  another  publisher. 

22  L.  R.  A.  273,  KOPP  v.  REITER,   146  111.   437,  37   Am.   St.  Rep.   156,  34 

N.  £.  942. 
3I«moraiidaiBi  of  Mile  satlsfFlnv  statate  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  Shovers  v.  Warrick,  152  111.  362,  38  N.  £.  792,  holding  execution  of 
•deed  destroyed  by  grantor  before  delivery  inoperative  as  written  contract  of  sale 
to  satisfy  statute  of  frauds;  Cooper  v.  Thomason,  30  Or.  174,  45  Pac.  296,  hold- 
ing deed  deposited  in  escrow  insufficient,  in  absence  of  memorandum  of  agree- 
ment, to  take  oral  contract  for  sale  of  land  out  of  statute  of  frauds;  Hunter  v. 
•Cobe,  84  Minn.  192,  87  N.  W.  612,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  as  to 
sufficiency  of  written  ratification  to  satisfy  statute  of  frauds;  Koenig  v.  Dohm, 
209  111.  478,  70  N.  E.  1061,  holding  indorsement  by  owner  of  land  of  check 
given  as  first  pa^'ment  on  contract  of  sale,  made  in  writing  by  agent  without 
authority,  not  such  memorandum  as  will  satisfy  statute  of  frauds;  Harten- 
bower  v.  Uden,  242  111.  439,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  741,  90  N.  E.  298,  holding  that  au 
authorization  in  writing  to  sell  common  realty  is  not  a  sufficient  memorandum 
of  the  sale  made  thereunder  to  take  it  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds;  Schneider  v. 
Anderson,  75  Kan.  15,  121  Am.  St.  Rep.  356,  88  Pac.  525,  holding  that  separate 
writings  which  taken  together  disclose  a  complete  contract  in  all  its  terms  may 
be  enforced  despite  statute  of  frauds  provided  they  relate  to  and  are  connected 
with  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract;  McLaughlin  v.  Mayhew,  6  Ont.  L.  Rep. 
177,  on  whether  a  deed  delivered  in  escrow  can  be  regarded  as  a  note  or  memo- 
randum in  writing  of  a  previous  parol  contract  between  the  parties  for  a  sale 
under  the  t?rms  mentioned  in  the  deed. 

Cited  in  notes  (50  L.  ed.  U.  S.  1033)  on  undelivered  deed  as  memorandum  to 
satisfy  statute  of  frauds;  (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  264)  on  requisites  of  memorandum 
required  by  statute  of  frauds. 

22  L.  R.  A.  276,  Re  GIBBS,  157  Pa.  59,  27  Atl.  383. 
Preiminptlon  as  to  Incorporation. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Pease's  Appeal,  157  Pa.  75,  27  Atl.  386. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Alden  v.  St.  Peter's  Parish,  30  L.  R.  A.  232,  which  holdi 
incorporation  of  church  society  not  to  be  presumed. 
OrRanlmation  of  de  facto  corporation. 

Cited  in  Marion  Bond  Co.  v.  Mexican  Coffee  &  Rubber  Co.  160  Ind.  562,  65 
N.  £.  748,  holding  corporation  organized  under  particular  statute  made  a 
de  facto  corporation  by  including  more  objects  than  statute  permits;  Marion 
Trust  Co.  v.  Bennett,  169  Ind.  358,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  228,  82  N.  E.  782,  holding 
that  an  existing  corporation  which  has  increased  the  amount  of  its  capital  stock 
is  not  even  a  de  facto  corporation  under  a  law  authorizing  an  increase  of  capital 
stock  of  corporations  created  under  it,  such  corporation  not  purporting  to  be 
created  under  such  statute. 

Cited  in  note  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  254)  on  what  constitutes  a  corporation  de 
facto. 
*Wbat  const Itntea  partnemltlp. 

Cited  in  Bradly  v.  Jennings,  201  Pa.  475,  51  Atl.  343,  holding  that  agreement 
to  buy  land  and  divide  into  building  lots,  sharing  profits  equally,  constitutes 
partnership;  Re  Darling,  7  Kulp,  329,  denying  participation  in  profits  to  be 
conclusive  evidence  of  partnership;  Krall  v.  Forney,  182  Pa.  11,  40  W.  N.  C. 
536,  37  Atl.  846,  holding  that  agreement  to  furnish  money  to  another  as  agent 
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for  purchase  and  sale  of  property,  dividing  profits,  employers  having  power    to 
rescind  without  liability  for  losses,  does  not  establish  partnership;   Wessels    v. 
Weiss,  166  Pa.  495,  36  W.  N.  C.  112,  31  Atl.  247,  holding  loan  under  writt€=a 
agreement  for  percentage  of  profits  and  oral  agreement  as  to  interest  not  com- 
pliance with  law  exempting  lender  from  liability  as  general  partner;  Fenner   v- 
Rhoad,  8  Northampton  Co.  Rep.   123,  holding  that  participation  in  profits,  as 
such,  constitutes  one  a  partner;  Re  Beckwith,  130  Fed.  479,  holding  partnership 
relation  established  by  facts  showing  two  engaged  in  joint  business,  to  whiclr 
they  contribute  either  capital,  skill,  or  labor  upon  understanding  that  they  will 
share  in  common;  Biggan  v.  Ogden,  11  Del.  Co.  Rep.  428,  20  Pa.  Dist.  R.  853, 
holding  that  partnership  relation  is  based  on  contract;   Wilson  v.  Allegar,  I& 
Luzerne  Leg.  Reg.  63,  holding  that  acts  and  declarations  of  parties  sought  to  be^ 
charged  may  be  shown  to  prove  existence  of  partnership;  Re  Littman,  159  Fed.. 
235,  on  proof  of  partnership. 

Cited  in  notes    (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)    972,  979,  987,  991,  1005,   1077,   1081,  1094, 
1102)    on  effect  of  agreement  to  share  profits  to  create  partnership;    <115  Am. 
St.  Rep.  405,  412)   on  what  constitutes  a  partnership;    (19  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  321V 
on  agreement  to  share  profits  and  losses  in  business  as  a  partnership. 
Corporation*. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Milwaukee  Refrigerator  Transit  Co.  142  Fed.  255, 
as  defining  a  corporation  to  be  an  artificial  person  created  by  law  as  the  reprc^ 
sentative  of  those  persons  natural  or  artificial  who  contribute  to  or  become  hold- 
ers of  shares  in  the  property  intrusted  to  it  for  a  common  purpose. 

22  L.  R.  A.  283,  ENGEL  v,  NEW  YORK,  P.  &  B.  R.  CO.   160  Mass.  260,  35 

N.  E.  647. 
Master's   responsibility   for   defects   not   under   his   control. 

Cited  in  Riley  v.  Tucker,  179  Mass.  192,  60  N.  E.  484,  denying  plumber's  lia- 
bility to  assistant  for  injuries  caused  by  falling  of  staging  in  unfurnished  house; 
Moynihan  v.  King's  Windsor  Cement  Dry  Mortar  Co.  168  Mass.  452,  47  N.  E. 
425,  denying  recovery  for  injuries  due  to  breaking  of  rope  forming  no  part  of 
defendant's  machinery;  Story  v.  Concord  &  M.  R.  Co.  70  N.  H.  309,  48  Atl. 
288,  holding  another  company's  duty  to  repair  tracks  no  defense  to  action  for 
injuries  from  derailment  of  train;  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  v.  Tenant,  14  C.  C.  A. 
196,  21  U.  S.  App.  682,  66  Fed.  929,  affirming  recovery  of  trainman  injured 
when  train  running  over  private  track;  Wilson  v.  Valley  Improv.  Co.  69  W.  Va* 
786,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  73  S.  E.  64,  holding  that  master  temporarily  employ- 
ing servants  upon  premises  owned  and  controlled  by  another;  and  without  knowl- 
edge of  defectiveness  of  premises,  is  not  liable  for  injury  to  servant  caused  by 
defects  in  premises ;  Lindgren  v.  William  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.  112  Minn.  189,  127  N.  W. 
626,  holding  that'  employer  is  not  ordinarily  liable  for  injuries  to  employee 
caused  solely  by  unsafe  place  of  work  which  is  owned  and  controlled  by  third 
persons;  Hawks  v.  Broadwalk  Shoe  Co.  207  Mass.  121,  —  L.R,A.(N.S.)  — ,  92 
N.  E.  1017,  holding  that  tenant  who  maintains  factory  in  third  story  of  building 
is  not  liable  to  employee  injured  by  falling  on  stairway  leading  thereto,  where 
such  stairway  was  used  in  common  by  other  tenants  of  building  and  was  not 
under  such  tenant's  control;  Hyde  v.  Booth,  188  Mass.  291,  74  N.  E.  337^  holding 
that  a  stevedore  is  not  liable  for  death  of  employee  caused  by  defectiveness  of  a 
hatch  on  a  vessel  not  under  his  control  though  the  duty  of  his  employees  is  to 
unload  such  vessels;  Stride  v.  Diamond  Glass  Co.  26  Ont.  Rep.  274,  holding  em- 
ployer not  liable  for  injury  caused  to  servants  by  defects  in  public  road  over 
which  he  had  no  control  though  used  to  large  extent  by  his  employees  in  their 
work. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  Doyle  v.  Toledo,  S.  k  M.  R.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  461»  which 
holds  third  person's  shed  under  railroad  track  comes  within  rule  as  to  fur- 
nishing safe  place. 
l^lability  for  defects  not  under  defendants  control. 

Cited  in  Chaffee  v.  Consolidated  R.  Co.  196  Mass.  486,  82  N.  E.  497,  holding 
that  the  owner  of  a  car  company  is  liable  to  passengers  for  injury  caused  by 
negligent  collision  of  another  car  though  such  car  and  the  railway  are  under  the 
control  of  another  corporation;  Collier  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  40  Wash.  644, 
82  Pac.  935,  holding  railroad  company  not  operating  or  controlling  right  of  way 
but  simply  using  same  for  switching  purposes,  not  liable  for  injury  caused  by 
defects  in  such  right  of  way. 
Bm  ploy  era'  atntntorjr  liability   for  defects. 

Cited  in  note  (67  L.  R.  A.  821-823,  825)  on  statutory  liability  of  employers 
ior  defects  in  condition  of  their  plant. 

22  L.  R.  A.  287,  NEUFELDER  v.  GERMAN  AMERICAN  INS.  CO.  6  Wash. 

336,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  166,  33  Pac  870. 
Garnlabmenty  -vrbat  anbject  to. 

Approved  in  Neufelder  v.  North  British  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  10  Wash.  395,  45  Am. 
St.  Rep.- 793,  39  Pac.  110,  holding  valid,  garnishment  by  nonresident  creditors 
of  debt  due  from  foreign  insurance  company  to  insured's  assignee. 

Cited  in  Stone  v.  Drake,  79  Ark.  387,  96  S.  W.  197,  holding  a  debt  due  a  non- 
resident by  a  foreign  corporation  for  labor  done  and  collectable  in  another  state 
is  subject  to  garnishment  in  this  state,  such  corporation  having  an  agent  here. 

Cited  in  note  (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  212)  on  garnishment  of  debt  due  to  nonresident. 
Sltna   of   debt. 

Cited  in  Cross  v.  Brown,  19  R.  I.  227,  33  Atl.  147,  holding  insolvency  proceed- 
ings in  foreign  state  has  no  effect  on  jurisdiction  of  Rhode  Island  courts  over 
•debt  having  situs  in  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wyeth  Hardware  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Lang,  27  L.  R.  A.  651, 
-which  holds  that  debt  may  be  garnished  at  any  place  where  suit  may  be  brought 
-thereon  by  creditor;  O'Connor  v.  Walter,  23  L.  R.  A.  050,  which  holds  garnish- 
ment of  wages  in  other  state  by  assignee  of  claim  against  employer  not  conclu- 
sive as  between  assignor  and  employee;  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Corbetts,  36  L. 
R.  A.  640,  which  holds  jurisdiction  of  garnishment  of  debt  determined,  not  by 
-situs  of  debt,  but  by  liability  of  garnishee  to  be  sued  thereon;  Strause  Bros.  v. 
^tna  Ins.  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  452,  which  holds  debt  of  insurance  company  for  loss 
in  other  state  without  situs,  where  company  has  agent,  for  garnishment  pur- 
poses, in  third  state;  Bullard  v.  Chaffee,  51  L.  R.  A.  715,  which  holds  person 
gamishable  only  in  state  where  debt  payable,  if  creditor  resides  there;  Hawlcy 
V.  Hurd,  52  L.  R.  A.  195,  which  holds  resident  trustee  chargeable  upon  debt 
payable  to  nonresident  in  state  of  his  domicil;  Tootle  v.  Coleman,  57  L.  R.  A. 
120,  which  holds  right  to  garnish  debtor  not  limited  to  situs  of  chose  in  action; 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Rogers,  62  L.  R.  A.  178,  which  holds  that  debt  due  from 
foreign  railroad  company  doing  no  other  business  in  West  Virginia  than  main- 
taining, jointly  with  other  roado,  agency  relating  to  freight  to  be  handled  out- 
'  side  of  such  state  has  no  situs  in  such  state  for  purpose  of  garnishment ;  National 
Broadway  Bank  v.  Sampson,  66  L.R.A.  606,  which  holds  liability  of  nonresident 
to  nonresident  corporation  not  subject  to  attachment  within  state  when  debtor 
is  temporarily  within  jurisdiction  as  situs  of  debt  is  at  place  of  residence  either 
^f  debtor  or  of  creditor. 

Cited  in  notes  (67  L.R.A.  217)  as  to  where  debt  garnishable;  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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610)  on  place  of  payment  as  affecting  jurisdiction  to  -garnish  debt;    (69  Am.  St. 
Rep.  113j  114,  122)   on  situs  of  debts  for  purposes  of  garnishment  and  of  prop- 
erty in  transit  in  hands  of  carriers. 
-—  Service   of   procem. 

Cited  in  Ely  v.  Hartford  L.  Ins.  Co.  128  Ky.  811,  110  S.  W.  266,  holding  a  debt 
due  a  nonresident  may  be  garnished  by  a  creditor  and  recovered  by  bringing  tbe- 
non- resident  before  the  court  by  constructive  service  only. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Root  v.  Davis,  23  L.  R.  A.  445,  which  authorizes  gar- 
nishment on  service  by  publication  of  debt  due  from  resident  to  nonresident  of 
county;  Ward  v.  Boyce,  36  L.  R.  A.  649,  which  holds  "trustee  process"  in  other 
state,  to  reach  note  held  by  nonresident  not  personally  served,  ineffectual;  Louis- 
ville &.  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Nash,  41  L.  R.  A.  331,  which  holds  invalid,  gamiabmait 
of  debt  due  nonresident  not  personally  served  in  state 
Pendency   of  nnotber  action   as   bar. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Puget  Sound  Nat.  Bank  v.  Superior  Court  14  Wash, 
691,  45  Pac.  670,  holding  pendency  of  creditor's  suit  in  another  state  to  attach 
debt  under  insurance  policy,  no  bar  to  action  to  enforce  payment  by  assured's 
assignee,  when  latter  not  party  defendant  to  first  action. 

22  L.  R.  A.  291,  TRINITY  COLLEGE  v.  TRAVELERS'  INS.  CO.   113  N.  C- 

244,  18  S.  E.  176. 
Iniiiirable   interest   in   life   of  another. 

Followed  in  Victor  v.  Mills  &  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  148  N.  C.  116,  16  L.R.A.(N.&> 
1025,  61  S.  E.  648,  16  Ann.  Cas.  291,  holding  that  a  manufacturing  corporation 
has  no  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  its  president  to  support  a  policy  thereon 
in  its  favor. 

Cited  in  Powell  v.  Dewey,  123  N.  C.  105,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  818,  31  S.  E.  381, 
holding  that  partner  has  no  insurable  interest  in  life  of  copartner,  where  do 
capital  is  invested  and  no  indebtedness  exists;  Hinton  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund 
Life  Asso.  135  N.  C.  321,  66  L  R.  A.  165,  47  S.  E.  474,  holding  that  holder 
of  purchase-money  mortgage  has  no  insurable  interest  in  life  of  wife  of  mort- 
gagor  who  did  not  join  in  mortgage. 

Cited  in  notes  (54  L.  R.  A.  228)  on  insurable  interest  in  life  of  parent  or 
child  or  other  relative  by  blood;  (25  L.  R.  A.  629)  on  right  to  take  life  in- 
surance for  benefit  of  stranger;  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1021)  on  insurance  on  life  of 
officer  for  benefit  of  corporation;  (128  Am.  St.  Rep.  304)  on  life  insurance  in 
favor  of  persons  having  no  insurable  interest;  (13  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  355)  on  wager- 
ing policies  and  their  validity. 

Distinguished  in  Albert  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  122  N.  C.  94,  65  Am.  St.  Rep^ 
693,  30  S.  E.  327,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  whether  stepdaughter  ha» 
insurable  interest  in  life  of  stepmother;  Hardy  v.  ^tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  152  N.  C^ 
291,  67  S.  E.  767,  upholding  an  assignment  where  the  assignee  though  not  having 
an  insurable  interest  is  not  a  party  to  the  insurance  contract  and  the  assignment 
is  bona  fide  and  not  a  shield  to  a  wagering  agreement. 

22  L.  R.  A.  292,  DEWEY  v.  DETROIT,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  CO.  97  Mich.  329,  37  Am, 

St.  Rep.  348,  56  N.  W.  756 
Maater'n    liability    for    injury    to    aervant. 

Cited  in  Soderstrom  v.  Holland-Emery  Lumber  Co.  114  Mich.  86,  72  N.  W. 
13,  denying  recovery  for  death  of  employee  of  mill,  who  piled  lumber  on  dock 
knowing  its  defective  condition;  Cristanelli  v.  Saginaw  Min.  Co.  154  Mich.  429,. 
117  N.  W.  910,  holding  master  liable  for  failure  to  provide  safe  place  to  work. 
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and  that  it  is  his  duty  to  make  reasonable  provision  for  employee's  protection 
where  his  employment  is  particularly  dangerous. 

Cited  in  notes  (41  L.  R.  A.  123)  on  knowledge  as  element  of  employer's  lia- 
bility to  injured  servant;  (64  L.  R.  A.  102,  129,  161)  on  vice  principalship  as« 
determined  with  reference  to  character  of  act  which  caused  injury;  (13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  387)  on  liability  of  railroad  to  employee  for  injuries  caused  by  defectively 
loaded  car. 

—  Due    to    nearliflrent    flnnpeotion. 

Followed  in  Jarman  v.  Chicago  k  G.  T.  R.  Co.  98  Mich.  138,  67  N.  W.  32, 
denjing  fireman's  right  of  recovery  for  injuries  from  projecting  limb  of  tree  on 
fiat  car  negligently  inspected  by  conductor. 

Cited  in  McDonald  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  108  Mich.  11,  65  N.  W.  697,  affirming 
recovery  by  brakeman  for  injuries  due  to  breaking  of  push  bar,  defective  condi- 
tion of  which  engineer  neglected  to  report;  Budge  v.  Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.. 
Co.  108  La.  365,  68  L.  R.  A. -340,  32  So.  536,  sustaining  recovery  for  injuries  to> 
brakeman  resulting  from  defective  trucks  under  car  received  from  connecting 
line;  Lellis  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  124  Mich.  41,  70  IaR.A.  598,  82  N.  W.  828, 
holding  a  railroad  company  was  not  liable  for  injuries  received  by  an  employee 
because  of  the  improper  loading  of  a  car  where  the  railroad  employed  an  in- 
spector to  see  that  cars  received  were  properly  loaded. 

Cited  in  note  (75  Am.  St.  Rep.  622)  on  liability  of  master  for  negligence  of  in- 
spectors. 

Disapproved  in  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Seeley,  54  Kan.  31,  37  Pac.  104,. 
affirming  brakeman's  recovery  for  injuries  due  to  falling  of  smokestack  from  car 
carelessly  inspected. 
*—  Due  to  act  of  fello^r  servant* 

Followed  in  Miller  v.  Michigan  Q.  R.  Co.  123  Mich.  376,  82  N.  W.  58,  denying- 
recovery  to  section  hand  for  injuries  received  from  lumber  projecting  from  car 
loaded  by  freight  crew  and  inspected  by  station  agent. 

Cited  in  Schroeder  v.  Flint  &  P.  M.  R.  Co.  103  Mich,  222,  29  L.  R.  A.  325,  50 
Am.  St.  Rep.  354,  61  N.  W.  663,  holding  workman  leveling  dirt  on  railroad,  fellow 
servant  of  foreman;  Beesley  v.  F.  W.  Wheeler  &  Co.  103  Mich.  209,  27  L.  R.  A. 
270.  61  N.  W.  658,  denying  riveter's  recovery  for  injuries  resulting  from  fall  of 
defective  scaffold,  constructed  by  carpenters  working  under  same  superintendent; 
Balhoff  V.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  106  Mich.  613,  65  N.  W.  592,  holding  sectionmen, 
employed  to  remove  ice  from  track,  not  fellow  servants  of  brakeman;  Anderson 
y.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  107  Mich.  595,  65  N.  W.  585  (distinguished  in  dissenting 
opinion ) ,  holding  negligence  of  sectionmen  in  repairing  track  no  defense  to  action 
against  company  by  trainman  for  personal  injuries;  Frazee  v.  Stott,  120  Mich. 
628,  79  N.  W.  890,  denying  owner's  liability  to  operator  of  rolling  machine  for 
injuries  due  to  misplacement  of  guide  board  by  employees  who  changed  rollers; 
Lellis  V.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  124  Mich.  39,  82  N.  W.  828,  holding  switchman  a 
fellow  servant  of  one  employed  to  inspect  loading  of  lumber  cars;  Wickham  v. 
Detroit  United  R.  Co.  160  Mich.  282,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  136  Am.  St.  Rep. 
436,  125  N.  W.  22,  holding  that  master  is  not  liable  for  transitory  negligent  act 
of  CO- employee  in  using  proper  tool,  where  master  could  not  have  knowledge  of 
the  negligence;  Henry  v.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  140  Mich.  451,  103  N.  W.  846,  holding 
railroad  company  not  liable  for  injury  to  conductor  caused  by  negligence  of  sta- 
tion agent  in  failing  to  raise  and  securely  fasten  projecting  milk  platform,  the 
agent  in  the  performance  of  such  duty  not  being  a  representative  of  his  master.   ^ 

22  L.  R.  A.  297,  LEWIS  v.  WATSON,  98  Ala.  479,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  82,  13  So.  670. 
ftlflrnature    by    another. 

Cited  in  Middlebrook  v.  Barefoot,  121  Ala.  644,  ^5  So.  102,  holding  acknowledge 
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ment  of  deed  by  grantori  signing  by  hand  of  another,  sufficient  execution ;  McClen- 
don  V.  Equitable  Mortg.  Co.  122  Ala.  393,  25  So.  30,  liolding  husband  and  wife 
acknowledging  signatures  to  mortgage,  though  neither  actually  signed,  sufficient 
recognition  to  give  instrument  validity;  Wright  v.  Forgy,  126  Ala.  392,  28  So. 
198,  holding  valid,  execution  of  bond  by  surety  at  request  of  principal,  who 
place'd  mark  after  signature;  Pierce  v.  Dekle,  61  Fla.  392,  54  So.  389,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912  D,  1355,  holding  t-hat  signing  of  sealed  instrument  in  presence  of  and  by 
direction  of  another  is  not  act  of  agent  but  of  party  giving  directions;  Loyd  v. 
Gates,  143  Ala.  233,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  39,  38  So.  1022,  holding  that  another's  signa- 
ture of  grantor's  name  to  a  deed  accompanied  with  such  grantor's  acknowledgment 
is  an  effectual  signature;  Harwell  v.  Zimmerman,  157  Ala.  477,  47  So.  722,  holding 
signature  of  mortgage  by  mark  accompanied  by  name  written  by  hand  of  another 
to  be  effectual  though  the  words  ''his  mark"  do  not  appear  written  as  required  by 
statute. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Leonard  v.  Dial,  22  L.  R.  A.  302,  which  holds  express 
direction  to  sign  testatrix's  name  to  will  given  by  answering  '*Yes"  to  one  in- 
quiring if  he  shall  sign  for  her;  Walton  v.  Kendrick,  25  L.  R.  A.  701,  which  holds 
statement  by  testator  to  attesting  witness,  that  instrument  not  signed  by  him  is 
his  will  and  that  he  had  it  written,  some  evidence  of  signing  in  Ids  presence; 
Re  Crawford,  32  L.  R.  A.  77,  which  holds  signature  of  attesting  witness  suffi- 
cient, though  written  by  other  witness ;  Morton  v.  Murray,  43  L.  R.  A.  529,  which 
holds  person  bound  by  instrument  written  and  signed  by  another  in  his  presence 
and  by  his  direction. 
Delivery    of    deed    by    flltnir    for    reeord. 

Cited  in  Tennessee  Coal,  Iron  &  R.  Co.  v.  Wheeler,  125  Ala.  541,  28  So.  38, 
holding  that  instruction  by  grantor  for  attesting  witness  to  file  deed  for  record 
constitutes  sufficient  delivery;  Napier  v.  Elliott,  146  Ala.  216,  119  Am.  St.  Rep. 
17,  40  So.  752,  holding  that  r^istration  of  deeds  is  not  conclusive  of  delivery  but 
may  be  rebutted  by  other  evidence  such  as  declarations  of  grantor  made  at  time 
of  execution  and  acknowledgment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Robbins  v.  Rascoe,  38  L.  R.  A.  238,  which  holds  delivery 
of  deed  to  deputy  clerk  of  court,  with  instructions  for  proving  it,  passes  title 
to  natural  child  who  is  named  as  grantee. 

Cited  in  notes   (54  L.R.A.  884,  887)  on  delivery  of  deed  to  third  person  foi 
record  or  delivery  for  record  by  grantor;    (53  Am.  St.  Rep.  549;   8  Eng.  Rul. 
Cas.  597)  on  effect  of  delivery  pf  deed  to  register  for  record. 
Prenamptlon  a>  to  time  of  alteration  In  Inatmment. 

Cited  in  notes  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  133;  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  108)  on  presumption  as 
to  time  of  alteration  in  instrument. 
Intpeachment  of  title  of  common  grantor. 

Cited  in  note  (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  76)  on  impeachment  of  title  of  common  gran- 
tor. 

22  L.  R.  A.  302,  Ex  parte  LEONARD,  39  8.  C.  618,  18  S.  E.  216. 
Attentatlon    of    will. 

Cited  in  Smythe  v.  Irick,  46  S.  C.  307,  32  L.  R.  A.  78,  67  Am.  St  Rep.  684, 
24  S.  E.  69,  holding  signature  of  attesting  witness  by  hand  of  another  at  her 
request,  in  presence  of  testator  and  other  witnesses,  valid  attestation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Cunningham,  51  L.  R.  A.  642,  which  sustains  will 
signed  by  attesting  witnesses  in  room  adjoining  testator ;  Re  Claflln,  58  L.  R.  A. 
261,  which  holds  mere  presence  of  attesting  witnesses  in  same  room  with  each 
other  and  testator  insufficient  unless  they  could  see  each  other  sign. 
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Slflruina:    by    proxy. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.  R.  A.  300)  on  signing  by  proxy. 

22  L.  R.  A.  306,  FREDERICKS  v.  NORTHERN  CENTRAL  R.  CO.  157  Pa.  103, 

27  Atl.  689. 
Carrier's  liability  for  aecidents  —  To  pansenirer. 

Cited  in  Wood  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  294,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  121,. 
36  W.  N.  C.  411,  denying  carrier's  liability  to  passenger  waiting  on  platform  and 
injured  by  collision  with  body  of  one  struck  by  passing  train;  Wanzer  v.  Chip- 
pewa Valley  Electric  R  Co.  108  Wis.  329,  84  N.  W.  423,  holding  charge  that  street 
car  company  should  use  "utmost  care  and  forethought  for  safety  of  passengers" 
erroneous;  La  Fond  v.  Detroit  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  131  Mich.  588,  92  N.  W.  99,. 
denying  carrier's  liability  to  one  who  had  just  alighted  from  trolley  car  and  was- 
injured  by  rope  which  trespasser  had  tied  to  rear  of  car  and  which  could  not  be 
seen  because  of  darkness;  Bockelcamp  v.  Lackawanna  &  W.  Valley  R.  Co.  232 
Pa.  72,  81  Atl.  93,  holding  that  railroad  is  bound  to  exercise  "strictest  vigilance'' 
in  receiving  and  conveying  passengers;  Moss  v.  Lancaster  &  Y.  Furnace  Street 
R.  Co.  23  Lane.  L.  Rev.  302,  holding  that  carrier  must  use  utmost  care  which 
human  knowledge,  skill  and  foresight  can  provide  to  avoid  injury  to  passengers; 
Barlick  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  41  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  90,  holding  that  burden  is 
upon  passenger  seeking  to  recover  for  personal  injuries  to  prove  negligence,  or 
facts  from  which  presumption  of  negligence  may  be  inferred;  Stanford  v.  Chester 
Traction  Go.  11  Del.  Co.  Rep.  243,  holding  that  merely  showing  presence  of  banana 
peel  on  car  floor  imports  no  negligence    on  part  of  carrier,  unless  put  there  b5' 
servants  or  it  is  shown  that  they  knew  of  it. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Budd  v.  United  Carriage  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  279,  which  holds 
burden  of  showing  freedom  from  negligence  on  carrier,  where  passenger  proves 
that  he  was  injured  by  the  running  and  kicking  of  the  horses,  which  driver  could 
not  control;  Springer  v.  Ford,  52  L.  R.  A.  930,  which  sustains  presumption  of 
negligence  from  injury  to  passenger  by  unexplained  breaking  of  elevator  ap- 
pliance. 

Cited  in  notes  (55  L.R.A.  719)  on  carrier's  liability  for  assault  upon  pas- 
senger by  strikers,  mob,  or  third  persons;  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  609)  on  presumption 
of  negligence  from  injury  to  passenger. 

^•^  To  employee. 

Cited  in  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  202,  55 
S.  W.  772,  affirming  recovery  for  death  of  brakeman  by  derailment  of  train, 
caused  by  defective  switch;  McGill  v.  Maine  &  N.  H.  Granite  Co.  70  N.  H.  129, 
85  Am.  St.  Rep.  618,  46  Atl.  684,  holding  that  servant  voluntarily  attempting  to 
board  runaway  car  assumes  risk  of  injury. 

Distinguished  in  Smith  v.  Fordyce,  190  Mo.  23,  88  S.  W.  679,  holding  carrier 
liable  for  injury  to  servant  caused  by  car  on  main  track  where  such  car  had  no 
brake  in  operating  condition  and  the  side  track  from  which  it  came  was  not 
supplied  with  a  derailing  switch  and  there  had  been  no  malicious  outside  inter- 
ference therewith. 

—  "Wben    eamied    by    utrm.ng^9» 

Cited  in  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Baker,  60  L.  R.  A.  203.  39  C.  C.  A. 
239,  98  Fed.  696,  denying  carrier's  liability  to  passenger  for  injury  from  negligent 
operation  of  derrick  by  employees  of  state  board;  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Troxell,  105  C.  C.  A.  593,  183  Fed.  377,  holding  that  railroad  is  not  liable  to 
brakeman  for  injuries  caused  by  cars  left  on  siding  starting  up  because  brakes^ 
were  released  by  unknown  person,  upon  ground  that  derailing  switch  as  addi- 
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tional  safeguard  was  not  supplied;  Noe  v.  Rapid  R.  Co.  133  Mich.  162,  94  X. 
W.  743,  (dissenting  opinion),  to  the  point  that  precautions  need  not  be  taken  by 
carrier  to  prevent  criminal  acts  of  strangers  which  could  not  have  been  foreseen 
by  any  human  skill  or  knowledge;  Woas  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  198  Mo.  673,  7 
L.R.A.(X.S.)  235,  96  S.  W.  1017,  8  Ann.  Cas.  584,  holding  carrier  under  no  duty 
to  take  precautions  against  the  malicious  acts  of  strangers  of  which  it  has  no 
foreknowledge;  Wyckoff  v.  Pajaro  Valley  Consol.  R.  Co.  11  Cal.  App.  113,  103 
Pac.  1100,  holding  carrier  not  liable  to  employee  for  injury  caused  by  negligent 
leaving  of  obstruction  on  track  by  former  loading  freight  on  adjoining  track. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Kane,  22  L.  R.  A-  315, 
which  holds  failure  to  get  switch  key  from  discharged  employee  does  not  render 
company  liable  for  his  malicious  misplacement  of  switch;  Haines  v.  Atlantic  City 
R.  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  862,  which  denies  liability  for  trespasser's  unauthorized  act  in 
raising,  and  then  lowering,  railroad  gates,  injuring  passing  team;  Harrison  v. 
Sutter  Street  R.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  608,  which  denies  presumption  of  negligence  from 
injury  to  street  car  passenger  by  collision  of  car  with  vehicle. 

Cited  in  notes   (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)   319)   on  liability  for  injury  to  passenger  by 
wrongful  act  of  stranger  directed  against  cars  or  passengers  therein;    (97  Am. 
St.  Rep.  527)  on  liability  of  carrier  for  injuries  from  strikers  or  mobs. 
Manter'tf   daty   to    foresee   accident    to   Bervantn. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chandler  v.  Kansas  City,  M.  Gas  Co.  62  L.  R.  A.  474,  whicJi 
holds  that  gas  company  giving  strangers  right  to  take  cinders  from  dump,  which 
i^  reached  by  track,  does  not  owe  employees  duty  of  anticipating  that  licensees 
will  take  them  from  track  so  as  to  undermine  it. 
Comnicnt  of  court  upon  evidence. 

Cited  in  Ginder  v.  Bachman,  8  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  413,  43  W.  N.  C.  123,  holding 
comment  of  court  upon  effort  to  traduce  plaintiff's  character  by  hearsay  evi- 
dence, no  error;  Com.  v.  Zuern,  16  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  606,  holding  remarks  of  court 
■upon  weight  to  be  given  uncontradicted  evidence  not  error;  Fitzpatrick  v.  Union 
Traction  Co.  206  Pa.  337,  65  Atl.  1050,  holding  statement  by  court  that  plaintiff 
roust  show  himself  free  from  contributory  negligence  or  he  cannot  recover  for 
personal  injuries,  error;  Smith  v.  Chester,  10  Del.  Co.  Rep.  426;  Van  Winkle 
v.  Lehigh  Valley  Transit  Co.  26  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  13,— holding  that  it  is  not 
improper  for  judge  to  comment  on  evidence  provided  nothing  is  said  to  bind 
jury;  Knee  v.  McDowell,  25  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  647,  holding  an  expression  of  pro- 
nounced views  as  to  effect  to  be  given  to  evidence  not  reversible  where  the  jury  is 
neither  misled  nor  controlled  but  instructed  to  use  their  own  judgment  and  dis- 
regard court's  opinion. 

22  L,  R.  A.  315,    EAST  TENNESSEE,  V.  &  G.  R.  CO.  v.  KANE,  92  Ga.  187,  18 

S.  E.  18. 
Carrter'n   Itabiltty. 

Cited  in  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  202,  55  S, 
W.  772,  affirming  recovery  for  death  of  brakeman  by  derailment  of  train  caused 
by  defective  switch. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.  R.  A.  306)  on  liability  of  railroad  for  accidents  caused  by 
wrongful  act  of  stranger. 
-»—  Malidona  acts  of  utranffera. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R  Co.  48  Tex.  Civ.  App.  291,  106 
S.  W.  910,  holding  that  because  a  defect  in  track  is  caused  by  malicious  inter- 
ference of  strangers,  the  carrier  is  not  relieved  of  the  duty  of  discovery  of  such 
defect  by  reasonable  inspection  the  same  as  though  otherwise  caused. 
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Cited  in  note    (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)   320)   on  liability  for  injury  to  passenger  by 
wrongful  act  of  stranger  directed  against  cars  or  passengers  therein. 
Bvldence  of  cbaracter  for  caatlon. 

Cited  in  Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  94  Ga.  110,  20  S.  E.  783,  holding 
evidence  as  to  brakeman's  character  for  prudence  inadmissible  in  action  for  per- 
sonal injuries. 
fSvtdence   of   previous   neflrllflrence. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Thompson,  122  Mich.  429,  81  N.  W.  344,  holding  prior  acts 
of   carelessness  in   leaving  boilers   imattended,   incompetent;    Central   R.   Co.   v. 
Hoss,   107  Ga.  76,  32  S.  £.  904,  holding  admission  of  evidence  as  to  railroad 
company's  prior  acts  of  carelessness  in  killing  stock,  reversible  error. 
Sitfobedience   of   order*   ai»   contributory   nearliipence. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  657)  on  disobedience  of  master's  rules  as  contribu- 
tory negligence. 
Ttnty  of  luaster  and  servant  as  to  mles. 

Cited  in  note  (43  L.  R.  A.  365)  on  duties  of  master  and  servant  with  regard  to 
rules  promulgated  for  safe  conduct  of  business. 
Dntjr  of  master  to  foresee  accident  to  servants. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chandler  v.  Kansas  City,  M.  Gas.  Co.  62  L.  R.  A.  474, 
which  holds  that  gas  company  giving  strangers  right  to  take  cinders  from  dump, 
which  -is  reached  by  track,  does  not  owe  employees  duty  of  anticipating  that 
licensees  will  take  them  from  track  so  as  to  undermine  it. 
^— >  lieavlnflT  svritchlceys  in  bands  of  discliarsed  employees. 

Distinguished  in  Nowak  v.  Murray,  127  111.  App.  290,  holding  company  not 
negligent  for  failure  to  take  switch  key  from  discharged  employee  to  whom  such 
key  belonged  and  where  company  had  no  knowledge  of  its  improper  use. 
l7Be  of  admissions  in  pleadingrs  of  adverse  party. 

Cited  in  Knowles  v.  New  Sweden  Irrig.  Dist.  16  Idaho,  230,  101  Piac.  81, 
holding  that  admissions  made  in  pleadings  are  "solemn  admissions"  not  requir- 
ing support  of  evidence  by  adverse  party,  and  are  taken  as  true  against  party 
making  them  but  must  be  proven  in  ordinary  manner  if  he  would  rely  on  them 
hims^K. 
Inference    from    failure    to    produce   evidence. 

Cited  in  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Morrison,  102  Ga.  338,  40  L.  R.  A.  90,  66  Am. 
St.  Rep.  173,  29  S.  E.  104   (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  it  proper  for 
counsel  to  argue  to  jury  that  prejudicial  inferences  arise  from  carrier's  failure  to 
swear  employee  who  saw  accident. 
•Question    for    Jury. 

Cited  in  Atlanta,  K.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Bryant,  110  Ga.  247,  34  S.  E.  350,  holding 
it  question  for  jury  whether  carrier  negligent  in  operations  of  trains;  Milledgo* 
ville  V.  Wood,  114  Ga.  371,  40  S.  E.  239,  holding  instruction  that  city's  failure  to 
^11  gullies  in  streets  constitutes  negligence,  error;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  McKenney, 
116  Ga.  17,  42  S.  E.  229,  holding  it  to  be  question  for  jury  whether  train  stopped 
^ong  enough  for  passenger  to  alight. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Neelej'  v.  Southwestern  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  64  L.  R.  A. 
146,  which  holds  it  to  be  question  for  jury  whether  servant  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  in  continuing  to  use  defective  ladder  to  adjust  dangerous  belt. 

22  L.  R.  A.  319,  MICHIGAN  SHINGLE  CO.  v.  STATE  INVEST.  INS.  CO.  94 

Mich.  389,  53  N.  W.  945. 
iJBstoppel  of  insurance  company  to  avoid  policy. 

^Followed  in  Michigan  Shingle  Co.  y.  Pennsylvania  F.  Ins.  Co.  98  Mich.  611, 
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57  N.  W.  802,  holding  that  receipt  of  premium  with  knowledge  of  violation  of 
"clear  space"  clause  prevents  forfeiture  of  policy. 

Cited  in  McCormick  v.  Royal  Ins.  Co.  163  Pa.  194,  35  W.  N.  C.  28,  29  Atl. 
747,  holding  that  refusal  of  insurance  company  to  pay  loss  on  ground  of  change 
in  title  hars  breach  of  "clear  space"  clause  as  subsequent  defense;  Collins  v. 
North  British  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  118  Mich.  282,  78  N.  W.  487,  holding  issuance  oi 
policy  with  knowledge  of  location  of  property  estops  company  from  asserting 
breach  of  "clear  space"  clause;  Shotliff  v.  Modern  Woodmen,  100  Mo.  App.  149, 
73  S.  W.  326,  holding  company  estopped  to  take  advantage  of  insanity  clause, 
where  examiner  advised  applicant  to  answer  "no." 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robinson,  22  L.  R.  A.  325, 
which  holds  insurance  company  estopped  to  question  truth  of  answers  deduced 
by  medical  examiner  from  facts  correctly  stated;  Sternaman  v.  Metropolitan  T^ 
Ins.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  319,  which  denies  insurer's  right  to  rely  on  warranty  by  ap- 
plicant that  answers  properly  recorded,  where  medical  examiner  knew  other- 
wise; Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hancock,  52  L.  R.  A.  665,  which  holds  statement  that  life 
tenant  has  fee-simple  title  to  insured  property  does  not  avoid  policy  where  agent 
knew  facts. 

Cited  in  notes  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1250)  on  parol-evidence  rule  as  to  varying  or 
contracting  written  contracts,  as  affected  by  doctrine  of  waiver  or  estoppel  as 
applied  to  insurance  policies;  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  759)  on  vacancy  provisions  of 
insurance  policy  as  affected  by  agent's  representations  or  knowledge;  (107  Am. 
St.  Rep.  107)  on  waiver  of  provisions  of  non- waiver  or  written  waiver  of  con- 
ditions and  forfeitures  in  policies. 

Distinguished  in  Parsons  v.  Lane  (Re  Millers  &  Mfrs.  Ins.  Co.)  97  Minn.  107,  4 
L.RJV.(N.S.)    236,    106   N.    W.    485,   7   Ann.   Cas.    1144,   holding    company   not 
estopped  to  avoid  policy  on  grounds  of  invalidating  facts  existing  at  time  of 
issuance  of  policy  where  the  insurer  has  no  knowledge  of  such  facts. 
Conntractloii  of  policy  aa  to  -warranty. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  White  v.  Providence  Sav.  Life  Assur.  Soc.  27  L.  R.  A.  39S, 
which  holds  technical  warranties  as  well  as  representations  made  in  application, 
included  in  provision  that  misrepresentations  in  negotiation  of  policy  shall  not 
be  deemed  material  unless  made  with  actual  intent  to  deceive. 

22  L.  R.  A.  325,  MUTUAL  BE>r.  L.  INS.  CO.  v.  ROBISON,  7  C.  C.  A.  444, 

19  V.  S.  App.  266,  68  Fed.  723. 
Bntoppel   of   intfaranee    company    to   avoid   policy. 

Followed  in  New  York  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Clayton,  8  C.  C.  A.  214,  19  U.  S.  App. 
304,  59  Fed.  561,  holding  that  classification  of  applicant's  occupation  by  agent 
with  knowledge  of  facts' binds  company. 

Cited  in  American  Employers*  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Barr,  16  C.  C.  A.  54,  32  U. 
S.  App.  444,  68  Fed.  876,  holding  authority  to  solicit  risks  and  posAession  of 
blank  policies  vest  agent  with  apparent  power  to  sell  insurance  without  ap- 
proval of  head  office;  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  CJo.  v.  Norw^ood,  16  C.  C.  A.  139,  ?2 
U.  S.  App.  490,  69  Fed.  71,  holding  delivery  of  policies  to  insured  by  agent  who 
consented  to  allow  other  insurance,  waiver  of  condition,  although  permission  not 
indorsed  on  policy;  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Russell,  23  C.  C.  A.  54,  40  U.  S.  App. 
530,  77  Fed.  106,  holding  company  estopped  from  setting  up  falsity  of  answer, 
which  agent  inserted,  assuring  applicant  of  correctness;  Glover  v.  National  F.. 
Ins.  Co.  30  C.  C.  A.  102,  42  U.  S.  App.  728,  85  Fed.  132,  holding  company  estoppt^ 
to  rely  on  misdescription  of  property  in  application  prepared  by  agent;  Northern- 
Assur.  Co.  V.  Grand  View  Bldg.  Asso.  41  C.  C.  A,  210,  101  Fed.  80,  holding  that 
delivery  of  policy  and  receipt  of  premium  with  knowledge  of  breaeh  of  conditioUi 


»57  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [22  LJR.A.  325 

l)ar8  forfeiture;  Mutual  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ward,  95  Va.  246,  28  S.  E.  209,  holding 
that  agent's  knowledge  of  other  insurance  estops  forfeiture  of  policy  by  con.- 
pany;  Shotliff  v.  Modern  Woodmen,  100  Mo.  App.  150,  73  S,  W.  326,  holding  com- 
pany estopped  to  take  advantage  of  insanity  clause  where  examiner  advised  appli- 
cant to  answer  "no.*' 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Michigan  Shingle  Co.  v.  State  Invest.  Ins.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A. 
319,  which  holds  forfeiture  for  breach  of  clear-space  warranty  prevented  by 
agent's  knowledge;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hancock,  52  L.  R.  A.  665,  which  holds  state- 
ment that  life  tenant  has  fee-simple  title  to  insured  property  does  not  avoid  policy 
where  agent  knew  facts;  Sternaman  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  319, 
which  denies  insurer's  right  to  rely  on  warranty  by  applicant  that  answers  prop- 
«erly  recorded,  where  medical  examiner  knew  otherwise. 

Cited  in  notes   (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)   608)  on  effect  of  agent's  insertion  in  applica- 
tion of  false  answers  to  questions  correctly  answered  by  insured;    (52  Am.  St. 
Rep.  552)  on  estoppel  as  to  mutual  or  membership  life  or  accident  insurance. 
Construct  ton  of  policy  a>  to  Trarrantien  or  repreaentntlonn. 

Cited  in  Caruthers  v.  Kansas  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  108  Fed.  492,  holding  that  denial 
of  "serious  illness"  will  not  avoid  policy  because  applicant  once  broke  his  leg: 
Dwyer  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  72  N.  H.  575,  58  Atl.  502,  holding  policy  avoided  by 
insured's  misrepresentation  as  to  last  physician  he  consulted  and  for  what  com- 
plaint. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  White  v.  Providence  Sav.  Life  Assur.  Soc.  27  L.  R.  A. 
398,  wjiich  holds  technical  warranties,  as  well  as  representations  made  in  appli- 
4;ation,  included  in  provision  that  misrepresentations  in  negotiation  of  policy 
ishall  not  be  deemed  material  unless  made  with  actual  intent  to  deceive;  Mutual 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Simpson,  28  L.  R.  A.  765,  which  holds  temporary  sick  headaches 
•of  frequent  occurrence,  sufficient  to  make  breach  of  warranty  against  severe, 
protracted,  or  frequent  headache;  Barnes  v.  Fidelity  Mut.  Life  Asso.  45  Lt 
R.  A.  264,  which  holds  that  person  in  bed  with  cold  may  be  "in  good  health" 
within  meaning  of  policy,  though  pneumonia,  terminating  fatally,  sets  in  soon 
after;  Globe  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Asso.  v.  Wagner,  52  L.  R.  A.  649,  which  holds  policy 
not  avoided  by  false  statement  that  none  of  applicant's  brothers  are  dead; 
Black  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  600,  which  holds  injury  not  *nt)odily 
infirmity,"  as  matter  of  law,  unless  physical  health  of  insured  affected. 

Cited  in  notes   (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)   851,  869)   on  effect  of  nonwaiver  agreement 
on  conditions  existing  at  inception  of  policy;    (52  Am.  St.  Rep.  553,  555)   on 
construction  of  mutual  benefit  insurance  policy;    (13  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.   546)    on 
effect  of  representations  by  insured. 
Conflict  of  laim  as  to  innnrancc  poltctes. 

Cited  in  note  (63  L.  R.  A.  841,  849)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  contracts  of  in- 
surance. 
Parol   evidence   to   vary   term*   of   policy. 

Cited  in  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  McMaster,  30  C.  C.  A.  537,  57  U.  S.  App. 
068,  87  Fed.  69,  denying  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  reform  policy,  in 
absence  of  mistake  or  fraud;  McMaster  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  40  C.  C.  A. 
129,  99  Fed.  867,  denying  recovery  of  insurance  under  oral  understanding  not 
embodied  in  policy;  Sloss-Sheffield  Steel  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Aetna  I*  Ins.  Co.  74  N. 
J.  Eq.  645,  70  Atl.  380;  holding  parol  evidence  admissible  to  show  what  really 
was  the  contract  of  insurance  entered  into  before  issuance  of  policy  purporting 
to  be  the  evidence  thereof. 
Prlvilearcd    communication. 

Cited  in  Butler  v.  Fayerweather,  33  C.  C.  A.  628,  63  U.  S.  App.  120,  91  Fed. 
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461,  holding  attorney  not  required  to  disclose  contents  of  codicil  he  prepared* 
afterwards  destroyed  by  third  person. 
Judicial    notice    aji    to    diatance. 

Cited  in  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  42  C.  C.  A.  197,  102  Fed.  104, 
holding  that  court  takes  judicial  notice  of  distance  between  two  particular 
places  which  are  well  known;  People  v.  Van  Gaasbeck,  189  N.  Y.  419,  22  L1.R.A. 
(N.  S.)  661,  82  N.  E.  718,  12  Ann.  Cas.  745,  on  judicial  notice  as  to  distance  be- 
tween two  established  towns  or  cities;  Harper  Furniture  Co.  v.  Southern  £xp. 
Co.  144  N.  C.  642,  57  S.  E.  458,  12  Ann.  Cas.  924,  holding  that  court  will  take 
judicial  notice  of  distance  between  prominent  business  centers  and  the  railroad 
connections  and  service  thereof. 

Cited  in  note  (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  447)  on  judicial  notice  of  localities  and  boun- 
daries. 
Residence  of  -witnemi. 

Cited  in  Tomlinson  v.  Moore,  189  Fed.  846,  holding  that  fact  that  person  was 
found  in  certain  place  when  subpoena  was  served  upon  him  is  insufficient  to  show 
that  he  resided  at  such  place;  United  States  v.  Standard  Sanitary  Mfg.  Co.  187 
Fed.  234,  holding  that  where  master  is  appointed  to  take  testimony,  any  person 
found  in  district  in  which  he  is  taking  testimony,  who  appears  before  examiner^ 
may  be  lawfully  examined. 

22   L.  R.  A.   332,  SHOEMAKER  v.   SOUTH  BEND   SPARK  ARRESTER  CO. 

135  Ind.  471,  35  N.  E.  280. 
Collateral  attack  upon  Jnrindiction  or  proceedinirii. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hanna,  12  Ind.  App.  243,  39  N.  E.  1054,  holding 
averment  of  lack  of  jurisdiction  insufficient  to  overcome  presumption  of  juris- 
diction when  record  discloses  service  of  process;  Bailey  v.  Rinkcr,  146  Ind.  136, 
45  N.  E.  38,  holding  that  complaint,  in  action  to  impeach  judgment  for  lack 
of  notice,  must  state  matter  set  out  in  record  and  alleged  to  show  defects; 
Boyer  v.  Robertson,  149  Ind.  77,  48  N.  E.  7,  holding  publication  of  notice  to  sell 
real  estate  sufficient  service  upon  heir  to  save  jurisdiction  from  collateral  at- 
tack; Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Crown  Point,  150  Ind.  564,  50  N.  E. 
741,  holding  that  one  seeking  to  enjoin  for  illegality  collection  of  assessments- 
for  improvements  must  disclose  portion  of  record  showing  proceedings  to  be 
void;  Edwards  v.  Van  Cleave,  47  Ind.  App.  351,  94  N.  E.  696,  holding  that  person 
attacking  judgment  of  court  of  general  jurisdiction  must  show,  that  complaint 
was  insufficient  or  that  court  did  not  have  jurisdiction  of  subject  matter,  or  of 
person. 
Prohibition  afralnut  false  statements  as  to  business. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  A.  B.  Farquhar  Co.  v.  National  Harrow  Co.  49  L.  IL. 
A.  756,  which   sustains  right  to  enjoin  letters  or  notices  by  owner  of  patent 
to   destroy    another's   business    by    threatening    suit    for    infringement;    Marlin 
Firearms   Co.   v.   Shields,   59   L.   R.   A.   310,   which   denies    right   to   injunction 
against  publishing  unjust  and  malicious  criticism  of  manufactured  article. 
Freedont  of  speecb  and  of  press. 

Cited  in  note   (32  L.  R.  A.  834)   on  constitutional  freedom  of  speech  and  of 
the  press. 
Disqnaliilcation   of  Jndgre. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  116)  on  disqualification  of  judge  by  prior  connec- 
tion with  case. 
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Jnriadietlon  of  state  courts  an  to  patent*. 

Cited  in  note  (20  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  9)  on  jurisdiction  of  state  courts  as  to 
patents. 

22  L.  R.  A.  335,  ST.  JOSEPH  &  G.  I.  R.  CO.  v.  PALMER,  38  Neb.  483,  4  Inters. 

Com.  Rep.  494,  56  N.  W.  957. 
Application  of  state  la'vr  to  Interstate  commerce. 

Followed  in  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Vincent,  68  Neb.  178,  78  N.  W.  457,  holding 
state  law  applicable  to  interstate  shipments. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Call  Pub.  Co.  58  Neb.  196,  78  N.  W.  519, 
holding  interstate  telegraph  company  amenable  to  state  laws  for  discriminating 
rates  for  interstate  service;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Murphey,  116  Ga.  870,  60  L.  R.  A. 
821,  43  S.  E.  265,  holding  statute  requiring  any  connecting  carrier  of  inter- 
state goods  to  ascertain,  in  case  of  loss  of  goods,  what  carrier  is  responsible, 
within  power  of  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Solan  v.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  718, 
which  holds  that  state  statute  denying  validity  to  contract  exempting  carrier 
from  liability  cannot  be  regarded  as  regulation  of  commerce,  althougli  applied 
to  interstate  shipment;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Howell,  30  L.  R.  A.  158,  which 
sustains  state  law  subjecting  .telegraph  companies  to  penalties  for  acts  of  neg- 
ligence entirely  within  state. 
limitation  of  carrier's  liability. 

Cited  in  Omaha  &  R.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Crow,  47  Neb.  91,  66  N.  W.  21,  holding 
instruction  that  shipper  of  stock  riding  on  pass  entitled  to  same  rights  as  other 
passengers  for  hire,  error;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Metcalf,  50  Neb.  460,  69  N.  W. 
961,  and  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Wolfe,  61  Neb.  510,  86  N.  W.  441,  sustaining 
statute  prohibiting  carriers  from  limiting  liability  for  negligence;  Chicago, 
R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Western  Hay  &  Grain  Co.  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  786,  90  N.  W. 
205,  denying  right  of  carrier,  receiving  interstate  goods  for  shipment  to  point 
beyond  terminus  of  line  and  collecting  entire  charge  for  carriage,  to  limit  lia- 
bility by  express  contract;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Kennard  Glass  &  Paint  Co. 
69  Neb.  445,  81  N.  W.  372,  declaring  void,  carrier's  contract  made  in  another 
state,  limiting  liability  for  loss  of  glass  by  negligence;  Pittman  v.  Pacific  Exp. 
Co.  24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  598,  59  S.  W.  949,  holding  validity  of  contract  limiting 
carrier's  liability  controlled  by  law  of  place  of  execution;  Whitmack  v.  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  82  Neb.  470,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1017,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  692,  118  N. 
W.  67,  holding  that  a  common  carrier  cannot  by  limiting  its  liability  for  negli- 
gence to  its  own  line,  absolve  itself  from  liability  for  injury  taking  place  on  a 
connecting  line  caused  by  negligence  while  freight  was  on  its  own  line;  Latta 
v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  97  C.  C.  A.  198,  172  Fed.  854,  as  construing  con- 
stitutional prohibition  against  limitation  of  liability  of  railroads  or  common 
carriers  to  avoid  any  such  attempted  limitation  whatever. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Murphey,  53  L.  R.  A.  720,  which  holds 
negligent  carrier  liable  for*  true  value,  notwithstanding  arbitrary  preadjust- 
ment  in  bill  of  lading,  assented  to  by  shipper;  Tecumseh  Mills  v.  Louisville  & 
N.  R.  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  558,  which  holds  prohibition  against  carriers'  limiting 
liability  inapplicable  to  contract  by  domestic  corporation  in  other  state  for 
transportation  entirely  outside  of  state;  Ullman  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
56  L.  R.  A.  246,  which  sustains  carrier's  right  to  secure  entire  exemption  from 
liability  as  insurer  for  loss  not  due  to  negligence  or  misfeasance;  Mears  vl 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  884,  which  authorizes  carrier  to  stipu- 
late for  exemption  from  liability  for  wet;  Russell  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  433, 
which  sustains  carrier's  right  to  limit  common  law  liability  by  special  contract 
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thereby  exempting  itself  from  liability  for  loss  resulting  otherwise  than  hy 
negligence  or  misfeasance. 

Cited  in  note  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  129,  130)  on  limitation  of  carrier^s  liability  in 
bills  of  lading. 

Distinguished  in  Union  State  Bank  v.  Fremont,  E.  &  M.  O.  R.  Co.  66  Xeb.  159. 

59  L.  R.  A.  941,  92  N.  W.  131,  holding  that  carrier  entering  joint  contract  with 
another  carrier  for  transportation  of  horses  may  confine  liability  for  cogligeno* 
to  its  o^vn  line;  Fremont,  E.  &  M.  Valley  R,  Co.  v.  Waters,  50  Neb.  598,  70 
N.  W.  225,  holding  that  safe  delivery  of  com  to  connecting  carrier  relieves 
initial  carrier  from  liability;  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Schuldt,  66  Neb. 
47,  92  N.  W.  162,  holding  that  a  contract  by  owner  to  look  after  the  feeding  and 
catering  of  his  stock  in  transit  is  not  an  unconstitutional  limitation  on  the 
carrier's  liability. 

Conflict  of  l«-fvii  «■  to  earrler'a  contracts. 

Cited  in  note  (63  L.  R.  A.  525)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  carrier's  contracts. 
Liability-  of  connecting  carrier  for  Iom  beyond  line* 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  12,  17,  38,  42,  69,  73)  on  liability  of  connecting 
carrier  for  loss  beyond  own  line. 

22  L.  R.  A.  340,  BRACEVILLE  COAL  CO.  v.  PEOPLE,   147  111.  66,  37  Am. 

St.  Rep.  206,  35  N.  E.  62. 
Statutory    reffnlation    of    contracts    and    bnnineas. 

Cited  in  Ritchie  v.  People,  155  III.  104,  29  L.  R.  A.  82,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  315, 
40  N.  E.  454,  holding  statute  prohibiting  women  to  work  in  factories  more  than 
eight  hours  daily,  unconstitutional;  Re  Morgan,  26  Colo.  444,  47  L.  R.  A-  64, 
77  Am.  St.  Rep.  269,  58  Pac.  1071,  upholding  statute  regulating  hours  of  em- 
ployment in  mines  and  smelting  works;  Harding  v.  People,  160  111.  465,  32  L. 
R.  A.  447,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  344,  43  N.  E.  624,  declaring  unconstitutional,  stat- 
ute regulating  weighing  of  coal  mined;  Chicago  v.  Nctcher,  183  III.  Ill,  48 
L.  R.  A.  264,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  93,  55  N.  E.  707,  declaring  unconstitutional, 
statute  prohibiting  those  selling  dry  goods  or  drugs  from  dealing  in  meats  or 
vegetables;  Ruhstrat  v.  People,  185  111.  139,  49  L.  R.  A.  183,  76  Am.  St.  Rep. 
30,  57  N.  E.  41,  denying  power  to  prohibit  use  of  national  flag  for  advertising 
purposes;  Bailey  v.  People,  190  HI.  33,  54  L.  R.  A.  840,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.   116, 

60  X.  E.  98,  declaring  unconstitutional,  act  prohibiting  more  than  six  from 
sleeping  in  same  room  of  lodging  house  at  same  time;  Adams  v.  Brenau,  177 
111.  200  42  L.  R.  A.  720,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  222,  52  N.  E.  314,  holding  stipulation 
in  contract  for  erection  of  school  building  for  employment  of  union  men  only, 
illegal;  State  ex  rel.  Zillmer  v.  Kreutzberg,  114  Wis.  542,  58  L.  R.  A.  754, 
91  Am.  St.  Rep.  934,  90  N.  W.  1098,  declaring  void,  statute  prohibiting  under 
penalty  discharge  of  employee  for  membership  in  union;  People  ex  rel.  Mcllhany 
V.  Chicago  Live  Stock  Exchange,  170  111.  568,  39  L.  R.  A.  376,  62  Am.  St.  Rep. 
404,  48  N.  E.  1062  holding  void,  law  prohibiting  members  of  stock  exchange 
from  employing  trade  solicitors  not  members  of  association;  Mcadowcroft  V. 
People,  163  111.  63,  35  L.  R.  A.  179,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  447,  45  N.  E.  303,  sustaining 
statute  making  it  crime  for  insolvent  banker  to  receive  deposits;  Bessette  v. 
People,  193  111.  345,  56  L.  R.  A.  562,  62  N.  E.  215,  holding  void,  act  requiring 
horseshoer  to  practice  for  four  years  and  pass  examination  before  doing  busi- 
ness; Re  Day,  181  111.  80,  50  L.  R.  A.  522,  54  N.  E.  646,  declaring  void,  statute 
overriding  rules  of  court  respecting  admission  of  attorneys;  State  v.  Smiley,  65 
Kan.  285,  69  Pac.  199  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  upholding  a«t  forbidding 
anticompetitive  trade  agreements,*-  Eden  v.  People,   161   III.   804,  32  L.  R.  A. 
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662,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  365,  43  N.  £.  1108,  declaring  void,  statute  prohibiting 
barbers  from  doing  business  on  Sunday;  Ex  parte  Northrup,  41  Or.  492,  69 
Pac.  446,  sustaining  statute  making  it  unlawful  to  do  barbering  on  Sunday; 
«Jo8ma  ▼.  Western  Steel  Gar  &  Foundry  Co.  249  IlL  516,  94  N.  £.  945,  holding 
-that  statute  imposing  upon  persons  employing  workmen  coming  from  another's 
place,  different  measure  of  liability  for  deceit  than  is  imposed  upon  other  em- 
ployers, is  invalid  unless  sustainable  as  proper  police  measure;  Tolliver  v.  Bliz- 
zard, 143  Ky.  776,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  894,  137  S.  W.  609,  holding  that  police 
power  does  not  extend  to  prohibition  of  sale  of  harmless  soft  drinks;  State  v. 
Feingold,  77  Conn.  331,  69  Atl.  211,  as  indicating  serious  objections  to  constitu- 
tionality of  the  statutory  regulation  of  business;  People  v.  Steele,  231  111.  346,  14 
LJEt.A.(N.S.)  366,  121  Am.  St.  Rep.  321,  83  N.  E.  236,  on  the  constitutional  right 
to  the  full  use  of  one's  powers  and  faculties  and  to  adopt  and  pursue  such  avoca- 
tion or  calling  as  one  may  choose  subject  to  such  restraint  as  is  required  to  in- 
sure tiie  common  welfare;  People  v.  Richards  &  K.  Mfg.  Co.  1  III.  C.  C.  177,  hold- 
ing a  regulation  of  corporations  under  statute  creating  the  same  which  does 
not  apply  alike  to  all,  corporations  similarly  situated  is  unlawful;  People  v. 
Richards  &  K.  Mfg.  Co.  1  111.  C.  C.  180,  holding  a  classification  of  corporations 
based  only  on  the  source  of  majority  of  expense  is  unlawful  as  not  applying  to 
corporations  of  same  class  and  condition  having  a  different  source  of  expense; 
Jordan  v.  State,  61  Tex.  Crim.  Rep,  538,  11  L.RA..(N.S.)  608,  103  S.  W.  633,  14 
Ann.  Cas.  616,  holding  statute  prohibiting  payment  of  employees  for  labor  by 
checks  or  writing  redeemable  in  goods  or  merchandise,  to  be  an  interference  with 
the  right  to  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  ex  rel.  Nechamcus  v.  City  Prison,  27  L.R.A.  718, 
which  upholds  act  requiring  examination  and  certificate  from  employing  or  mas- 
ter plumbers;  Toney  v.  State,  67  L.RA..  286,  which  holds  void,  statute  making  it 
a  misdemeanor  for  one  under  contract  to  labor  to  enter  into  new  contract  with 
third  person  without  former  employer's  consent  and  a  sufficient  excuse. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.R.A.  792,  797)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting 
contracts  and  business;  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  177)  on  protection  of  corporations  from 
special  and  hostile  legislation. 

Distinguished  in  Dugger  v.  Mechanics*  &  T.  Ins.  Co.  95  Tenn.  259,  28  L.  R.  A. 
SCO,  32  S.  W.  5,  sustaining  statute  relieving  insurance  companies  from  liability 
for  full  amount  of  loss  on  baled  cotton. 
.^—  Payment  of  vraff:e». 

Cited  in  People  ea?  rel  Rodgers  v.  Coler,  160  N.  Y.  19,  52  L.  R.  A.  822,  82  Am. 
St.  Rep.  605,  59  N.  E.  716,  denying  legislative  right  to  fix  rate  of  wages  for 
city  labor;  Harbison  v.  Knoxville  Iron  Co.  103  Tenn.  447,  56  L.  R.  A.  322, 
76  Am.  St.  Rep.  682,  53  S.  W.  955,  sustaining  statute  requiring  those  issuing 
orders  to  employees  to  redeem  at  face  value;  State  v.  Haun,  61  Kan.  161,  47 
Ii.  R.  A.  375,  59  Pac.  340,  declaring  illegal,  statute  forbidding  payment  of  wages 
by  check;  Johnson  v.  Goodyear  Min.  Co.  127  Cal.  15,  47  L.  R.  A.  343,  78  Am. 
St.  Rep.  17,  69  Pac.  304,  declaring  void,  statute  making  wages  a  lien  on  prop- 
erty of  domestic  corporations;  Leep  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  58  Ark. 
423,  23  L.  R.  A.  270,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  109,  25  S.  W.  75,  upholding  statute  re- 
quiring pajnment  of  wages  without  discount,  on  discharge  of  employee  by  corpora- 
tion; Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Ellis,  165  U.  S.  164,  41  L.  ed.  671,  17  Sup,  Ct. 
Rep.  266,  declaring  imconstitutional  statute,  allowing  recovery  of  attorney's 
fees  from  carrier  for  nonpayment  of  wages  or  injury  to  stock;  Hocking  Valley 
Coal  Co.  V.  Rosser,  53  Ohio  St.  25,  29  L.  R.  A.  390,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  622,  41 
N.  E.  263,  holding  void,  statute  authorizing  addition  of  attorney's  fees  to  bill 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 61. 
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of  costs  in  suit  for  wages;  Republic  Iron  k  Steel  Co.  v.  State,  160  Ind.  391,  62 
L.  R.  A.  144,  footnote  p.  136,  66  N.  £.  1005,  which  holds  void,  statute  requiring 
weekly  payment  of  wages;  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Williama,  199  N.  Y. 
125,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  560,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  850,  92  N.  E.  404,  holding  that  aUtute 
requiring  steam  surface  railways  to  pay  employees  semi-monthly,  in  cash  is  oon- 
stitutional. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Republican  Iron  &  S.  Co.  v.  State,  62  L.R.A.  136,  which 
holds  statute  requiring  weekly  payment  of  wages  a  violation  of  constitutional  pro- 
vision for  requirement  of  due  process  of  law;  International  Text  Book  Co.  ▼. 
Weisinger,  66  L.R.A.  690,  which  sustains  statute  prohibiting  assignment  of  future 
wages. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.  R.  A.  344)  on  validity  and  effect  of  statutes  regulating 
time  and  payment  of  wages;   (122  Am.  St.  Rep.  012)  on  same  point. 

Distinguished  in  Vogel  v.  Pekoe,  157  111.  344,  30  L.  R.  A.  494,  42  N.  £.  386 
(approved  in  dissenting  opinion),   holding  statute  allowing  attorney's  fees  in 
suits  for  wages  constitutional. 
Interference  hy  atrtlcers. 

Cited  in  Temple  Iron  Co.  v.  Carmanoskie,  10  Kulp,  39,  7  Northampton  Co. 
Rep.  260,  granting  injunction  against  strikers  interfering  with  miners;  Vege'lahn 
V.  Guntner,  167  Mass.  98,  35  L.  R.  A.  723,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  443,  44  N.  E.  1077, 
sustaining  injunction  against  intimidation  by  strikers  of  those  seeking  employ- 
ment; L.  D.  Willcutt  &  Sons  Co.  v.  Driscoll,  200  Mass.  121,  23  L.R.A.(NJS.)  1244, 
85  K.  E.  897,  on  the  right  of  employer  to  be  free  from  interference  in  his  employ- 
ment of  men  and  the  corresponding  right  of  the  men  to  seek  and  be  employed 
where  they  wish. 
Bqnnl  protection. 

Cited  in  Starne  v.  People,  222  111.  193,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  389,  78  N.  E.  61,  hold- 
ing that  a  statutory  regulation  requiring  only  mine  operators  to  provide  wash 
room  and  place  for  employees  to  dry  clothes  is  special  legislation  because  not  re- 
quiring other  occupations  similarly  situated  to  so  provide;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Mashore,  21  Okla.  286,  96  Pac.  630,  17  Ann.  Cas.  277,  holding  that  stat- 
ute providing  for  recovery  of  attorney's  fee  in  suits  for  personal  services  ren- 
dered by  laborer,  clerk,  servant,  nurse  or  other  person  denies  to  the  defendant  the 
equal  protection  of  the  law. 

Distinguished  in  Lawrence  v.  Rutland  R.  Co.  80  Vt.  389,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  358, 
07  Atl.  1091,  13  Ann.  Cas.  475,  holding  a  statute  requiring  all  corporations  occu- 
pying like  circumstances  and  existing  under  some  conditions  to  pay  employees 
weekly  and  in  money  constitutional. 
<*Dae  proceM  of  Ufw"  and  *'lavr  of  tbe  land.*' 

Cited  in  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Tump.  Co.  234  111.  435,  17  L.R,A.(N.S.) 
1076,  84  N.  E.  1049,  holding  that  the  words  ''due  process  of  law"  are  synonymous 
with  "law  of  the  land." 
Property. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  Wells,  236  111.  133,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  407,  127  Am.  St.  Rep. 
282,  86  N.  £.  197,  as  defining  property;  Massie  v.  Cessna,  239  III.  358,  28  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1111,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  234,  88  N.  E.  162,  holding  the  right  to  labor  for 
and  to  render  services  to  another  and  the  right  to  dispose  of  the  compensation 
received  therefor  are  property  rights  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution: 
Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Gibson,  135  111.  App.  298,  holding  that  an  employee  has  a 
right  of  action  against  a  person  who  maliciously  brings  about  his  discharge. 
Liberty. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Smiley,  65  Kan.  284,  67  L.R.A.  920,  69  Pac.  199  (dissenting 
opinion ) ,  on  the  meaning  of  the  word  "liberty"  as  used  in  the  constitution. 
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22  L.  R.  A.  343,  FORCE  v.  GREGORY,  03  Conn.   167,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  371, 

27  Atl.  1116. 
Skill  required  of  physician  or  •nrft-eon. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Grainger  v.  Still,  70  L.R.A.  49,  which  holds  that  physician 
improperly  treating  incipient  hip  disease  as  partial  dislocation  of  joint  causing 
^reat  sickness  and  suffering  to  patient  and  crippling  him  for  life,  cannot  escape 
liubility  on  ground  that  result  would  have  been  same  from  disease  alone  without 
his  interference. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.R.A.  835)  on  degree  of  care  and  skill  which  physician  or 
surgeon  must  exercise;   (03  Am.  St.  Rep.  657,  660,  661)  on  liability  of  physicians 
and  surgeons  for  negligence  and  malpractice. 
— —  Hoifv  tented. 

Cited  in  Grainger  v.  Still,  187  Mo.  214,  70  L.R.A.  65,  85  S.  W.  1114,  holding 
that  doctors  not  of  the  osteopathic  branch  of  medical  practice  are  incompetent 
to  testify  as  to  the  correctness  or  not  of  an  osteopathic  doctor's  treatment  of  a 
case  unless  it  appear  that  their  manner  of  treatment  is  the  same. 

22  L.  R.  A.  346,  ADAMS  v.  TONELLA,  70  Miss.  701,  14  So.  17. 
AMMeasiuent  and  collection  of  back  taxeSc 

Cited  in  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  73  Miss.  660,  19  So.  91,  holding 
tiiat  state  railroad  commission  has  authority  to  assess  railroad  company  for 
back  taxes;  Galusha  v.  Wendt,  114  Iowa,  604,  87  N.  W.  612,  holding  that  de- 
mand by  county  trea.surer  for  back  taxes  amounts  to  assessment;  Galusha  t, 
Wendt,  114  Iowa,  607,  87  N.  W.  512,  holding  procedure  to  colleet  back  taxes 
not  void  as  violating  uniformity  of  taxtion;  Powell  v.  McKee,  81  Miss.  233,  32 
So.  919,  sustaining  statute  authorizing  tax  collector  to  assess  such  personal 
property  as  assessor  failed  to  assess. 
X^niforniity  of  method  of  aasenainient* 

Limited  in  Anderson  v.  Ritterbusch,  22  Okla.  783,  98  Pac.  1002,  as  a  decision 
based  upon  peculiar  provisions  of  Mississippi  constitution. 
Constitntional  eqnalitjr  as  to  corporate  taxation. 

Cited  in  note   (60  L.  R.  A.  360)   on  constitutional  equality  in  United  States 
in  relation  to  corporate  taxation. 
Kqaalisation    of  aimeiifimeutii. 

Cited  in  Hawkins  v.  Mangura,  78  Miss.  114,  28  So.  872,  denying  that  act 
authorizing  equalization  of  assessments  validates  void  assessment. 

Criticized  in  Wells  County  v.  McHenry,  7  N.  D.  259,  74  N.  W.  241,  denying 
that  failure  of  jequalization  board  to  meet  invalidates  proceeding  to  obtain  tax 
judgment. 

Po^rera  of  board  of  unpervinorfi  over  aasemntent. 

Approved  in  Tunica  County  v.  Tate,  78  Miss.  299,  29  So.  74,  sustaining  statute 
empowering  board  of  supervisors  to  increase  assessments  for  improvements. 

Cited  in  Adams  v.  Kuhn,  72  Miss.  279,  16  So.  598,  upholding  revenue  agent's 
right  of  appeal  from  order  of  supervisors  disapproving  assessment  for  back 
taxes;  Adams  v.  Clarke,  80  Miss.  155,  31  So.  216,  holding  decision  of  supervisors 
dismissing  assessment  for  back  taxes  not  res  judicata;  Hancock  County  v. 
Simmons,  86  Miss.  314,  38  So.  337,  allowing  increase  of  assessment  under  stat- 
ute after  approval  of  land  roll  only  on  the  erection  of  improvements  on  the 
property  subjected  to  the  increase  where  change  of  assessment  is  only  author- 
ized in  case  of   'increase  of  value  by  the  erection  of  improvements." 

Cited  in  note  (8  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  .549)  on  increase  in  proportion  of  tax  or  as- 
sessment on  property  as  impairment  of  vested  rights. 
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Distribution  of  proceeds  from  sale  of  forfeited  l«nds. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wiant  v.  Hays,  23  L.  R.  A.  82,  which  upholds  court's 
power  to  determine  on  petition  right  to  surplus  proceeds  arising  from  sale  of 
forfeited  school  lands. 
Necessltr  of  motlee  of  assessment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hodge  y.  Muscatine  County,  67  L.R.A.  624,  which  holds 
notice  of  assessment  or  levy  of  specific  tax  upon  business  of  selling  cigarettes 
unnecessary. 

22  L.  R.  A.  351,  FLEMING  v.  PITTSBURGH,  C.  C.  &  ST.  L.  R.  CO.  158  Pa, 

130,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  835,  27  Atl.  858. 
Presumption   as   to   carrier's   nea:ll|r«nce. 

Cited  in  Kepner  v.  Harrisburg  Traction  Co.  183  Pa.  31,  38  Atl.  416,  holding 
that  fright  of  horse,  due  to  breaking  of  trolley  wire,  raises  no  presumption  of 
company's  negligence;  Ault  v.  Cowan,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  626,  holding  that  injury 
to  passenger  from  torpedo  signal  flying  through  car  window  raises  presumption 
of  carrier's  negligence;  Palmer  v.  Warren  Street  R.  Co.  206  Pa.  679,  63  L.  R,  A. 
509,  56  Atl.  49,  holding  that  presumption  of  negligence  on  part  of  carrier  arises 
when  passenger  is  injured  by  collision  of  two  trolley  cars  of  same  company: 
Clemens  y.  Conestoga  Traction  Co.  24  Lane.  L.  Rev.  109,  holding  that  presump- 
tion of  negligence  arises  from  derailment  of  trolley  car;  Rice  v.  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  R.  Co.  153  Mo.  App.  48,  131  S.  W.  374,  holding  that  presumption  of  negli- 
gence arises  in  action  by  passenger  for  injuries  where  railroad  permitted  large 
tree  to  be  upon  its  tracks  into  which  it  negligently  ran  its  train  of  cars; 
Barlick  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  41  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  91,  holding  that  burden  is 
upon  passenger  seeking  to  recover  for  injuries  to  prove  negligence  or  facts 
from  presumption  of  negligence  may  be  inferred;  Le  Deau  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co. 
19  Idaho,  715,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  727,  115  Pac.  502,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  438,  hold- 
ing that  there  is  no  presumption  of  negligence  where  passenger  was  injured 
by  boulder  rolling  down  mountain  side,  and  striking  him  while  riding  in  train; 
Loehner  v.  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  116  111.  App.  367,  holding  rea  ipsa 
loquitur  not  applicable  where  independent  third  person's  agency  contributed 
to  accident. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Budd  v.  United  Carriage  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  279,  which 
holds  burden  of  showing  freedom  from  negligence  on  carrier,  where  passenger 
proves  that  he  w^as  injured  by  the  running  and  kicking  of  the  horses,  which 
driver  could  not  control;  Springer  v.  Ford,  52  L.  R.  A.  930,  which  sustains 
presumption  of  negligence  from  injury  to  passenger  by  unexplained  breaking 
of  elevator  appliance;  Harrison  v.  Sutter  Street  R.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  608,  which 
denies  presumption  of  negligence  from  injury  to  street  car  passenger  by  collision 
of  car  with  vehicle. 

Cited  in  notes  (7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  232)  on  presumption  of  negligence  from 
injury  to  passenger  by  missile  from  outside;  (18  L.R.A.(NJS.)  602,  618)  on 
presumption  of  negligence  from  injury  to  passenger. 

22  L.  R.  A.  353,  COM.  v.  LINN,  158  Pa.  22,  27  Atl.  843. 
Bjectlon    from   car   for   s-vrearlna:. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Robinson  v.  Rockland,  T.  &  C.  Street  R.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A. 
630,  which  authorizes  ejection  of  passenger  from  street  car  for  profanity. 

22  L.  R.  A.  361,  DANTZLER  v.  DE  BARDELEBEN  COAL  ft  L  CO.  101  Ala. 

3Q9,  14  So.  10. 
Bmployers'  statntor>'  liability. 

Followed  in  Freeman  v.  Sloss  Sheffield  Steel  &  I.  Co.   137  Ala.  485,  34  So. 
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612,  holding  engineer  in  charge  of  engine  which  operates  steam  shovel  not  one 
"who  has  anj  superintendence  intrusted  to  him/'  so  as  to  make  employer  liable 
under  statute  for  injuries  to  employee  resulting  from  engineer's  negligence. 

Cited  in  Culver  v.  Alabama  Midland  R.  Co.  108  Ala.  335,  18  So.  827,  holding 
employer  liable  for  negligent  act  of  engineer  in  allowing  iron  bar  to  fall  upon 
fireman;  Bear  Creek  Mill  Co.  v.  Parker,  134  Ala.  301,  32  So.  700,  holding  com- 
plaint in  action  against  company,  alleging  that  one  issuing  order  to  couple  cars 
failed  to  furnish  sufficient  light,  demurrable;  Hodges  v.  Standard  Wheel  Co. 
162  Ind.  690,  52  N.  £.  391,  denying  recovery  for  negligence  of  fellow  servant 
temporarily  acting  as  foreman;  Thacker  v.  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  159  Ind. 
93,  59  L.  R.  A.  796,  64  N.  £.  605,  holding  dismissal  of  complaint  alleging  injury 
by  being  thrown  from  hand  car  suddenly  stopped  by  fellow  servant  at  order  of 
foreman,  error;  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Schoer,  57  L.  R.  A.  709,  52  C.  C.  A.  272,  114 
Fed.  476,  affirming  recovery  for  death  of  fireman  caused  by  engineer's  careless- 
ness in  colliding  with  first  section  of  train;  Southern  Car  &  Foundry  Co.  v. 
Bartlett,  137  Ala.  241,  34  So.  20,  holding  employer's  liability  to  employee  proved 
by  evidence  showing  that  foreman,  whose  orders  employee  was  bound  to  obey, 
ordered  latter  to  remove  bolts  from  shaftings  causing  them  to  fall  upon  him; 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Andrews,  171  Ala.  205,  54  So.  553,  holding  that  hostler 
was  not  engaged  in  act  of  superintendence  under  Code,  1907,  section  3910,  while 
engaged  in  manual  labor  of  lowering  push  bar;  Williamson  Iron  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Queen, 144  Ala.  274,  40  So.  306,  holding  that  employees  having  charge  of  all 
men  on  night  shift  and  under  the  direction  of  whom  the  furnaces  are  filled, 
exercise  acts  of  superintendence  within  meaning  of  statute  making  master 
liable  for  their  negligence  therein;  Sloss-Sheffield  Steel  &  I.  Co.  v.  Holway,  144 
Ala.  285,  40  So.  211,  holding  master  liable  to  servant  injured  through  negligent 
construction  of  scaffold  by  other  servant  who  did  the  work,  under  superintend- 
ent to  whom  the  work  was  delegated  and  who  failed  to  inspect  and  see  that  it 
was  properly  done;  Smith  v.  Pioneer  Min.  &  Mfg.  Co.  146  Ala.  237,  41  So.  475> 
holding  that  a  foreman  acting  in  capacity  of  a  laborer  who  has  just  momen- 
tarily laid  down  his  work  is  not  at  the  time  in  the  exercise  of  superintendence 
making  master  liable  for  negligence  while  so  acting;  Sloss-Sheffield  Steel  & 
Iron  Co.  V.  Green,  159  Ala.  180,  49  So.  301,  holding  under  the  evidence  that  an 
injury  to  mine  employee  caused  by  falling  of  roof  was  the  result  of  failure  of 
employee  entrusted  with  superintendence  to  properly  inspect  roof  to  prevent 
falling  and  that  the  negligence  occurred  while  he  was  in  the  exercise  of  such 
superintendence;  Woodward  Iron  Co.  v.  Curl,  153  Ala.  230,  44  So.  969,  holding 
one  whose  only  duty  was  to  check  speed  of  a  tram  car  was  not  a.  superintendent. 

Cited  in  note  (58  L.  R.  A.  38,  48)  on  statutory  liability  of  employers  for 
negligence  of  employees  exercising  superintendence. 

Distinguished  in  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Cheaves,  84  Miss.  576,  36  So.  691,  on 
statutory  differences  holding  that  servant  may  recover  where  injured  through 
n^ligence  of  co-employee  entrusted  with  superintendence  though  at  time  of  injury 
the  co-employee  was  not  in  actual  exercise  of  superintendence  under  which  person 
injured  was  acting. 

— «  Pleadiaar  nesllv^nee  of  raperintendent  In  irivlnv  order  to  peraon  In- 
Jitred« 

Cited  in  Alabama  Steel-Wire  Co.  ▼.  Clements,  146  Ala.  266,  40  So.  971,  hold- 
ing count  alleging  injury  of  plaintiff  through  negligence  of  person  in  service 
of  defendant  whose  orders  plaintiff  was  bound  to  obey,  to  be  defective  for  failure 
to  allege  negligence  in  giving  order;  Creola  Lumber  Co.  v.  Mills,  149  Ala.  480, 
42  So.  1019,  holding  it  necessary  to  aver  that  order  given  by  person  in  act  of 
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superintendence  to  which  person  injured  was  bound  to  and  did  conform,  was  negli- 
gently guilty. 
—  Suit  bT  peraonal  repreventatlve  of  servant. 

Cited  in  Mobile,  J.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Bromberg,  141  Ala.  278,  37  So.  395,  hold- 
ing statute  providing  that  personal  representative  may  maintain  action  for 
wrongful  death  to  include  action  for  death  of  servant  caused  by  negligence  of 
master. 

22  L.  R.  A.  364,  NIMS  v.  MT.  HERMON  BOYS'  SCHOOL,  160  Mass.  177,  39 

Am.  St.  Rep.  467,  35  N.  E.  776. 
Ultra  vires  as  defense. 

Approved  in  Johnston  Fife  Hat  Co.  v.  National  Bank,  4  Okla.  31,  44  Pac. 
192,  holding  fraudulent  scheme  of  president  no  defense  to  action  against  bank- 
ing corporation. 

Cited  in  Kelly  v.  Biddle,  180  Mass.  150,  61  N.  E.  821,  holding  copartners  en- 
gaged in  completing  business  of  insolvent  company  estopped  from  setting  up 
ultra  virea  to  action  by  corporation  for  share  of  profits;  Nashua  &  L.  R.  Corp.  v. 
Boston  &  L.  R.  Corp.  164  Mass.  223,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  454,  41  N.  E.  268,  holding 
ultra  virea  no  defense  to  action  by  one  carrier  against  another  for  its  share  of 
benefits  from  joint  operation;  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Howard,  14  App.  D.  C 
284,  holding  invalidity  of  lease  of  railroad  for  want  of  power  to  make,  no  de- 
fense to  action  for  personal  injuries;  George  v.  Nevada  C.  R.  Co.  22  Nev.  241, 
38  Pac.  441,  denying  recovery  from  railroad  company  on  contract  to  report  on 
condition  of  mines,  as  company  without  power  to  make  such  contract;  Chicago 
Genera]  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  87  111.  App.  24,  holding  ultra  virea  no 
ground  for  recovery  for  damages  from  collision,  when  act  not  prohibited  by  law; 
Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Howard,  178  U.  S.  160,  44  L.  ed.  1018,  20  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  880,  holding  operation  of  train  by  lessee  no  defense,  no  ground  of  ultra 
vireSf  to  action  for  injuries  in  wreck  caused  by  defective  wheel ;  Timberlake  v.  Su- 
preme Commandery  U.  O.  G.  C,  208  Mass.  422,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  601,  94  N.  E.685, 
holding  that  fraternal  insurance  company  whose  attempted  consolidation  with  an- 
other fails  because  ultra  vires,  is  liable  to  members  of  latter  who  pay  their  dues 
and  meet  other  obligations,  except  formality  of  obtaining  membership;  Smith  v. 
Stoughton,  185  Mass.  333,  70  N.  E.  195,  on  equitable  limitations  to  the  defense 
of  ultra  vires  as  set  up  by  ordinary  corporations  and  doubting  whether  the  rule 
applies  to  municipal  corporations;  Duggan  v.  Peabody,  187  Mass.  351,  73  N.  E. 
206,  as  overruling  defense  of  ultra  vires  to  personal  injury  action;  New  York 
Bank  Note  Co.  v.  Kidder  Press  Mfg.  Co.  192  Mass.  404,  78  N.  E.  463,  holding 
that  the  fact  that  a  contract  otherwise  valid  and  enforceable  is  ultra  vires,  is 
no  defense  to  a  breach  thereof;  Worcester  v.  Worcester  &  H.  Street  R.  Co.  194 
Mass.  231,  80  N.  E.  232,  on  ultra  vires  as  a  defense  to  corporate  liability. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bath  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Claffy,  36  L.  R.  A.  664,  which  denies 
right  of*  lessee  of  corporation  to  escape  payment  of  rent  on  ground  that  law 
ultra  virea. 

Cited  in  notes  (70  Ajfa,  St.  Rep.  168)  on  ultra  vires  contracts  of  private  corpo- 
ration;   (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  788,  789)   on  liability  of  corporations  for  ultra  vires 
acts. 
Service  of  notice  of  Intention  to  sne  city* 

Cited  in  Barry  v.  Port  Jervis,  64  App.  Div.  278,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  104,  declaring 
void,  statute  requiring  service  of  notice  within  forty-eight  hours  after  accident 
of  intention  to  sue  for  personal  injuries,  as  condition  precedent  of  right  to 
maintain  action. 
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lUiti float tlon  of  iinaitthorl>ed  aot* 

Distinguished  in  Kwiechen  v.  Holmes  &  H.  Co.  106  Minn.  153,  19  L.R.A.(K.S.) 
257,  118  N.  W.  668,  holding  that  the  negligent  act  of  a  servant  in  the  manipula- 
tion of  his  own  property  not  in  the  furtherance  of  master's  business  is  not  rati- 
fied by  retention  of  the  servant  after  master's  notice  of  the  negligence. 
Corporate  rati flcat Ion  of  vaavthorlaed  act. 

Cited  in  Citizens'  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Wakefield,  161  Mass.  4S9,  31  L.  R.  A.  461,  37 
N.  E.  444,  holding  that  stockholders  of  gas  company  may  ratify  action  of  di- 
rectors in  filing  schedule,  at  meeting  held  after  time  for  filing;  North  Anson 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Smith,  209  Mass.  338,  95  N.  E.  838,  holding  that  failure  of  corpo- 
ration after  knowledge  of  unauthorized  acts  to  repudiate  them  may  signify 
corporate  approval  or  ratification;  White  v.  Apsley  Rubber  Co.  194  Mass.  100, 
8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  485,  80  N.  £.  500,  holding  corporation  liable  for  tort  of  servants 
acting  within  scope  of  employment  and  for  those  acts  without  such  scope  which 
are  done  with  knowledge  and  accent  of  corporate  officers. 
Constractive    notice. 

Cited  in  Beacon  Trust  Co.  v.  Souther,  183  Mass.  417,  67  N.  E.  345,  holding 
that    brewing   corporation    has    constructive   notice    of   unauthorized    action    of 
president  and  treasurer   in   executing  corporate  note  to   procure   money  which 
was  used  in  corporate  business. 
l^lablllty  of  charitable  Inntitntion  for  nearllgrence. 

Cited  in  Winona  Technical  Institute  v.  Stolte,  173  Ind.  49,  89  N.  E.  393,  hold- 
ing that  corporation  conducting  technical  institute  is  liable  to  person  injured 
by  negligence  of  its  servants  while  he  is  engaged  in  making  repairs  on  building. 

22  L.  R.  A.  368,  PENSACOLA  &  A.  R.  CO.  v.  HYER,  32  Fla.  539,  14  So.  381. 
Rlvht    to    obatrnct    na-vlg^atlon. 

Cited  in  note    (69  L.  R.  A.   66)    on  right  to  obstruct  or'  destroy  rights  of 
navigation. 
Doty  to  keep  open  space  nuder  bridge  free  from  obstrnctlon. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Yarbrough,  57  Fla.  107,  48  So.  634,  on  the 
absence  of  duty  resting  on  a  railroad  company  to  keep  open  space  below  its 
bridges  over  navigable  streams  free  from  obstructions  present  without  fault  of 
company. 

22  L.  R.  A.  370,  Re  OUILFOYLE,  96  Cal.  598,  31  Pac.  553. 
SafildencT  of  slfcnutnre. 

Cited  in  Scott  v.  Hawk,  107  Iowa,  725,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  228,  77  N.  W.  467, 
holding  will  executed  by  mark,  signed  within  meaning  of  statute;  Smythe  v. 
Irick,  46  S.  C.  315,  32  L.  R.  A.  81,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  684,  24  S.  E.  69,  holding 
signature  of  attesting  witness  by  hand  of  another  at  her  request,  in  presence  of 
testator  and  other  witnesses,  valid  attestation;  People  v.  McDaniels,  141  Cal. 
115,  74  Pac.  773,  holding  signature  to  complaint  for  arrest,  by  complainant's 
mark  made  after  his  initials  and  before  surname,  accompanied  by  jurat  of 
justice,  sufficient;  Geraghty  v.  Kilroy,  103  Minn.  288,  114  N.  W.  838,  holding 
that  the  making  of  his  mark  by  testator  to  his  will  with  intention  of  authenti- 
cating it  if  he  be  unable  to  write  is  a  signing  thereof  within  meaning  of  statute; 
also  citing  annotations  to  same  point;  Re  Mullin,  110  Cal.  259,  42  Pac.  645, 
holding  signature  of  will  by  mark  with  full  understanding  was  good. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bush  v.  McFarland,  27  L.  R.  A.  662,  which  holds  signa- 
ture by  another  for  attesting  witness  to  will,  at  his  request  and  in  his  pres- 
ence, insufficient;   Gillis  v.  Gillis,  30  L.  R.  A.   143  which  liolds  competency  of 
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attesting  witness  signing  hj  mark  does  not  depend  on  ability  to  ide&tifr; 
Sheehan  v.  Kearney,  35  L.  R.  A.  102,  which  upholds  testator's  right  to  adopt 
mark  as  signature  to  will;  Finley  t.  Prescott,  47  L.  R.  A.  695,  which  holds 
good,  unattested  signature  by  mark  for  purpose  of  identifying  maker  as  party; 
Re  Walker,  30  L.  R.  A.  460,  which  holds  signature  of  attesting  witness  writing 
testator's  surname  with  own  initials  insufficient. 

Cited  in  note  (7  L.RJ^.(N.S.)  1195)  on  ability  to  write  as  invalidating  signa- 
ture made  by  mark  or  by  aid  of  another. 

22  L.  R.  A.  374,  NEWARK  PASS.  R.  CO.  v.   BLOCH,  55  N,  J.  L.  605,  27 

Atl.  1067. 
Care  required  In  cronsliiir  railroad  tracka. 

Approved  in  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Smalley,  CI  N.  J.  L.  279,  39  Atl.  695,  denying 
recovery  to  one  injured  by  driving  upon  track  inunediately  after  passing  of 
freight,  without  stopping  to  listen  for  train  approaching  in  opposite  direction. 

Cited  in  Burke  v.  Central  R.  Co.  64  N.  J.  L.  578,  46  Atl.  775,  holding  pedes- 
train  failing  to  look  and  listen  before  crossing  series  of  tracks  chargeable  with 
contributory  negligence;  Conkling  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  63  N.  J.  L.  342,  43  Atl.  656, 
holding  that  failure  of  one  driving  covered  ice-wagon  at  jog  trot  over  macadam- 
ized road,  to^  look  until  within  6  feet  of  track,  constitutes  contributory  negli- 
gence; Lindsay  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  78  N.  J,  L.  707,  75  Atl.  912,  holding  that 
person  about  to  cross  railroad  track  is  bound  to  look  from  point  where  it  would 
be  effective  before  going  upon  track. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Atlantic  City  R.  Co.  v.  Goodin,  45  L.  R.  A.  671,  which 
holds  passenger  starting  across  intervening  track  after  alighting  not  required  to 
look  and  listen  for  trains. 
—  Street    car    tracks. 

Approved  in  Adams  v.  Camden  &  S.  R.  Co.  69  N.  J.  L.  428,  55  Atl.  254,  hold- 
ing driver  of  vehicle  not  negligent  in  turning  on  to  right  hand  track  on  meeting 
car,  also  taking  ordinary  precautions  against  danger  from  over  taking  cars. 

Cited  in  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  v.  Scott,  58  N.  J.  L.  693,  33  L.  R.  A.  124 
55  Am.  St.  Rep.  620,  34  Atl.  1094,  denying  it  to  be  negligence  per  Be  for  child  to 
cross  tracks  of  street  railway  behind  standing  car,  without  stopping  to  look  and 
listen  for  approaching  car;  Brady  v.  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  64  N.  J.  L.  375 
45  Atl,  805,  denying  child's  recovery  for  injury  from  passing  trolley  car  which 
no  obstacle  obscured;  Tesch  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  108  Wis.  611, 
53  L.  R.  A.  626,  footnote  p.  618,  84  N.  W.  823,  requiring  traveler  to  look  and 
listen  before  crossing  street  car  track  at  place  reasonably  certain  to  effect  pui- 
pose;  Woodland  v.  North  Jersey  Street  R.  Co.  66  N.  J.  L.  457,  49  Atl.  479,  holding 
one  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  per  sc,  in  attempting  to  drive  across 
street  car  track  on  a  walk  on  seeing  approaching  car  250  feet  away;  Connelly  v. 
Trenton  Pass.  R.  Co.  56  N.  J.  L.  703,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  424,  29  Atl.  438,  holding 
dismissal  of  action  for  injuries  to  one  attempting  to  avoid  wagon  and  colliding 
with  trolley  car  which  approached  without  sounding  gong,  error;  New  York 
&  G.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  New  Jersey  Electric  R.  Co.  60  N.  J.  L.  58,  38  L.  R.  A.  518,  37 
Atl.  627,  holding  that  failure  of  railroad  company  to  give  signals  upon  approach- 
ing point  where  its  tracks  cross  tracks  of  street-car  company  bars  recovery  from 
latter  for  negligence  in  operating  switch;  Jewett  v.  Paterson  R.  Co.  62  N.  J.  J* 
427,  41  Atl.  707,  and  McGrath  v.  North  Jersey  Street  R.  Co.  60  N.  J.  L.  314, 
49  Atl.  523,  holding  that  carelessness  of  one  in  not  observing  approaching  car  be- 
fore leaving  walk  to  cross  street  defeats  recovery;  Citizens*  Street  R.  Co.  v. 
Albright,  14  Ind.  App.  438,  42  N.  E.  238,  and  Bass  v.  Norfolk  R,  &  Light  Co. 
loo  Va.  7,  40  S.  E,  100,  holding  failure  to  listen  before  crossing  street  railway 
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not  contributory  negligence,  as  matter  of  law;  Cincinnati  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Snell, 
54  Ohio  St.  206,  32  L.  R.  A.  278,  footnote  p.  276,  43  N.  £.  207,  holding  duty  of 
street  car  company  operating  double  track  to  give  warning  of  other  car  approach- 
ing while  passengers  being  discharged;  Baltimore  Traction  Co.  v.  Helms,  84  Md. 
527,  36  L.  R.  A.  217,  footnote  p.  216,  36  Atl.  119,  holding  attempt  by  one  alight- 
ing from  street  car  to  cross  other  track  without  looking  for  car,  negligence; 
Brown  v.  Plainfield,  68  N.  J.  L.  620,  64  Atl.  824,  holding  pedestrian  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  in  crossing  tracks  in  front  of  a  trolley  car  approaching 
with  headlight;  San  Antonio  Traction  Co.  v.  Upson,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  55,  71  S. 
W.  565,  holding  that  traveler  crossing  street  in  view  of  rapidly  approaching  car 
may  assume  that  it  will  not  be  run  at  excessive  speed,  and  will  be  stopped  if 
necessary  to  prevent  collision;  Richmond  Traction  Co.  v.  Clarke,  101  Va.  380, 
43  S.  E.  618,  holding  driver  not  guilty  of  negligence  in  crossing  street  car  tracks, 
which  he  was  obliged  to  do,  before  car  which  he  saw  approaching  100  yards  away, 
and  which  was  running  at  high  speed;  Ames  v.  Waterloo  &  C.  F.  Rapid  Transit 
Co.  120  Iowa,  658,  95  N.  W.  161  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying  right  to 
recover  for  death  of  one  who  suddenly  stepped  out  from  behind  long  line  of  covered 
wagons,  which  was  dose  to  car  tracks,  and  was  killed  by  rapidly  approaching 
car;  Dow  v.  Des  Moines  City  R.  Co.  148  Iowa,  447,  126  N.  W.  918,  holding  that 
pedestrian  in  crossing  street  railway  track  must  exercise  ordinary  care  and 
prudence  for  his  own  safety;  Hackney  v.  West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.  78  N.  J.  L. 
467,  82  L.R.A.(N.S.)  270,  78  Atl.  747,  holding  that  person  about  to  drive  across 
street  car  track  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  where  he  fails  to  look  before 
attempting  to  cross  but  depends  solely  upon  absence  of  signal  of  approaching 
cat;  Hageman  v.  North  Jersey  Street  R.  Co.  74  K.  J.  L.  281,  65  Atl.  834,  holding 
that  where  obstacles  prevent  view  the  pedestrian  is  under  duty  to  pause  before 
eroMing  track  until  such  observation  as  is  requisite  has  been  made;  Bauer  v. 
North  Jersey  fiTtreet  R.  Co.  74  N.  J.  L.  626,  65  Atl.  1037,  on  duty  to  look  for 
cars  before  crossing  track  to  the  distance  within  which  cars  proceeding  within 
customary  and  reasonably  safe  speed  would  be  dangerous  to  safety;  Eagen 
V.  Jersey  City,  H.  &  P.  Street  R.  Co.  74  N.  J.  L.  702,  11  L.R.A.(N.8.)  1059, 
67  AtL  24,  12  Ann.  Cas.  911,  on  the  duty  of  person  about  to  cross  car  tracks 
with  respect  to  observation;  Slater  v.  North  Jersey  Street  R.  Co.  76  N.  J.  L. 
S92,  16  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  844,  69  Atl.  163,  holding  that  one  who  in  avoiding  an 
approaching  street  car  in  a  manner  as  was  his  duty,  steps  inadvertently  on  an 
oiled  portion  of  track,  receiving  injury  therefrom  is  not  contributorily  negligent; 
Crenshaw  v.  Ashville  &  B.  Street  R.  &  Transp.  Co.  144  N.  C.  326,  66  S.  E.  945, 
holding  pedestrian  not  in  proper  use  of  care  and  contributorily  negligent  when 
injured  by  walking  into  side  of  car;  Poland  v.  Union  R.  Co.  26  R.  I.  220,  58 
Atl.  663,  holding  that  a  pedestrian  before  crossing  car  tracks  must  exercise  his 
powers  of  observation  to  ascertain  approaching  cars  which  are  within  a  distance 
if  run  at  lawful  speed  to  put  him  in  danger;  Knoxville  Traction  Co.  v.  Brown, 
116  Tenn.  332,  89  S.  W.  319,  holding  that  a  pedestrian  dismounting  and  passing 
behind  a  car  is  under  duty  to  stop,  look  and  listen. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kansas  City-Leavenworth  R.  Co.  v.  Gallagher,  64  L.  R.  A. 
344,  holding  it  not  to  be  negligence  to  cross  street  car  tracks  in  front  of  approach- 
ing car  which  can  be  clearly  seen,  and  where  reasonably  prudent  man  would  un- 
dertake to  cross;  Everett  v.  Lcs  Angeles  Consol.  Electric  R.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  350, 
which  holds  bicyclist  negligent  in  continuing  on  track  until  struck  by  street  car; 
Hoelzel  v.  Crescent  City  R.  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  708,  which  requires  pedestrian  to 
«top,  look,  and  listen  before  crossing  electric  railway  track;  Evansville  Street 
R.  Co.  V.  Gentry,  37  L.  R.  A.  378,  which  holds  that  rule  to  stop,  look,  and  listou 
does  not  strictly  apply  in  crossing  street  railroad  as  it  does  in  case  of  steam  rail- 
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road;  Marden  v.  Portsmouth,  K.  &  Y.  Street  Rililway,  69  L.R.A.  300,  which  holds 
failure  to  look  and  listen  before  crossing  street  car  track  at  public  crossing  not 
negligence  per  se. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  257)  on  duty  to  look  and  listen  before  croea- 
ing  electric  road. 
•tatntory  provision  «•  to  speed  of  cars. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bly  v.  Nashau  Street  R.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  303,  which  hold-? 
statutory  provision  as  to  speed  in  street  applicable  to  street  railway  company. 
Rlsrlkt  to  vise  of  streets. 

Cited  in  Opdycke  v.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  78  N.J.  L.  586,  29  L.R.A.(NJS.> 
76,  76  Atl.  1032,  holding  that  permission  to  traction  company  for  construction 
of  street  railway  does  not  warrant  construction  of  bridge,  which  is  dangerous  to 
ordinary  traffic;  Indianapolis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Bolin,  39  Ind.  App.  175,  78  N.  E. 
210,  holding  that  the  right  to  use  of  streets  by  street  car  companies  and  others 
using  vehicles  may  be  exercised  only  with  a  just  regard  to  the  rights  of  others: 
Bremer  v.  St.  Paul  C.  R.  Co.  107  Minn.  330,  21  L.RJl.(N.S.)  892,  120  N.  W. 
382,  distinguishing  between  use  of  street  car  and  steam  railway  track  bj  the 
public  and  the  care  required  at  the  respective  crossings. 
«—  Speed  of  cars. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Public  Service  Corp.  78  N.  J.  L.  480,  75  Atl.  937,  20  Ann. 
Cas.  151,  holding  that  it  is  not  negligence  to  run  trolley  car  upon  highway  at 
rate  of  speed  which  is  not  incompatible  with  lawful  and  customary  use  of  high- 
way by  others;  Marden  v.  Portsmouth,  K.  &  Y.  Street  R.  Co.  100  Me.  45,  69 
L.R.A.  302,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  476,  60  Atl.  530,  holding  that  street  cars  must 
regulate  their  speed  to  be  consonant  with  the  reasonable  use  of  streets  by 
others;  Smith  v.  Minneapolis  Street  R.  Co.  95  Minn.  257,  104  N.  W.  16,  hold- 
ing it  to  be  actionable  negligence  to  run  a  street  car  at  such  a  high  rate  of  speed 
that  pedestrians  and  others  cannot  make  the  customary  and  lawful  use  of  the 
streets;  Searles  v.  Elizabeth,  P.  &  C.  J.  R.  Co.  70  N.  J.  L.  391,  57  Atl.  134, 
holding  that  street  cars  cannot  be  run  at  a  rate  of  speed  incompatible  with  the 
lawful  and  customary  use  of  streets  with  reasonable  safety  by  the  public. 
4|,iiestlons  for  court  and  JiirF* 

Cited  in  Bittle  v.  Camden  &  A.  R.  Co.  66  N.  J.  L.  626,  23  L.  R.  A.  287,  28  Atl. 
305,  holding  it  question  for  jury  whether  company  liable  for  blowing  whistle 
unusually  loud,  causing  horse  to  run  away;  Consolidated  Traction  Co  v.  Soott> 
58  N.  J.  L.  685,  33  L.  R.  A.  124,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  620,  34  Atl.  1094,  holding  rul- 
ing of  court  that  questions  of  negligence  and  contributory  negligence  are  ques- 
tions for  jurj',  no  error;  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  v.  Isley,  69  N.  J.  L,  224,  35 
Atl.  896,  and  State  Consolidated  Traction  Co.,  Prosecutor,  v.  Reeves,  58  N.  J. 
L.  576,  34  Atl.  128,  holding  it  question  for  jury  whether  negligence  established: 
American  Sav.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  60  N.  J.  L.  419,  38  Atl.  662,  and  ^llcCor- 
mack  V.  Standard  Oil  Co.  60  N.  J.  L.  245,  37  Atl.  617,  holding  nonsuit  no  error 
when  evidence  shows  no  disputed  fact;  Day  v.  Donohue,  62  N.  J.  L.  382,  41  Atl. 
934,  and  Moore  v.  Charlotte  Electric  Street  R.  Co.  128  N.  C.  460,  39  S.  E.  57, 
holding  nonsuit,  when  evidence  conflicting,  reversible  error;  Stanley  v.  Cedar 
Rapids  &  M.  C.  R.  Co.  119  Iowa,  532,  93  N.  W.  489,  holding  it  question  for  jury 
whether  high  rate  of  speed  and  failure  to  give  signals,  under  circumstances,  con- 
stitute negligence;  Anderson  v.  Central  R.  Co.  68  N.  J.  L.  270,  53  Atl.  391,  and 
Meyer  v.  Madreperla,  68  N.  J.  L.  2G0,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  536,  53  Atl.  477,  holding 
question  whether  jury  would  have  found  contrary  verdict  controlling  in  review 
of  court's  action  in  giving  peremptory  instruction  for  verdict;  Marple  v.  Topeka 
R.  Co.  85  Kan.  704,  118  Pac.  690,  holding  that  pedestrian  is  not  as  matter  of  law 
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negligent  in  croBsing  street  car  tracks  upon  which  car  is  approaching,  provided 
car  is  so  far  away  and  its  apparent  speed  is  such  that  reasonable  prudence  would 
not  forbid  attempt  to  cross;  Peterpole  v.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  81  N.  J.  L.  394, 
79  Atl.  307;  Olasco  v.  Jersey  City,  H.  &  P.  Street  R.  Co.  81  N.  J.  L.  472,  79  Atl. 
368, — holding  that  where  person  before  crossing  street  car  track  at  stopping 
point  saw  ear  coming  rapidly,  it  is  question  for  jury  whether  she  was  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  in  not  waiting  until  oar  passed  before  crossing  track; 
Higgins  V.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  79  N.  J.  L.  476,  76  Atl.  1028,  holding  that  ques- 
tion of  contributory  negligence  was  for  jury  where  person  injured,  before  cross- 
ing electric  railway  track  made  proper  observation  but  was  struck  by  car  run- 
ning at  excessive  rate  of  speed;  Quinn  v.  West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.  78  N.  J.  L. 
541,  74  Atl.  456,  holding  that  upon  any  given  state  of  acts  it  is  for  judge  to 
say  w^hether  negligence  can  be  legitimately  inferred  and  for  jury  to  say  whether 
it  ought  to  be  inferred;  Zindler  v.  Public  Service  R.  Co.  78  N.  J.  L.  637,  74  Atl. 
478,  holding  that  it  is  question  for  jury  whether  person  who  was  driving  along 
intersecting  street  and  saw  trolley  car  one  block  distant  approaching  at  high 
rate  of  speed,  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  attempting  to  cross  before  arrival  of 
oar;  Pilmer  v.  Boise  Traction  Co.  14  Idaho,  346,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  266,  126  Am. 
St.  Rep.  161,  94  Pac.  432,  holding  negligence  and  contributory  negligence  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury  where  partially  blind  and  deaf  person  attempted  in  day  time 
to  cross  track  ahead  of  a  car  about  40  feet  away;  Indianapolis  Street  R.  Co.  v. 
Tenner,  32  Ind.  App.  320,  67  N.  E.  1044  (dissenting  opinion),  on  determination 
of  care  used  in  crossing  street  car  tracks  as  a  function  of  the  jury;  Zolpher  v. 
Camden' &  S.  R.  Co.  69  N.  J.  L.  420,  66  Atl.  249,  holding  that  where  from  the 
facts  established  negligence  may  be  reasonably  inferred  the  jury  shall  determine 
the  existence  or  not  of  negligence:  Vrooman  v.  North  Jersey  Street  R.  Co.  70 
N.  J.  L.  822,  59  Atl.  469,  holding  that  where  there  is  evidence  from  which  negli- 
gence might  be  inferred  by  the  jury  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  question 
• ''ould  be  submitted  to  them;  Ferguson  v.  Central  R.  Co.  71  N.  J.  L.  651,  60 
Atl.  382,  holding  it  error  to  take  case  from  jury  where  different  minds  might 
draw  different  conclusions  from  the  evidence  from  which  defendant's  negligence 
could  reasonably  be  inferred;  Snyder  v.  New  York  &  N.  J.  Teleph.  Co.  73  N.  J. 
L.  638,  64  Atl.  122,  holding  it  error  to  non-suit  when  from  facts  that  jury  could 
reasonably  find  an  inference  of  negligence  could  be  raised:  Mumma  v.  Eastern 
&  A.  R.  Co.  73  N.  J.  L.  660,  66  Atl.  208,  holding  that  wliere  fair  minded  men 
might  honestly  differ  as  to  conclusions  to  be  drawn  from  facts,  whether  contro- 
verted or  not,  the  question  is  whether  the  jury  might  legitimately  conclude  that 
the  proofs  of  the  plaintiff  show  negligence  of  defendant;  Dederick  v.  Central  R. 
Co.  74  N.  J.  L.  427,  65  Atl.  833,  holding  it  not  error  to  refuse  nonsuit  where  fair 
minded  men  might  honestly  differ  as  to  conclusions  to  be  drawn  from  facts  pre- 
sented, whether  controverted  or  not;  Nolan  v.  Bridgeton  &  M.  Traction  Co.  74 
X.  J.  L.  563,  65  Atl.  992,  holding  jury  question  to  be  raised  as  to  negligence 
and  contributory  negligence  where  plaintiff  drove  into  hole  made  by  defendant 
fn  a  way  over  his  land,  which  plaintiff  was  using  by  invitation;  Hayward  v. 
North  Jersey  Street  R.  Co.  74  N.  J.  L.  684,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1066,  65  Atl.  737, 
holding  it  error  to  non-suit  when  facts  are  impossible  of  reconciliation;  Bennett 
V.  Busch,  75  N.  J.  L.  244,  67  Atl.  188,  holding  that  where  facts  stated  are  of 
doubtful  inference  a  question  is  raised  thereon  for  the  jury;  Daggett  v.  North 
Jersey  Street  R.  Co.  76  N.  J.  L.  634,  68  Atl.  179,  holding  that  in  case  of  debatable 
facts  a  question  is  raised  as  to  whether  the  jury  might  reasonably  conclude  that 
the  proofs  show  defendant  to  be  negligent;  Hummer  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co. 
75  N.  J.  L.  715,  67  Atl.  1061,  reversing  74  N.  J.  L.  199,  67  Atl.  1061,  hold- 
ing it  error  to  refuse  non-suit  where  plaintiff  fails  to  prove  facts  from  which 
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judge  could  say  that  negligence  could  be  reasonably  inferred;  Tittlebaxun  t. 
Progressive  Paper  Box  Co.  77  N.  J.  L.  599,  73  Atl.  600,  holding  the  determina- 
tion of  controverted  questions  of  fact  as  to  negligenoe  of  master  and  con- 
tributory negligence  of  servant  to  be  for  the  jury;  Spiking  v.  Consolidated  R. 
&  Power  Co.  33  Utah,  326,  93  Pac.  838,  holding  negligenoe  was  for  jury  where 
there  were  nmnerous  witnesses  of  the  striking  of  a  person  in  a  street  by  a  car. 
Rivlkt  to  operate  troUer  0yatem. 

Cited  in  State,  Kennelly,  Prosecutor,  v.  Jersey  City,  57  N.  J.  L.  294,  26  L.  R. 
A.  282,  30  Atl.  531,  holding  trolley  system  of  propelling  street  cars  within  public 
easement  over  city  streets. 
LtabllltF  of  master  for  latent   defects. 

Cited  in  Essex  County  Electric  Co.  v.  Kelly,  57  N.  J.  L.  101,  29  Atl.  427,  deny- 
ing liability  to  linemen  for  injuries  received  from  latent  defect  in  telephone 
pole. 

22  L.  R.  A.  379,  LOWE  v.  HARRIS,  112  N.  C.  472,  17  S.  E.  639. 

Second  appeal  in  121  N.  C.  287,  28  S.  E.  535. 
Parol  evidence  to  identify  land  or  complete  description. 

Cited  in  Hemphill  v.  Annis,  119  N.  C.  519,  26  8.  E.  152,  holding  parol  evidence 
inadmissible  to  identify  land  alleged  to  be  conveyed;  Casey  v.  Luken,  43  Ind. 
App.  683,  88  N.  E.  347,  on  meaning  of  "description"  in  rule  that  where  diserip- 
tion  is  indefinite,  the  real  estate  may  be  identified  by  parol. 

Distinguished  in  Harris  v.  Woodnrd,  130  N.  C.  581,  41  S.  E.  790,  holding  parol 
evidence  inadmissible  to  show  description  in  mortgage  void  for  indefiniteness  of 
description. 
Retroactive  effect  of  statute  extendlngr  term. 

Cited  in  Greer  v.  Asheville,  114  N.  C.  681,  19  S.  E.  635,  holding  incumbent's 
term  not  afifected  by  statute  extending  term  ot  office  of  city  marshal. 
Validity  and  effect  of  cnrative  statutes. 

Annotation  cited  in  Calderwood  v.  Jos.  Schlitz  Brewing  Co.  107  Minn.  473, 
121  N^  W.  221,  on  power  of  I^islature  to  legalize  unauthorized  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Board  of  Education  v.  State,  25  L.  R.  A.  770,  which  holds 
unconstitutional,  act  authorizing  board  of  education  to  levy  tax  to  pay  claim  for 
which  no  obligation  exists;  Kipp  v.  El  well,  33  L.  R.  A.  435,  which  holds  void, 
statute  for  enforcing  outlawed  judgment  for  taxes;  Barrett  v.  Barrett,  36  L.  H. 
A.  226,  which  sustains  power  to  cure  by  subsequent  statute  mistake  in  taking 
wife's  privy  examination  to  deed  before  husband's  acknowledgment;  Smoot  v. 
People's  Perpetual  Loan  &  BIdg.  Asso.  41  L.  R.  A.  589,  which  sustains  retroactive 
statute  relieving  from  usury  all  contracts  with  loan  associations;  Lindsay  ▼. 
United  States  Sav.  &  L.  Co.  42  L.  R.  A.  783..  which  denies  validity  of  statute 
attempting  to  legalize  such  transactions  with  loan  associations  as  have  been  held 
invalid  by  court;  Iowa  Sav.  &  Loan  Asso.  v.  Heidt,  43  L.  R.  A.  689,  which  sus- 
tains curative  statute  taking  away  defense  of  usury;  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Ballou, 
44  L.  R.  A.  306,  which  holds  statute  curing  defects  in  acknowledgment  of  deed 
of  trust  does  not  give  it  priority  over  previous  judgment  lien. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1083)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  curing 
defective  acknowledgments  of  conveyances. 

Distinguished   in  Barnes   v.  Muttnomah  County,   145   Fed.  700,  holding  that 
legislature  has  power  to  cure  by  retrospective  legislation  a  deed  defective  be- 
cause personal  seal  of  grantor  had  been  omitted. 
Operative  effect  of  statute  after  repeal. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rosenplanter  v.  Provident  Sav.  Loan  Assur.  Soo.  46  L.  H. 
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A.  473,  which  holds  statute  requiring  notice  of  premium  as  condition  of  forfeit- 
ing policy  for  nonpayment  inoperative  after  repeal. 
Prospective  Mtatutes. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Schull,  163  N.  C.  521,  69  S.  £.  498,  to  the  point  that  statute 
providing  for  notice  by  purchaser  at  tax  sale  to  person  in  possession  must  be 
construed  as  prospective  in  operation,  unless  contrary  is  clearly  expressed. 

22  L.  R.  A.  390,  MINNEAPOLIS,  ST.  P.  &  S.  STE.  M.  R.  CO.  v.  HOME  INS.  CO. 

66  Minn.  236,  66  N.  W.  816. 
Insurer's  llnbllltr  to  carrier  for  loss. 

Cited  in  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Sie.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  64  Minn.  62, 
66  N.  W.  132,  affirming  carrier's  recovery  under  policy  covering  grain  awaiting 
transportation,  and  lost  through  negligence  of  carrier's  servants;  Minneapolis, 
St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  62  Minn.  317,  64  N.  W.  902,  re- 
fusing to  consider  question  of  "continuing  insurance"  as  covering  grain  in  transit, 
because  not  urged  in  brief. 
Insurer's  rlsl^t  of  subrogratlon. 

Cited  in  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  71  Minn.  299, 
74  N.  W.  140,  holding  one  company  insuring  carrier's  liability  to  shippers  not 
entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  carrier's  rights  against  others  insuring  grain  await- 
ing transportation. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  fvrltten  Instrument. 

Cited  in  Lawton  v.  St.  Paul  Permanent  Loan  Co.  66  Minn.  356,  57  N.  W.  106 K 
holding  parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  show  contract  to  be  mere  receipt; 
Johnston  v.  Charles  Abresch  Co.  123  Wis.  137,  68  L.R.A.  938,  107  Am.  St.  Rep, 
995,  101  N.  W.  395,  holding  that  where  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  party  to  the 
policy  at  its  inception,  after  loss  and  notice,  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to 
show  that  the  policies  do  not  embody  the  agreement  actually  made. 
Bills    of    Indlaflr    as    final    receipts. 

Cited  in  Southard  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &.  S.  Ste.  M.  R,  Co.  60  Minn.  392,  62  N. 
W.  619,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  as  to  effect  of  bills  of  lading  an 
final  receipts  for  transportation  of  freight  over  connecting  lines. 

22  L.  K  A.  393,  SMITH  v.  McDOWELL,  148  111.  51,  35  N.  E.  141. 
Exception   to   InsnfHcIency   of  Ansiver. 

Cited  in  Farrand  v.  Long,  184  111.  104,  56  N.  E.  313,  holding  that  exceptions 
for  insufficiency  of  unsworn  answers  may  be  filed;  Pearson  v.  Treadwell,  179 
Mass.  468,  61  N.  E.  44,  holding  answers  under  chancery  rules  to  be  treated  as 
pleadings,  and  not  objectionable  for  insufficiency. 

Exercise  of  municipal  poivers. 

Cited  in  Hotel  ling  v.  Chicago,  66  111  App.  292,  upholding  city's  power  to  license 
second-hand  stores. 
— —  Relating   to   streets. 

Cited  in  John  Anisffeld  Co.  v.  Edward  B.  Grossman  &  Co.  98  HI.  App.  187, 
declaring  void,  ordinance  allowing  private  company  to  construct  bay  window  ovei* 
walk;  Heineclr  v.  Grosse,  99  111.  App.  443,  holding  lease  from  city  of  portion 
of  street  for  stands  invalid;  Mt.  Carmel  v.  Shaw,  52  111.  App.  434,  holding  city 
without  plenaiy  power  to  remove  shade  trees  along  street;  Freeport  Water  Co. 
y.  Freeport  City,  180  U.  S.  698,  46  L.  ed.  688,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  493,  upholding 
city's  power  to  contract  for  water  at  rate  fixed  by  ordinance;  Winnetka  v.  Chi- 
cago &.  M.  Electric  R.  Co.  107  HI.  App.  125,  holding  that  use  of  street  cannot  bo 
granted  by  city  to  street  railway  company  if  access  to  abutting  property  is  there- 
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by  cut  off;  Guttery  v.  Glenn,  201  111.  291,  65  N.  E.  305,  denying  right  to  enjoin 
city  from  closing  street  on  ground  of  nuisance,  where  owner's  access  to  his  prop- 
erty not  cut  off,  but  only  rendered  inconvenient;  McWcthy  ▼.  Aurora  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Go.  202  111.  227,  07  N.  E.  9,  sustaining  right  of  city  to  authorize 
erection  of  electric  light  poles  and  wires  in  street  of  which  it  owns  fee;   Field 
V.  Barling,  149  111.  566,  24  L.  R.  A.  409,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  311,  37  N.  £.  850,  deny- 
ing city's  power  to  grant  right  to  construct  bridge  across  public  alley,  cuttin*^ 
off  light  and  air;  Chicago  v.  Collins,  175  111.  457,  49  L.  R.  A.  412,  67  Am.  St.  Rep. 
224,  51   N.  E.  907,  declaring  illegal,  ordinance  taxing  private  vehicles;    Cioero 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Cicero,  176  111.  24,  42  L.  R.  A.  703,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  165,  61  N.  E. 
758,  sustaining  city's  power  to  appropriate  certain  streets  for  pleasure  driveway> 
only;  McGann  v.  People,  194  111.  539,  62  N.  £.  941,  denying  city's  power  to  pass 
ordinance  granting  right  to  lay  tracks  in  streets,  without  petition  of  abutters; 
Corcoran  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  N.  R.  Co.  149  111.  296,  37  N.  £.  68,  declaring  ordinance 
void  which  authorizes  widening  of  street  for  railroad  purposes;   Pennsylvania 
Co.  V.  Chicago,  181  III.  307,  53  L.  R.  A.  229,  54  N.  E.  825  (dissenting  opinion!. 
majority  sustaining  city's   right  to  establish  hack  stands  in  front  of  depots; 
Highway  Comrs.  v.  Drainage  Comrs.  162   III.  App.   161,  holding  that  oonunis- 
sioners  of  highways  are  authorized  to  institute  suit  to  prevent  irreparable  in- 
jury to  highways,  without  authority  from  town;  Conover  v.  Gatton,  251  111.  594. 
96  N.  E.  522    (dissenting  opinion),  on   power  of  court  of  chancery  to  enjoin 
highway  commissioners  from  closing  street  contrary  to  law;   Chicago,  R.  I.  &. 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  People,  222  111.  435,  78  N.  E.  790,  affirming  120  111.  App.  312,  hold- 
ing that  city  has  no  power  to  grant  railway  right  to  use  street  for  its  trackp 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  public;  State  ex  rel.  Schade  Brewing  Co.  v.  Superior  Ct. 
62  Wash.  Ill,  113  Pac.  576,  holding  that  franchise  to  railroad  to  occupy  part 
of  street  to  exclusion  of  public,  cannot  be  upheld  and  its  power  to  vacate  street, 
when  it  was  not  exercised  in  prescribed  manner;   Cliicago  &  S.  Traction  Co.  v. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  246  111.  154,  92  N.  E.  583,  holding  that  control  of  municipality 
over  streets  is  not  exclusive,  but  is  subject  to  paramount  power  of  the  state; 
Goodfellow  Tire  Co.  v.  Parks  &  Boulevards  Comr.   (Goodfellow  Tire  Co.  v.  Hurl- 
but)    163  Mich.  264,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1077,  128  N.  W.  410,  holding  that  under 
statute  empowering  commissioners  to  make  rules  for  use  of  boulevard,  and  pro- 
viding that  no  connections  therewith  shall  be  allowed  without  permit,  does  not 
authorize  refusal  of  permit  to  abutting  owner;  DeLand  v.  Dixon  Power  &  L.  Co. 
225  111.  217,  80  N.  E.  125,  holding  void  vacation  of  street  by  council  where  the 
petition    shows    that    it   was    for    the   benefit   of    private   parties;    Chicago   v. 
Verdon,  119  111.  App.  496,  holding  that  the  city  has  no  power  to  grant  exclusive 
right  to  the  use  of  any  part  of  its  streets  for  private  purposes;  Peace  v.  McAdoo, 
110  App.  Div.  15,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  1039,  holding  invalid  rule  of  police  commis- 
sioners which  prohibited  the  use  of  vehicles  in  parts  of  certain  streets;  People 
ex  rel.  Friend  v.  Wieboldt,  233  111.  577,  84  N.  E.  646,  holding  valid  the  vacation 
of  an  alley  though  the  ownership  thereby  passed  to  an  adjoining  owner;  F.  8. 
Webster  Co.  v.  Frank,  1  111.  C.  C.  534,  holding  that  city  may  authoriae  awn- 
ings extending  out  over  sidewalks;   Henderson  v.  Lexington,   132  Ky.  407,  22 
L.R^.(N.S.)   36,  111  S.  W.  318,  holding  valid  action  of  city  council  in  dosing 
an  alley,  where  record  shows  that  it  was  done  in  the  interest  of  the  publio,  and 
no  evidence  shows  any  other  motive;  Fifth  Ave.  Coach  Co.  v.  New  York  City, 
58  Misc.  427,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  759,  holding  valid  ordinance  prohibiting  adver- 
tising vans,  trucks  or  wagons  in  the  streets;   Harders'  Fire  Proof  Storage  & 
Van  Co.  y.  Chicago,  235  111.  77,  85  N.  £.  245,  14  Ann.  "Gas.  536,  on  control  of 
legislature  over  public  streets;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Abies,  153  Ala.  536,  45  So. 
234;  Healy  v.  Deering,  231  111.  429,  121  Am.  St.  Rep.  331,  88  N.  E.  226;  Laurel 
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^.  RoireU,  84  Miss.  440,  36  So.  543, — on  municipal  corporation  as  haying  no 
power  to  close  a  street  for  the  benefit  of  private  parties;  Canton  v.  Torrance, 
151  111.  App.  132,  on  permission  to  construct  coal-hole  in  sidewalk  as  being  a 
license  only  to  construct  and  maintain  it  in  a  safe  manner. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Van  Witsen  v.  Gutman,  24  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  denies 
right  to  take  away  for  private  use,  abutter's  easement  in  public  alley  by  ordi- 
xiance  closing  street;  Lockwood  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  516,  which  denies 
<city*8  power  to  authorize  steam  railroad  in  narrow  highway  devoted  to  whole- 
-sale  business;  Snyder  v.  Mt.  Pulaski,  44  L.  R.  A.  407,  which  holds  permission  to 
use  well  in  city  street,  mere  license  revocable  at  city's  pleasure;  Perry  v. 
Castner,  66  L.R.A.  160,  which  denies  right  of  abutting  owner  even  with  city's 
<*onsent  to  construct  area  to  reach  basement  on  sidewalk  so  that  approach  to 
And  from  it  is  in  front  of  neighbor's  property. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.  R.  A.  824)  on  discontinuance  or  vacation  of  highway  by 
a,cts  of  public  authorities;  (39  L.  R.  A.  663)  on  municipal  power  over  nuisances 
affecting  highways  and  waters;  (16  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1039)  on  right  of  abutter  to 
>change  conditions  in  surface  of  street  or  highway;  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  532)  on 
-power  of  municipality  as  against  abutting  owner  to  devote  street  or  portion 
thereof  to  private  purposes;  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  926)  on  power  of  municipality 
in  absence  of  express  authority  to  grant  street  franchises;  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1036)  on  municipal  power  to  require  removal  of  vaults  in  street;  (125  Am.  St. 
Rep.  348)  on  grant  by  city  of  right  to  use  streets  and  sidewalks  for  private 
purpose. 

Distinguished  in  Mt.  Carmel  v.  Shaw,  155  111.  41,  27  L.  R.  A.  582,  46  Am.  St. 
Rep.  311,  39  N.  E.  584,  holding  that  city  may  vacate  strips  on  sides  of  street 
when  street  too  wide;  Pence  v.  Bryant,  54  W.  Va.  271,  46  S.  E.  275,  on  power 
of  city  council  to  vacate  part  of  the  width  of  a  street  where  public  interest  so 
demands. 

Disapproved  in  Perry  v.  Castner,  124  Iowa,  392,  66  L.R.A.  163,  100  N.  W. 
84,  2  Ann.  Cas.  363,  on  power  of  city  to  authorize  private  party  to  use  part 
of  street  for  cellar  way. 
Use   of   pleasure   drive   by   heavy   'wagrons. 

Cited  in  Cicero  Lumber  Co.  v.  Cicero,  176  111.  29,  42  L.  R.  A.  706,  68  Am.  St. 
Rep.   155,  51  N.  £.  758,  holding  that  company  may  enjoin  prosecution  of  its 
teamsters  for  using  pleasure  driveway  when  other  street  impassable. 
Nuisance  In  street. 

Cited  in  McGormick  v.  South  Park,  150  111.  529,  37  N.  E.  1075,  sustaining 
power  of  park  commissioners  to  prevent  construction  of  balcony  over  street;  Mc- 
Cormick  v.  South  Park,  150  111.  630,  37  N.  E.  1075,  raising,  without  deciding, 
-question  whether  construction  of  balcony  would  constitute  nuisance;  Richmond 
T.  Smith,  101  Va.  168,  43  S.  E.  345,  holding  platform  64  feet  long,  12  feet  wide, 
€  feet  high,  erected  in  street,  with  permission  to  maintain  it  for  twelve  days,  and 
to  which  large  crowds  are  attracted,  per  se  a  nuisance;  People  c»  rel.  Kocourek 
V.  Chicago,  193  111.  558,  62  N.  £.  187  (dissenting  opinion),  and  People  ew  re!. 
Kooourek  v.  Chicago,  193  111.  527,  58  L.  R.  A.  860,  62  N.  E.  179  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  in  each  case  holding  that  supreme  court  will  refuse  to  compel 
refnoval  of  bridge  arcoss  public  alley,  as  unlawful  obstruction ;  People  ex  rel  v. 
Beardsley  v.  Rock  Island,  215  111.  496,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  179,  74  N.  E.  437,  on 
sufficiency  of  street  remaining  as  a  circumstance  affecting  question  of  ob- 
struction; John  A.  Tolman  &  Co.  v.  Chicago,  145  111.- App.  240,  on  unauthorized 
permanent  obstruction  of  highway  as  being  a  nuisance  per  se. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  Costello  v.  State,  35  L.  R.  A.  303,  which  holds  pemument 
appropriation  of  part  of  sidewalk  for  fruit  stand  indictable  nuisanoe. 

Cited  in  note  (69  Am.  St.  Rep.  273,  275)  on  what  are  purprestares. 
— —  Remedir. 

Cited  in  David  M.  Swain  &  Son  v.  Chicago,  252  111.  626,  38  L.RJl(N.S.)  768, 
97  N.  E.  247,  holding  that  owner  of  steamboat  line  upon  navigable  river  ha«  no 
injury  distinct  from  public,  which  will  enable  him  to  maintain  action  because 
bridge  prevents  steamers  from  passing;  Walls  v.  Smith,  167  Ala,  146,  140  Am. 
St.  Rep.  24,  52  So.  320,  holding  that  unless  individual  suffers  injury  peculiar 
to  himself  and  different  from  that  suffered  by  public,  he  cannot  maintain  action 
for  obstructing  highway;  Roloson  v.  Barnett,  243  111.  134,  90  N.  E.  228,  holding 
that  injunction  will  not  lie  to  prevent  obstruction  of  unusued  portion  of  high- 
way until  remedy  at  law  has  been  exhausted;  Cordatos  v.  Chicago,  129  IlL  App. 
475,  holding  that  injunction  will  not  lie  to  prevent  city  from  compelling  the 
removal  of  street  stands;  Council  Grove  Twp.  v.  Bowman,  76  Kan.  567,  95  Pae. 
550,  holding  injunction  proper  to  prevent  permanent  obstruction  of  highway; 
State  ex  rel.  Detienne  v.  Vandalia,  119  Mo.  App.  418,  94  S.  W.  1009,  holding 
that  the  state  may  maintain  suit  to  compel  removal  of  obstruction  in  street  by 
private  building  though  it  is  there  by  permission  of  the  city  authorities;   State 
V.  Franklin,  133  Mo.  App.  492,  113  S.  W.  652,  holding  that  the  state  may  main- 
tain a  suit  in  equity  against  a  private  person  to  compel  him  to  remove  an  ob- 
struction from  a  public  highway. 

Cited  in  notes    (7  L.R.A.(N.S.)   72)   on  injunctive  relief  against  obstruction 
of  highways  by  fences  or  gates;    (69  Am.  St.  Rep.  276,  279,  280)   on  remedies 
for  abatement  of  purprestures ;    (19  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  305)   as  to  when  injunction 
against  nuisance  will  be  granted. 
Injnnctfon  aff*inst  abuse  of  corporate  prlTllearea. 

Cited  in  Columbian  Athletic  Club  v.  State,  143  Ind.  106,  28  L.  R.  A.  730,  52  Am. 
St.  Rep.  407,  40  N.  E.  914,  sustaining  injunction  restraining  abuse  of  corporate 
privilege  by  conducting  prize  fights. 
Validity  of  ordinance*. 

Cited  in  Amboy  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  236  111.  241,  86  N.  E.  238,  holding  inad- 
missible parol  evidence  as  to  motive  of  council  in  passing  an  ordinance;  Chicago 
V.  Gunning  System,  114  IlL  App.  383,  on  purpose  of  an  ordinance  as  affecting 
its   validity. 

22  L.  R.  A.  398,  VIGO  COUNTY  v.  STOUT,  136  Ind.  53,  35  N.  E.  683. 

Courts'  anthorltr   to   provide   places   and   equipment    for   their   business* 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Tippecanoe  County  v.  Flynn,  161  Ind.  561,  69  N.  E.  159, 
sustaining  court's  power  to  employ  court  clerk  to  prepare  hand  bar  dockets  for 
convenience  of  courts  and  members  of  bar,  and  to  allow  him  reasonable  compensa- 
tion therefor;  State  ex  rel.  Kitzmeyer  v.  Davis,  26  Nev.  380,  68  Pac.  689,  sus- 
taining court's  power  to  provide  and  furnish  courtroom  at  expense  of  state: 
Stevenson  v.  Milwaukee  County,  140  Wis.  18,  121  N.  W.  654,  17  Ann.  Cas.  901, 
holding  that  circuit  court  has  power  to  appoint  attendants  as  neoesaary  to  the 
performance  of  its  duties ;  Ex  parte  Brown,  166  Ind.  603,  78  N.  E.'  553,  holding 
that  the  court  has  inherent  power  to  consider  and  pass  upon  questions  relating 
to  the  duties  of  the  clerk  as  to  its  records  and  papers;  Schmelzel  v.  Ada  County, 
36  Idaho,  35,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  201,  300  Pac.  106,  17  Ann.  Cas.  1226,  holding 
that  bills  for  shaving  and  hair  cutting  of  jurors  are  not  necessary  expenses  of 
holding  court;  Elkhart  County  v.  Albright,  168  Ind.  577,  81  N.  E.  578,  on  in- 
lierent  power  of  courts  to  provide  such  things  as  are  necessary  in  carrying  on 
their  duties. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  White  County  v.  Gwin,  22  L.  R.  A.  402,  which  holds 
jiircuit  court  not  empowered  practically  to  reconstruct  courthouse;  Dahnke  v. 
People,  39  L.  R.  A.  197,  which  denies  county  board's  power  to  assign  rooms  in 
courthouse  to  different  judges  of  courts  of  record,  aB  such  power  rests  with  the 
judges. 
Interference  ^vith  and   credit  dne  otber  courts. 

Cited  in  Scott  v.  Runner,  146  Ind.  13,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  345,  44  N.  E.  755,  deny- 
ing right  to  enjoin  process  of  court  of  equal  jurisdiction;  Bruce  v.  Osgood,  154 
Ind.  379,  56  N.  E.  25,  holding  it  duty  of  court  to  give  full  faith  to  judgment  of 
court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction. 

22  L.  R.  A.  402,  WHITE  COUNTY  v.  GWIN,  136  Ind.  562,  36  N.  E.  237. 
Exercise   of   Judlclnl   povrers. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Tippecanoe  County  v.  Flynn,  161  Ind.  661,  69  N.  E.  159, 
sustaining  court's  power  to  employ  court  clerk  to  prepare  hand  bar  dockets  for 
convenience  of  courts  and  members  of  bar,  and  to  allow  him  reasonable  compen- 
sation therefor;  State  ex  rel.  Kitznieyer  v.  Davis,  26  Nev.  380,  68  Pac.  689,  sus- 
taining court's  power  to  provide  and  furnish  courtroom  at  expense  of  state; 
Sturdevant  v.  Luzerne  County,  13  Pa.  Dist.  R.  76,  11  Kulp,  191,  holding  that 
court  had  power  to  order .  necessary  heating  and  ventilating  apparatus  for  the 
court  room;  State  ex  rel.  Young  v.  Brill,  100  Minn.  514,  111  N.  W.  639,  10  Ann, 
Cas.  425,  on  power  of  court  to  provide  quarters  for  holding  court;  Elkhart 
County  v.  Albright,  168  Ind.  573,  81  N.  E.  578,  holding  that  legislature  has 
power  to  define  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  courts;  State  ex  rel.  Gubbins  v. 
Anson,  132  Wis.  476,  112  N.  W.  475,  on  inherent  power  of  courts  to  appoint 
necessarv  assistants. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Dahnke  v.  People,  39  L.  R.  A.  197,  which  denies  county 
board's  power  to  assign  rooms  in  courthouse  to  different  judges  of  courts  of 
record,  as  such  power  rests  with  the  judges;  Re  Da  vies,  56  L.  R.  A.  855,  which 
holds  supreme  court  justice  may  be  empowered  to  appoint  referee  to  take  testi- 
mony to  aid  in  suppressing  monopoly. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.  R.  A.  399)  on  power  of  courts  to  provide  necessary  places 
and  equipment  for  their  business. 

Distinguished  in  Indianapolis  v.  State,  172  Ind.  476,  88  N.  E.  687,  holding 
valid  statute  providing  for  appointment  of  appraisers,  by  the  court,  in  contro- 
versies as  to  street  assessments,  whose  decision  shall  be  final. 
— »  Of  nonjudicial  pofrers. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  White  v.  Barker,  116  Iowa,  110,  57  L.  R.  A.  262,  93  Am. 
St.  Rep.  222,  89  N.  W.  204,  declaring  void,  statute  authorizing  judges  to  ap- 
point managers  of  municipal  water  system. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Norwalk  Street  R.  Co.'s  Appeal,  39  L.  R.  A.  794,  which 
holds  approval  and  adoption  or  modification  of  plan  for  street  railway  not  judi- 
cial power;  Stete  ex  rel.  Godard  v.  Johnson,  49  L.  R.  A.  662,  which  holds  void, 
statute  creating  court  of  visitetion  empowered  to  regulate  operation  of  railroads ; 
Zanesville  v.  Zanesville  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  150,  which  sustains  stat- 
ute empowering  probate  court  te  direct  mode  of  constructing  telegraph  or  tele- 
phone line  in  street. 

Distinguished  in  Moreau  v.  Monmouth  County,  68  N.  J.  L.  481,  53  Atl.  208, 
holding  statute  imposing  upon  judge  responsibility  of  expending  public  money 
to  construct  or  lease  building  for  courthouse,  void;  State  ex  rel.  Young  v.  Brill, 
100  Minn.  620,  111  N.  W.  639,  10  Ann.  Cas.  425,  holding  that  the  legislature 
cannot  confer  upon  district  judges  the  power  to  appoint  members  of  the  city 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 62. 
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board  of  control ;  Re  County  Comrs.  22  Okla.  447,  98  Pac.  557,  holding  that  the 
legislature  cannot  delegate  to  the  courts,  power  to  fix  the  length  of  term  of 
an  officer. 
Place   at    -frhlcb   court    max  act* 

Cited  in  Woods  v.  McCay,  144  Ind.  319,  33  L.  R.  A.  98,  43  N.  E.  269,  sustaininp 
statute  establishing  court,  to  be  held  at  place  other  than  county  seat;  Selleek  v. 
Janesville,  100  Wis.  161,  41  L.  R.  A.  666,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  906,  76  N.  W.  975, 
which  denies  that  taking  testimony  at  plaintiff's  house  in  presence  of  court  and 
jury  deprives  court  of  jurisdiction;  Bell  v.  Jarvis,  98  Minn.  112,  107  N.  W. 
547,  8  Ann.  Cas.  938,  holding  that  district  courts  must  hold  their  sessions  at  the 
county  seat  unless  otherwise  authorized  by  statute  or  by  consent  of  the  parties; 
Re  Steele,  161  Fed.  892,  holding  that  judge  holding  court  in  one  district  has  no 
power  to  make  orders  in  bankruptcy  proceedings  in  another  district. 
HThat  constltntes  a  <<conrt." 

Cited  in  Marsden  v.  Harlocker,  48  Or.  97,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  786,  85  Pac.  328, 
holding  that  "a  court"  means  the  judges  officially   assembled  at  a  time  and 
place  prescribed  by  law. 
Transaction    of   bniiineHH    In    Jndflre's   abaence. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Finnell,  185  U.  S.  248,  46  L.  ed.  895,  22  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  633 (    dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  certain  business  may  be 
transacted  in  district  and  circuit  courts  in  absence  of  judge. 
^Indlclal  notice  of  location  of  county  seat. 

Cited  in  Mode  v.  Beasley,   143  Ind.  323,  42  N.  E.  727,  holding  that  courts 
take  judicial  notice  of  location  of  county  seats. 
Place  of  performance  aa  deternftlnluflr  po-vrer  to  act. 

Cited  in  note   (33  L.  R.  A.  90)   on  power  of  officials  to  act  as  determined  by 
place  of  performance. 
Injunction   aiyalnst   void  JadgrntentM. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.  R.  A.  200)  on  injunctions  against  judgments  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  or  which  are  void. 
Pomrer  of  county  oommlMdoners  aa  to  court  Iioubc. 

Cited  in  Upton  v.  Strommer,  101  Minn.  99,  111  N.  W.  956,  holding  commis- 
sioners authorized  to  incur  necessary  expense  in  repairing  court  house,  though 
in  excess  of  statutory  limitation  upon  amount  of  tax  levy;  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel. 
Oibson  V.  Montcalm  County,  141  Mich.  598,  104  N.  W.  792,  holding  that  rebuild- 
ing a  courthouse  destroyed  by  fire  required  two- thirds  vote  of  the  supervisors 
the  same  as  for  the  erection  of  a  new  building. 

Po^vers  of  county  commlssloneni  as  to  street  arrades. 

Cited  in  Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Mankey,  29  Ind.  App.  57,  63  N.  E.  864,  denying 
authority  of  board  of  county  commissioners  to  cut  grade  in  one  place  to  obtain 
material  for  another. 
Judsrment  as  to  one  not  a  party. 

Followed  in  Price  v.  Gwin>  144  Ind.  106,  43  N.  B.  6,  holding  judgment  not 
binding  on  one  not  a  party. 

Cited  in  note  (105  Am.  St.  Rep.  215)   on  who  are  bound  by  judgment  for  or 
against  municipality  or  other  governmental  body  or  its  officers. 
Issue  of  bonds  In  excess  of  valuation. 

Cited  in  Switzerland  County  v.  Reeves,  148  Ind.  475,  46  N.  E.  995,  holding 
bonds  issued  in  excess  of  valuation  for.  payment  of  free  gravel  roads  not  within 
constitutional  limitation  of  indebtedness. 
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Inanrance    pollelea    not    taxAble. 

Cited  in  State  Tax  Comrs.  v.  Holliday,  160  Ind.  231,  42  L.  R.  A.  833,  49  N.  E. 
14,  holding  exempt  from  taxation,  certain  insurance  policies  not  provided  for  by 
statute. 
Relief  in  equity  aaralnst  J adarmentM. 

Cited  in  note   (54  Am.  St.  Rep.  250)    on  relief  in  equity  against  judgments 
«nd  other  judicial  determinations. 

22  L.  R.  A.  415,  RAMSEY  &  G.  MFG.  CO.  ▼.  KELSEA,  55  N.  J.  L.  320,  26 

Atl.  907. 
*rra n«fer  of  title  by  delivery. 

Cited  in  Brigham  t.  Hibbard,  28  Or.  388,  43  Pac.  388,  holding  actual  accept- 
Jince  not  essential  to  complete  sale  of  shoes  delivered  pursuant  to  contract; 
Com.  V.  Weinstein,  11  Del.  Co.  Rep.  11,  holding  that  question  of  where  sale  is 
made  is  for  jury  where  liquor  dealer  solicited  orders  outside  county,  and  de- 
livered liquor  to  customers  at  residence  and  collected  price. 
—  To    carrier. 

Cited  in  Ramish  v.  Kirschbraun,  107  Cal.  661,  40  Pac.  1045,  holding  title  to 
•eggs  not  transferred  before  delivery  of  bill  of  lading  made  to  vendor,  as  con- 
signee, and  indorsed  to  vendee;  Congdon  v.  Kendall,  53  Neb.  285,  73  N.  W.  659, 
holding  that  delivery  of  machinery  on  board  cars  according  to  contract  con- 
stitutes delivery  within  mechanic's  lien  law;  Massman  v.  Steiger,  79  N.  J.  L. 
44G,  75  Atl.  746,  to  the  point  that  upon  delivery  of  goods  sold,  to  carrier  for 
purpose  of  shipment  to  purchaser,  title  passes  and  seller  is  entitled  to  recover 
contract  price;  Pittsburgh  &  I.  Coal  Co.  v.  Hostler  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  147  111.  App. 
■389,  holding  that  delivery  of  goods  to  carrier  to  be  shipped  to  purchaser  is  de- 
livery to  purchaser  and  passes  title  subject  to  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu; 
Heert  v.  Ridenour-Raymond  Grocer  Co.  48  Colo.  46,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  259, 
108  Pac.  968,  holding  that  delivery  of  goods  to  carrier  is  delivery  to  pur- 
chaser, where  goods  are  ordered  from  merchant  to  be  shipped  under  no  special 
agreement  or  directions;  State  v.  J.  W.  Kelly  &  Co.  123  Tenn.  564,  36  L.R.A. 
<X.S.)  173,  133  S.  W.  1011,  holding  that  sale  in  response  to  mail  order  is  com- 
pleted, at  time  goods  are  delivered  to  carrier  for  transportation  to  purchaser; 
Pittsburgh  &  Ind.  Coal  Co.  v.  Hostler  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  147  111.  App.  389,  hold- 
in<r  that  delivery  to  carrier  is  delivery  to  purchaser  and  passes  title  to  him, 
iilso  specially  citing  annotation  on  this  point;  Keller  v.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  ~,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  493,  87  S.  W.  669,  holding  on  the  turning  over  of  goods 
by  the  vendor  to  the  carrier  for  carriage  to  the  vendee  the  sale  of  the  goods 
is  complete  and  title  passes  to  the  vendee. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Flanagan,  22  L.  R.  A.  430,  which  holds  express 
package  of  whiskey  marked  C.  O.  D.  sold  in  county  of  delivery  to  carrier;  A.  J. 
^eimeyer  Lumber  Co.  v.  Burlington  &  M.  River  R.  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  534,  which 
holds  vendor's  title  devested  by  delivery  to  carrier,  consigned  to  vendee; 
Hopkins  v.  Cowen,  47  L.  R.  A.  124,  which  holds  title  to  goods  not  passed  by 
•consignment  to  consignor's  order,  where  bill  of  lading  with  draft  attached  re- 
quires its  surrender  to  obtain  delivery  of  goods;  White  v.  Solomon,  30  L.  R.  A. 
537,  which  holds  that  refusal  to  accept  article  which  one  has  agreed,  in  con- 
sideration of  delivery  to  carrier,  to  pay  for  in  instalments,  does  not  relieve 
him  from  liability  to  pay  whole  amount;  Kentucky  Ref.  Co.  v.  Globe  Ref.  Co. 
42  L.  R.  A.  353,  which  holds  title  to  property  not  changed  where  one  consigns 
property  to  his  own  order,  with  directions  to  notify  purchaser,  and  sends  draft 
with  bill  of  lading  attached  requiring  payment  before  delivery  of  bill  of  lading; 
ispence  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  578,  which  upholds  shipper's  right  to 
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maintain  action  on  case  against  carrier  for  injury  to  goods  shipped  subject  to 
payment  of  draft  against  bill  of  lading,  as  delivery  to  carrier  did  not  devest 
shipper  of  title. 

Cited  in  notes   (19  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   261)   on  loss  of,  or  injury  to,  goods  during 
shipment  as  affecting  fulfilment  of  commission  to  purchase;    (32  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
313)  on  what  constitutes  delivery  of  freight  to  carrier;    (34  L.R.A.(N.S.)   293) 
on  indorsing  to  purchaser  bill  of  lading,  naming  seller  as  consignee,  as  passing 
title. 

Distinguished  in  Price  v.  Engelke,  68  N.  J.  L.  570,  53  Atl.  698  holding  delivery 
of  jewelry  alone  to  carrier  not  good  delivery  under  contract  containing  words 
"show-case  and  jewelry  delivered  to  purchaser  when  delivered  to  carrier/" 
Carrier  mm  ugent   to  accept. 

Distinguished  in  Salomon  v.  King,  63  N.  J.  L.  42,  42  Atl.  745,  denying  that 
vendee^s  request  to  deliver  goods  to  carrier  makes  company  agent  to  accept. 
litabtllty  of  carrier  for  tranaportins  Itaaoni. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Cairns,  58  L.  R.  A.  55^  which  denies  guilt  of 
express  company's  agent  delivering  to  consignee  goods  sent  C.  O.  D.,  witb 
reason  to  believe  they  are  liquors. 

Cited  in  note    (46  L.  R.  A.  418)    on  carrier's  liability  for  transporting  in- 
toxicating liquors. 
Rlarbt  of  const arnee  to  «ae  carriers. 

Cited  in  notes  ( 26  L.R.A.  ( N.S. )  437 )  on  right  of  one  to  whom  goods  consigiMMi 
for  sale,  to  maintain  action  for  damage  or  loss  during  transit;  (36  LJI.A. 
(N.S.)  68)  on  right  of  consignee  to  sue  carrier. 

22  L.  R.  A.  430,  STATE  v.  FLANAGAN,  38  W.  Va.  53,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  836. 

17  S.  E.  792. 
Completloa  of  contract  for  «a1e  of  lianora. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Wheat,  48  W.  Va.  261,  37  S.  E.  544,  holding  liquor  dealer 
not  criminally  liable  for  mailing  circulars  soliciting  orders,  addressed  to  per- 
sons in  another  county;  United  States  v.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  119  Fed.  244;  Munsell 
v.  Carthage,  105  111.  App.  122;  Carthage  v.  Duvall,  202  111.  238,  66  N.  E.  1099.— 
holding  that  delivery  of  liquor  to  carrier,  to  be  shipped  C.  O.  D.,  vests  title 
in  vendee;  United  States  v,  Orene  Parker  Co.  121  Fed.  699,  holding  that  title 
to  liquors  passes  upon  delivery  to  carrier,  where  vendor  accepts  order  for  goods 
at  his  place  of  business  to  be  transported  to  vendee  at  another  place:  Jones  v. 
United  States,  24  L.R.A. (N.S.)  145,  95  C.  C.  A.  213,  170  Fed.  3;  State  v.  Rosen- 
berger,  212  Mo.  665,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  288,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  680,  111  S.  W.  609,— 
holding  that  where  liquors  are  ordered  and  shipped  C.  O.  D.  the  place  of  ship- 
ment is  the  place  of  sale  unless  otherwise  agreed ;  State  v.  Davis,  62  W.  Va.  502, 
14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1144,  60  S.  E.  584,  holding  that  sale  was  made  at  defendant's 
place  of  business,  where  liquor  was  ordered  over  telephone,  was  delivered  and 
paid  for  upon  such  delivery;  State  v.  Marks,  66  W.  Va.  528,  64  S.  E.  616,  hold- 
ing that  one  soliciting  orders  for  dealer  licensed  in  another  county,  orders  to 
be  filled  by  the  principal  and  shipped  C.  O.  D.  from  his  place  of  business,  is 
not  guilty  of  violation  of  local  option  law  where"  orders  are  taken:  State  v. 
Johnson,  62  W.  Va.  157,  11  L.R.A. (N.S.)  872,  58  S.  E.  1025  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), on  legal  test  as  to  what  constitutes  a  sale;  Keller  v.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  — ,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  494,  87  S.  W.  669,  holding  title  passes  to  buyer  on  de- 
livery to  carrier  to  be  transported  to  buyer. 

Cited  in  note  (2  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   383)   as  to  where  title  passes  upon  shipment  of 
liquor  C.  O.  D. 
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C«npier'«   liability   for   trftnaportliijr  llqnomi. 

Cited  in  State  v.  GairnB,  64  Kan.  787,  58  L.  R.  A.  57,  footnote  p.  55,  68  Pac. 
^21,  denying  guilt  of  express  agent  delivering  to  consignee  goods  sent  C.  O.  D^ 
knowing  same  to  be  liquors. 

22  L.  R.  A.  432,  TRIPPE  t.  PROVIDENT  FUND  SOC.  140  N.  Y,  23,  55  N.  Y. 

S.  R.  380,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  529,  35  N.  E.  316. 
Si*ailiire  to  irlv«  notice  am  affectlna:  laannuiee  policy. 

Cited  in  Ewing  v.  Commercial  Travelers'  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  65  App.  Div.  243, 
^6  N.  Y.  Supp.  1056,  holding  that  delay  in  chemical  analysis  excuses  service  of 
""immediate  notice,"  with  particulars  of  death;  Matthews  v.  American  Cent. 
Ins.  Co.  154  N.  Y.  457,  39  L.  R.  A.  436,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  627,  48  N.  E.  751, 
Modifying  9  App.  Div.  351,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  304,  holding  that  failure  to  appoint 
temporary  administrator  to  give  ^'immediate  notice"  of  loss  prevents  recovery; 
McFarland  v.  United  States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  124  Mo.  218,  27  S.  W.  436,  hold- 
ing "immediate  notice"  construed  to  mean  within  reasonable  time:  Peele  v. 
Provident  Fund  Soc.  147  Ind.  551,  44  N.  E.  66l,  holding  notice  within  five  days 
jifter  report  of  coroner,  showing  death  accidental,  sufficient  to  prevent  forfeiture; 
Brown  v.  Fraternal  Acci.  Asso.  18  Utah,  275,  65  Pac.  63,  holding  that  notice 
t>y  agent  to  association,  of  insured's  injury  by  accident,  complies  with  policy; 
Woodmen  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Pratt,  62  Neb.  684,  55  L.  R.  A.  296,  89  Am.  St.  Rep. 
777,  87  N.  W.  546,  footnote  p.  291,  holding  failure  to  give  notice  of  injury  ex- 
cused by  insanity  of  insured;  Mandell  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  170  Mass.  176,  64 
Am.  St.  Rep.  291,  49  N.  E.  110,  and  Woolverton  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  48  App. 
Div.  442,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  1044,  denying  that  duty  to  give  immediate  notice  of 
jiccident  arises  till  assured  has  knowledge;  Comstock  v.  Fraternal  Acci.  Asso. 
116  Wis.  390,  93  N.  W.  22,  holding  service  of  notice  of  injury  excused  by  in- 
siured's  physical  incapacity  to  serve  it  within  required  time;  Munz  v.  Standard 
L.,  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  26  Utah,  76,  62  L.  R.  A.  489,  footnote  p.  485,  99  Am.  St. 
Hep.  830,  76  Pac.  182,  holding  policy  not  forfeited  by  failure  to  give  notice  of 
<ieath  within  required  time,  when  beneficiary  lived  in  distant  place  and  did  not 
know  of  deatli  til]  after  expiration  of  stipulated  time;  Simpkins  v.  Hawkeye 
Commercial  Men's  Asso.  148  Iowa,  560,  126  N.  W.  192,  holding  that  proof  that 
<leath  resulted  from  poison  introduced  into  system  by  embalming  needle,  suf- 
ficiently established  cause- of  death,  and  that  it  was  by  accidental  means,  within 
meaning  of  accident  policy;  Breeden  v.  ^Etna  L.  Ins.  Co.  23  S.  D.  422,  122  N.  W. 
348,  holding  that  insurer  is  bound  by  acts  of  general  managing  agent  waiving 
failure  to  furnish  proof  of  injury  within  time  fixed  policy;  Haines  v.  Canadian 
"R.  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  20  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  79,  holding  that  notice  within  ten  days 
^fter  finding  body  is  sufficient  where  policy  requires  notice  of  death  within  ten 
-days. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Foster  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  40  L.R.A.  833,  which  holds 
*wenty-nine  days'  delay  in  giving  notice  of  accident,  fatal  under  policy  re- 
-quiring  immediate  notice;  Munz  v.  Standard  Life  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  62  L.R.A. 
485,  which  holds  beneficiary's  residence  at  distance  from  place  of  accident 
•excuse  for  failure  to  give  notice  of  death  within  stipulated  period. 

Cited  in  note  (137  Am.  St.  Rep.  728,  730)  on  proof  of  death  in  cases  of  acci- 
dent and  life  insurance. 

Distinguished  in  Loesch  ▼.  Union  Casualty  &  Surety  Co.  176  Mo.  666,  75 
4S.  W.  621,  holding  policy  not  forfeited  by  beneficiary's  failure  to  give  notice  of 
post  mortem  examination,  when  such  examination  held  without  her  knowledge; 
Hatch  V.  United  States  Casualty  Co.  197  Mass.  106,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  507, 
J  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  332,  83  N.  E.  398,  14  Ann.  Cas.  290,  holding  that  where  policj 
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requires  notice  within  a  certain  time  after  the  accident,  such  notice  within  time 
prescribed  is  a  condition  precedent  to  recovery  on  the  policy. 
•— »  Otber  contracta. 

Cited  in  Van  Buren  County  v.  American  Surety  Co.  137  Iowa,  499,  126  Am. 
St.  Rep.  290,  115  N.  W.  24,  holding  notice  of  fraud  in  construction  sufficient 
if  given  within  required  time  after  fraud  is  discovered  though  contract  required 
notice  within  a  fixed  time;  Hays  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  70  S.  C.  23,  67  -L.R.A. 
484,  106  Am,  St.  Rep.  731,  48  S.  E.  608,  8  Ann.  Cas.  424,  holding  condition,  in 
contract  for  transmission  of  telegram,  requiring  written  claim  of  damage 
within  60  days,  waived  by  inquiry  into  the  merits  of  the  claim  within  that  time. 
Construction   of    Innarance    pollclea. 

Cited  in  Wehle  v.  United  States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  11  Misc.  39,  31  N.  Y.  Supp. 
865,  denying  that  policy  pt'iniitting  insurer  to  examine  body  authorizes  dissec- 
tion against  will  of  pei-Honal  representatives;  United  States  Casualty  Co.  v. 
Hanson,  20  Colo,  App.  400,  79  Pac.  176;  Columbia  Paper  Stock  Co.  v.  Fidelity 
&  C.  Co.  104  Mo.  App.  166,  78  S.  VV.  320;  Woolverton  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  96 
App.  Div.  279,  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  292;  Woolverton  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  190  X.  Y. 
48,  16  L.R.A. (N.S.)  403,  82  N.  E.  745, — construing  provision  requiring  written 
notice  immediately  after  the  accident  to  mean  as  soon  as  insured  has  knowledge 
thereof;  Cady  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  134  Wis,  329,  17  L.R.A. (X.S.)  270,  113  N.  W. 
907,  holding  that  where  policy  requires  notice  to  be  given  "immediately"  it 
means  as  soon  as  the  circumstances  of  tlic  case  makes  practicable;  Supreme 
Tent,  K.  M.  v.  Ethridge,  43  Ind.  App.  480,  87  N.  E.  1049;  Walsh  v.  Metro- 
politan L.  Ins.  Co.  105  App.  Div.  192,  93  X.  Y.  Supp.  445, — on  proofs  filed  im- 
mediately upon  knowledge  of  the  death  of  insured  as  being  sufficient,  though 
time  limit  sinc^  the  death  had  expired. 
—  Acts  conatltutlnir  ipralver  of   forf eltare. 

Cited  in  Kiernan  v.  Dutchess  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  150  N.  Y.  195,  44  N.  E. 
698,  Affirming  61  N.  Y.  S.  R.  721,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  1126,  holding  that  objections 
to  values  in  proofs  of  loss  amount  to  waiver  of  chattel  mortgage  clause;  Walker 
v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  156  N.  Y.  633,  51  N.  E.  392  holding  request  by  company  for 
inventory,  evidence  of  waiver  of  chattel  mortgage  clause;  Ilanscom  v.  Home 
Ins.  Co.  90  Me.  345,  38  Atl.  324,  holding  forfeiture  of  policy  for  violation  of 
mortgage  clause  waived  by  insurer's  failure  to  claim  forfeiture  immediately 
after  fire;  Glens  Falls  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  11  App.  Div. 
414,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  285,  holding  service  of  answer  by  insurance  company  in 
action  by  employee  for  employer's  negligence  shows  knowledge  of  facts  which 
constitutes  waiver;  Meech  v.  National  Acci.  Soc.  60  App.  Div.  147,  63  X.  Y. 
Supp.  1008,  holding  waiver  not  inferred  from  company's  suggestion  to  file 
proof  of  loss;  Peabody  v.  Fraternal  Acci.  Asso.  89  Me.  100,  35  Atl.  1020,  hold- 
ing that  acceptance  of  second  proofs  of  loss  waives  defects  in  first:  Hunt  v. 
Employer's  Liability  Assur.  Corp.  122  Fed.  833;  Standard  Life  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Davis,  59  Kan,  527,  53  Pac.  856;  Weber  v.  Germania  F.  Ins.  Co.  16  App.  Div. 
601,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  976;  Grogan  v.  United  States  Industrial  Ins.  Co.  90  Hun, 
525,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  687;  Cummer  Lumber  Co.  v.  Associated  Manufacturers' 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Corp.  67  App.  Div.  166,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  668,  —  holding  that  retention 
of  proofs  of  loss  waives  defects;  Union  Casualty  &  Surety  Co.  v.  Monday,  IS 
Colo.  App.  407,  71  Pac.  677,  holding  forfeiture  for  failure  to  make  proof  within 
required  time,  waived  where  delay  was  caused  by  agent  of  insurer:  Cornell  v. 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  120  App.  Div.  462,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  999.  holding  written 
notice  waived  where  verbal  notice  was  given  and  policy  repudiated  within  time 
limit;    Traiser   v.    Commercial    Travelers'    Eastern    Acci.   Asso.    202   !Mas8.   29i>. 
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88  N.  £.  901,  on  requiring  new  or  additional  proof  as  waiver  of  objection  to 
proof  already  furnished;  Wilson  v.  Central  Ins.  Co.  135  App.  Div.  661,  119  N. 
Y.  Supp.  965  (dissenting  opinion),  on  waiver  of  condition  as  to  time  of  bringing 
action  on  policy. 

Distinguished  in  Taylor  v.  Grand  Lodge  A.  O.  U.  96  Minn.  445,  3  L.RJ^. 
(X.S.)  117,  105  N.  W.  408,  holding  forfeiture  not  waived  by  friendly  suggestion 
of  insurer  that  beneficiary  better  employ  some  one  to  consult  with  insurer. 
Dtaobarve   of  surety   by  attempt   to  settle   claim. 

Cited  in  Crandall  v.  Moston,  24  App.  Div.  550,  50  N,  Y.  Supp.  145,  denying 
that  merely  writing  payee  of  attempt  to  have  note  settled  operates  as  discharge 
of  suretyship. 

22  L.  R.  A.  434,  WESTERN  U.  TELEG.  CO.  v.  WILSON,  32  Fla.  527,  37  Am. 

St.  Rep.  125,  14  So.  1. 
Damaso  for  nondelivery  of  telegrrams. 

Cited  in  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Barwise,  11  Colo.  App.  332,  53  Pac.  252, 
denying  telegraph  company's  liability  for  broker's  commissioners  lost  by  non- 
delivery of  message;  Primrose  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  154  U.  S.  33,  38  L.  ed. 
890,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1098,  and  Ferguson  v.  Anglo-American  Teleg.  Co.  16  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  102,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  88,  holding  price  of  transmission  measure  of  damages 
for  mistakes  in  cipher  message;  Hughes  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  79  Mo.  App. 
138,  holding  damages  for  negligent  transmission  and  delivery  of  message  same 
as  for  breach  of  contract;  McMillan  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  60  Fla.  142,  29 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  896,  53  So.  329  (dissenting  opihion),  on  liability  of  telegraph  com- 
pany for  failure  to  deliver  telegram;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Merritt,  55  Fla. 
481,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  169,  40  So.  1024,  holding  recovery  not  limited  to  nominal 
damages  where  telegram  indicates  on  its  face  that  it  relates  to  important  busi- 
ness and  damages  may  result  from  delay. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fererro  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  548,  which 
limits  damage  for  mistake  in  telegram  as  to  price  in  offer  to  sell  goods,  to 
difference  between  price  named  in  mossnge  and  real  one;  McPeek  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  43  L.  R.  A.  214,  which  holds  loss  of  reward  offered  for  capture  of 
criminal  within  damages  recoverable  for  failure  to  deliver  telegram;  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  North  Packing  &  Provision  Co.  62  L.  R.  A.  275,  which  holds 
agent  purchasing  live  stock  through  delay  in  delivering  telegram  not  required 
to  resell  before  communicating  with  principal,  to  reduce  damages;  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Nye  &  S.  Grain  Co.  63  L.R.A.  803,  which  holds  difference  in  value 
between  market  value  of  corn  and  the  price  at  which  it  could  have  been  sold 
the  measure  of  damages  for  negligent  delay  of  telegram;  Hays  v.  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  481,  which  holds  that  change  in  telegram  so  as  to  quote 
price  of  mules  at  ten  dollars  per  head  less  than  market  price  resulting  in 
sendee's  ordering  purchase  of  designated  number,  renders  telegraph  company 
liable  for  difference  between  price  paid  and  that  stated  in  telegram. 

Cited  in  note  (117  Am.  St.  Rep.  289,  292)  on  elements  of  damages  recover- 
able for  failure  to  transmit  and  deliver  telegrams. 

Distinguished  in  Smith  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  80  Neb.  398,  114  N.  W.  288, 
holding  telegraph  company  liable  for  actual  damages  for  delay  in  sending  cypher 
message,  where  facts  and  circumstances  were  such  as  to  charge  the  company 
with  knowledge  of  its  importance. 

22  L.  R.  A.  439,  COM.  v.  GILBERT,  160  Mass.  157,  35  N.  E.  454. 
Validity  of  srame  and  flah  la^r*. 

Followed  in  Com.  v.  Penn  Forest  Brook  Trout  Co.  26  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  168,  8U»- 
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taining  statute  prohibiting  selling  and  transporting  trout  from   private  ponds 
during  close  season. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Weber,  205  Mo.  44,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1158,  120  Am.  St.  Rep. 
715,  102  S.  W.  955,  12  Ann.  Cas.  382,  holding  that  the  legislature  has  power  to 
regulate  or  prohibit  the  sale  of  game  animals  though  raised  in  captivity  by 
private  owners  j  Com.  v.  Storch,  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  63,  holding  that  game  and  fish 
law  is  applicable  to  the  taking  of  fish  in  waters  owned  by  private  person  and 
used  for  the  propagation  of  fish. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Snowman,  50  L.  R.  A.  544,  which  sustains  statute 
requiring  license  for  business  of  guiding  in  inland  fishing  and  forest  hunting: 
Smith  V.  State,  61  L.  R.  A.  404,  which  sustains  statute  prohibiting  possession 
of  quail  during  close  season;  State  v.  Mallory,  67  L.R.A.  773,  denying  right  of 
state  to  forbid  nonresident  landowner  to  take  fish  and  game  on  his  property 
within  the  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.  R.  A.  585)  on  governmental  control  over  right  of  fishery; 
(60  L.R.A.  502)  on  right  to  fish;  (10  L.R.A.(N.8.)  1156)  on  regulation  of  Mik 
or  transportation  of  game  raised  in  captivity;  (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  869)  on  ex- 
tension of  regulations  as  to  fishing  to  private  beds;  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  608)  on 
power  of  legislature  to  prohibit  sale  of  game  taken  within  state. 
Poorer  of  levUilatare  to  prevent  ^raate. 

Cited  in  Townsend  v.  State,  147  Ind.  632,  37  L.  R.  A.  299,  62  Am.  St  Rep. 
477,   47    N.   £.    19,   sustaining   statute   forbidding   burning   of   natural  gas   in 
flambeau  lights. 
Police  poorer. 

Cited  in  Des  Moines  Park  Comrs.  v.  Diamond  Ice  Co.  130  Iowa,  608,  3  LJl.A. 

(N.S.)   1105,  105  N.  VV.  203,  8  Ann.  Cas.  28,  holding  that  legislature  may  grant 

park    board   authority    to   prohibit   taking   ice    from   navigable   stream   within 

certain  limits;  John  P.  Squire  &  Co.  v.  Tellier,  185  Mass.  20,  102  Am.  St.  Rep. 

322,  69  N.  £.  312,  on  police  power  of  the  legislature  over  private  property. 

22  L.  R.  A.  443,  CAMEROX  v.  PITTSBURGH  &  L.  E.  R.  CO.  167  Pa.  617.  27 

Atl.  668. 
"What  land*  constitute  part  of  tract  condenftned. 

Cited  in  note  ( 57  L.  R.  A.  947 )  on  what  lands  are  to  be  deemed  part  of  trart 
damaged  by  taking  a  portion  thereof  under  eminent  domain. 

22  L.  R.  A.  444,  Re  BAILY,  156  Pa.  634,  27  Atl.  560. 
Relation  betiireen  anretlea. 

Cited  in  Shaffer  v.  Messner,  27  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  192,  on  relation  between  two 
persons  bound  as  sureties  for  a  third. 
IjlabilitF    of   belrs    of   cosurety. 

Cited  in  Lambright  v.  Lambright,  74  Ohio  St.  207,  78  N.  E.  265,  6  Ann.  Cas. 
«07,  holding  that  where  testator  was  liable  as  surety  for  heir,  and  the  debt 
was  paid  out  of  the  estate,  such  amount  so  paid  should  be  deducted  from  share 
of  such  heir. 

Distinguished  in  Wetmore  v.  Dobbins.  2  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  Ill,  38  W.  N.  C.  541, 
holding  heirs  of  cosurety  not  liable  on  ancestor's  bond. 
Counterclaim  aa:aln»t  debts  due  eatate. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ainsworth  v.  Bank  of  California,  39  L.  R.  A.  686,  which 
authorizes  setting  off  against  claim  due  estate,  debt  due  from  deceased,  though 
unmatured  at  time  of  death. 


985  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [22  L.R.A.  45$ 

22  L.  R.  A.  449,  WILSON  v.  PEOPLE,  19  Colo.  199,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  243,  34 

Pac.  944. 
Ijlablllty  of  oAclal  or  surety  for  Io««  of  pabltc  fanda. 

Cited  in  Gartley  v.  People,  24  Colo.  169,  49  Pac.  272,  holding  that  public 
officer  holds  funds  as  bailee,  not  as  debtor;  Gartley  v.  People,  28  Colo.  231,  64 
Pac.  208,  holding  failure  of  bank  good  defense  to  action  on  treasurer's  bond 
for  loss  of  funds  deposited  for  unknown  heirs;  Livingston  v.  Woods,  20  Mont^ 
101,  49  Pac.  437,  holding  treasurer  obliged  by  law  to  deposit  city  funds  not 
liable  for  loss  occasioned  by  bank's  failure;  State  use  of  Overton  County  v. 
Copeland,  96  Tenn.  300,  31  L.  R.  A.  846,  footnote  p.  844,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  840, 
34  S.  W.  427,  and  State  v.  Gramm,  7  Wyo.  346,  40  L.  R.  A.  695,  footnote  p. 
600,  52  Pac.  533,  denying  liability  on  bond  of  state  treasurer  for  loss  of  public 
money  by  bank's  failure;  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Owens,  86  Minn.  195,  67  L.  R.  A^ 
638,  footnote  p.  634,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  336,  90  N.  \y.  371,  holding  clerk  of  court 
liable  on  bond  for  loss  by  bank's  failure  of  money  received  as  clerk;  Fairchild 
V.  Hedges,  14  Wash.  127,  31  L.  R.  A.  854,  footnote  p.  851,  44  Pac.  125;  Swift 
V.  Trustees,  91  HI.  App.  228;  Van  Trees  v.  Territory,  7  Okla.  370,  54  Pac.  495; 
Gartley  v.  People,  24  Colo.  163,  49  Pac.  272,  — holding  failure  of  bank  no  de- 
fense to  action  on  county  treasurer's  bond  for  nondelivery  of  public  funds;  Hunt 
V.  Hopley,  120  Iowa,  701,  95  N.  W.  205,  holding  that  treasurer  of  school  district 
may  deposit  school  funds  in  solvent  bank  without  personal  liability  for  loss; 
Johnson  v.  Fleming,  116  Ky.  683,  50  S.  W.  855,  holding  that  under  statute  personi 
receiving  money  paid  into  court  is  liable  only  for  negligence  in  selection  of  bank 
for  deposit,  where  court  fails  to  select  depositary. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bush  v.  Johnson  County,  32  L.  R.  A.  223,  which  holds- 
county  treasurer  liable  on  bond  for  public  money  stolen  or  lost  by  bank  failure; 
Healdsburg  v.  Mulligan,  33  L.  R.  A.  461,  which  denies  liability  of  city  treasurer 
on  bond  for  money  forcibly  taken  by  robbers;  Allibone  v.  Ames,  33  L.  R.  A. 
585,  which  holds  deposit  of  public  money  by  county  treasurer  in  bank  desig- 
nated as  depository  not  unlawful  loan;  Tillinghast  v.  Merrill,  34  L.  R.  A.  678,. 
which  holds  supervisor  liable  for  public  money  lost  by  failure  of  private  bank- 
ers; Maloy  V.  Bernalillo  County,  52  L.  R.  A.  126, 'which  holds  county  liability 
on  bond  absolute,  except  for  overruling  necessity;  Bryan  v.  United  States,  53: 
L.  R.  A.  218,  which  holds  postmaster  liable  on  bond  for  money  embezzled  hy 
clerk  appointed  under  civil  service  rules;  Thomssen  v.  Hall  County,  57  L.  R.  A. 
303,  which  holds  county  treasurer  liable  on  bond  for  loss  of  money  by  bank 
failure;  Dreyer  v.  People,  58  L.  R.  A.  869,  which  holds  loss  of  public  funds  fron» 
failure  of  bank,  which  had  ceased  to  do  business,  to  carry  out  agreement  to 
pay  all  officer's  checks  to  unlimited  amount,  no  defense  to  indictment  for  failure 
of  treasurer  to  pay  over. 

Cited  in  notes  (7  L.R.A.(X.S.)  1084)  on  care  required  in  selecting  depository  of 
public  funds;    (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)   291,  292)  on  public  officer's  liability  for  loss  of 
funds  by  failure  of  bank;   (91  Am.  St.  Rep.  523,  567)  on  acts  for  which  sureties- 
on  official  bonds  are  liable. 
Profit*  on  trust  fund. 

Cited  in  Boston  &  C.  Smelting  Co.  ▼.  Reed,  23  Colo.  534,  48  Pac.  515,  holding 
one  retaining  portion  of  fund  under  injunction  accountable  for  profits 

22  L.  R.  A.  453,  SPRATT  v.  LIVINGSTON,  32  Fla.  507,  14  So.  160, 
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22  L.  R,  A.  460,  PENNSYLVANIA  R.  CO.  ▼.  GOODBNOUGH,  55  N.  J.  L.  577, 

28  Atl.  3. 
Hnnband    as    party    plaintiff. 

Followed  in  Anderson  v.  Rigg,  64  N.  J.  L.  409,  45  Atl.  782,  holding  huBband 
proper  party  with  wife  in  action  for  seduction  of  wife's  daughter. 
Recovery   for  Injuries  to  ^vlfe. 

Cited  in  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  v.  Whelan,  60  N.  J.  L.  156,  37  Atl.  1106, 
holding  one  judgment  awarded  under  single  count  alleging  injury  to  wife  and 
loss  of  service  to  husband,  no  error;  Hodge  v.  Wetzler,  69  N.  J.  L.  494,  55  Atl. 
49;  Sims  v.  Sims,  77  N.  J.  L.  252,  72  Atl.  424, — holding  that  married  woman 
can  not  maintain  action  against  a  third  person  for  enticing  away  her  husband 
and  alienating  his  affections. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Roberts  v.  Detroit,  27  L.  R.  A.  572,  which  denies  right  to 
recover  against  city  for  loss  of  wife's  services  and  expense  incurred  by  her 
injury. 

Distinguished  in  Meyers  v.  Birch,  59  N.  J.  L.  240,  36  Atl.  95,  holding  hus- 
band's occupation  of  part  of  premises  no  defense  to  action  by  wife  for  injuries 
resulting  from  defective  grating;  Long  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  149  Fed.  599,  hold- 
ing that  husband  is  not  a  proper  part}''  plaintiff  in  action  for  injury  to  wife, 
iinder  New  Jersey  statute;  Timlan  v.  Dillwortli,  75  N.  J.  L.  104,  67  Atl.  43.1, 
on  husband's  knowledge  of  defect  in  dumbwaiter  elevator  as  not  being  im- 
puted to  wife  who  was  injured  thereby;  Horandt  v.  Central  R.  Co.  78  N.  J.  L. 
196,  73  Atl.  93,  holding  that  right  of  action  for  injury  from  negligence  inures 
to  wife  alone  where  husband  was  killed  in  accident  which  caused  wife's  injury. 
Neffllarence  as  anestlon  of  fact. 

Cited  in  Weston  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  74  N.  J.  L.  487,  65  Atl.  1015,  holding 
that  question  how  a  prudent  man  would  act  in  the  face  of  sudden  danger,  is  one 
of  fact  for  the  jury. 
Impnted  neipllflrence* 

Cited  in  notes  (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  657)  on  imputed  negligence  of  driver  to  pas- 
senger;   (110  Am.  St.  Rep.  287)    on  imputed  negligence. 

22  L.  R.  A.  465,  GREENWOOD  v.  BUTLER,  52  Kan,  424,  34  Pac.  967. 
Kffect  of  changre  In  statute  or  Constltntlon  on  remedy,  vested  rlglktM,  and 
pendlns  appeal. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Moore  v.  Barstow,  52  Kan.  432,  34  Pac.  969: 
Watkins  v.  Glenn,  55  Kan.  428,  40  Pac.  310,  and  Sheldon  v.  Pruessner,  52  Kan. 
594,  35  Pac.  204,  ho}  ling  redemption  act  not  applicable  to  mortgage  sale  made 
prior  to  enactment. 

Cited  in  Beverly  v.  Barnitz,  55  Kan.  488,  31  L.  R.  A.  81,  49  Am.  St.  Rep. 
257,  42  Pac.  725,  sustaining  constitutionality  of  act  providing  for  redemption 
from  foreclosure  sale  made  before  enactment;  Phelpa-Bigelow  Windmill  Co  v. 
North  American  Trust  Co.  62  Kan.  535,  64  Pac.  63,  affirming  sale  of  property 
without  appraisement  after  repeal  of  appraisement  act,  to  satisfy  lien  perfected 
before  repeal;  Bluff  City  Lumber  Co.  v.  Bloom,  64  Ark.  495,  43  S.  W.  503, 
holding  vested  rights  under  mechanic's  lien  not  affected  by  act  curing  defective 
conveyance  for  nonjoinder  of  wife;  Cassard  v.  Tracy,  52  La.  Ann.  848,  49  L.  R. 
A.  277,  27  So.  368,  holding  it  duty  of  court  to  remand  appeal,  pending  at  adop- 
tion of  new  Constitution,  where  evidence  not  in  writing,  in  order  that  testimony 
may  be  reduced  to  writing  on  second  trial,  in  accordance  with  its  provisions; 
8premich  v.  Maurepas  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  114  La.  1055,  38  So.  827,  holding  that 
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statute  governing  appeal  does  not  apply  to  an  action  where  the  right  of  appeal 
had  been  lost  prior  to  its  passage. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Second  Ward  Sav.  Bank  v.  Schranck,  39  L.  R.  A.  569, 
which  denies  right  to  change  remedy  on  existing  notes  and  on  warrants  of 
attorney;  Peninsular  Lead  &  Color  Works  v.  Union  Oil  &  Paint  Co.  42  L.  R.  A. 
331,  which  holds  statute  for  dissolution  of  attachment  by  assignment  for  cred- 
itors within  ten  days  void  as  to  contracts  made  when  right  of  attachment 
absolute;  Jones  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  860,  which  sustains  statute 
shortening  time  of  insurance  company's  immunity  from  suit,  without  extend- 
ing period  of  limitations;  Kirkman  v.  Bird,  58  L.  R.  A.  670,  which  sustains  as 
to  prior  obligations,  statute  exempting  wages  for  sixty  days  preceding  levy; 
Miners'  &  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Snyder,  68  L.R.A.  313,  which  holds  corporate 
creditor's  contract  rights  not  impaired  by  statute  requiring  all  creditors  to 
unite  in  one  suit  against  all  stockholders  for  equitable  distribution  of  liability 
fund  among  creditors. 

22  L.  R.  A.  468,  SEGO  v.  STODDARD,  136  Ind.  297,  36  N.  E.  204. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Sego  v.  State,  136  Ind.  700,  36  N.  E.  208. 
Election   matters  — -  Reqnirementa  a»   to  marklnar  and   n»e  of  ballot*. 

Cited  in  Cole  v.  Tucker,  164  Mass.  488,  29  L.  R.  A.  669,  41  N.  E.  681,  sus- 
taining statute  requiring  use  of  official  ballots;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Deegans,  53 
W.  Va.  287,  44  S.  E.  465,  sustaining  act  requiring  identification  of  ballots  cast, 
by  signature  of  poll  clerk,  although  causing  rejection  of  small  number  of  good 
ballots;  Kunkle  v.  Coleman,  174  Ind.  322,  92  N.  E.  61,  holding  that  election 
laws  will  be  regarded  as  mandatory  only  wl?en  they  affect  the  merits  and  di- 
rectory where  they  do  not  affect  merits. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ellis  ex  rel.  Reynolds  v.  May,  25  L.  R,  A.  326,  which 
holds  reasonable,  requirement  of  oath  of  inability  to  read  before  allowing 
another  to  mark  ballot;  Todd  v.  Election  Comrs.  29  L.  R.  A.  330,  which  up- 
holds requirement  against  candidate  having  name  on  official  ballot  more  than 
once,  although  some  may  be  unable  to  vote  for  all  candidates  of  their  party 
without  marking  ballot  more  than  once;  Parker  v.  Orr,  30  L.  R.  A.  227,  which 
holds  provision  as  to  marking  ballot  with  a  cross  not  mandatory. 

Cited  in  note   (47  L.  R.  A.  808,  823,  824,  839)   on  marking  official  ballot. 
"What   constitutes   ^'dlMtlngrnlshinflr  mark." 

Approved  in  Zeis  v.  Passwater,  142  Ind.  377,  41  N.  E.  790,  holding  pencil 
mark  i  inch  wide  and  5/16  inch  long,  distinguishing  mark. 

Cited  in  Tombaugh  v.  Grogg,  156  Ind.  360,  59  N.  E.  1060,  holding  ballot 
containing  heavy  purple  daub  below  emblem  properly  rejected;  Whittam  v. 
iJahorik,  91  Iowa,  37,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  317,  59  N.  W.  57,  declaring  void,  ballots 
containing  chock  mark  and  word  "yes"  in  voting  spaces;  Church  v.  Walker,  10 
IS.  D.  95,  72  X.  W.  101,  holding  cross  outside  voting  circle  renders  ballot  void; 
Taylor  v.  Bleakley,  55  Kan.  9,  28  L.  R.  A.  686,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  233,  39  Pac. 
1045,  and  Duvall  v.  Miller,  94  Md.  716,  51  Atl.  570,  holding  that  votes  with 
cross  partly  without  square  must  be  rejected;  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Scott  v.  Glaser. 
102  Mich.  400,  61  N.  W.  648,  holding  ballots  containing  two  crosses  properly 
rejected:  Martin  v.  Miles,  46  Neb.  776,  65  N.  W.  889,  holding  that  absence  of 
cross  indicating  voter's  choice  vitiates  ballot;  Van  Winkle  v.  Crabtree,  34  Or. 
471,  55  Pac.  831,  declaring  void,  ballot  marked  0.  K.  in  voting  space;  Newhouse 
v.  Alexander,  27  Okla.  62,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  614,  110  Pac.  1121,  Ann.  Cas.  1912 
B,  674,  holding  that  statute  providing  that  ballot  which  bears  distinguishing 
mark  shall  not  be  counted  is  mandatory. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tebbe  v.  Smith,  29  L.  R.  A.  673,  as  to  what  constitutes 
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distinguishiDg  mark  on  ballot;  Jennings  ▼.  firown,  34  L.  R.  A.  45,  which  holds 
legality  of  ballot  not  destroyed  by  addition  of  party  name  after  candidate's 
name. 

Cited  in  note  (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  241,  244,  245)  on  distinguishing  marks  invali- 
dating ballot. 

Distinguished  iff  Howser  v.  Pepper,  8  N.  D.  497,  79  N.  W.  1018,  holding  ballot 
not  vitiated  by  cross  in  square  and  at  head  of  column;  State  ex  rel.  Orr  v.  Faw- 
cett,  17  Wash.  206,  49  Pac.  346,  holding  ballots  having  cross  at  left,  instead  of 
right,  of  name  valid;  Dimmitt  v.  Flinn,  229  111.  213,  82  N.  £.  249,  holding  ballot 
not  invalidated  by  an  irregular  pencil  mark  thereon  which  might  have  been 
placed  there  inadvertently,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  distinguishing  the  ballot 
Bvld«nee  a«  to  Invalidity  of  ballot*. 

Cited  in  Groff  v.  Clark,  146  Ind.  58,  44  N.  E.  803,  holding  rejection  of  evi- 
dence showing  invalidity  of  votes  cast  for  contestee,  who  received  majority, 
no  error. 

22  L.  R.  A.  472,  STATE  v.  MOORE,  113  N.  C.  697,  18  S.  E.  342. 
Validity   off   reatrletlve   statute*. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Warren,  113  N.  G.  685,  18  S.  E.  498,  sustaining  statute  pro- 
hibiting use  of  profane  language  on  lands  of  mill  company;  State  v.  Williams, 
146  N.  C.  628,  17  L.ItA.(N.S.)  303,  61  S.  E.  61,  14  Ann,  Cas.  562,  holding  uncon- 
stitutional, statute  making  it  an  offense  to  carry  more  than  a  certain  quantity  of 
liquor  into  a  county  where  its  use  is  not  prohibited. 

Distinguished  in  Crinkley  v.  Egerton,  113  N.  C.  449,  18  S.  E.  669,  holding 
tiiat  contract  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  establishing  relation  of  land- 
lord and  tenant  till  payment  cannot  be  restricted  or  declared  void  by  statute. 

—  Tazlnar  aalea  off  oyaters  and  clams. 

Cited  in  Brooks  v.  Tripp,  135  N.  C.  160,  47  S.  E.  401,  sustaining  act  Uxing 
all  clams  and  oysters  shipped  out  of  county. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Com.  v.  Brown,  28  L.  R.  A.  110,  which  sustains  weekly 
tax  on  sales  of  oysters. 

—  Tazlnir    occapatlona. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Carter,  129  N.  C.  561,  40  S.  E.  11,  declaring  unconstitutional, 
statute  imposing  license  tax  on  meat  business;  State  ex  rel.  Selliger  v.  O'Connor, 
6  N.  D.  630,  67  N.  W.  824,  declaring  void,  statute  taxing  persons  engaged  in  sell- 
ing by  sample,  goods  to  be  shipped  from  another  state;  Williams  v.  Fears,  110 
Ga-  592,  50  L.  R.  A.  689,  35  S.  E.  699;  State  v.  Napier,  63  S.  C.  69,  41  S.  E.  13; 
State  V.  Hunt,  129  N.  G.  688,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  758,  40  S.  E.  216,— sustaining  stat- 
ute imposing  tax  on  agent  engaged  in  hiring  laborers  to  work  in  another  state; 
Carr  v.  Duplin  County,  136  X.  C.  126,  48  S.  E.  597;  State  v.  Roberson,  136  N. 
C.  589,  48  S.  E.  595;  Lane  v.  Rowan  County,  139  N.  C.  445,  .52  S.  E.  140,— holding 
tax  upon  "business  of  procuring  laborers  for  employment  out  of  the  state**  to 
be  a  revenue  measure,  and  valid  as  such;  Adams  v.  Mississippi  Lumber  Co.  84 
Miss.  28,  36  So.  68,  holding  invalid  privilege  tax  upon  buying  timber,  wliere 
made  not  applicable  to  persons  not  shipping  lumber  out  of  the  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Denver  City  R.  Co.  v.  Denver,  29  L.  R.  A.  608,  which 
holds  privilege  tax  on  street  car  company  not  within  requirement  as  to  uuiforai- 
ity;  Banta  v.  Chicago,  40  L.  R.  A.  611,  which  requires  uniformity  of  license  taxM 
on  occupations,  only  as  to  class  on  which  it  operates;  State  ea  rel.  Beek  v.  Wag- 
ener,  46  L.  R.  A.  442,  which  sustains  statute  requiring  commission  merchants 
handling  agricultural  products  to  procure  license;  Price  v.  People,  55  L.  R.  A. 
588,  which  sustains  license  fee  on  employment  agencies. 
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Ijlmtt  of  amount   of  license   fee. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Littlefield  v.  State,  28  L.  R.  A.  588,  which  limits  power 
to  lieense  sales  of  milk  to  regulation,  and  not  raising  of  revenue. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  Ii.R.A.  428,  434)  on  limit  of  amount  of  license  fees;  (2 
X*.ILA.(K.8.)  800)  on  police  power  to  license  employment  agencies;  (15  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  106)  on  discrimination  in  occupation  tax  based  on  classification  of  muni- 
cipalities; (120  Am.  St.  Rep.  255,  264)  on  constitutional  limitations  on  power 
to  impose  license  or  occupation  taxes. 
InTalldity  of  stntnte  a«  defense. 

Cited  in  St.  George  v.  Hardie,  147  N.  C.  07,  60  S.  E.  020,  holding  that  invalidity 
of  law  regulating  pilots  cannot  be  set  up  by  shipowner  as  defense  to  payment  of 
fees  to  pilot. 

22  L.  R.  A.  477,  HOPKINS  ▼.  BAKER  BROS.  78  Md.  363,  22  Atl.  477,  28  Atl. 

284. 
Plnee    of    taxation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Winkley  v.  Newton,  35  L.  R.  A.  766,  which  holds  ice 
stored  in  houses  taxable  to  nonresident  owner,  although  most  of  it  is  to  be  taken 
to  city  in  another  state;  Buck  v.  Miller,  37  L.  R.  A.  384,  which  holds  money 
and  securities  retained  in  state  in  business  of  buying  and  selling  property,  tax- 
able there  though  owner  domiciled  elsewhere. 

Cited  in  note  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  465)  on  situs  of  personal  property  for  purposes 
of  taxation. 

Distinguished  in  Myers  v.  Baltimore  County,  83  Md.  387,  34  L.  R.  A.  311, 
footnote  p.  300,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  340,  35  Atl.  144,  holding  that  average  amount 
of  live  stock  which  dealers  receive  each  week,  although  usually  sold  within  one 
day  after  delivery,  constitute  property  within  state  which  can  be  taxed. 
In    ^rhoee    name    property    taxable. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Minneapolis  &  N.  Elevator  Co.  v.  Traill  County,  50  L. 
R.  A.  267,  which  sustains  statute  taxing  grain  in  elevators,  etc.,  in  proprietor's 
name. 

22  L.  R.  A.  481,  Re  HOLT,  66  Minn.  33,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  434,  57  N.  W.  210. 
Competency   of  attestlnir   ipritnemieM. 

Cited  in  Will  v.  Sisters  of  Order  of  St.  Benedict,  67  Minn.  337,  60  N.  W.  1000, 
holding  members  of  same  religious  order  competent  witnesses  to  will  devising 
property  to  order;  Re  Lyon,  96  Wis.  340,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  52,  71  N.  W.  362, 
holding  wife  of  executor  a  competent  witness  to  will;  Gillis  v.  Gillis,  06  Ga. 
5,  30  L.  R.  A.  144,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  121,  23  S.  E.  107,  holding  witness  signing  by 
mark,  competent;  Belledin  v.  Gooley,  167  Ind.  50,  60  N.  E.  706,  holding  wife 
of  beneficiary  not  competent  witness  to  will;  Bruce  v.  Shuler,  108  Va.  674,  35 
X..R.A.(N.S.)  601,  62  S.  E.  073,  15  Ann.  Cas.  887,  holding  that  competency  of 
attesting  witness  to  will  must  be  determined  as  of  time  when  attestation  is 
made;  Cross  v,  Robinson  Point  Lumber  Co.  55  Fla.  382,  46  So.  6,  15  Ann.  Cas. 
588,  holding  that  witness  to  deed  who  furnished  part  of  purchase  money  for 
land,  but  had  received  back  his  money  before  suit  in  question,  was  not  incom- 
petent as  attesting  witness;  Hiatt  v.  McCoUey,  171  Ind.  04,  85  N.  £.  772,  hold- 
ing that  person  is  "competent  witness"  under  "statute  of  wills''  when  he  is  quali- 
fied to  testify  generally  in  courts;  Geraghty  v.  Kilroy,  103  Minn.  280,  114  N. 
W.  838,  holding  a  person  who  is  named  in  a  will  as  executor  is  a  competent 
Attesting  and  subscribing  witness  to  its  execution. 

Cited  in  notes   (35  L.R.A.(N.S.)   680,  603)   as  to  whether  competency  of  at- 
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testing  witness  is  to  be  determined  as  of  time  of  attestation  or  of  probate; 
(77  Am.  St.  Rep.  459,  468,  469)  on  competency  of  subscribing  witnesses  to  wills 
and  effect  of  their  evidence  in  support  of  or  opposition  to  will. 

22  L.  R.  A.  483,  QUEEN  INS.  CO.  v.  STATE,  86  Tex.  260,  24  S.  W.  397. 
Comblnatlona    or   eoutrttetu   In    reatrntrnt    of    trade. 

Cited  in  Texas  &  P.  Coal  Co.  v.  Lawson,  89  Tex.  401,  34  S.  W.  919,  holding 
agreement  of  lessor  of  land  leased  for  liquor  business,  to  prevent  anyone  else 
carrying  on  same  business  on  its  lands,  and  to  issue  checks  to  employees 
which  were  to  be  redeemed  by  lessee,  who  was  to  divide  profits  with  le^^sor.  void 
as  in  violation  of  statute  against  trusts;  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fire  Underwrit- 
ers, 67  Fed.  317,  holding  legal,  association  of  fire  underwriters  to  regulate  tak^ 
and  intercourse  with  other  companies;  Mtna.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Com.  106  Ky.  8H8, 
46  L.  R.  A.  361,  61  S.  W.  624,  holding  insurance  companies  not  within  act 
against  conspiracies  to  regulate  prices  of  ''manufactured  property;"  Tanenbaum 
v.  New  York  F.  Ins.  Exchange,  33  Misc.  137,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  342  holding  agree- 
ment by  fire  insurance  exchange  to  maintain  certain  rates,  and  to  pay  com- 
missions only  to  brokers  licensed  by  exchange,  not  void  as  in  restraint  of  trade; 
Gates  v.  Hooper,  90  Tex.  664,  30  S.  W.  1079,  sustaining  contract  of  merchant  to 
retire  from  mercantile  business  in  town  for  twelve  months;  Rohif  v.  Kasemeier, 
140  Iowa,  186,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1286,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  261,  118  X.  W.  276,  17 
Ann.  Cas.  760;  State  v.  Board  of  Trade,  107  Minn.  640,  23  L.R.A.(X.S.)  1281, 
121  N.  W.  396, — holding  that  combinations  and  agreements  to  fix  charges  to 
be  made  for  personal  services  are  not  unlawful;  People  v.  Klaw,  66  Misc.  89. 
106  N.  Y.  Supp.  341,  holding  that  agreement  between  theatre  owners  as  to 
booking  attractions  is  not  unlawful  as  injurious  to  trade  or  commerce. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  v.  Sheldon,  23  L.  R.  A.  221,  which  holds  com- 
bination to  prevent  competition  in  prices  of  coal,  unlawful  conspiracy;  United 
States  V.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Asso.  24  L.  R.  A.  73,  which  holds  legal,  asso- 
ciation of  railroad  companies  to  establish  and  maintain  reasonable  rates  and 
regulations;  United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  428,  which  holds 
monopoly  not  involved  in  control  of  business  of  refining  and  selling  sugar; 
Herriman  v.  Menzies,  36  L.  R.  A.  318,  which  sustains  association  of  master 
stevedores,  fixing  minimum  prices  with  stipulation  against  unauthorized  dis- 
counts; Fuqua  v.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  241,  which  holds  that  eon- 
tract  not  to  sell  or  be  interested  in  any  beer  except  that  of  certain  company, 
which  in  turn  agrees  not  to  sell  beer  to  any  other  party  in  vicinity,  violates 
statute  against  illegal  combinations:  State  v.  Lancashire  F.  Ins.  Co.  45  L.  R. 
A.  348,  which  holds  combination  between  foreign  insurance  companies  to  fix 
rates  of  insurance  in  foreign  countries  not  subject  to  penalty;  Com.  v.  Grin- 
stead,  56  L.  R.  A.  709,  which  holds  agreement  not  to  resell  goods  at  less  than 
specified  price  not  within  statute  for  suppression  of  conspiracies;  Brown  v. 
Jacobs  Pharmacy  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  648,  which  sustains  right  to  injunction  again!>t 
combination  of  merchants  to  prevent  sales  to  other  dealer,  unless  he  sells  at 
fixed  prices;  Cummings  v.  Union  Blue  Stone  Co.  62  L.  R.  A.  262,  which  holds 
void,  agreement  by  persons  controlling  90  per  cent  of  sales  of  blue  stone,  to  sell 
through  common  agent  and  maintain  agreed  prices;  Hawarden  v.  Youghiogheny 
&  L.  Coal  Co.  66  L.  R.  A.  828,  which  sustains  retail  coal  dealer's  right  of  ac- 
tion against  wholesalers  and  favored  retailers  combining  to  drive  other  re- 
tailers out  of  business;  State  ex  reL  Crow  v.  Armour  Packing  Co.  61  L.  R.  A. 
464,  which  holds  unlawful  combination  to  fix  prices  shown  by  acts  of  competing 
dealers, — such  as  selling  at  fixed  price,  giving  notice  of  coming  advance  in  price 
which  always  follows  as  announced,  and  securing  concessions;  John  D.  Park  t 
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Sons  Co.  V.  National  Wholesale  Druggists'  Asso.  62  L.  R.  A.  632,  which  holds 
plan  by  voluntary  association  of  druggists  selling  proprietary  medicines,  and 
adopted  by  manufacturers,  looking  toward  fixing  of  prices,  with  rebates  only 
to  thoee  who  maintain  such  price,  not  void  as  in  restraint  of  trade;  Slaughter 
V.  Thacker  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  65  L.R.A.  343,  which  holds  void  contract  by  different 
coal  mining  companies  giving  exclusive  right  to  sell  entire  output  at  uniform 
prices  to  corporation  organized  as  their  regular  sales  agent. 

Cited  in  notes  (48  L.  R.  A.  261)  on  legal  restrictions  on  department  stores; 
(64  L.R.A.  722,  736)  on  illegal  trusts  under  modern  anti-trust  laws;  (0  L.R.A. 
(N.6.)  449)  on  contracts  in  partial  restraint  of  trade,  and  modern  anti-trust 
acts;   (56  L.  ed.  U.  S.  231,  232)  on  legality  of  combinations  among  underwriters. 

Distinguished  in  Fire  Ins.  Cos.  v.  State,  75  Miss.  39,  22  So.  99,  holding  in- 
surance companies  within  statute  prohibiting  illegal   combinations. 
ConatmotloM  of  contract  or  statute. 

Cited  in  Betz  v.  Maier,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  220,  33  S.  W.  710,  holding  that  term 
"trade  or  profession"  embraces  business  of  life  insurance  agent  and  that  his 
iron  safe  is  exempt  from  attachment  as  a  "tool;"  Sharpe  v.  Hasey,  134  Wis. 
622,  114  N.  W.  1118,  holding  that  tobacco  shed  on  a  farm  is  not  a  building  for 
"trade  or  manufacture." 
Statute*  impoiiliiir  attorney'*  fees  as  costs. 

Cited  in  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Blodgett,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  53,  27  S.  W.  286,  and 
Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chowning,  86  Tex.  660,  24  L.  R.  A.  506,  26  S.  W.  982, 
sustaining   statute   providing   for   recovery   of   damages   and   attorney's   fees   in 
actions  on  insurance  policy. 
Giving:  effect  to  legislative  intent. 

Cited  in  Storrie  v.  Houston  City  Street  R.  Co.  92  Tex.  144,  44  L.  R.  A.  723, 
46  S.  W.  796,  holding  street  railway  company  within  general  procedure  pro- 
vided by  city  charter  for  enforcing  .street  paving  assessment,  though  some 
of  the  provisions  strictly  applicable  to  abutting  property  only,  where  lia- 
bility to  assessment  created  and  no  distinct  procedure  provided. 
"Wbat  constitutes  trade. 

Cited  in  Re  Charles  Town  Light  &  P.  Co.  183  Fed.  163,  holding  that  ''trade" 
within  bankruptcy  act  of  1898,  is  the  buying  and  selling  of  merchandise  or  any 
class  of  goods  for  purpose  of  profit;  United  States  v.  Douglas,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1077,  111  C.  C.  A.  314,  190  Fed.  484,  holding  that  teacher  at  Indian  agency  who 
purchases  from  Indians  cattle  issued  to  them  by  federal  government,  has  *'in- 
t^rest  or  concern"  in  ''trade"  with  them  under  statute  imposing  penalty  upon 
persons  coming  within  its  operation;  McCarter  v.  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  74  N.  J. 
Kq.  401,  29  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1209,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  708,  73  Atl.  414,  18  Ann.  Cas. 
1048  (dissenting  opinion),  on  question  as  to  whether  business  of  insurance  is 
affected  with  public  interest,  meaning  of  rule  that  corporation  engaged  in 
such  business  may  be  restrained  in  suit  by  state;  State  v.  American  Surety  Co. 
90  Neb.  158,  133  N.  W.  235,  holding  that  foreign  insurance  company  is  not,  wfien 
doing  business  in  this  state,  engaged  in  "trade  and  commerce"  under  article  2, 
chapter  91a,  comp.  st.  of  1911. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.R.A.  ( Iv.S. )  1197)  on  fire  insurance  as  business  affected 
by  public  interest. 

22  L.  R.  A.  496,  WELTON  v.  DICKSON,  38  Neb.  767,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  771, 

67   N.  W.   559. 
Contlemnation   of   property   and   compensation    tberefor. 

Cited  in  Paxton  &  H.  Irrigating  &  Land  Go.  y.  Farmers  &  M.  Irrig.  &  Land 
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Co.  45  Neb.  894,  29  L.  R.  A.  866,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  585,  64  N.  W.  343,  sus- 
taining act  authorizing  condemnation  of  land  for  irrigating  canal  purposes; 
Hodges  ▼.  Seward  County,  49  Neb.  668,  68  N.  W.  1027,  sustaining  injunction 
against  opening  public  road  over  private  premises  in  absence  of  provision  for 
compensation;  Propst  v.  Cass  County,  51  Neb.  739,  71  N.  W.  748,  holding  wife's 
action  not  barred  by  husband's  waiver  of  damages  for  appropriation  of  her 
land  for  highway;  Great  Western  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  v.  Hawkins,  30 
Ind.  App.  568,  66  N.  E.  765,  denying  right  to  condemn  property  for  pipe-Une 
purposes  in  absence  of  proof  that  company  is  or  will  be  engaged  in  furnishing  gas 
to  public;  Sisson  v.  Buena  Vista  County,  128  Iowa,  454,  70  L.R^.  445,  104  N. 
W.  454,  holding  valid  drainage  act  which  declared  draining  of  surface  waters 
from  agricultural  lands  to  be  a  public  use;  Chesapeake  Stone  Co.  v.  Moreland, 
126  Ky.  664,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  481,  104  S.  W.  762,  holding  that  land  may  be 
taken  under  eminent  domain  for  private  tramroad  from  quarry  where  public  is 
by  law  given  the  right  to  use  it;  Hogsett  v.  Harlan  County,  4  Neb.  (Unof.) 
312,  97  N.  W.  316,  holding  that  private  property  cannot  be  taken  for  a  public 
highway  before  damages  have  been  ascertained  and  paid  or  provision  made  for 
such  payment;  Vinegar  Bend  Lumber  Co.  v.  Oak  Grove  &  G.  R.  Co.  89  Miss.  115, 
43  So.  292,  holding  question  of  compensation  to  be  sole  issue  triable  by  special 
eminent  domain  court  and  upon  appeal  therefrom;  Mountain  Park  Terminal  R. 
Co.  V.  Field,  76  Ark.  244,  88  S.  W.  897,  holding  that  courts  have  the  power  to 
determine  whether  a  particular  use  authorized  by  the  legislature  is  a  public  use; 
Tuttle  V.  Moore,  3  Ind.  Terr.  729,  64  S.  W.  686,  on  legislative  determination  of 
what  is  a  public  use  as  being  respected  by  the  courts  unless  palpably  erroneous; 
McLucas  V.  St.  Joseph  &  G.  I.  R.  Co.  67  Neb.  610,  93  N.  W.  928,  2  Ann.  Cas. 
715,  on  power  of  eminent  domain  as  being  only  coextensive  with  the  public 
use. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Clark  v.  Mitchell  County  Comrs.  66  L.R.A.  966,  which 
upholds  statute  permitting  condemnation  of  private  property  for  establishing 
private  road  or  highway;  Arnsperger  v.  Crawford,  70  L.R.A.  497,  which  holds 
acquisition  of  mere  private  way  to  connect  private  estate  with  public  highway 
not  a  purpose  for  which  right  of  eminent  domain  may  be  delegated. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  31,  99,  106,  108,  109)  on  judicial  power  over 
eminent  domain;    (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  930)   on  existence  of  public  use  as  question 
for  courts;    (102  Am.  St.  Rep.  813,  828)   on  uses  for  which  power  of  eminent 
domain  cannot  be  exercised. 
IVheu  equitable  relief  proper. 

Cited  in  Kuhl  v.  Pierce  County,  44  Neb.  591,  62  N.  W.  1066,  holding  equitable 
relief  dependent  upon  absence  of  adequate  remedy  at  law;  Nebraska  Teleph.  O. 
v.  Cornell,  58  Neb.  825,  80  N.  W.  43,  holding  invalidity  of  statute  insufficient  for 
injunctive  relief;  Carter  v.  Warner,  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  691,  89  N.  W.  747,  au- 
thorizing injunction  restraining  erection  of  fence  and  turning  of  hogs  upon  peti- 
tioner's pasture;  Vinegar  Bend  Lumber  Co.  v.  Oak  Grove  &  G.  R.  Co.  89  Miss. 
113,  43  So.  292;  Keplinger  v.  Woolsey,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  284,  93  N.  W.  1008,— 
on  meaning  of  adequate  remedy  at  law  as  affecting  relief  in  equity. 

Cited  in  note  (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  742)  on  injunction  against  trespass  on  realty. 

22  L.  R.  A.  501,  McKENNON  v.  WINN,  1  Okla.  327,  33  Pac.  582. 
Adoption   and  eff.ect  of  eommon   la^r. 

Cited  in  Carter  v.  United  States,  1  Ind.  Terr.  352,  37  S.  W,  204,  holding  that 
one  may  be  indicted  for  offense  defined  by  common  law;  Arkansas  City  Bank  v. 
Swift,  57  Kan.  467,  46  Pac.  950,  holding  encumbrance  of  chattels  by  mortgajje 
without  change  of  possession  prima  facie  void  at  common  law;   Clark  v.  Alia- 
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man,  71  Kan.  224,  70  L.R.A.  980,  80  Pac.  671,  holding  that  the  common  law  un- 
less modified  or  changed  hy  the  constitution  or  by  statute  prevails  in  Kansas; 
Reaves  v.  Reaves,  15  Okla.  253,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  360,  82  Pac.  490,  holding  common 
law  marriage  valid  in  Oklahoma;  Hoppe  Hardware  Co.  v.  Bain,  21  Okla.  182,  17 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  316,  95  Pac.  765,  on  the  common  law  as  being  in  force  in  Oklahoma. 

Annotation  cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Gates  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  120  Tenn.  123,  110 
S.  W.  565,  on  the  adoption  of  the  common  law  in  certain  states. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Campbeirs  Appeal,  24  L.  R.  A.  667,  which  holds  com- 
mon-law rule  for  excluding  from  inheritance  all  tracing  descent  from  uninherited 
blood,  never  in  force  in  Connecticut;  Com.  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A. 
231,  which  holds  that,  common  law  of  state  may  include  practice  unknown  in 
England;  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  27  L.  R.  A.  762,  which  holda 
that  common  law  of  England  should  not  always  be  applied  as  local  common 
law;  Gatton  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  556,  which  holds  interstate 
commerce  not  subject  to  common-law  regulations  as  to  discrimination  by  car- 
riers; Chilcott  V.  Hart,  35  L.  R.  A.  41,  which  authorizes  consideration  of  deci- 
sions after  time  of  James  I.  to  determine  what  constitutes  common  law;  Smith 
V.  Allen,  39  L.  R.  A.  82,  wlii**^  holds  vendors'  liens  not  adopted  as  part  of  com- 
mon law  of  Washington;  State  \.  Gillilan,  57  L.  R.  A.  426,  which  denies  court's 
power  to  require  sureties  for  good  behavior  of  one  convicted  of  statutory  or  com- 
mon-law misdemeanor;  Clayton  v.  Hallett,  69  L.  R.  A.  407,  which  holds  educa- 
tion and  preferment  of  orphans  a  public  charity  where  Stat.  43  Eliz.  chap.  4,  in 
force. 
Jury    trtnl    in    quo    ^rarranto    proceedlnsTM. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  806)  on  right  to  jury  in  quo  warranto  proceedings. 
Jurlndlctlon     of    nuperlor     over     Inferior    courts. 

Cited  in  note  (51  L.  R.  A.  35)  on  superintending  control  and  supervisory  juris- 
diction of  superior  over  inferior  or  subordinate  tribunal. 
Sale  of  to^rn  site  before  patent. 

Cited  in  Clawson  v.  Wallace,  16  Utah,  306,  5i  Pac.  9,  holding  that  town-site 
claimant  in  possession  may  sell  equitable  interest  before  patent;  United  States 
V.  Biggs,  157  Fed.  268,  holding  that  criminal  prosecution  for  conspiracy  to  de- 
fraud the  U.  S.  of  lands  cannot  be  based  upon  agreement  by  one  who  has  applied 
to  enter  land  under  Timber  and  Stone  act  by  which  he  agrees  to  transfer  the 
land  to  another. 

22  L.  R.  A.  512,  CAMERON  v.  MOUNT,  86  Wis.  477,  56  N.  W.  1094. 
L.iabllltr  for   false   representations   not   frandnlent. 

Cited  in  Boddy  v.  Henry,  113  Iowa,  408,  53  L.  R.  A.  773,  footnote  p.  769,  86 
N.  W.  771,  denying  landowner's  liability  for  fraud  in  making  false  representa- 
tions as  to  quantity  of  land  under  belief  of  their  truth;  Darks  v.  Scudder-Gale 
Grocer  Co.  146  Mo.  App.  265,  130  N.  W.  430,  holding  that  person  representing 
article  to  be  wholesome  and  pure  and  fit  to  be  taken  into  human  system  is  liable 
to  person  injured  where  article  is  poisonous. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tyler  v.  Moody,  54  L.  R.  A.  417,  which  denies  necessity  of 
alleging  knowledge  of  falsity  of  warranty  of  safety  of  acetylene  gas  machine  in 
action  for  breach;  H.  W.  Williams  Transp.  Line  v.  Darius  Cole  Transp.  Co.  56 
L.  R.  A.  939,  which  denies  right  to  rely  on  false  representations  which  ans  not 
fraudulent  as  to  speed  of  steamboat,  if  warranty  as  to  speed  inserted  in  contract ; 
Spead  ▼.  Tomlinson,  68  L.R.A.  432,  which  denies  right  to  recover  damages  from 
healer  on  ground  of  deceit  in  stating  that  he  could  and  would  cure  intending 
patient  whom  he  fails  to  benefit  unless  the  statement  was  made  with  fraudulent 

intent. 

L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 63. 
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Cited  in  notes  (12  Eng.  Rul.  Cos.  295)  on  what  constitutes  fraud  and  liability 
therefor;    (23  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  461)   on  liability  of  vendor  on  sale  of  goods  by 
description. 
Order    grrantlnir    new    trt»l« 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Eau  Claire,  89  Wis.  49,  61  N.  W.  290,  holding  it  error  to 
grant  new  trial  without  imposing  costs  on  moving  party;  Mills  v.  Conley,  110 
Wis.  531,  86  N.  W.  203,  holding  order  granting  new  trial  without  stating  reaaons 
raises  presumption  of  finding  contrary  to  evidence;  Park  v.  Electric  Themnostat 
Co.  75  Minn.  350,  77  N.  W.  988,  holding  refusal  to  impose  costs  as  condition  for 
new  trial,  no  error. 

Disapproved  in  Frost  v.  Meyer,  137  Wis.  261,  118  N.  W.  811,  holding  that 
where  new  trial  is  granted  without  grounds  being  stated-  and  without  impoc^in^ 
costs,  it  will  be  presumed  that  it  was  granted  upon  grounds  not  requiring  terms. 

22  L.  R.  A.  515,  VIGO  COUNTY  v.  DAVIS,  136  Ind.  503,  36  N.  E.  141. 
Construction  of  decisions  as  Judicial  or  admlnlstratlTey  from  ^vhlcli  ap- 
peal   lies. 

Cited  in  Terre  Haute  v.  Mack,  139  Ind.  110,  38  N.  E.  468,  holding  assessment 
of  nonbordering  lot  for  improvements  will  be  enjoined,  since  no  appeal  lies  from 
decision  of  council ;  Potts  v.  Bennett,  140  Ind.  77,  39  N.  E.  518,  dismissing  appcul 
from  order  to  pay  insurance  purchased  by  county  commissioners  for  county  prop- 
erty; Huntington  County  v.  Heaston,  144  Ind.  588,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  192,  41  K. 
E.  457,  holding  allowance  of  claim  against  county,  administrative  act  not  con- 
clusive as  judicial  determination;  Jackson  Coimty  v.  State,  147  Ind.  404,  46  N. 
E.  908,  holding  statute  authorizing  action  against  commissioners  to  compel  re- 
moval of  county  seat  impliedly  denies  right  of  appeal  from  their  determination: 
Switzerland  County  v.  Reeves,  148  Ind.  471,  46  N.  E.  995,  holding  statute  pro- 
viding for  construction  of  free  gravel  roads  confers  judicial  power  upon  commis- 
sioners from  whose  decision  no  appeal  lies;  Owen  County  v.  Spangler,  159  Ind. 
582,  66  N.  E.  743,  holding  that  appeal  lies  from  judicial  decision  of  board  of 
county  commissioners  relating  to  improvement  of  highways;  Carnahan  v.  State, 
156  Ind.  159,  57  N.  E.  717,  holding  expediency  of  changing  schoolhouse  sit<?  to  be 
determined  by  superintendent,  and  whether  facts  warrant  change  open  to  investi- 
gation by  court;  Monroe  County  v.  Conner,  155  Ind.  493,  58  N.  E.  828,  holding 
that  appeal  lies  from  decision  of  commissioners  with  reference  to  contract  for 
free  gravel  roads;  Dillon  v.  Whatcom  County,  12  Wash.  399,  41  Pac.  174,  holdinc; 
courts  powerless  to  review  conclusions  of  commissioners  as  to  necessity  of  more 
assistance  in  county  officers;  Smith  v.  Stephens,  173  Ind.  572,  30  L.R.A. (K.S.i 
708,  91  N.  E.  167,  holding  that  duty  in  making  deductions  from  capital  and  sur- 
plus by  board  of  review  is  purely  administrative;  Ross  v.  Becker,  169  Ind.  171, 
81  N.  E.  478,  holding  that  appeal  lies  from  decision  on  sufficiency  of  petition 
for  improvement  of  highway;  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission. 
38  Ind.  App.  456,  78  N.  E.  338,  holding  that  appeal  may  be  taken  from  any  aets 
of  the  county  commissioners  where  authorized  by  statute;  Kraus  v.  Miami  Coun- 
ty, 39  Ind.  App.  625,  80  N.  E.  544,  holding  that  action  of  county  commissioners 
in  entering  into  contract  for  plans  and  for  superintendence  of  construction  of 
court  house,  is  administrative  and  no  appeal  lies  therefrom. 
Appeal  from  decision  of  coart  of  last  resort. 

Cited  in  Newman  v.  Gates,  150  Ind.  63,  49  N.  E.  826,  dismissing  petition  for  re- 
view of  decision  of  court  of  last  resort. 
statute  proTldlngr  'or  removal   of  county  seat  frltbont   notice* 

Cited  in  Mode  v.  Beasley,  143  Ind.  317,  42  N.  E.  727,  holding  statute  providing 
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for  relocation  of  county  seat  without  notice  of  remoyal,  validi  as  contemplating 
administrative  act  only. 
ConiitTiiGtton  of  yvord   "may." 

Cited  in  People's  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ayer,  24  Ind.  App.  217,  56  N.  E.  267,  construing' 
word  "may"  in  ordinary  meaning  and  as  vesting  discretion,  under  statute  pro- 
viding that  "assessments  may  be  made    ...    for  sewer  improvements." 
Constractlon  of  atatnte. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Gillispie  v.  Barr,  173  Ind.  450,  88  N.  E.  604,  holding  that 
statute  relating  to  care  of  insane  should  be  liberally  construed;  Taylor  v.  Peters- 
burg, 33  Ind.  App.  680,  72  N.  E.  159,  on  statute  which  is  clear  and  unambigu- 
ous as  being  construed  accordingly;  Agar  v.  Pagin,  39  Ind.  App.  670,  79  N.  E, 
379,  on  liberal  construction  of  statutory  provisions  of  general  public  interest. 
AdinlnlHtrator    as    plaintiff    in    nefirligrence    unit* 

Cited  in  Boyd  v.  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  25  Ind.  App.  161,  50  N.  E.  368,  holding 
administrator  not  proper  party  to  sue  for  death  of  employee  of  mine  by  negli- 
gence. 

22  L.  R.  A.  527,  HAMILTON  v.  DWELLING  HOUSE  INS.  CO.  98  Mich.  535,  57 

N.  W.  735. 
'*C'neondltional   OfTnemliip"    iritliin   insurance    policy. 

Cited  in  Loventhal  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  112  Ala.  110,  33  L.  R.  A.  262,  footnote  p. 
258,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  20  So.  419,  holding  vendee  in  possession  under  contract 
of  purchase,  with  vendor's  bond  to  make  title  good  on  full  payment,  uncondi- 
tional owner;  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Caldwell,  187  111.  80,  58  N.  E.  314,  Affirming  85 
111.  App.  108,  holding  delivery  of  bond  for  deed  not  sale  vitiating  insurance  pol- 
icy, as  in  violation  of  unconditional  ownership  clause;  Rosenstock  v.  Mississippi 
Home  Ins.  Co.  82  Miss.  686,  35  So.  309,  holding  that  vendor  who  has  contracted 
to  sell,  has  received  part  payment,  and  has  let  vendee  into  possession,  is  not 
the  "sole  and  unconditional  owner." 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Southern  Ins.  Co.  v.  Estes,  62  L.  R,  A.  915,  which  holds 
policy  not  avoided  by  existence  of  vendor's  lien,  nor  institution  of  foreclosure 
proceedings,  as  violating  unconditional  ownership  clause;  Steinmeyer  v.  Stein- 
meyer,  69  L.  R.  A.  319,  which  holds  entry  of  judgment  setting  aside  voluntary 
deed  not  change  grantee's  ownership;  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kerr,  66  L.R.A.  569, 
which  holds  interest  of  owner  of  property  held  by  another  under  option  to  pur- 
chase which  is  irrevocable  by  owner  but  which  owner  of  option  is  not  bound  to 
accept,  sole  and  unconditional  ownership. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  512,  513)  on  bond  for  title  as  defeating  un- 
conditional and  sole  ownership  of  insured;  (3  L.R.A. (N.S.)  108)  on  contract  to 
convey  as  breach  of  condition  in  insurance  policy  against  change  in  title  or  in- 
terest; (20  L.R.A. (N.S.)  776)  on  vendee  under  land  contract  as  owner  within 
meaning  of  insurance  policy. 
Effect  of  agrent'*  knoiTledfce  on  company's  liability. 

Cited  in  Strause  v.  Palatine  Ins.  Co.  128  N.  C.  65,  38  S.  E.  256,  holding  that 
receipt  of  premium  with  knowledge  by  insurance  agent  of  nature  interest  of  in- 
sured in  property  bars  defense  of  unconditional  ownership. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mendenhall,  36  L.  R.  A.  374,  which  holds 
notice  to  insurance  agent  of  material  facts  is  notice  to  company. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A. (N.S.)  759)  on  vacancy  provisions  of  insurance  policy 
as  affected  by  agent's  representations  or  knowledge;    (16   L.R.A. (N.S.)    1224) 
on  parol-evidence  rule  as  to  varying  or  contracting  written  contracts,  as  affect- 
ed by  doctrine  of  waiver  or  estoppel  as  applied  to  insurance  policies. 
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Distinguished  in  Parsons  v.  Lane  (Re  Millers'  &  Mfrs.  Ins.  Co.)  97  Minn.  107, 
4  L.R.A.(X.S.)   236,  106  N.  W.  485,  7  Ann.  Gas.  1144,  holding  condition  as  to 
ownership  not  waived  by  the  issue  of  the  policy  without  inquiry,  where  neither 
company  nor  its  agent  had  knowledge  of  the  facts. 
luMarable  Interent. 

Cited  in  Quackenbush  v.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.  150  Mich.  558,  114  N.  W.  388,  hold- 
ing that  vendor  holding  legal  title  to  property  has  an  insurable  interest  therein. 

22  L.  R.  A.  530,  NORFOLK  &  W.  R.  CO.  v.  ADAMS,  90  Va.  303,  44  Am.  St  Rep. 

916,  18  S.  E..673. 
C'arrler*fi    rlitrht    to    "demurrage." 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Midvale  Steel  Co.  201  Pa.  629,  83  Am.  St  Bep. 
'83C,  51  Atl.  313,  sustaining  carrier's  right  of  demurrage;  Dixon  v.  Central  R. 
Co.  110  Ga.  180,  35  So.  369,  and  New  Orleans  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  George,  82  Miss. 
72i),  35  So.  193,  holding  that  carrier  has  lien  on  freight  for  detention  of  cars; 
Darlington  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  99  Mo.  App.  14,  72  S.  W.  122,  and  Schiunacher 
V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  207  111.  212,  69  N.  E.  825,  Affirming  108  111.  App.  523, 
holding  railroad  company  which  is  compelled  by  law  to  provide  prompt  service 
entitled  to  storage  charges  after  allowing  consignee  reasonable  time  to  unload; 
Miciiie  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  lol  Fed.  695,  holding  demurrage  charge 
of  $1  per  day  where  cars  are  not  unloaded  within  06  hours,  reasonable;  St 
Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.  State,  85  Ark.  321,  122  Am.  St  Rep.  33,  107  S. 
W.  1180,  holding  failure  to  furnish  cars  not  excused  by  showing  that  cars  were 
not  returned  with  suflicient  promptness  from  otiier  lines  under  rule  for  inter- 
chan^^o  of  oars. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kentucky  Wagon  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Ohio  &,  M.  R.  Co.  36  L.  R. 
A.  850,  whicl)  upliolds  right  of  car  service  association  to  affix  reasonable  charge 
for  detention  of  cars;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Lockwood  Mfg.  Co.  68  L.R.A.  227, 
wliicli  holds  carrier's  lien  for  subsequent  demurrage  cliarges  not  cut  off  by 
placing  car  of  lumber  on  team  track  to  be  conveniently  unloaded  by  consignee. 

22  L.  R.  A.  536,  CASE  v.  MIKOT,  158  Mass.  577,  33  N.  E.  700. 
RlirhtN  Implied   In   ffraiitM  and  lenneii. 

Cited  in  Whittenton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Staples,  1(J4  Mass.  326,  29  L.  R.  A.  503,  41  N. 
E.  441,  holding  that  deed  of  mill  site  with  water  privileges  includes  benefit*  from 
re«?ervoir  dam;  Cummings  v.  Perry,  100  Mass.  155,  38  L.  R.  A.  151,  47  N.  E.  618, 
holding  tliat  lease  of  rooms  in  basement  confers  no  implied  right  to  use  basement 
elevator:  fluggins  v.  Waters,  154  N.  C.  445,  70  S.  E.  842,  holding  that  lease  of 
hotel  equipped  with  bath  tubs,  closets,  etc.,  carries  with  it  covenant  of  quiet 
•cnjo^Tnent  extending  to  proper  sewerage  connection;  Darnell  v.  Columbus  Show- 
case Co.  129  Ga.  04,  13  L.R.A.fN.S.)  .330,  121  Am.  St  Rep.  206,  5S  S.  E.  63^ 
holding  light  and  air  over  adjoining  premises  implied  in  lease  of  tenement  where 
'essential  to  its  enjoyment,  citing  also  annotation  on  this  point;  Whitehouse  v. 
Aiken,  190  Mass.  471,  47  N.  E.  499,  holding  unobstructed  view  of  show  window 
implied  in  lease  of  store  where  such  window  was  part  of  the  use  contemplated 
in  the  leaae  of  the  premises;  Lipsky  v.  Heller,  199  Mass.  317,  85  N.  E.  453,  hold- 
ing that  no  implied  easement  of  light  and  air  e.xist8  from  the  use  of  "open 
court"  In  a  description  where  such  easement  is  not  essential  to  enjoyment  of 
estate  granted;  Walker  Ice  Co.  v.  American  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  185  Mass.  468, 
70  N.  E.  937,  on  landlord's  depriving  tenant  of  right  to  cut  ice,  as  interference 
with  his  rights,  where  such  right  was  attached  to  the  leased  premises. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Landell  v.  Hamilton,  34  L.  R.  A.  227,  which  holds  cov- 
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enant  as  to  height  of  building  attached  to  "house"  on  lot  conveyed  not  restricted 
to  existing  building. 

Cited  in  notes   (8  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   351)    on  implication  from  necessity  of  ease- 
ment other  than  of  way;    (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)   373)  on  easements  created  by  sever- 
ance of  tract  with  apparent  benefit  existing. 
—— Aa    to    llflrl&t    and    air. 

Cited  in  Robinson  v.  Clapp,  65  Conn.  393,  29  L.  R.  A.  591,  32  Atl.  939,  foot- 
note p.  582,  denying  implied  right  to  easement  of  light  and  air  on  purchase  of 
land  40  feet  wide,  with  building  11  feet  from  boundary. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Keating  v.  Springer,  22  L.  R.  A.  544,  which  holds  that 
execution  of  lease  of  building  does  not  imply  that  landlord  will  refrain  from  ob- 
structing tenant's  windows  by  building  on  adjoining  lot;  Barrows  v.  Sycamore,. 
25  L.  R.  A.  535,  which  holds  allegation  that  water  tower  in  street  cuts  off  liglit 
to  building,  sufficient;  Kennedy  v.  Burnap,  40  L.  R.  A.  470,  which  holds  easement 
of  light  and  air  does  not  pass  by  implication  on  conveyance  of  building  witli  win- 
dows looking  over  vacant  lot ;  Baker  v.  Willard,  40  L.  R.  A.  754,  which  holdj^  that 
conveyance  of  passage  on  foot  over  space  not  less  than  3^^  feet  wide  does  not 
include  right  to  have  passage  kept  open  to  sky. 

Cited  in  notes   (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)   334,  335)  on  lease  as  carrying  right  to  light 
and  air  from  adjoining  premises  of  landlord;    (2  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  572)    on  ease- 
ment of  air  and  light. 
Abatter'a   eafienients  of  llarbt  and  air. 

Annotation  cited  in  South  Bound  R.  Co.  v.  Burton,  67  S.  C.  524,  46  S.  E.  340,. 
on  interference  with  light  and  air  as  an  element  of  damage  to  adjoining  lots- 
from  construction  of  railroad  in  street. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Townscnd  v.  Epstein,  52  L.  R.  A.  409  which  sustains^ 
abutter's  right  to  relief  against  diminution  of  light  and  air  by  bridge  over  street; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tyson,  59  L.  R.  A.  399  which  sustains  right  of  injunction: 
against  pillars  in  street  in  front  of  adjoining  lot,  obstructing  light  and  air  from 
street. 

Cited  in  note  (41  Am.  St.  Rep.  328)  on  easements  of  light  and  air  in  streets.. 
RlATlit    to    damaares    after    cnre    of    defect. 

Cited  in  Lexington  Print  Works  v.  Canton,  171  Mass.  416,  50  N.  E.  931,  sus- 
taining right  to  damages  suffered  till  filing  of  bill,  although  defect  subsequently 
cured. 
RIfcht   of  nonnbattlngr   OTvner   to  enjoin   condemnation. 

Cited  in  Manson  v.  South  Bound  R.  Co.  64  S.  C.  124,  41  S.  E.  832,  denying 
right  of  those  owning  nonabutting  property  to  enjoin  condemnation  of  park  for 
railroad  purposes. 
Proof  of  authority. 

Cited  in  Kansas  Invest.  Co.  v.  Carter,  160  Mass.  430,  36  N.  E.  63,  holding  proof 
of  owner's  consent  to  erection  of  building,  and  knowledge  of  action  thereunder^ 
sufficient  evidence  of  authority  to  construct  building. 
Liability    of    landlord. 

Cited  in  Blickley  v.  Luce,  148  Mich.  240,  111  N.  W.  752,  holding  landlord  liable 
for  injury  to  tenant  in  the  enjoyment  of  tlie  premises  where  another  tenant 
made  repairs  by  direction  of  the  landlord. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.  R.  A.  158)  on  liability  of  landlord  as  to  condition  of  part 
of  premises  not  controlled  by  tenant;    (26  L.  R.  A.  201)   on  landlord's  liability 
to  third  person  for  condition  of  premises  in  possession  of  tenant. 
Mallclona  erection   of  fence. 

Cited  in  note   (40  L.  R.  A.  177)   on  liability  for  malicious  erection  of  fence. 
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Equity    Jnrladictlon. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Sunapee  Dam  Co.  72  N.  H.  122,  55  Atl.  899,  and  Bugg  v. 
Rohrbach,  110  111.  App.  534,  holding  that  when  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  grant 
injunction  it  may  decide  all  issues  and  give  full  relief;  West  v.  Washington 
&  C.  River  R.  Co.  49  Or.  451,  90  Pac.  666,  holding  that  court  of  equity  in  action 
for  specific  performance  may  assess  damages  sustained  up  to  time  of  bringing 
action;  Institution  for  Sav.  v.  Puffer,  201  Mass.  47,  87  N.  E.  562,  on  equity  as 
retaining  jurisdiction  to  assess  damages  though  specific  equitable  relief  asked 
for,  is  denied. 

Cited  in  note  (116  Am.  St.  Rep.  878)  on  exception  to  rule  that  equity  retains 
for  all  purposes  jurisdiction  once  assumed. 

22  L.  R.  A.  644,  KEATING  v.  SPRINGER,  146  111.  481,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  175, 

34  N.  E.  805. 
Rlarht  to  eancment  of  llgrlit  and.  air. 

Cited  in  Saratoga  European  Hotel  &  Restaurant  Co.  v.  Mossier,  76  111.  App. 
693,  sustaining  injunction  against  obstructing  show  window;  Kotz  v.  Illinois  C. 
R.  Co.  188  111.  583,  59  N.  E.  240,  denying  damages  for  loss  of  light  and  air  re- 
sulting from  elevation  of  railroad  tracks;  Bailey  v.  Gray,  53  S.  C.  515,  31  S.  E. 
354,  holding  that  unobstructed  passage  of  light  and  air  cannot  6e  acquired  by 
prescription;  Dixon  v.  Messer,  136  111.  App.  492,  holding  that  city  has  no  power 
to  regulate  height  of  partition  fences. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.R.A.  540)  on  American  law  as  to  easements  of  light, 
air,  and  prospect;  (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  351,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  371,  372)  on  American 
doctrine  of  easements  of  light  and  air;  (13  L.R.A. (N.S.)  334)  on  lease  as  carry- 
ing right  to  light  and  air  from  adjoining  premises  of  landlord;  (122  Am.  St 
Rep.  219)  on  grant  of  easements  by  implication;  (2  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  573)  on 
easement  of  air  and  light;  (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  79)  on  extension  of  doctrine  of 
implied  easement  on  severance  to  air  and  light. 

Disapproved   in   Darnell   v.  Columbus   Show-Case   Co.   129  Ga.   64,    13   L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   336,  121  Am.  St.  Rep.  206,  58  S.  E.  631,  holding  right  to  light  and  air 
over  landlord's  adjoining  premises  implied  in  lease  of  tenement  where  essential 
to  its  enjoyment. 
Breacli    of    covenant    of    qniet    enjoyment. 

Cited  in  Boyer  v.  Commercial  Bldg.  Invest.  Co.  110  Iowa,  496,  81  N.  W.  720, 
sustaining  tenant's  right  to  damages  for  breach  of  covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment 
by  landlord's  operation  of  boilers  in  basement,  rendering  floors  warm  and  un- 
comfortable and  atmosphere  unhealthy;  Cassidy  v.  Richardson,  74  N.  H.  222,  60 
Atl.  641,  holding  that  in  action  for  breach  of  covenant  of  quiet  enjoyment,  the 
covenant  and  facts  constituting  the  breach  thereof  should  be  set  out  in  the 
declaration;  Rubens  v.  Hill,  213  111.  543,  72  N.  E.  1127,  holding  that  question 
whetlier  acts  of  landlord  amounts  to  an  eviction  is  for  the  jury;  John  Anisfield 
Co.  v.  Corey,  140  111.  App.  367,  on  what  constitutes  constructive  eviction  by 
landlord. 
Measure  of  damagres. 

Cited  in  C.  F.  Birtman  Co.  v.  Thompson,  136  111.  App.  623,  holding  that  meas- 
ure of  damages  for  breach  of  lessor's  covenant  to  furnish  heat,  is  the  difference 
in  rental  value  between  premises  with  and  without  heat. 
Tennnt'fi    llaMUtjr    for    rent. 

Cited  in  Humphreville  v.  Billinger,  62  111.  App.  127,  holding  tenant  liable  for 
rent  by  retaining  premises  after  construction  of  staircase  which  cut  off  some  light 
and  air;  Kistler  v.  Wilson,  77  111.  App.  154,  holding  landlord's  consent  to  erec^ 
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tion  of  elevated  road  not  constructive  eviction;  Leiferman  v.  Osten,  167  III.  101, 
39  L.  R.  A.  168,  47  N.  E.  203,  Affirming  64  111.  App.  579,  holding  tenant  charge- 
able with  rent  by  retaining  possession  after  constructive  eviction;  McMullen  v. 
Moffitt,  08  III.  App.  163,  holding  loss  of  light  and  air  by  construction  of  build- 
ing joining  leased  building  by  party  wall,  no  defense  to  action  for  rent;  Barrett 
V.  Boddie,  158  111.  484,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  172,  42  N.  E.  143,  denying  that  obstruc- 
tion to  chimney  relieves  tenant  from  payment  of  rent,  under  lease  containing 
covenant  to  repair;  White  v.  Young  Men's  Christian  Asso.  137  111.  App.  290, 
holding  that  where  lease  is  made  in  connection  with  covenant  to  install  adequate 
system  of  ventilation  possession  cannot  be  retained  without  payment  of  rent, 
although  covenant  is  broken;  Garrett  v.  Conner,  155  111.  App.  164,  holding  that 
tenant  who  remains  in  possession  cannot  off  set  as  against  rent,  damages  by  rea- 
son of  inconvenience  in  use  of  premises;  Potts-Thompson  Liquor  Co.  v.  Capital 
City  Tobacco  Co.  137  Ga.  653,  74  S.  E.  279,  holding  that  to  constitute  eviction 
which  will  operate  as  suspension  of  rent  there  must  be  actual  expulsion  or  acts 
of  interference  done  with  intention  of  depriving  tenant  of  enjoyment  of  premises ; 
Rubens  v.  Hill,  213  111.  541,  72  N.  E.  1127,  holding  that  where  defect  in  leased 
premises  diminishes  their  value,  and  lessee  continues  in  possession,  he  is  liable 
for  the  rent  but  may  recoup  damage  sustained. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kellogg  v.  Lowe,  70  L.R.A.  510,  which  holds  eviction  not 
effected  by  lessor  of  property  as  site  for  saloon  business  in  preventing  acquisition 
of  necessary  license  by  protesting  against  its  issuance  as  owner  of  other  property. 
CoanterclAlm    to    Rctlon    for    rent. 

Cited  in  Dietrich  v.  Ely,  11  C.  C.  A.  268,  24  U.  S.  App.  21,  63  Fed.  414,  holding 
damages  for  malicious  prosecution  not  counterclaim  in  action  for  rent. 
i^aestlons  of  laiv  mined  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Bour  v.  Chicago  &  W.  Coal  Co.  ^7  III.  App.  593,  holding  that  absence 
of  questions  of  law  submitted  to  lower  court  presents  no  question  of  law  on 
appeal;  Grand  Pacific  Hotel  Co.  v.  Pinkerton,  217  III.  72,  75  N.  E.  427,  holding 
that  where  trial  is  had  before  court  without  jury,  propositions  of  law  should  be 
submitted  to  the  court  in  writing,  without  which  they  will  not  be  considered  on 
appeal. 
Con  dual  veneiia  of  Jadfrment  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Moore  v.  Snowball,  66  L.R.A.  745,  which  holds  judgment 
for  defendants  in  trespass  to  try  title  to  land  sold  under  judgment  foreclosing 
tax  lien  and  to  set  aside  the  judgment  not  bar  to  subsequent  suit  to  set  aside 
sheriff's  sale  for  irregularities  on  equitable  terms  in  which  title  is  admitted  to 
be  in  purchaser. 

22  L.  R.  A.  548,  STATE  ex  rel.  MORRIS  v.  WRIGHTSON,  66  N.  J.  L.  126,  28 
Atl.  56. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Smith  v.  Baker,  73  N.  J.  L.  329,  63  Atl.  619; 
Smith  V.  Baker,  74  N.  J.  L.  592,  64  Atl.  1067. 
Validity  of  statute*  -whlcli  deprive  sTOvernor  of  pofver  of  appointment. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  State,  59  X.  J.  L.  538,  38  L.  R.  A.  374,  37  Atl.  949,  declar- 
ing  void,  statute  depriving  governor  of  power  to  appoint  judges,  by  changing 
name  of  court  without  changing  jurisdiction. 

■  •— >  Relatlnar    to    election    mattem. 

Cited  in  Bott  v.  Secretary  of  State,  62  N,  J.  L.  126,  40  Atl.  740,  holding  ballot 
requiring  voter  to  vote  one  of  two  ways  on  three  constitutional  amendments  does 
not  contravene  provision  as  to  separate  submission;  McArdle  v.  Jer^jey  City,  60 
N.  J.  L.  596,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  496,  49  Atl.  1013,  declaring  void,  act  creating  excise 
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board,  two  members  to  be  eliosen  annually,  no  ballot  containing  more  than  one 
name;  State  ex  rel.  Guerguin  v.  McAlisler,  S8  Tex.  286,  28  L.  R.  A.  525,  foot- 
note p.  523,  31  S.  W.  187,  sustaining  statute  authorizing  each  ward  to  elect  one 
alderman;  Smith  v.  Wanser,  68  N.  J.  L.  253,  52  Atl.  309,  denying  right  of  legis- 
lature to  provide  that  other  persons  shall  vote  in  election  of  brigadier-generals, 
when  constitution  gives  exclusive  right  to  field  ofiicers;  Warren  v.  Pirn,  66  N. 
J.  Eq.  398,  59  Atl.  773,  on  right  of  stockholders  to  relief  to  prevent  unlawful 
voting  by  others. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Pope  v.  Williams,  66  L.R.A.  398,  which  holds  that  l^is- 
lature  may  require  person  coming  into  state  to  take  up  residence  to  evidence  such 
fact  in  public  record  to  entitle  him  to  vote. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  485)  on  how  far  right  to  vote  is  absolute;   (33  L. 
R.  A.  142 )  on  statutes  restricting  vote  of  elector  to  less  than  all  when  several  oflS- 
cers  are  to  be  chosen  for  same  office. 
— -•  RelatinfiT    to    apportionment. 

Cited  in  State,  W'ood,  Prosecutor,  v.  Atlantic  City,  56  N.  J.  L.  234,  28  Atl-  427, 
holding  statute  authorizing  cities  divided  into  wards,  to  subdivide,  not  confined 
to  cities  divided  before  passage  of  act;  People  ex  rel.  Mooney  v.  Hutchinsbn,  172 
111.  496,  40  L.  R.  A.  772,  50  X.  E.  599,  declaring  void,  apportionment  act  passed 
before  expiration  of  time  required  by  Constitution;  Harmison  v.  Ballot  Comrs. 
45  W.  Va.  180,  42  L.  R.  A.  592,  31  S.  E.  394,  holding  that  courts  may  declare 
void,  act  apportioning  delegate  districts;  Fesler  v.  Brayton,  145  Ind.  91,  32  L. 
R.  A.  585,  44  N.  E.  37  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  refusing  to  enjoin  proceed- 
ing to  election  under  only  apportionment  act  not  repealed  or  adjudged  invalid: 
Ragland  v.  Anderson,  125  Ky.  159,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  242,  100  S.  W.  865,  holding 
that  apportionment  which  violates  constitutional  provision  requiring  equalitv 
of  representation  is  invalid;  State  ex  rel.  Sullivan  v,  Schnitger,  16  Wyo.  522. 
95  Pac.  698,  holding  that  mandamus  will  not  issue  to  compel  election  in  disre- 
gard of  an  apportionment  alleged  to  be  invalid,  unless  a  valid  apportionment 
exists  prior  thereto  under  which  the  election  may  be  held. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fletcher  v.  Tuttle,  26  L.  R.  A.  143,  which  denies  right  to 
enjoin  giving  of  election  notices  on  ground  that  apportionment  uncon8titutionaI ; 
People  ex  rel.  Henderson  v.  Westchester  County,  30  L.  R.  A.  74,  which  holds  tlmt 
annexation  of  part  of  other  county  to  New  York  county  for  municipal  purposes 
leaves  annexed  territory  in  other  county  for  purpose  of  senate  or  assembly  dis- 
tricts; Denny  v.  State,  31  L.  R.  A.  726,  which  denies  right  to  create  double  dis- 
tricts so  as  to  give  counties  having  less  than  population  for  one  senator  or  repre- 
sentative a  voice  in  electing  more  than  one. 

Cited  in  note  (10  L.R.A.(N,S.)  1186)  on  effect  of  laches  in  questioning  appor- 
tionment of  election  districts. 
—  Affected    hy    caatont. 

Cited  in  State,  Suburban  Electric  Co.,  Prosecutor,  v.  Elizabeth,  59  N.  J.  L- 
137,  36  Atl.  673,  holding  custom  at  variance  with  meaning  of  statute  not  sustain- 
able as  its  construction;  State  ex  rel.  Kenny  v.  Hudspeth,  59  N.  J.  L.  533,  37 
Atl.  67,  holding  legislature  has  power  to  reduce  number  of  judges  under  long- 
continued  construction  of  Constitution;  Virtue  v.  Essex  County,  67  N.  J.  L.  146, 
50  Atl.  360,  holding  long-continued  recognition  by  various  sheriffs,  of  right  of 
board  of  freeholders  to  control  jail,  will  not  warrant  legislature  in  giving  board 
statuory  authority  contrary  to  constitution;  Jersey  City  v.  North  Jersey  Street 
R.  Co.  72  N.  J.  L.  392,  61  Atl.  95,  on  contemporaneous  construction  of  statutes 
as  being  of  value  only  when  meaning  is  doubtful. 
Construction  of  constftatlonal  provliilons. 

Cited  in  Schwartz  v.  People,  46  Colo.  262,  104  Pac.  92,  holding  that  provision 


1001  L.  R.  A.  OASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [22  L.RA.  661 

in  constitution  that  legislature  shall  prohibit  sale  of  impure  liquor  does  not  by 
implication  denv  the  right  to  legislate  concerning  pure  liquors. 
street    railway    eompany    wm    transportation    company. 

Cited  in  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Market  Street  R.  Co.  132  Cal.  689,  64  Pac.  1065 
(dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  street  railway  company  not  transporta- 
tion company. 
Imjanctiott  avalnat  payment  of  ezpenaea  of  nnanthorised  election. 

Cited  in  Bates  v.  Nome,  1  Alaska,  213,  sustaining  taxpayer's  right  to  enjoin 
payment  from  public  funds  of  expenses  of  unauthorized  election. 
Mandamna. 

Cited  in  Frantz  v.  County  Ct.  69  W.  Va.  739,  93  S.  E.  328,  holding  that  man- 
•damus  lies  to  compel  performance  of  ministerial  duty,  where  conduct  of  official 
Amounts  to  refusal  of  performance;  Re  Hopper,  73  Misc.  376,  132  N.  Y.  Supp. 
730,  holding  that  application  for  mandamus  will  be  granted  to  insure  fair  elec- 
tion of  officers  and  to  prevent  nominations  under  unconstitutional  statute;  Brand 
T.  Nome,  3  Alaska,  39,  holding  that  a  private  elector  may  maintain  mandamur 
to  compel  public  officers  to  hold  election  according  to  law. 
"Who  may  question  validity  of  statnte. 

Cited  in  Pugh  v.  Pugh,  26  S.  D.  13,  32  L.R.A,(N.S.)  963,  124  N.  W.  959, 
holding  that  nonresident  cannot  attack  constitutionality  of  statute  requiring 
residence  for  certain  time  before  commencement  of  divorce  action. 

•22  L.  R.  A.  561,  GIBSON  v.  HUNTINGTON,  38  W.  Va.  177,  45  Am.  St.  Rep. 

853,  18  S.  E.  447. 
Municipal   corporation**   liability    for   nemrliarence   and    costii. 

Kxplained  in  Yeager  v.  Bluefield,  40  W.  Va.  487,  21  S.  E.  762,  holding  munici- 
pal corporation  not  insurer  against  accidents  in  streets. 

Cited  in  Arthur  v.  Charleston,  61  W.  Va.  134,  41  S.  E.  171,  holding  it  to  be 
■positive  duty  of  city  to  keep  streets  free  from  obstructions;  Charleston  v.  Beller. 
46  W.  Va.  48,  40  S.  E.  152,  holding  municipal  corporations  not  liable  for  costs  in 
prosecution  for  violation  of  city  ordinance;  Allen  v.  Minden,  127  La.  406,  53 
•So.  666,  holding  that  unless  municipality  uses  due  care  in  making  excavations 
in  repairing  streets  it  will  be  liable  for  injury  resulting  therefrom;  Burke  v. 
South  Omaha,  79  Neb.  797,  113  N.  W.  241,  holding  that  city  is  liable  for  wrong- 
ful or  negligent  acts  of  persons  employed  in  repairing  or  improving  its  streets; 
•Ca vender  v.  Charleston,  62  W.  Va.  650,  59  S.  E.  732,  holding  city  liable  for  injury 
•caused  by  defective  bridge  over  which  it  had  control ;  Parrish  v.  Huntington,  57 
W.  Va.  293,  50  S.  E.  410,  on  absolute  duty  of  city  to  keep  its  streets  and  side- 
walks in  a  safe  condition;  0*Hanlin  v.  Carter  Oil  Co.  54  \V.  Va.  516,  66  L.R.A. 
896,  46  S.  E.  565;  Hysell  v.  Central  City,  64  W.  Va.  134,  61  S.  E.  43,— on  absolute 
liability  of  city,  under  statute,  for  injury  from  nonrepair  of  street;  Wheeler  v. 
Ft.  Dodge,  131  Iowa,  576,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  152,  108  N.  W.  1057,  on  care  of  streets 
4IS  being  administrative  act. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Jackson  v.  Greenville,  27  L.  R.  A.  527,  which  denies  re- 
covery for  injury  by  defects,  to  man  playing  with  dog  on  sidewalk;  Rhobidas  v. 
Concord,  51  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  sustains  city's  liability  for  failure  to  furnish 
servant  reasonably  safe  place  to  work;  Teagar  v.  Flemingsburg,  53  L.  R.  A.  792, 
which  holds  mere  building  of  step  in  sidewalk  not  negligence  rendering  city  liable 
for  injury  to  pedestrians;  Nicholson  v.  Detroit,  56  L.  R.  A.  601,  which  denies 
•city's  liability  for  death  of  unwarned  employee  from  smallpox  contracted  in  tear- 
ing down  smallpox  hospital;  Colwell  v.  Waterbury,  57  L.  R.  A.  218,  which  denies 
•city's  liability  for  injury  to  employee  through  defect  in  machine  for  crushing 
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stone  for  highways;  Hall  v.  Concord,  58  L.  R.  A.  455,  which  denies  city's  liabil- 
ity for  negligent  management  of  steam  roller  in  repairing  city  street  under  super- 
vision of  state  superintendent;  Dudley  v.  Flemingsburg,  60  L.  R.  A.  576,  which- 
denies  city's  liability  for  injuries  by  failure  to  prevent  coasting  in  streets; 
Wilson  V.  Mitchell,  65  L.R.A.  158,  which  holds  that  municipality  cannot  ratify 
act  of  waterworks  superintendent  in  wrongfully  connecting  well  with  city  water 
mains  so  as  to  become  liable  for  water  taken  from  the  well;  Bowden  v.  Kansas 
City,  66  L.R.A.  181,  which  holds  that  city  is  performing  ministerial  public  duty 
in  maintaining  fire  station  so  as  to  be  liable  in  damages  to  employee  for  personal 
injuries  resulting  from  neglect  of  city  to  furnish  reasonably  safe  place  to  work; 
Harden  v.  Jackson,  66  L.R.A.  986,  which  holds  plank  sidewalk  not  so  unsafe 
as  to  render  city  liable  to  one  falling  thereon  because  his  cane  goes  through, 
although  the  edges  of  planks  have  become  so  decayed  as  not  to  withstand  pres- 
sure of  cane. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A. (N.S.)  160)  on  municipal  liability  for  latent  defects 
in  streets;  (20  L.R.A.(X.S.)  525,  580,  626,  750,  754)  on  liability  of  municipality 
for  defects  or  obstructions  in  streets;  (21  L.R.A. (X.S.)  624)  on  contributory 
negligence  as  affecting  municipal  liability  for  defects  and  obstructions  in  streets; 
(103  Am.  St.  Rep.  281)  on  municipal  liability  to  persons  injured  by  defects  in, 
or  want  of  repair  of,  streets;  (108  Am.  St.  Rep.  153,  159,  161)  as  to  what 
municipal  corporations  are  answerable  for  injuries  due  to  defects  in  streets  and 
other  public  places. 
Lilabllity  for  Injury  to  children. 

Cited  in  Busse  v.  Rogers,  64  L.  R.  A.  183,  holding  one  who  piles  lumber  in  street 
in  unstable  manner  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  its  fall  upon  child  who  attempts 
to  climb  on  pile;  Covington  Saw  Mill  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Drexilius,  120  Ky.  .501.  117 
Am.  St  Rep.  593,  87  S.  W.  266,  as  setting  out  the  right  of  children  to  use 
streets  for  their  exercise  and  play;  Friedman  v.  Snare  &  T.  Co.  71  X.  .T.  L.  023, 
70  L.R.A.  56,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  764,  61  Atl.  401,  2  Ann.  Cas.  497  (disi?enting 
opinion),  on  liability  for  injury  to  child  caused  by  obstruction  in  street. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kramer  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  52  L.R.A.  359,  which  denies 
railroad  company's  liability  for  death  of  child  by  fall  upon  him  of  pile  of  cross- 
ties  in  unused  portion  of  street;  Busse  v.  Rogers,  64  L.R.A.  183,  which  holds 
one  piling  lumber  insecurely  in  street  liable  for  injuries  to  child  by  its  fall  upon 
him  while  attempting  to  climb  on  the  pile;  Friedman  v.  Snare  &.  Tricst  Co.  70 
L.R.A.  147,  which  holds  abutting  owner  storing  building  materials  in  street  not 
ordinarily  charged  with  duty  to  render  them  safe  for  persons  attempting  to 
use  them  for  their  own  pleasure,  convenience  or  profit. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  L.R.A. (X.S.)  905)  on  duty  towards  children  with  respect  to 
obstructions  or  defects  in  street;  (34  L.R.A.(X.S.)  118)  on  duty  toward  children 
as  to  obstructions  or  defects  in  street. 
—  Of    municipal    corporation. 

Cited  in  Ritz  v.  Wheeling,  45  W.  Va.  265,  43  L.  R.  A.  151,  31  S.  E.  993,  denying 
city's  liability  for  death  of  child  drowned  while  trespassing,  by  falling  into  reser- 
voir which  supplied  city;  District  of  Columbia  v.  Boswell,  6  App.  D.  C.  420, 
holding  municipal  corporation  liable  for  defects  in  sidewalk,  injuring  children 
playing  thereon;  Omaha  v.  Richards,  49  Xeb.  249,  68  N.  W.  528,  holding  city 
liable  for  death  of  boy  by  drowning  in  water  accumulated  by  city's  negligence 
in  grading  street;  Straub  v.  St.  Louis,  175  Mo.  421,  75  S.  W.  100,  holding  city 
liable  to  boy  who  was  playing  in  street  and  injured  by  old  counter  falling  upon 
him,  which  had  been  placed  in  street  by  merchant  and  marked  "for  sale:"  Ir- 
vine V.  Greenwood,  89  S.  C.  524,  36  L.R.A. (N.S.)  369,  72  S.  E.  228,  holding  that 
it  is  not  as  matter  of  law  negligent  for  children  to  play  in  street,  in  absence- 
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of  circumstances  making  it  obviously  dangerous;  Townley  v.  Huntington^  68 
W.  Va.  576,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  120,  70  S.  E.  368,  holding  that  city  owes  same  duties 
to  children  properly  in  streets,  although  engaged  in  play,  as  it  does  to  travelers 
on  business;  Shaw  v.  Charleston,  57  W.  Va.  434,  50  S.  E.  527,  4  Ann.  Cas.  515, 
holding  city  not  liable  for  injury  to  child  confined  in  its  prison  caused  by  un- 
sanitary and  filthy  condition. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McFadden  v.  Jewell,  60  L.  R.  A.  402,  which  denies  city's 
liability  for  injury  to  child  by  negligence  of  one  employed  to  clear  alley  of  weeds. 
"Wliem  negrllfirence  qaeatlon  of  fact. 

Cited  in  Steube  v.  Christopher  &  S.  Architectural  Iron  &  Foundry  Co.  86  Mo. 
App.  650,  holding  that  question  for  jury  arises  when  facts  create  reasonable  doubt 
as  to  negligence. 

Presmnptlon  of  nearllflrence. 

Cited  in  note  (113  Am.  St.  Rep.  989)  on  presumption  of  negligence  fiom  hap- 
pening of  accident  causing  personal  injuries. 

22  L.  R.  A.  565,  GUSTAFSON  v.  HAMM,  50  Minn.  334,  57  N.  W.  1054. 
Rlgrl^t*  of  public  In  blffli^vay. 

Cited  in  Butler  v.  Penn  Tobacco  Co.  152  N.  C.  419,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  831,  68 
S.  E.  12,  holding  that  city  has  no  power  to  authorize  contract  between  man- 
ufacturing company  and  railroad  for  building  sidetrack  across  street  upon 
latter's  right  of  way  for  benefit  of  former;  Perry  v.  Castner,  124  Iowa,  392, 
66  L.R.A.  163,  100  N.  W.  84,  2  Ann.  Cas.  363,  holding  an  area  way  for  a  base- 
ment entrance  so  placed  that  it  landed  people  on  the  adjoining  owner's  frontage 
was  unlawful  and  city  could  not  permit  it;  Hatfield  v.  Straus,  189  N.  Y.  222,  82 
N.  E.  172,  Affirming  117  App.  Div.  671,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  934,  holding  it  has  no 
power. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lockwood  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  516,  which  denies 
city's  power  to  authorize  steam  railroad  to  locate  in  narrow  highway  devoted  to 
wholesale  business;  Eddy  v.  Granger,  28  L.  R.  A.  517,  which  denies  power  of 
city  to  give  vested  right  to  maintain  private  drain  in  highway;  Chicago  G.  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  First  M.  E.  Church,  50  L.  R.  A.  488,  which  holds  water  tank  in  street, 
and  station  at  which  bells  constantly  rung  and  whistles  blown  within  few  rods  of 
church,  nuisance. 

Cited  in  notes   (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)   930)   on  power  of  municipality  in  absence  of 
express  authority  to  grant  street  franchises;    (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  257)   on  power 
of  city  to  allow  operation  of  private  railroad  in  street;    (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  346) 
on  grant  by  city  of  right  to  use  streets  and  sidewalks  for  private  purpose. 
Abntter'ii  rlsht  to  compensation  for  railroad  In  street. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  733,  739)  on  abutter's  right  to  compensation 
for  railroads  in  streets. 

22  L.  R.  A.  570,  STATE  ex  rel.  RAILROAD  COMMISSION  v.  WESTERN  U. 

TELEG.  CO.  113  N.  C.  213,  18  S.  E.  389. 
Who    enfl^anred    in    Interstate    commerce. 

Cited  in  Leavell  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  116  N.  C.  220,  27  L.  R.  A.  843,  47 
Am.  St.  Rep.  798,  21  S.  E.  391,  and  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Reynolds,  100  Va. 
465,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  971,  41  S.  E.  856,  holding  company  transmitting  message 
over  line  which  passes  through  another  state  en  route,  when  it  has  one  wholly 
within  same  state,  not  engaged  in  interstate  commerce;  Kansas  City  S.  R.  Co. 
V.  Railroad  Comrs.  106  Fed.  359,  denying  state's  authority  to  regulate  freight 
rates  between  points  in  state,  when  line  extends  partly  through  another  state; 
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Leavenworth  v.  Ewing,  80  Kan.  64,  101  Pac.  664,  holding  that  license  tax  may 
be  placed  on  intra  state  express  business,  though  the  goods  are  carried  over 
a  part  of  another  state  in  transit;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hughes,  104  Va. 
246,  51  S.  E.  225  (dissenting  opinion),  on  telegraph  messages  as  interstate  com- 
merce where  traversing  another  state  enroute  between  points  within  the 
state. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  987;  47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  334)  on  interstate  char- 
acter of  transportation  between  points  in  same  state  over  route  which  passes 
outside  such  state. 

Distinguished  in  Hanlcy  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  187  U.  S.  621,  47  L. 
cd.  336,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  214,  holding  that  company  transporting  goods  oo 
"through  bill  of  lading  between  two  points  in  same  state,  over  line  116  miles  long, 
C4  miles  of  which  extends  through  another  state,  is  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce. 
l^eti-lfilatlve    power    to    llz    rates    Rnd.    prices. 

Cited   in   notes    (33  Ij.R.A.    181)    on   legislative  power  to  fix   tolls,  rates,  or 
prices;   (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  835)  on  businesses  affected  with  public  interest  subject- 
ing them  to  regulation  and  control  in  respect  to  rates  or  prices. 
Corporate    taxation. 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  646)  on  corporate  taxation  and  the  commerce  clause. 
Police    refl^nlatlon    of    electric    companies. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.  R.  A.  807)   on  police  regulation  of  electric  companies. 
Character  and   pofvers    of   railroad    commission. 

Cited  in  State  eaj  rel.  Caldwell  v.  Wilson,  121  N.  C.  474,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  672, 
28  S.  E.  554  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  defining  railroad  commission  as  ad- 
ministrative not  judicial,  court;  State  ex  rel.  Pate  v.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co. 
122  N.  C.  880,  29  S.  £.  334,  holding  violations  of  railroad  commissioner's  orders 
enforceable  in  supreme  court;  Gulf  &  S.  1.  R.  Co.  v.  Mississippi  R.  Commission, 
1)4  Miss.  135,  49  So.  118,  holding  that  state  railway  commission  has  only  such 
powers  as  are  expressly  gi-anted  to  it  by  the  legislature. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  650)  on  delegation  of  power  to  regulate  carriers. 
Validity   of  act   antborisingr   relssae   of   stock. 

Cited  in  Hendon  v.  North  Carolina  R.  Co.  125  N.  C.  128,  34  S.  E.  227,  sustaininij 
;act  relating  to  reissue  of  stock  to  supply  lost  certificates. 
Amendment  of  proceedinars  to  confer  Jnrlsdiction. 

Cited  in  McLean  v.  Breece,  113  N.  C.  393,  18  8.  £.  694,  holding  that  proceed 
ing  brought  in  wrong  court  may  be  amended  by  court  to  give  jurisdiction. 

22  L.  R.  A.  573,  ENEWOLD  v.  OLSEN,  39  Neb.  59,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  557,  57  X. 
W.  765. 

I^esral  name,  fvliat  constitutes. 

Cited  in  Stratton  v.  McDermott,  89  Neb.  624,  131  N.  W.  949,  Ann.  Cas.  1912 
C,  GIG,  holding  that  surname  and  initial  letter  may  constitute  full  name  of  in- 
^lividual,  and  when  grantee  is  so  named  in  his  title  of  record  it  will  not  be 
presumed  that  he  has  another  name;  McNamara  v.  Gunderson,  89  Neb.  116,  131 
N.  W.  183,  holding  that  to  be  ignorant  of  either  given  name  or  surname  of  per- 
son is  to  be  ignorant  of  such  person's  name  within  meaning  of  section  148  of 
Code;  Butler  v.  Smith,  84  Neb.  81,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  438,  120  N.  W.  1106,  holding 
for  purpose  of  constructive  notice  in  case  where  defendant  is  not  sued  on  writ- 
ten instrument  signed  by  himself,  his  name  includes  first  christian  name  and 
.surname  or  patronymic. 
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Service  off  proeena  and  waiver  of  defect  aa  to  name* 

Cited  in  Scarborough  v.  Myrick,  47  Neb.  801,  66  N.  W.  867,  holding  that  filing 
answer  to  merits  waives  defect  in  name;  Slingluff  v.  Gainer,  49  W.  Va.  9,  37  S. 
E.  771,  holding  that  full  name  should  be  used  in  judicial  process;  Newman  v. 
Greeley  State  Bank,  92  111.  App.  642,  holding  failure  to  leave  summons  at  defend- 
ant's place  of  residence  insufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction;  D'Autremont  v.  An- 
derson Iron  Co.  (D'Autremont  v.  Gaylord)  104  Minn.  170,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  239, 
124  Am.  St.  Rep.  615,  116  N.  W.  357,  15  Ann.  Cas.  114,  holding  service  of 
summons  by  publication  in  which  wrong  middle  initial  is  used  does  not  give 
court  jurisdiction;  Gillian  v.  McDowall,  66  Neb.  819,  92  N.  W.  991,  holding  a 
mortgagee  in  tax  foreclosure  suit  is  not  barred  of  his  right  of  redemption  where 
he  was  sued  by  his  initials  only,  the  summons  did  not  contain  the  words  ''real 
name  unknown,"  and  service  was  not  personal;  Krotter  &  Co.  v.  Norton,  84 
Neb.  140,  120  N.  W.  923,  holding  court  acquires  jurisdiction  by  personal  service 
of  process  on  defendant,  though  there  is  a  misnomer  of  defendant  therein; 
Zimmerman  v.  Trude,  80  Neb.  507,  114  N.  W.  641,  holding  court  acquires  juris- 
diction by  substituted  service  where  the  action  is  on  a  written  instrument 
where  defendant  has  signed  the  same  by  initial  letteru  or  contraction  of  Christian 
name. 

Cited  in  note  (132  Am.  St.  Rep.  563)   on  proceedings  against  persons  by  less 
or  other  than  full  Christian  names. 
Revival    of    Jndarment* 

Cited  in  Wittstruck  v.  Temple,  58  Neb.  19,  78  N.  W.  456,  holding  lack  of  juris- 
diction good  defense  to  proceeding  to  revive  dormant  judgment;  Stover  v.  Stark, 
61  Neb.  375,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  460,  86  N.  W.  286,  holding  that  questions  involved 
prior  to  proceedings  to  receive  judgment  become  res  judicata;  Rice  v.  Allen,  69 
Xeb.  354,  95  N.  W.  704,  holding  where  judgment  is  void  for  want  of  service, 
though  valid  on  its  face,  an  order  for  revivor  is  not  conclusive  against  him 
although  personal  service  therein  was  had  and  no  appearance  made;  Johnson  v. 
Carpenter,  77  Neb.  52,  108  N.  W.  161,  holding  a  defendant  may  show  in  revivor 
proceedings  the  invalidity  of  the  original  judgment  for  want  of  jurisdiction  over 
the  person  of  defendant;  St.  Paul  Harvester  Co.  v.  Mahs,  82  Neb.  338,  117  N. 
702,  holding  that  a  defendant  on  whom  notice  has  been  served  for  the  re- 
vivor of  a  judgment  may  appear  and  file  and  all  defenses  he  may  have,  and 
tnake  all  proper  motions  in  reference  thereto  without  being  held  to  have  ap- 
peared generally  so  as  to  render  valid  a  judgment  void  for  want  of  jurisdictiont 
over  his  persons. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lyon  v.  Cleveland,  30  L.  R.  A,  400,  which  holds  revival 
of  judgment  effective  as  against  grantee  of  debtor  in  deed  made  after  judgment^ 
but  before  revival. 

22  L.  R.  A.  576,  CHENERY  v.  FITCHBURG  R.  CO.  160  Mass.  211,  35  N.  E.  554. 
I>nt7    to    licensee    or    tre«pa««er. 

Cited  in  Lorenzo  v.  Wirth,  170  Mass.  600,  40  L.  R.  A,  348,  49  N.  E.  1010, 
denying  owner's  liability  to  foreigner  injured  by  stepping  into  coal  hole  located 
2  feet  from  street  line;  Palmer  v.  Gordon,  173  Mass.  411,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  302, 
63  N.  E.  909,  affirming  recovery  for  injuries  resulting  from  contract  with  boiling 
water  thrown  to  frighten  boy  from  house;  Quigley  v.  Clough,  173  Mass.  430,  45 
L.  R.  A.  501,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  303,  53  N.  E.  884,  denying  liability  to  one  injured 
on  barb  wire  fence  erected  to  prevent  pedestrians  crossing  lawn;  Riley  v.  Harris^ 
177  Mass.  164,  68  N.  E.  584,  affirming  visitor's  recovery  for  injuries  from  bite  of 
dog  received  when  approaching  house  from  back  way;  Anderson  v.  Grand  Trunk 
R.  Co.  24  Ont.  App.  Rep.  676,  on  right  of  persons  using  track  to  invoke  pro- 
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visions  of  statute  requiring  warning  to  be  given  by  train  on  approaching  high- 
way crossing. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  497)  on  liability  to  trespasser  or  bare  licensee 
from  active  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  O'Brien  v.  Hudner,  182  Mass.  383,  65  N.  E.  788,  holding  eight- 
year-old  child  standing  in  gutter  not  trespasser  rendering  driver  liable  to  her 
only  for  wilful  injury. 
—  Of  ratlroad   companT. 

Cited  in  Brayden  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  172  Mass.  226,  51  N.  E. 
1081,  denying  company's  liability  to  one  who  crawled  through  railroad  fence  and 
received  injury  on  tracks ;  Byrnes  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  181  Mass.  324,  63  N.  E. 
897,  holding  failure  to  erect  fence  about  freight  yard  not  negligence  allowing 
licensee  to  recover  for  injuries;  Cederson  v.  Oregon  R.  &  Nnv.  Co.  38  Or.  360, 
62  Pac.  637,  affirming  recovery  for  injuries  inflicted  by  derailment  of  train,  upon 
one  traveling  on  private  road  on  right  of  way;  Jelinski  v.  Belt  R.  Co.  86  III. 
App.  539,  denying  trespasser's  right  to  recover  for  injuries  received  in  freight 
yard;  Mills  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  5  App.  Div.  19,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  280, 
denying  recovery  to  one  alighting  from  train  stopping  for  water,  who,  while  walk- 
ing track,  was  struck  by  train  coming  from  other  direction;  Menut  v.  Boston  4 
M.  R.  Co.  207  Mass.  18,  30  L.R.A.(N.R.)  1200,  02  N.  E.  1032,  20  Ann.  Cas.  1213, 
holding  that  failure  of  railroad  to  fence  tracks  does  not  make  railroad  liable  to 
person  who  wliile  at  work  on  adjoining  property  falls  from  structure  over  bound- 
ary line  onto  right  of  way;  O'Brien  v.  Union  Freight  R.  Co.  209  Mass.  454,  36 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  498,  95  N.  £.  861,  holding  that  railroad  is  not  liable  to  licensee 
in  its  yards  by  ashes  thrown  from  engine  which  is  being  cleaned  unless  act  is 
shown  to  be  intentionally  injurious  or  wanton  and  reckless;  Delaware  &  H. 
R.  Co.  V.  Wilkins,  83  C.  C.  A.  27,  153  Fed.  847,  holding  company  has  a  right  to 
run  its  trains  in  usual  way,  without  special  precautions,  if  the  circumstances  do 
not  of  themselves  give  warning  of  his  probable  presence;  Burke  v.  Boston  &  M. 
R.  Co.  195  Mass.  183,  80  X.  E.  695,  denying  liability  of  company  to  employee  of 
lessee  who  goes  upon  company  land  to  make  repairs  on  leased  property;  Rus- 
sell V.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  100  Me.  408,  61  Atl.  899,  holding  company  owes  no  duty 
to  trespassing  horse  except  the  negative  one  that  it  should  not  wantonly  injure 

it. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Hammill,  24  L.  R.  A.  531,  which 
holds  duty  owed  to  one  using  footway  alongside  railroad  bridge  in  accordance 
with  recognized  custom;  Thomas  v.  Chicago,  M.  t  St.  P.  R.  Co.  39  L.  R.  A.  399, 
which  holds  that  implied  license,  from  long  use,  to  walk  on  railroad  track,  im- 
poses care  in  running  trains;  Matthews  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  65  L.R-^. 
286,  which  holds  railroad  company  permitting  public  to  use  well  beaten  path 
on  right  of  way,  bound  to  use  ordinary  care  not  to  maintain  pitfalls  or  unsafe 
condition. 
Implied  lleenae  to  cross  tracks  or  ase  rlflrlit  of  way. 

Cited  in  Roth  v.  Union  Depot  Co.  13  Wash.  530,  31  L.  R.  A.  857,  43  Pac.  641, 
holding  that  long  acquiescence  by  company  in  public's  use  of  crossing  amounts 
to    license. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Anderson  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  23  L.  R,  A. 
203,  which  holds  implied  license  to  cross  narrow  railroad  trestle  contrary  to 
public  policy;  Ward  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  715,  which  holds  knowl- 
-•dge  of  frequent  trespassing  on  railroad  track  without  taking  steps  to  prevent 
same  not  license  to  use  track;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Potter,  56  L.  R. 
A.  575,  as  to  what  constitutes  license  to  cross  railroad  track  at  place  other 
^han  public  crossing. 
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•«-*  Question    for   Jury* 

Cited  in  Cfthill  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  20  C.  C.  A.  187,  46  U.  S.  App. 
85,  74  Fed.  288,  holding  it  question  of  fact  whether  company's  acquiescence 
aniounts  to  license;  Adams  t.  Southern  R.  Co.  28  C.  C.  A.  499,  62  U.  S.  App. 
433,  84  Fed.  601,  holding  it  question  for  jury  whether  company's  acquiescence 
for  ten  years  in  public's  use  of  foot  path  constitutes  license;  Matthews  \,  Sea- 
board Air  Line  R.  Co.  67  S.  C.  511,  65  L.R.A.  292,  46  S.  E.  335,  on  right  of  jury 
to  determine  whether  license  is  to  be  implied  in  the  use  by  public  of  track  as 
highway. 
Crossfnar  track  on  beaten  patli  as  "frallclna:  on   roadbed.'' 

Distinguished   in   Keene   t.   New   England  Mut.   Acci.   Asso.    164   Mass.    175, 
41  N.  E.  203,  holding  one  injured  when  crossing  track  on  beaten  path  entitled 
to  benefit  under  policy  indemnifying  against  injuries  while  walking  on  tracks 
or  roadbed. 
Invitation,  frbat  constitutes. 

Cited  in  Mallock  v.  Derby,  190  ISIass.  210,  76  N.  E.  721,  holding  a  statement 
by  a  factory  superintendent  tliat  an  expressman  would  have  to  see.  the  factory 
shipper  as  to  a  certain  shipment  and  that  he  was  at  a  particular  place  in  the 
factory  was  an  invitation  to  go  to  such  place. 

22  L.  R.  A.  577,  HAGGART  v.  STEHLIN,  137  Ind.  43,  35  N.  E.  997. 
Validity   of   liquor   laiTM. 

Cited  in  Shea  v.  Muncie,  148  Ind.  29,  46  N.  E.  138,  holding  ordinance  pro- 
hibiting sale  of  liquors,  and  providing  that  licenses  previously  issued  should  be 
no  defense  to  violations,  valid;  Kissel  v.  Lewis,  156  Ind.  246,  59  N.  E.  478, 
sustaining  validity  of  statute  regulating  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors;  Sopher  v. 
State,  169  Ind.  198,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  182,  81  X.  E.  913,  14  Ann.  Cas.  27,  holding 
Under  the  common-law  the  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors  was  not  regarded  as 
unlawful  unless  declared  so  by  positive  legislative  act. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Plumb  v.  Christie,  42  L.  R.  A.  181,  which  holds  estab- 
lishment of  dispensaries  by  municipalities  for  exclusive  sale  of  liquor,  within 
police  power;  De  Walt's  Appeal,  45  L.  R.  A.  399,  which  sustains  power  of  state 
to  regulate  sale  of  liquor  and  to  authorize  grantinj^  of  license. 

Cited  in  note  (14  L.R.A.iX.S.)  173)  on  power  of  legislature  to  permit  sales 
of  intoxicating  liquors. 

Disapproved  in  Harrison  v.  People,  125  HI.  App.  183,  holding  mandamus  will 
lie  to  compel  mayor  to  grant  dramshop  license  to  applicant  who  has  complied 
with  all  the  laws  and  ordinances  pertaining  to  the  granting  thereof. 
Nuisance   and    its   abatement. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Stanley,  10  Ind.  App.  423,  37  N.  E.  288,  holding 
railroad  company  liable  for  depreciation  in  value  of  property  due  to  closing  en- 
trance to  alley  by  raising  street  grade,  thereby  creating  nuisance;  Muncie  Pulp 
Co.  V.  Martin,  23  Ind.  App.  562,  55  X.  E.  796,  afflrniing  recovery  for  pollution 
of  stream  by  discharging  acids  therein;  Radican  v.  Buckley,  138  Ind.  586,  38  N. 
E.  53,  holding  erection  of  privy  within  3  feet  of  dining  room,  nui.sance;  Kissel 
V.  Lewis,  156  Ind.  240,  50  N.  E.  478,  holding  maintenance  of  disorderly  beer 
garden  near  residences,  nuisance;  Shroyer  v.  Campbell,  31  Ind.  App.  87,  67  N. 
E.  193,  holding  that  tenant's  erection  of  stairway  so  as  to  obstruct  rear  en- 
trance, creation  of  offensive  odors  by  cooking,  and  throwing  refuse  into  al- 
ley, constitute  nuisance;  Tron  v.  Lewis,  31  Ind.  App.  189,  66  N.  E.  490,  author- 
izing injunction  restraining  as  nuisance,  resort  in  which  it  is  alleged  liquors 
iire  sold  unlawfully,  and  where  bands  play  and  entertainmentB  are  given,  and 
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where  large  crowds  of  disorderly  people  assemble,  especially  on  Sunday;  Hoyt 
V.  McLaughlin,  250  111.  448,  95  N.  E.  464,  holding  that  unlicensed  dramsliop  is 
nuisance,  and  special  injury  sufficient  to  procure  injunction  is  shown,  where  com- 
plainant is  compelled  on  account  of  shop  to  rent  to  less  desirable  class  of 
tenants;  Miller  v.  Syracuse,  168  Ind.  232,  8  L.R.A.{N,S.)  472,  120  Am.  St  Rep. 
366,  80  N.  E.  411,  upholding  ordinance  prohibiting  the  keeping  of  hogs  in  a 
pen  within  the  corporate  limits  and  within  two  hundred  feet  of  a  street  or 
alley;  Campbell  v.  Jackman  Bros.  140  Iowa,  489,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  293,  118  N. 
W.  755,  holding  the  traffic  in  liquor  is  not  per  se  a  public  nuisance;  Gowan  r. 
Smith,  157  Mich.  459,  122  N.  W.  286  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  individual 
citizen  to  injunction  for  private  wrong. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sullivan  v.  Waterman,  39  L.  R.  A.  773,  which  holds 
iodger  liable  to  lodging-house  keeper  for  bringing  disreputable  people  into 
rooms;  Neaf  v.  Palmer,  41  L.  R.  A.  219,  which  denies  right  to  injunction  against 
keeping  bawdy  house;  Long  v.  Elberton,  46  L.  R.  A.  428,  which  denies  liabil- 
ity of  city  to  neighboring  property  owners  for  erection  of  prison  within  city 
limits,  unless  so  negligently  maintained  as  to  constitute  nuisance;  Weakley  v 
Page,  46  L.  R,  A.  552,  which  sustains  right  of  person  specially  injured  to  have 
house  of  ill  fame  abated  as  nuisance;  De  Blanc  v.  New  Iberia,  56  L.  R.  A.  285, 
which  denies  city's  power  arbitrarily  to  declare  particular  licensed  saloon  a  nui- 
sance. 

Cited  in  notes  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  Ill)  on  effect  of  legislative  authority  upon  lia- 
bility for  private  nuisance;    (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)   810)   on  injunction  against  saloon 
because  of  character  of  locality;   (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  872)  on  actions  against  two 
or  more  persons  creating  or  maintaining  a  nuisance. 
Liability    for    tenant's    acts. 

Cited  in  Maxwell  v.  Shirts,  27  Ind.  App.  534,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  268,  61  N.  E. 
754,  holding  landlord  not  liable  for  tenant's  act  in  diverting  water  from  natural 
course. 
Rla:lit«  acquired,  under  license  to  sell  Intoxicating  liquors  at  retail. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Tabler,  34  Ind.  App.  396,  107  Am.  St.  Rep.  256,  72  N.  E. 
1039,  holding  license  does  not  protect  holder  from  consequences  of  unlawful  prac- 
tices on  the  jpremises;  Reaves  v.  Territory,  13  Okla.  407,  74  Pac.  951,  holding 
license  to  sell  intoxicating  liquors  does  not  authorize  the  maintenance  of  public 
nuisance. 

22  L.  R.  A.  591,  CRANDALL  v.  ALLEN,  118  Mo.  403,  24  S.  W.  172. 
Ofvnership    of   accretions. 

Cited  in  Benne  v.  Miller,  149  Mo.  244,  50  S.  W.  824,  holding  that  ownership  of 
accretions  equals  extent  of  river  frontage;  Sweringen  v.  St.  Louis,  151  Mo.  356, 
52  S.  W.  346,  holding  no  claim  to  accretions  acquired  when  permanent  line, 
not  river,  forms  boundary;  De  Lassus  v.  Faherty,  164  Mo.  372,  58  L.  R.  A.  203, 
64  S.  W.  183,  holding  title  to  accretions  not  lost  by  stream  forcing  course 
through  new  portion,  separating  it  from  main  land;  Newell  v.  Leathers,  50  La. 
Ann.  166,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  395,  23  So.  243,  holding  that  owners  of  original 
tracts  take  quantity  of  alluvion  between  lines  of  old  frontage  measured  for- 
ward to  new;  Widdecombe  v.  Chiles,  173  Mo.  203,  61  L,  R.  A.  312,  96  Am.  St 
Rep.  507,  73  S.  W.  444,  holding  that  where  strip  of  land,  which  lies  between 
government  grant  and  river,  is  washed  away  so  that  grant  becomes  riparian, 
and  then  accretions  to  grant  carry  river  boundary  beyond  old  location,  such 
accretions  belong  to  grantee  and   do  not  vest  in  government. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wallace  v.  Driver,  31  L.  R.  A.  317,  as  to  ownership  of 
island  formed  in  navigable  river. 


1009  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [22  L.R.A.  698 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  427)  on  right  to  follow  accretions  across  division 
line  previously  submerged  by  action  of  water. 

22  L.  R.  A.  694,  Re  BRAMBERRY,  166  Pa.  628,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  64,  27  Atl. 

406. 
TemitnGjr  by  entirety  and  curtesy. 

Cited  in  Leet  v.  Miller,  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  726,  holding  entire  surplus  from  mort- 
gage sale  of  lands  held  by  entireties,  not  applicable  to  husband's  debts;  Young's 
Estate,  166  Pa.  650,  36  W.  N.  C.  202,  31  Atl.  373,  Affirming  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  298, 
Which  Affirmed  3  Pa.  Dist.  R.  444,  35  W.  N.  C.  164,  holding  tenancy  by  en- 
tirety not  created  by  assignment  of  mortgage  to  husband  and  wife  as  tenants 
in  common;  Parry's  Estate,  188  Pa.  36.  43  W.  N.  C.  63,  49  L.  R.  A.  445,  foot- 
note p.  444,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  847,  41  Atl.  448,  holding  estate  by  entireties  cre- 
ated by  letter  of  credit  in  favor  of  husband  and  wife,  purchased  with  former's 
money;  Merritt  v.  Whitlock,  200  Pa.  55,  49  Atl.  786,  raising,  without  deciding, 
whether  conveyance  to  husband  and  wife,  prima  facie  creating  estate  by  en- 
tirety, will  create  one  in  common  if  such  intent  manifest;  Brewer  v.  Bowersox, 
92  Md.  572,  48  Atl.  1060,  holding  husband  and  wife  take  gift  of  money  as  ton- 
ants  by  entirety;  Banzer  v.  Banzer,  10  Misc.  25,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  803,  holding  es- 
tate by  entirety  not  created  by  conveyance  to  wife  by  husband's  cotcnunt; 
Rouse  V.  McKean  County  Poor  Dist.  169  Pa.  121,  37  W.  N.  C.  30,  32  Atl.  541, 
holding  estate  by  curtesy  not  destroyed  by  statute;  Re  West,  37  Pittsb.  L.  J. 
N.  S.  64;  Lessner  v.  People's  Trust  Co.  25  Lane.  L.  Rev.  315, — holding  that 
husband  and  wife  who  acquire  title  to  real  estate  jointly  after  marriage  take  by 
entireties;  Post's  Estate,  27  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  127,  holding  that  tenancy 
by  entireties  arises  whenever  estate  vests  in  two  persons,  who,  at  time  of  vest- 
ing of  estate,  are  husband  and  wife;  Heilig  v.  Heilig,  21  Lane.  L.  Rev.  53, 
holding  that  purchase  money  mortgage  given  to  husband  and  wife  upon  sale  of 
land  in  both  their  names,  is  held  by  entireties;  Hoover  v.  Potter,  42  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  23,  holding  that  married  women's  acts  did  not  change  rule  that  devise  or 
grant  to  husband  and  wife  gives  title  by  entireties;  Rhode's  Estate,  232  Pa. 
492,  81  Atl.  643,  holding  that  tenancy  by  entireties  is  one  held  by  husband  and 
wife  by  virtue  of  title  acquired  by  them  jointly  after  marriage;  Meyer's  Es- 
tate, 232  Pa.  92,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  205,  81  Atl.  145,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  1240, 
holding  that  estate  by  entireties  is  not  destroyed  by  implication  by  statute 
giving  married  woman  same  power  to  acquire  and  dispose  of  property  as  is 
possessed  by  unmarried  person;  Alles  v.  Lyon,  216  Pa.  606,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
464,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  791,  66  Atl.  81,  9  Ann.  Cas.  137,  holding  an  estate  in 
entireties  not  severed  by  divorce;  West  v.  Aberdeen  A  R.  F.  R.  Co.  140  N.  C.  621, 
53  S.  E.  477,  6  Ann.  Cas.  360,  holding  wife  not  necessary  party  in  action  for 
damages  by  fire  to  lands  owned  in  entirety;  Moyer  v.  Moyer,  13  Pa.  Dist.  R. 
741,  9  North.  Co.  Rep.  251,  holding  husband  and  wife  take  as  tenants  by  en- 
tireties under  partition  proceedings  in  orphans  court;  Klenke's  Estate,  210 
Pa.  574,  60  Atl.  166,  holding  husband  and  wife  hold  by  entireties  in  deposit  in 
bank  in  joint  names;  Green  v.  Cannady,  77  S.  C.  198,  57  S.  E.  832,  on  enlarge- 
ment of  married  woman's  right  to  hold  property  as  affecting  estates  in  entirety. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R,A.  315,  318,  322)  on  tenancy  by  entireties;  (38  Am. 
St.  Rep.  436)  on  tenancy  by  entireties  in  personal  property;  (84  Am.  St.  Rep. 
442)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  affecting  estate  by  entireties. 

22  L.  R.  A.  598,  STARNES  v.  HILL,  112  N.  C.  1,  16  S.  E.  1011. 
CrcAtlony  descent,  nnd  veatlnff  of  estntea. 

Approved  in  Campbell  v.  Everhart,  139  N.  C.  511,  62  S.  E.  201,  holding  a 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 64. 
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deed  to  the  heirs  of  a  person  who  is  living  creates  an  estate  in  common  in  surb 
heirs. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Cox,  115  N.  C.  96,  20  S.  E.  170,  holding  that  grandchildnn 
of  contingent  remainderman  take  per  stirpes  where  life  tenant  survives  re- 
mainderman; Whitesides  v.  Cooper,  115  N.  C.  574,  20  S.  E.  295,  holding  that 
limitation  to  sons,  or  their  survivors,  after  death  of  life  tenant,  creates  contin- 
gent remainder;  Tucker  v.  Williams,  117  N.  C.  121,  23  S.  E.  90,  holding  liaben- 
dum  clause  to  grantee  and  heirs  forever  construed  as  words  of  limitation;  Daw- 
son v.  Quinnerly,  118  N.  C.  190,  24  S.  E.  483,  holding  that  condition  in  con- 
veyance confining  remainder  to  children  of  grantee  and  present  husband  changes 
rule  of  descent  according  to  Shelley* s  Case;  Hardage  v.  Stroope,  58  Ark.  310, 
24  S.  W.  490;  Chamblee  v.  Broughton,  120  N.  C.  175,  27  S.  E.  Ill;  Nichols  t. 
Gladden,  117  N.  C.  499,  23  S.  E.  469,  —  holding  that  conveyance  to  persons 
during  their  lives,  and  then  to  heirs,  creates  estate  in  fee;  May  v.  Lewis,  132 
N.  C.  116,  43  S.  E.  550,  holding  that  son  takes  life  estate  under  will  reading: 
''I  loan  my  son  my  interest  in  certain  tract  of  land,  to  be  his  during  his  nat- 
ural life,  and  at  his  death  I  give  said  land  to  his  heirs;"  Hauser  v.  Craft,  134 
N.  C.  329,  46  S.  E.  756,  holding  that  devisee  takes  life  estate  and  children  re- 
mainder, under  devise  to  one  for  life,  and,  should  she  die  without  leaving  chil- 
dren, property  to  be  divided  among  her  heirs;  Callison  v.  Morris,  123  lo^i'a,  300, 
98  N.  W.  780,  holding  that  devise  of  real  estate  to  widow  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  son,  vests  absolute  title  in  devisees;  Bowen  v.  Hackney,  136  X.  C. 
190,  67  L.R.A.  442,  48  S.  E.  633,  holding  a  devise  to  a  wife  for  life  and  at  her 
death  to  be  equally  divided  among  children  created  a  contingent  remainder  in 
such  children;  Tyson  v.  Sinclair,  138  N.  C.  24,  50  S.  E.  460,  3  Ann.  Cas.  397, 
holding  on  a  devise  to  grandson  for  life,  then  to  the  lawful  heirs  of  his  body 
in  fee  simple,  and  on  failure  of  such  to  his  right  heirs  in  fee,  such  grandson  took 
an  estate  in  fee  simple;  Faison  v.  Odom,  144  N.  C.  109,  56  6.  E.  793,  holding 
under  a  devise  to  one  son  and  his  heirs  in  trust  for  another  son  during  his  life 
and  after  his  death  to  his  issue  forever  and  if  without  issue  to  his  brothers  and 
their  heirs,  such  devise  in  trust  gave  the  cestui  a  life  estate  and  his  children  a 
fee  simple  title;  Condor  v.  Secrest,  149  N.  C.  207,  62  S.  E.  921,  holding  * 
limitation  to  a  man's  heirs  means  his  children;  Richardson  v.  Richardson,  152 
N.  C.  707,  68  8.  E.  217,  holding  remainder  to  be  contingent  where  dependent 
upon  life  estate  which  may  be  terminated  by  forfeiture  before  death  of  life 
tenant;  Storrs  v.  Burgess,  29  R.  I.  273,  67  Atl.  731,  on  distinction  between 
vested  and  contingent  remainders. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Glover  v.  Condell,  36  L.  R.  A.  360,  which  holds 
ownership  of  fund  subject  to  limitation  given  over  by  bequest  to  son  and  over 
in  case  of  death  without  living  heirs;  Grainger  v.  Grainger,  36  L.  R.  A.  186, 
which  holds  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  not  applicable  to  devise  to  one  for  life, 
and  after  his  death  to  heirs  of  his  body,  if  any  survive  him,  with  devise  over 
otherwise;  Bowen  v.  Hackney,  67  L.R.A.  441,  which  holds  that  no  estate  vests 
in  children  until  widow's  death  under  will  giving  life  estate  to  widow  and  pro- 
viding that  at  her  death  that  given  to  her  for  life  shall  be  equally  divided  be- 
tween all  the  children,  the  representatives  of  those  having  died  to  stand  in 
place  of  ancestors;  Wool  v.  Fleetwood,  67  L.R.A.  445,  which  holds  fee  simple 
vested  in  children  under  provision  in  will  that  five  years  after  life  tenant's 
death  they  shall  procure  the  property  to  be  divided  between  them;  Doyle  v. 
Andis,  69  L.R.A.  953,  which  holds  fee  simple  vested  in  first  taker  by  conveyance 
to  one  "during  his  natural  life  and  then  to  his  heirs." 

Cited  in  notes  (29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  971,  97S,  989,  996,  1001,  1165,  1166)  on  rule 
in  Shelley's  case;    (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  772)  on  construing  word  "issue"  in  a  will 
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aa  a  word  of  limitation  or  otherwise;  (10  Eng.  RuL  Cas.  755)  on  creation  of  es- 
tate tail  by  gift  to  "heirs  of  the  body"  following  gift  of  same  subject  to  the 
praepositus;  (10  Eng.  Rul.  Oas.  820)  as  to  when  remainder  is  vested. 
Araisrnabilitjr  of  execntory  devise. 

Cited  in  Wright  v.  Brown,  116  N.  C.  29,  22  S.  E.  313,  holding  executory  de- 
vise assignable  estate. 
Abroaratlom  of  eommon  la-vr  by  stittnte. 

Cited  in  Coal  &  Coke  R.  Co.  v.  Conley,  67  W.  Va.  166,  67  S.  E.  613,  to  the 
point  that  rule  of  common  law  will  not  be  deemed  abrogated  unless  words  of 
statute  are  express  or  required  by  necessary  implication. 

22  L.  R.  A.  606,  O'TOOLE  v.  PITTSBURGH  &  L.  E.  R.  (X).  168  Pa.  99,  38  Am. 

St.  Rep.   830,  27   Atl.  737. 
^Contributory  nearliirence. 

Cited  in  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Wingate,  143  Ind.  134,  37  N.  E.  274, 
holding  woman  encumbered  with  heavy  bundles  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence by  alighting  from  train  in  motion;  Howe  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste. 
M.  R.  Co.  62  Minn.  81,  30  L.  R.  A  688,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  616,  64  N.  W.  102 
(distinguished  in  dissenting  opinion),  holding  passenger  in  vehicle  approaching 
tracks  not  guilty  of  negligence  per  se  in  failing  to  look  and  listen;  Hoylman  v. 
Kanawha  &  M.  R.  Co.  65  W.  Va.  265,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  745,  64  S.  E.  536,  17  Ann. 
Cas.  1149,  holding  it  contributory  negligence  generally  for  a  passenger  to  get 
off  a  moving  train;  Stotler  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  200  Mo.  148,  98  S.  W.  509, 
holding  girl  of  fifteen  years  is  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  riding 
with  mother  in  open  bugg}-  onto  railroad  track  the  mother  having  exclusive 
charge  and  control  of  the  conveyance. 
Carriers'    liability    for   Joint    nearligrence. 

Cited  in  Downey  v.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co.  14  Pa.  Co.  St.  252,  3  Pa.  Dist. 
R,   82,   holding  that   passenger   injured   by   joint   negligence   of   street   car   and 
railroad  companies  may  recover  from  both. 
Imputed  nefflisence  of  driver  to  passenser. 

Cited  in  Sieb  v.  Central  Pennsylvania  Traction  Co.  47  Pa.  Super  Ct.  233, 
holding  that  negligence  of  driver  of  wagon  cannot  be  imputed  to  passenger  on 
-wagon,  where  passenger  has  no  control  over  conveyance,  and  attempts  to  exert 
:none. 

Cited  in  notes  (110  Am.  St.  Rep.  294;  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  620,  676)  on  imputed 
negligence  of  driver  to  passenger. 

•22  L.  R.  A.  609,  KLEIN  v.  VALERIUS,  87  Wis.  54,  57  N.  W.   1112. 
lA^giulMLttve  poTren  over  coarts. 

Cited  in  Seiler  v.  State,  112  Wis,  300,  87  N.  W.  1072,  and  State  ex  rel 
Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Johnson,  103  Wis.  627,  51  L.  R.  A.  70,  79  N.  W.  1081, 
denying  legislature's  right  to  deprive  supreme  court  of  powers  granted  by 
Constitution;  Parkison  v.  Thompson,  164  Ind.  623,  73  N.  E.  109,  3  Ann.  Cas. 
€77,  holding  the  legislature  cannot  clothe  the  supreme  court  with  both  original 
and  appellate  jurisdiction  in  cases  appealed  to  that  court,  but  may  under  con- 
stitution clothe  it  with  such  jurisdiction  of  certain  cases  to  include  the  entire 
eourse;  Re  Bumette,  73  Kan.  618,  85  Pac.  575,  holding  the  legislature  cannot 
•confer  original  jurisdiction  on  the  supreme  court  over  cases  not  enumerated  in 
the  constitution;  Kiley  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  138  Wis.  226,  119  X.  W. 
309,  holding  legislature  cannot  withdraw  from  the  court  and  confer  upon  the 
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jury  the  power  to  determine  the  question  of  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
and  apply  the  law  to  the  facts  found. 
—~  As  to  appealed  cases. 

Cited  in  Styles  v.  Tyler,  64  Conn.  454,  30  Atl.  166,  holding  that  statute  re- 
lating to  cases  on  appeal  cannot  be  construed  so  as  to  require  appellate  court 
to  determine  questions  of  fact  settled  by  trial  court. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Jasper  v.  Hazen,  23  L.  R.  A.  58,  which  holds  that  leg- 
islature cannot  compel  supreme  court,  on  appeal,  to  try  case  de  novo;  McClain 
V.  Williams,  43  L.  R.  A.  287,  which  holds  right  of  appeal  is  subject  to  legisla- 
tive restriction;  Johnson  v.  State,  51  L.  R.  A.  272,  which  sustains  Btatutory 
provision  against  reversal  on  appeal  for  error  in  charge  not  excepted  to. 

Distinguished    in   Christianson    v.    Farmers'   Warehouse   Asso.    5   N.  D.  448, 
32  L.   R.  A.   733,   footnote   p.   730,   67    N.   W.    300,   holding   stotute  providing 
for  retrial  of  cases  appealed,  valid. 
Revlevr   of  case   vrhen   record   dlscliMes  no  errors. 

Cited  in  Daniels  v.  McCormick,  87  Wis.  257,  58  N.  W.  406,  refusing  to  re 
verse  findings  of  lower  court  when  record  discloses  no  errors. 
Appointment   of   recelTcr. 

Cited  in  Rider-Wallis  Co.  v.  Fogo,  102  Wis.  539,  78  N.  W.  767,  sustaining  ap- 
pointment  of   receiver   of   insolvent   estate,    without   determination  by  jury  of 
existence  of  requisite  facts. 
PriTlleve  of  leartAlntors  from  arrest. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Isenring  v.  Polacheck,  101  Wis.  431,  77  N.  W.  708, 
holding  that  Constitution  exempting  legislators  from  arrest,  except  in  cases  of 
felony,   limits  arrest   to  acts  constituting  felonies   at   adoption  of  Consitution. 

Compnlsory  reference. 

Cited  in  Killingstad  v.  Meigs,  147  Wis.  516,  133  N.  W.  632,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D. 
1133,  holding  that  compulsory  reference  cannot  be  ordered  in  equitable  action 
--avngp^   ^^   ftyithorized  by   statute. 

22  L.  R.  A.  613,  PORTER^^T^tSiL,  6  Wash.  408,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  172,  33  Pac. 

965. 
Rivhts  of  tenant  on  destrnctlon  of  lease^rf^""'"^*' 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Hart,  73  Miss.  29,  30  L.  R.  aTItSiJ^*^"®^  P*  ^^^'  ^^  *** 
546,  authorizing  abatement  of  part  of  rent  of  plantatiSfk^"  destruction  of 
building;  Lieberthal  v.  Montgomery,  121  Mich.  370,  80  N.  W^i^'  denying  re- 
covery of  rent  paid  in  advance,  on  destruction  of  building,  in^^"**  ^^ ^. 
covenant  in  lease;  Carley  v.  Liberty  Mfg.  Co.  81  N.  J.  L.  510  33  B^'"^*!  i 
549,  79  Atl.  447,  holding  that  statute  of  1874  in  case  of  total  desr^*'''".^^ 
building  erected  on  leased  premises  permits  recovery  by  tenant  of  suq  ^^^**° 
of  advanced  rent  as  would  have  been  earned  after  such  destruction;  4b"^  ^ 
Washington  Brick  Lime  &  Mfg.  Co.  38  Wash.  254,  80  Pac.  446,  holdlnge^'g 
tion  of  clay  bed  discharges  tenant  of  clay  lands  from  rent  though  lease  spo 
modes  of  terminating  it  and  excludes  abandonment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wattles  v.  South  Omaha  Ice  &  Coal  Co.  36  L.  iZ 
424,   which   holds   lessee   entitled   to   apportionment   of  rent   on   destructioni 
substantial   part  of   leased   premises;    Sun   Ins.   Office   v.   Varble,   41   L.   R. 
702,    which    holds   partial    destruction   of   building   within    statutory    provisi. 
against   lessee   being   required   to   restore   building  destroyed   by   fire   or   othe 
casualty;   Arbenz  v.  Exley,  61   L.  R.  A.  957,  which  holds  tenant  of  land  nr 
released  by  total  destruction  of  building  included  in  lease;  Nashville,  C.  &  S 
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L.  R.  Co.  V.  Heikena,  65  L.R.A.  298,  which  holds  that  destruction  of  leased  build- 
ing will  not  terminate  lessee's  liability  for  rent. 

Cited  in  notes  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  542)  on  destruction  of  premises  as  affecting 
rent  paid  or  payable  in  advance;  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  572)  on  rights  and  liabilities 
of  tenant  on  destruction  of  buildings;  (15  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  494)  on  termination 
•of  liability  for  rent  by  destruction  of  premises. 

Distinguished  in  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Heikens,  112  Tenn.  386,  65 
L.R.A;  299,  79  S.  W.  1038,  holding  where  building  is  rented  without  any  lan- 
guage indicating  that  only  the  building  itself  is  leased,  a  destruction  of  the 
building  will  not  end  the  lease,  and  lessee  is  liable  to  end  of  term. 

Disapproved  in  Harvey  v.  Weisbaum,  159  Cal.  269,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  545,  113 
Pac.  656,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  1116,  holding  that  rent  paid  in  advance  cannot  be 
recovered  upon  accidental  destruction  of  building  although  statute  and  lease 
provides  that  such  destruction  terminates  lease;  Carley  v.  Liberty  Hat  Mfg.  Co. 
79  N.  J.  L.  318,  75  Atl.  543,  holding  that  tenant  under  lease  creating  yearly 
^tenancy  with  rental  payable  monthly  in  advance,  is  liable  for  monthly  instal- 
ment which  fell  due  prior  to  accidental  destruction  of  buildings  by  fire. 
.I««ndlord'«  liability  as  to  premiaes  not  controlled  hy  owner. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A.  160)  on  liability  of  landlord  as  to  condition  of 
part  of  premises  not  controlled  by  owner. 

22  L.  R.  A.  617,  HORN  v.  HANSEN,  66  Minn.  43,  67  N.  W.  316. 
Acceptance   of   order  or  oiler. 

Cited  in  American  Pub.  &  Engraving  Co.  v.  Walker,  87  Mo.  App.  610,  hold- 
ing that  acceptance  of  written  order  constitutes  contract;  McDermott  v.  Ma- 
honey,  139  Iowa,  298,  115  N.  W.  32,  holding  that  written  contract  signed  by  one 
of  parties  and  accepted  and  acted  upon  by  other,  is  valid  as  if  both  signed. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dyer  v.  Duffy,  24  L.  R.  A.  339,  which  holds  proposal  to 
sell  land  not  sale  till  notice  of  acceptance  given. 
Parol   variance   of   -written    contract. 

Cited  in  note  (60  Am.  St.  Rep.  432)  on  necessity  and  sufficiency  of  expression 
of  consideration  of  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Harvey  v.  Henry,  108  Iowa,  171,  78  N.  W.  850,  holding 
that  agent's  oral  agreement  to  surrender  notes  as  inducement  to  sale  may 
be  shown  in  action  on  notes,  although  contract  of  sale  in  writing. 

22  L.  R.  A.  620,  MANUFACTURERS'  ACCI.  INDEMNITY  CO.  v.  DORGAN,  7 

C.  C.  A.  581,  16  U.  S.  App.  290,  58  Fed.  945. 
Opinion   evidence. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Barrett,  33  Or.   196,  54  Pac.  807,  holding  opinion  of  wit- 
ness  who  has  seen  bodies  fall   inadmissible   in  murder  case;    Motey  v.   Picklo 
Marble  &  Granite  Co.  20  C.  C.  A.  371,  36  U.  S.  App.  682,  74  Fed.   150,  hold- 
ing exclusion  of  opinion  evidence  as  to  safety  in  hauling  marble  slabs  with  only 
two  sticks  to  hold  them,  no  error;  State  v.  Wilcox,  132  N.  C.  1134,  44  S.  E.  625. 
holding    a   physician    could    give   expert   evidence    as   to   cause   of    death   from 
examination  of  deceased's  wounds. 
Question  baaed  on  evidence  licard  by  expert. 
'    ^         Cited  in  State  v.  Musgrave,  43  W.  Va.  688,  28  S.  E.  813,  holding  question 
„      asked  expert,  based  on  testimony  he  has  heard,  improper. 
nvifii'  '^^'^^^^^^^^^  ®'  policy  of  Inanrmnce  aa  to  canaes  and  conditions  of  1<mm. 
P^  otht       Cited  in  Fidelity  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Miller,  34  C.  C.  A.  220,  63  U.  8.  App, 
„d  f\'  :717,  92  Fed.  73,  holding  insured's  denial  of  rejection  by  another  society  for  ill 
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health  not  material  misrepresentation,  when  he  was  not  informed  aa  to  reason 
for  rejection;  Ferguson  v.  Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co.  125  Fed.  142,  hold- 
ing loss  to  vessel  due  to  striking  sunken  scow  which  tug  had  towed  in  and  neg- 
lected to  guard  after  it  had  sunk,  within  terms  of  policy  insuring  tug  against 
"damage  arising  out  of  accident  caused  by  collision  resulting  from  any  cause, 
to  another  vessel;"  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Lowenstein,  46  L.  R.  A.  453,  38  C.  C 
A.  32,  97  Fed.  20,  and  Lowenstein  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  88  Fed.  479,  holding  com- 
pany not  exempt  from  liability  on  policy  for  death  by  *'inhalation  of  poison/* 
when  insured  inhales  illuminating  gas  when  asleep;  DeLoy  v.  Travelers  Ins*. 
Co.  171  Pa.  11,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  787,  32  Atl.  1108.  holding  voluntary'  exposure 
to  danger,  an  intentional  exposure,  or  a  reckless  or  careless  act  showing  an  ut- 
ter disregard  of  known  danger;  Rustin  v.  Standard  Life  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  58 
Neb.  795,  46  L.  R.  A.  254,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  136,  79  N.  W.  712,  holding  eleva- 
tion of  300-pound  dumb-bell  by  strong  man  not  "voluntary  over-exertion;" 
Clark  V.  Employers'  Liability  Assur.  Co.  72  Vt.  468,  48  Atl.  639,  denying  lia- 
bility under  policy  for  one  falling  from  apoplectic  stroke  and  killed  by  ap- 
proaching train;  Meyer  v.  Fidelity  &  C  Co.  96  Iowa,  386,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  374^ 
65  N.  W.  328,  holding  injuries  caused  by  fall  due  to  temporary  physical  disor- 
der, "violent"  within  meaning  of  policy;  Pyne  v.  Mutual  Acci  Co.  2  Dauphin 
Co.  Rep.  114,  holding  that  person  who  is  injured  while  so  intoxicated  that  he  is 
unable  to  properly  care  for  himself  cannot  recover  under  policy  providing  that 
company  would  not  be  liable  if  death  occurred  while  under  influence  of  liquor; 
Peterson  v.  Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  244  111.  339,  91  N.  E.  466,  18  Ann.  Cas.  96, 
holding  that  in  case  of  doubt  as  to  meaning  of  question  and  answer  in  applica- 
tion for  life  insurance,  language  used  in  framing  question  must  be  construed 
most  strongly  against  company;  Wright  v.  Fraternities  Health  &  Acci.  Asso. 
107  Me.  422,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  465,  78  Atl.  475,  holding  that  applications  for 
life  insurance  policies  where  there  is  doubt  as  to  interpretation  should  be  con- 
strued most  favorably  to  insured;  Pacific  Heating  &  Ventilating  Co.  ▼.  Wil- 
liamsburgh  City  F.  Ins.  Co.  158  Cal.  374,  111  Pac.  4,  holding  that  it  is  no  de 
fense  to  action  on  fire  policy,  providing  that  company  will  not  be  liable  for 
loss  caused  directly  or  indirectly  by  earthquake,  that  on  day  of  fire  earthquake 
occurred  which  started  fire  on  other  property  which  fiire  spread  to  insured  prop- 
erty; Noyes  v.  Commercial  Travellers'  Eastern  Acci.  Asso.  190  Mass.  183,  76  X- 
E.  665,  holding  a  disorder  causing  the  sudden  giving  way  of  insured's  foot  was 
not  a  disease  within  the  meaning  of  a  policy  so  as  to  preclude  a  recovery  for 
falling  in  front  of  moving  train  resulting  in  injury  to  foot  and  leg;  Garcelon  v. 
Commercial  Travellers'  Eastern  Acci.  Asso.  195  Mass.  537,  10  L.R.A.(NJS.)  963, 
81  N.  E.  201,  holding  passenger  who  negligently  attempted  to  climb  up  8tep^ 
on  a  moving  box  car  to  reach  the  caboose  could  not  recover  under  policy  declar- 
ing insurer  should  not  be  liable  for  "any  injury  which  the  member  by  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care,  prudence  and  foresight,  might  have  averted  or  pre- 
vented or  to  which  his  negligence  contributed;"  McEvoy  v.  Security  F.  Ins.  Co. 
110  Md.  280,  22  L.R.A.(X.S.)  966,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  428,  73  Atl.  157,  holding  in- 
surance policy  susceptible  to  two  interpretations  it  will  be  interpreted  so  as  to 
uphold  the  validity  of  the  policy;  Bader  v.  New  Amsterdam  Casualty  Co.  10- 
Minn.  189,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  613,  112  N.  W.  1065,  holding  policies  should  be  con- 
strued strictly  against  the  insurer  and  in  favor  of  the  insured. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  White  v.  Providence  Sav.  Life  Assur.  Soc.  27  L.  R,  A.  39K, 
nhich  holds  that  person  was  attended  by  physician  within  meaning  of  policy,  if 
lie  went  to  physician's  office,  and  told  him  that  he  had  coughed  and  spit  blood,  suU 
ijiitted  to  physical  examination,  and  obtained  prescription. 
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nrhat  constitutes  "Inflrmity." 

Cited  in  Cary  v.  Preferred  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  127  Wis.  75,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  932,  11, 
Am.  St,  Rep.  997,  106  N.  W.  1055,  holding  accident  policy  excluding  liability  for 
death  "resulting,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  wholly  or  in  part,  from  bodily 
infirmity  or  disease,"  covered  death  from  septicaemia  induced  by  bacterial  in- 
fection entering  through  an  abrasion  of  the  skin  accidentally  received  i  French 
V.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  135  Wis.  273,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1016,  115  N.  W.  809,  holding 
bodily  infirmity  as  used  in  an  accident  policy  exempting  the  insurer  from  liabil- 
ity only  includes  an  ailment  or  disorder  of  a  somewhat  settled  character,  and 
not  a  temporary  disorder  arising  from  sudden  and  unexpected  derangement  of 
the  system;  Furry  v.  Greneral  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  (Grinnell  v.  General  Acci.  Ins.  Co.)  80 
Vt.  628,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  208,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  1012,  68  Atl.  655,  13  Ann.  Cas. 
515,  on  construction  of  terms  ''so  as  to  prevent  him  from  being  fairly  able  to  take 
care  of  himself." 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Simpson,  28  L.  R.  A.  765,  wliich 
holds  temporary  sick  headaches  of  frequent  occurrence  sufficient  to  make 
breach  of  warranty  against  severe,  protracted,  or  frequent  headache;  Barnes 
v.  Fidelity  Mut.  Life  Asso.  46  L.  R.  A.  264,  which  holds  person  in  bed  with 
cold  may  be  "in  good  health"  within  meaning  of  policy,  tliough  pneumonia,  ter- 
minating fatally,  seta  in  soon  after;  Black  v.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.. 
500,  which  holds  injury  not  "bodily  infirmity,"  as  matter  of  law,  imless- 
physical  health   of  insured  affected. 

Cited  in  note  (34  LJl.A.(N.S.)  453)  on  previous  disease  as  affecting  accident 
insurer's  liability. 
——  Volnntary   exposure   to   unneeessary    dangrer. 

Cited  in  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Randolph,  24  C.  C.  A.  313,  47  U.  S.  App. 
260,  78  Fed.  762,  holding  voluntarily  riding  on  platform  of  rapidly  moving  car 
not,  as  matter  of  law,  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger;  Shevlin  v.  American 
Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  94  Wis.  184,  36  L.  R.  A.  54,  68  N.  W.  866,  holding  jumping 
in  dark  from  freight  car  in  rapid  motion,  on  which  insured  rode  without  per- 
mission, wilful  exposure  to  danger;  Conboy  v.  Railway  Officials  &  E.  Acci. 
Asso.  17  Ind.  App.  69,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  154,  46  N.  E.  363,  liolding  death  by 
drowning  in  rapid  stream  while  fishing  not  due  to  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger;  Cornwell  v.  Fraternal  Acci.  Asso.  6  N.  D.  204,  40  L.  R.  A.  440,  foot- 
notes p.  43/,  69  N.  W.  191,  holding  hunting  for  game  with  loaded  gun  not 
voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger;  Hess  v.  Preferred  Masonic  Mut. 
Acci.  Asso.  112  Mich.  207,  40  L.  R.  A.  451,  70  N.  W.  460,  holding  bank  cashier 
sawing  board  to  be  used  in  bank,  with  buzz  saw,  not  exposed  to  unneces- 
sary danger;  Johnson  v.  London  Guarantee  &  Acci.  Co.  115  Mich.  90,  40  L. 
R,  A.  443,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  549,  72  N.  W.  1115,  holding  one  spending  Sunday 
and  one  night  weekly  on  farm  not  engaged  in  liazardous  employment;  Employ- 
ers' Liability  &  Assur.  Corp.  v.  Anderson,  5  Kan.  App.  20,  47  Pac.  331, 
holding  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger  no  defense  in  absence  of  causative  con- 
nection with  injury;  Hunt  v.  United  States  Acci.  Asso.  146  Mich.  524,  7  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  940,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  655,  109  N.  W.  1042,  10  Ann.  Cas.  449,  holding 
"voluntary  exposure  to  danger"  means  a  realization  that  an  accident  will  in  all 
probability  result  and  injury  follow  from  the  action  about  to  be  taken;  Bateman 
V.  Travelers  Ins.  Co.  110  Mo.  App.  451,  85  S.  W.  128,  holding  it  did  not  consti- 
tute "voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger"  for  person,  who  sets  out  to- 
flag  train  to  sit  down  on  track  and  unconsciously  fall  asleep;  Campbell  v. 
Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  109  Ky.  672,  60  S.  W.  492,  holding  "voluntary  exposure  to  un- 
necessary danger"  should  be  interpreted  as  referring  to  dangers  of  a  real  sub- 
stantial character,  recognized  by  insured  but  to  which  he  nevertheless  purposely 
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and  consciously  exposed  liimself,  intending  at  the  time  to  aaaume  all  the  risks  of 
the  situation;  Jamison  v.  Continental  Casualty  Co.  104  Mo.  App.  314,  78  S.  W. 
812,  holding  a  stipulation  in  policy  against  ''exposure  to  unnecessary  danger 
or  obvious  risk  of  injury/'  excludes  accidents  occasioned  by  positive  acts  of  neg- 
ligence wherein  there  is  a  knowledge  of  danger  and  willingness  to  assume  same, 
but  includes  act  as  happened  from  mere  failure  to  shun  danger  under  circum- 
stances amounting  to  contributory  negligence;  Biehl  v.  General  Acci.  Assur.  Corp. 
38  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  115,  holding  words  mean  a  wanton  or  grossly  imprudent  ex- 
posure; Canadian  R.  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  McNevin,  32  Can.  S.  C.  199,  holding  bag- 
gageman who  was  in  the  habit  of  coupling  cars,  a  duty  ordinarily  performed 
by  brakeman,  did  not  come  within  exception  against  voluntary  exposure  to  un- 
necessary danger;  Diddle  v.  Continental  Casualty  Co.  65  W.  Va.  175,  22  L.R.A. 
<X.S.)  787,  63  S.  E.  962,  on  when  insured  relieved  from  liability  on  the  ground 
^bat  death  was  the  result  of  the  assumption  of  an  unnecessary  risk;  DaRin  v. 
Casualty  Co.  41  Mont.  189,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1169,  137  Am.  St.  Rep.  709,  108  Pac 
649,  holding  defendant  company  was  not  relieved  from  liability  for  the  death 
of  an  insured  in  the  ground  that  it  was  due  to  an  unnecessary  danger  within 
the  meaning  of  policy  where  the  insured  died  from  inhaling  gas  while  attempt- 
ing the  rescue  of  a  fellow  workman  who  had  been  overcome. 

Cited  in  notes   (95  Am.  St.  Rep.  380;   139  Am.  St.  Rep.  705)   on  voluntary 
•exposure  of  insured  to  danger. 
—  Death    by    "accident." 

Cited  in  De'Van  v.  Commercial  Travelers'  Acci.  Asso.  92  Hun,  258,  36  N.  T. 
Supp.  931,  holding  that  involuntary  death  by  drowning  constitutes  death  by 
accidental  means;  Bumham  v.  Interstate  Casualty  Co.  117  Mich.  149,  75  N. 
W.  446,  affirming  finding  of  "accidental  death"  of  one,  though  insolvent  and 
heavily  insured,  drowned  while  crossing  river;  Young  v.  Mar)'land  Casualty 
Co.  14  B.  C.  149,  upholding  verdict  of  jury  in  action  on  accident  policy  where 
insured  while  sitting  on  bank  of  river  fell  in  and  was  drowned,  evidence 
«howing  that  he  was  subject  to  fainting  spells. 

Cited  in  note    (30  L.  R.  A.  209,  211)    on  what  constitutes  accident  within 
jiieaning  of  accident  insurance  policy. 
Proximate    ctiiise    of    Insured's    death. 

Cited  in  Jarnagin  v.  Travelers*  Protective  Asso.  68  L.R.A.  502,  66  C.  G.  A. 
622,  133  Fed.  895,  holding  where  an  accused  was  shot  while  in  the  custody 
of  officers,  they  being  charged  with  negligence  in  protecting  him,  the  shooting 
and  not  the  negligence  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  death;  New  Amster- 
dam Casualty  Co.  v.  Shields,  85  C.  C.  A.  122,  155  Fed.  57,  holding  the  court 
properly  left  to  the  jury  the  question  whether  appendicitis  which  caused  death 
was  itself  caused  solely  by  a  fall  against  a  dashboard  in  a  bugg}^ 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Melick,  27  L.  R.  A.  629,  which 
Tiolds  that  pistol  wound  causing  tetanus  may  be  found  to  be  proximate  cause  of 
•death,  of  one  suffering  therefrom,  who  cuts  his  throat  jn  period  of  delirium. 
effect  on  policy  of  acceptance  of  overdue  premium. 

Cited  in  iEtna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smith,  31  C.  C.  A.  580,  60  U.  S.  App.  88,  88  Fed. 
444,  holding  that  acceptance  of  overdue  premiums,  without  guaranty  of  contin- 
uance of  good  health,  binds  company. 
3Ilsrepre«entatlon   Question   for  Jnry. 

Cited  in  Penn  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mechanics'  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co.  38  L.  R. 
A.  64,  19  C.  C.  A.  293,  37  U.  S.  App.  692,  72  Fed.  432,  holding  it  to  be  question 
for  jury  whether  failure  to  disclose  temporary  ailments  constitutes  misrepre- 
sentation. 
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22  L.  R.  A.  627,  WHITE  v.  NORTHWESTERN  NORTH  CAROLINA  R.  CO. 

113  N.  C.  610,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  639,  18  S.  E.  330.. 
Abutter's    rlvbts    in    utre^t* 

Approved    in    Staton    v.    Atlantic    Coast   Line    R.    Co.    147    N.    C.    435,    17 
LuR.A.(N.S.)    963,   61   8.   E.   455,   holding  owner   may   maintain   action   where- 
additional  servitude  is  imposed  although  title  to  street  is  in  public. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Higgs,  126  N.  C.  1022,  48  L.  R.  A.  449,  35  S.  E.  473, 
holding  abutter  has  easement  in  his  frontage  upon  street;  State  v.  Higgs,  126 
N.  C.  1030,  48  L.  R.  A.  451,  35  S.  E.  473,  affirming  abutter's  right  to  main- 
tain electric  sign  14  feet  above  pavement  and  4  feet  across  walk;  Elizabeth 
City  v.  Banks,  150  N.  C.  413,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  934,  64  S.  E.  189,  holding  city 
cannot  in  absence  of  statutory  authority,  grant  franchise  to  lay  gas  pipes  in- 
street;  Foster  Lumber  Co.  v.  Arkansas  Valley  &  W.  R.  Co.  20  Okla.  600,  20 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  240,  100  Pae.  1110,  holding  owner  has  right  of  action  for  taking 
of  his  property  where  access  is  taken  away  by  construction  of  railroad  tracks 
on  street,  although  fee  is  in  public;  Hester  v.  Durham  Traction  Co.  138  N.  C. 
293,  1  L.ItA.(N.S.)  985,  50  S.  E.  711,  holding  abutting  owner's  ingress  and 
egress  not  cut  off  because  a  street  railway  track  is  laid  in  front  of  his  property 
at  a  sharp  angle  and  street  cars  have  on  several  occasions  left  the  track  at  such 
point;  Brown  v.  Asheville  Electric  Co.  138  N.  C.  538,  69  L.ILA.  634,  107  Am.  St. 
Rep.  554,  51  S.  £.  62,  holding  use  of  property  for  other  than  public  necessity 
constitutes  additional  servitude  for  which  compensation  must  be  made;  Butler 
V.  Penn  Tobacco  Co.  152  N.  C.  419,  136  Am.  St.  Rep.  831,  68  S.  E.  12,  holding 
city  cannot  grant  authority  to  railroad  to  construct  side  track  on  public  street, 
leading  from  railroad  to  factory;  South  Bound  R.  Co.  v.  Burton,  67  S.  C.  522, 
46  S.  E.  340,  holding  that  although  title  to  public  street  was  in  the  state,  the 
construction  of  a  railroad  thereon  constituted  a  taking  requiring  compensation 
to  abutting  owner. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Spencer  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  22  L.  R.  A.  668,. 
which  denies  right  to  construct  viaduct  in  street  without  compensating  abut- 
ters; Pueblo  V.  Strait,  24  L.  R.  A.  392,  which  holds  abutter  entitled  to  dam- 
ages on  building  of  viaduct  over  railroad,  practically  closing  street;  Garrett- 
V.  Lake  Roland  Elev.  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  396,  which  holds  erection  for  elevated 
railroad  of  abutment  9  feet  high  in  street  not  taking  of  abutter's  property; 
Lockwood  V.  Wabash  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  516,  which  denies  city's  power  to  au- 
thorisse  steam  railroad  company  to  locate  in  narrow  highway  devoted  to  whole- 
sale  business. 

Cited  in  note  (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  345)  on  right  of  abutting  owner  to  make  use 
of  street. 

Distinguished  in  Suffolk  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  West  End  Land.  &  Improv.  Co.  137  N. 
C.  334,  68  L.R.A.  335,  107  Am.  St.  Rep.  490,  49  S.  E.  350,  holding  where  railroad 
takes  the  entire  street,  owner  can  recover  for  entire  value  of  land  taken,  and 
damages  caused  to  remainder  of  land. 
One  action  to  reeoTer  present  nnd  prospective  dantavea. 

Cited  in  Ridley  v.  Seaboard  &  R.  R.  Co.  118  N.  C.  1004,  32  L.  R.  A.  710,  24 
S.  E.  730,  holding  present  and  prospective  damages  recoverable  in  one  action 
for  railroad  company's  failure  to  provide  outlet  for  water  after  construction  of 
embankment;  Blackwell,  E.  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bebout,  19  Okla.  72,  91  Pac. 
877,  14  Ann.  Cas.  1145,  holding  landowner  has  the  election  to  proceed  under 
statute  for  ascertaining  damages  in  condemnation  proceedings,  or  to  maintain 
independent  suit  for  damages. 

Cited  in  note   (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)   970)   on  right  of  one  whose  property  taken. 
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ior  public  use  without  consent  or  condemnation,  to  maintain  action  for  com- 
pensation or  permanent  damages. 
Street   railTray   and    telearraph    line   as   additional    bnrdeaa. 

Cited  in  Merrick  v.  Intramontaine  R.  Co.  118  N.  C.  1082,  24  S.  E.  667,  hold 
ing  that  construction  of  street  railway  imposes  no  additional  servitude  upon 
abutting  property;  Hodges  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  133  N.  C.  232,  45  S.  E. 
.572,  and  Phillips  v.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  130  N.  C.  525,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  868, 
41  S.  £.  1022,  holding  telegraph  line  additional  burden  upon  land  entitling 
•owner  to  compensation;  Kinsey  v.  Union  Traction  Co.  1G9  Ind.  680,  81  N.  £. 
$22,  holding  the  operation  of  a  street  railway  not  an  additional  servitude  al- 
though baggage  and  freight  are  carried  as  well  as  passengers. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Suffolk  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  West  End  L.  &  I.  Co.  68  L.R.A. 
333,  which  holds  value  of  land  taken  together  with  damage  to  abutting  lots 
measure  of  compensation  on  condemnation  by  railroad  company  of  btreet  for 
Tight  of  way. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  701,  734)  on  abutter's  right  to  compensation 
for  railroads  in  streets;    (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  253)   on  what  are  additional  serri- 
tudes  in  highways. 
Elevated  railroad  aa  **railvrajr." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Freiday  v.  Sioux  City  Rapid  Transit  Co.  26  L.  R,  A. 
246,   which   holds   elevated   railroad  a  "railway.** 
lligrlit  to  sue  county  for  trespass. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.   Franklin  County,   130  N.  C.  469,  42  S.  E.   144    (dissent- 
ing opinion),  majority  denying  owner's  right  to  sue  county  for  trespass,  un- 
less  authorized  by   statute. 
•Grantee's  rlvbt  to  damavea  for  nae  of  land  condemned. 

Distinguished  in  Liverman  v.  Roanoke  &  T.  River  R.  Co.  114  N.  C.  697,  19 
S.    E.    64,    holding   no   damages    recoverable   by   grantee    for    use   of   land  con- 
demned,  before  acquisition  of  title. 
Daniave*    for    contlnnlnflr    nuisance. 

Cited  in  HoUenbeck  v.  Marion,  116  Iowa,  79,  89  N.  W.  210,  sustaining  land- 
-owner's  right  to  treat  pollution  of  stream  as  continuing  nuisance,  instead  of 
permanent  one,  and  demand  damages  on  theory  of  continuing  nuisance;  Harvev 
v.  Mason  City  &  Ft.  D.  R.  Co.  129  Iowa,  473,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  977,  113  Am.  St. 
Rep.  483,  105  N.  W.  958,  holding  damages  arising  from  the  occasional  floodiu;; 
of  land  by  reason  of  an  insufficient  culvert  on  land  of  adjacent  owner  are  not 
original. 

22  L.  R.  A.  632,  PUTZELL  v.  DROVERS  &  M.  NAT.  BANK,  78  Md.  349,  44 

Am.  St.  Rep.  298,  28  Atl.  276. 
Rlflrht  of  one  OTrner  to  change  partjr  ^w^all. 

Cited  in  Barry  v.  Edlavitch,  84  Md.  112,  33  L.  R.  A.  296,  35  Atl.  170,  holding 
that  one  owner  may  raise  party  wall  and  enjoy  it,  unaffected  by  prescriptive 
easement  over  balance;  Lexington  Lodge  v.  Beal,  94  Miss.  529,  49  So.  833,  hold- 
ing that  adjoining  owner  of  party  wall  which  has  been  partially  destroyed  may 
rebuild  same  although  such  rebuilding  may  inconvenience  other  owner;  Bright 
v.  Morgan,  218  Pa.  183,  67  Atl.  58,  11  Ann.  Cas.  626,  holding  one  who  has 
acquired  prescriptive  right  to  insert  joists  into  wall  entirely  on  adjoining  lot 
cannot  impose  additional  burden  than  that,  so  imposed  in  acquisition  of  right: 
Bright  V.  Bacon  &  Sons,  131  Ky.  856,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  390,  116  S.  W.  268, 
holding  either  party  has  right  to  alter  or  reconstruct  his  building  so  long  as 
the  other's  use  of  party  wall  is  not  impaired;  Carrigg  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  139 
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Iowa,  269,  111  N,  W.  329,  holding  grantee  of  building  in  which  a  party  wall 
exists  entitled  to  easement  therein  as  long  as  building  lasts. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)   132)  on  acquisition  by  prescription  of  party- 
wall  easement  in  common  division  wall;    (89  Am.  St.  Rep.  933,  934)  on  right  to 
Tcmove,  rebuild,  and  repair  party  walls. 

22  L.  R,  A.  635,  AHERN  v.  OREGON  TELEPH.  &  TELEG.  00.  24  Or.  276, 

33  Pac.  403,  35  Pac.  549. 
Ijia.bllltjr   for   danff^rous   iwlres* 

Cited  in  Atlanta  Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Owings,  97  Ga.  667,  33  L.  R. 
A-  799,  25  S.  E.  377,  holding  trolley  company  liable  for  injuries  to  employee 
-of  telephone  company  injured  by  escape  of  electricity  from  former  company's 
wires  to  telephone  wires;  Wehner  v.  Lagerfelt,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  524,  66  S. 
W.  221,  holding  it  negligence  to  allow  uninsulated  wire,  when  in  contact  with 
defective  live  wire,  to  hang  from  poles  to  point  within  foot  of  street;  Martin 
V.  Des  Moines  Edison  Light  Co.  131  Iowa,  740,  106  N.  W.  359,  holding  a  high 
■degree  of  prudence  and  watchfulness  is  required  of  those  using  electric  agencies 
toward  those  who  may  rightfully  come  within  the  zone  of  danger;  Citizens 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Thomas,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  24,  99  S.  W.  879,  holding  where 
telephone  wire  is  so  constructed  as  to  render  it  probable  that  in  falling  it  would 
fall  across  a  wire  of  an  electric  light  company  and  become  dangerously  charged 
owner  of  such  telephone  wire  is  held  to  same  degree  of  care  as  though  its  own 
wire  were  originally  charged  with  such  current;  Southern  Belle  Teleph.  & 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Howell,  124  Ga.  1051,  53  S.  E.  577,  4  Ann.  Cas.  707,  holding  it 
negligent  for  a  telephone  company,  in  stretching  wires  along  public  street  to 
permit  a  heavily  charged  wire  to  sag  at  place  where  pedestrians  are  apt  to  be, 
without  giving  warning  of  danger. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Illingsworth  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  25  L.  R.  A. 
552,  which  holds  reasonable  care  to  keep  electric  wires  safe,  due  towards 
persons  licensed  to  approach  them;  Jackson  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  26  L.  R. 
A.  101,  which  holds  connection  of  barn  with  flag-staff  on  other  building  by 
telephone  wire  renders  company  liable  for  loss  of  bam  by  lightning  striking 
flag-staff;  Haynes  v.  Raleigh  Gas  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  810,  which  holds  negligence 
shown  by  guy  wire,  charged  with  deadly  current,  allowed  to  hang  to  ground 
from  tree. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  L.R.A.  570,  574)  on  lia])ility  for  injuries  by  electric 
wires  in  highways;  (24  L.R.A.(X.S.)  979)  on  liability  for  negligence  in  per- 
mitting hanging  wires,  notwithstanding  intervening  act  of  third  person;  (100 
Am.  St.  Rep.  516,  532)  on  duties  and  liabilities  of  electric  corporations;  (1  Brit. 
Rul.  Cas.  798,  804,  806)  on  dui^  to  protect  traveler  from  electricity  from  wires 
on  highway. 

Distinguished  in  Griffin  v.  Jackson  Light  &  Power  Co.   128  Mich.  656,  55  L. 
R.  A.  320,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  496,  87  X.  W.  888,  denying  company's  liability  to 
customer  of  one  for  whom   it  had  installed  improperly  insulated  lamp. 
Proximate   cauiie   of   Injury. 

Cited  in  Wells  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  59  Or.  174,  34  L.R.A.(X.S.)  824,  114 
Pac.  92,  holding  that  in  negligence  actions  proximate  cause  in  any  act  or  omis-- 
-sion  that  immediately  produces  or  fails  to  prevent  injury  or  interposes  obstacle 
whereby  injury  is  inflicted  that  would  not  have  happened  but  for  negligent  act 
or  omission;  Home  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Fields,  150  Ala.  315,  43  So.  711,  holding  fail- 
ure of  a  telephone  company  to  see  that  its  wires  are  not  left  in  a  dangerous  pO' 
fition  is  the  proximate  cause  of  injury  resulting  from  loose  wire  falling  into 
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street;  Trickey  v.  Clark,  50  Or.  524,  93  Pac.  457,  holding  master  liable  for  in- 
jury to  his  servant  resulting  from  master's  negligence,  though  the  intervening  act 
of  a  third  person  contributes  to  or  brings  about  a  condition  necessary  to  produce 
the  injurious  effect  of  the  original  negligence,  if  the  master  should  have  antici- 
pated &uch  intervening  cause;  Alice,  W.  C.  &  C  C.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Billingsley,  35 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  455,  77  S.  W.  255,  holding  the  placing  of  a  telephone  pole  in 
dangerous  proximity  to  the  main-traveled  portion  of  a  street  whereby  a  person 
in  driving  near  thereto  is  injured,  is  the  proximate  cause  of  such  injury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wood  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  35  L.  R-  A.  199,  which 
holds  failure  to  give  warning  of  approach  of  train  not  proximate  cause  of 
injury  to  one  struck  by  body  of  other  person  hit  by  train. 

Cited  in  note  (36  Am.  St.  Rep.  822,  852)  on  proximate  and  remote  cause. 
— -  Jury  question. 

Cited  in  Trickey  v.  Clark,  50  Or.  524,  93  Pac.  457,  holding  it  generally  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury. 

22  L.  R.  A.  641,  MEE  v.  BENEDICT,  98  Mich.  260,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  643,  57 

N.  W.   175. 
Forfeiture   of    timber   by    failure    to    remove. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Magnetic  Ore  Co.  v.  Marbury  Lumber  Co.  27  L.  R.  A. 
434,  which  holds  title  of  absolute  grantee  to  timber  not  forfeited  by  failure  to 
cut  and  remove  within  reasonable  time;  Macomber  v.  Detroit,  L.  ft  N.  R.  Co. 
32  L.  R.  A.  102,  which  holds  title  to  logs  not  forfeited  by  failure  to  remove 
within  time  fixed  by  contract. 
Conveyance   of  standlufir   timber  ivltbout   title   to  land. 

Cited  in  Harrell  v.  Mason,  170  Ala.  286,  54  So.  105,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  58,% 
holding  that  under  statute  purchaser  of  timber  from  tenant  in  common,  under 
agreement  to  remove  it  within  certain  time  is  entitled  to  maintain  bill  against 
all  cotenants  for  partition  of  land  and  timber;  Adkins  v.  Huff,  58  W.  Va. 
649,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  652,  52  S.  E.  773,  6  Ann.  Cas.  246,  holding  where  a  deed 
of  land  is  made  requiring  or  permitting  the  removal  of  the  timber  by  the  grantor 
within  a  specified  time,  the  grantee  takes  a  present  defeasible  title. 

Cited  in  note    (55  L.  R.  A.  514)    on  conveyance  of  title  to  standing  timber 
without  conveying  title  to   land. 
Validity   of   leuae   ex«N;uted   by   one    tenant   In    common. 

Cited  in  Moreland  v.  Strong,  115  Mich,  216,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  553,  73  N. 
W.  140,  holding  lease  of  entire  premises  by  one  tenant  in  common  invalid;  Bel- 
low V.  Arctic  Iron  Co.  164  Mich.  93,  —  L.R.A.(N.S,)  — ,  128  N.  W.  918.  Ann. 
Cas.  1912  B,  827,  holding  that  conveyance  in  fee  by  cotenant,  by  metes  and 
bounds  of  common  estate  is  not  void,  but  creates  equity  in  grantee  which  will 
be  protected  so  far  as  is  possible  without  injury  to  other  tenants;  Ex  part^ 
Union  Mfg.  &  Power  Co.  81  S.  C.  270,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  908,  62  S.  E.  259,  holding 
the  holder  of  an  easement  from  two  of  three  tenants  in  common  has  right  to 
be  made  party  defendant  in  partition  suit  among  cotenants. 
Sufficiency  of  deiicrlptlon  In   deed. 

Cited  in  Dunlap  v.  Byers,  110  Mich.  119,  67  N.  W.  1067,  holding  descrip- 
tion sufficient  when  lands  can  be  located  from  data  given;  Ladnier  v.  Ladnier, 
75  Miss.  781,  23  So.  430,  holding  deed  not  disclosing  state  or  county  where- 
lands  located  not  void  for  uncertainty;  Flegel  v.  Dowling,  54  Or.  46,  135  Am. 
St.  Rep.  812,  102  Pac.  178,  19  Ann.  Cas.  1159,  holding  that  descriptions  of  reaf 
property,  omitting  town,  county,  or  state  may  be  suflScient,  where  deed  provides 
other  means  of  identification;  State  ex  rel.  Arthur  v.  Chouteau  County,  44  Mont. 
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65,  118  Pac.  804,  holding  that  if  taking  all  facts  that  appear  on  face  of  instru- 
ment, and  legal  presumption  which  naturally  flows  from  those  facts,  true  descrip-. 
tion  may  be  supplied,  instrument  will  be  held  sufficient;  Holley  v.  Curry,  68  W. 
Va,  73,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  944,  51  S.  E.  135,  holding  valid  a  description,  "acres  of 
land  situated  near  H.,  the  same  bought  of  the  Land  Company,"  although  county 
and  state  are  omitted,  where  acknowledged  and  recorded  in  county  where  land 
was  situated;  Crotty  v.  Effler,  60  W.  Va.  263,  54  S.  E.  345,  9  Ann.  Cas.  770,  hold- 
ing description  sufficient  although  neither  state,  county,  district  nor  town  is 
named,  if  other  means  of  identification  are  contained  in  instrument;  Gex  v. 
Dill,  86  Miss.  20,  38  So.  193,  holding  a  lease  not  void  for  uncertainty  of  descrip- 
tion, in  leaving  out  county  and  state  in  body  of  lease,  where  they  are  recited  at 
head  of  lease,  and  it  is  acknowledged  and  recorded  in  county  where  land  lay. 
Recordation  in  <<MiscellaneoQ«  Record.*' 

Cited  in  Ivey  v.  Dawley,  50  Fla.  640,  39  So.  498,  7  Ann.  Cas.  354,  holding 
recording  of  a  mortgage  in  a  "miscellaneous  record  book"  afforded  conRtructive 
notice,  where  statute  did  not  designate  any  particular  book  therefor. 
Proof  of  deed  by  record. 

Cited  in  note   (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)    441)   on   admissibility  of  record,  or  copy  of 
record,  to  prove  deed  under  which  party  offering  it  claims. 
Jfeeeasity  of  partition  inclitdlns  all  land  of  cotenancy. 

Cited  in  note  (114  Am.  St.  Rep.  81)  on  necessity  of  partition  including  all 
land  of  cotenancy. 

22  L.  R.  A.  649,  RANDALL  v.  HAMILTON,  45  La.  Ann.  1184,  14  So.  73. 

Subsequent  appeal  in  Wimbish  v.  Hamilton,  47  La.  Ann.  247,  16  So.  856. 
Prl-vileKe  aa   to   defamatory   -vrorda  or  acts. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Youree  v.  Hamilton,  45  La.  Ann.  1191,  14 
So.  77,  and  Wimbish  v.  Hamilton,  45  La.  Ann.  1192,  14  So.  77. 

Cited  in  Lescale  v.  Joseph  Schwartz  Co.  116  La.  301,  40  So.  708,  holding  an 
allegation  is  not  privileged  unless  founded  on  probable  cause. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Shinglemeyer  v.  Wright,  50  L.  R.  A.  129,  which  holds 
information  given  to  detectives  as  to  larceny,  with  reason  for  suspecting  cer- 
tain person  as  thief,  privileged;  Kubricht  v.  State,  58  L.  R.  A.  959,  which 
holds  clergyman  entering  on  baptismal  record,  as  reputed  father  of  bastard 
child,  name  of  person  known  to  have  been  acquitted,  guilty  of  libel;  Coojey 
V.  Galyon,  60  L.  R.  A.  139  which  holds  words  maliciously  spoken  of  stranger 
by  witness  in  judicial  proceeding,  absolutely  privileged,  if  pertinent  and  re- 
sponsive. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.R.A.  839)  on  privilege  of  witness  as  to  defamatory  tes- 
timony;   (123  Am.  St.  Rep.  644,  652)   on  liability  for  libel  or  slander  in  course 
of  judicial  proceedings. 
—  AUeiTAtiona  in  pleadinsa. 

Cited  in  Monroe  v.  H.  Weston  Lumber  Co.  49  La.  Ann.  597,  21  So.  742,  hold- 
ing slanderous  matter  set  out  in  pleadings  and  briefs  in  pending  case  not  privi- 
leged. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sherwood  v.  Powell,  29  L.  R.  A.  153,  which  holds  li- 
belous, pleading  containing  defamatory  allegations  which  are  irrelevant,  gratu- 
itous, and  immaterial;  Grant  v.  Hayne,  54  L.  R.  A.  930,  which  holds  libelous 
words  in  pleading  not  privileged  when  foreign  to  issues;  Crockett  v.  McLana- 
han,  61  L.  R.  A.  914,  which  holds  defamatory  matter  as  to  stranger  in  pleading, 
absolutely  privileged  if  pertinent  and  relative  to  issue;  Jones  v.  Brownlee,  53 
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L.  R.  A.  445,  which  holds  naming  of  person  with  whom  adultery  committed,  in 
cro88-bill   for  divorce,   absolutely  privileged. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.R.A.  (X.S.)  820)  on  libel  by  defamatory  words  in  pleading, 

22  L.  R.  A.  653,  STATE  ew  rel.  RYLANDS  v.  PINKERMAN,  63  Conn-   176, 

28  AtL   110. 
RliTltt  to  CMMt  deciding  vote. 

Cited  in  Hecht  v.  Coale,  93  Md.  694,  40  Atl.  660,  holding  that  mayor  may 
vote  on  nomination  made  by  himself  when  council  equally  divided. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brown  v.  Foster,  31  L.  R.  A.  116,  which  authorizes  mayor 
to  vote  only  to  break  tie;  State  ex  rel.  Young  v.  Yates.  37  L.  R.  A.  205,  which 
holds  mayor's  right  to  casting  vote  in  case  of  tie  not  restricted  by  provision  re- 
quiring majority  vote  of  all  members  of  council;  State  c«  rel.  Morris  v.  Mc- 
Farland,  39  L.  R.  A.  282,  which  holds  auditor's  right  to  give  casting  vote  on  tie 
vote  by  township  trustees  not  limited  to  vote  by  ballot;  Cate  v.  Martin,  48  L.  R. 
A.  613,  which  denies  mayor's  power  to  veto  action  by  aldermen  in  passing  on  elec- 
tion for  member  of  board. 
Requirement*  aa  to  recording  ayea  and  noea. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Board  of  Education  v.  Best,  27  L.  R.  A.  78,  which  holds 
mandatory,  provision  for  recording  ayes  and  noes  on  motion  to  employ  teacher. 
Validity   of  report   or   vote   by   leaa   than   required   number. 

Cited  in  Leavenworth,  N.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Meyer,  68  Kan.  310,  49  Pac.  89, 
holding  report  of  two  commissioners  after  resignation  of  third,  appointed  to 
condemn  land  for  railroad  purposes,  void;  State  ew  rel.  Hosford  v.  Kennedy,  69 
Conn.  224,  37  Atl.  503,  holding  chief  of  police  not  legally  removed  by  vote  of 
less  than  required  number  of  burgesses. 
Notice  to  policeman  aa  notice  to  city. 

Cited  in  Cummings  v.  Hartford,  70  Conn.  121,  38  Atl.  916,  holding  that 
notice  to  policeman  of  dangerous  excavation  in  walk  constitutes  notice  to  city. 
Neceaalty    of    notice    of    meeting. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Troy  Min.  Co.  v.  White,  42  L.  R.  A.  549,  which  holds 
failure  to  give  statutory  notice  of  special   meeting  of  directors  does  not  ren- 
der proceedings  void  if  all  qualified  directors  present  and  acting. 
Licirallty    of    aearcb    to    obtain    evidence. 

Cited   in   State  v.  Griswold,  67   Conn.   310,   33   L.   R.   A.  230,   34   Atl.  1046, 
holding  search  of  accused's  office  to  obtain  evidence,  by  officers   with  consent 
of  accused's  agent,  not  illegal. 
Poiver    to    abollab    olllce. 

Cited  in  Neumeyer  v.  Krakel,  110  Ky.  641,  62  S.  W.  518,  holding  council  not 
prevented  from  reducing  police  force  so  as  to  put  policeman  out  of  oflBcc 
before  expiration  of  his  term,  by  limitation  upon  power  of  board  of  safety  to 
make  changes  in  police  force;  McGovem  v.  Mitchell,  78  Conn.  563,  63  Atl.  433, 
holding  the  plenary  power  of  the  legislature  over  compensation  of  public  officers 
within  its  reach  is  only  limited  by  express  terms  or  necessary  limitation. 
<*Pnbllc  office." 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Stage  v.  Mackie,  82  Conn.  401,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  662,  74 
Atl.  759,  holding  a  deputy  building  inspector  possessed  important  powers  and 
functions  of  government  belonging  to  the  sovereignty,  and  was  a  public  officer. 
De  facto  officer. 

Cited  in  Buck  v.  Hawley,  129  Iowa,  408,  105  N.  W.  688,  holding  in  the  absence 
of  color  of  appointment  or  election  a  party  to  be  treated  as  de  facto  officer  must 
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have  acted  as  such  under  such  circumstances  of  reputation  or  acquiescence  as  are 
calculated  to  induce  people  without  inquiry  to  submit  to  or  invoke  his  action 
in  supposition  that  he  is  officer  he  assumes  to  be. 

22  L.  R.  A.  663,  EVARTS  v.  ST.  PAUL,  M.  &  M,  R.  CO.  66  Minn.  141,  45  Am. 

St.   Rep.   460,   57   N.   W.   469. 
Volunteer'*   aanumptlon   of  risk  of   employment. 

Cited  in  Wagen  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  80  Minn.  96,  82  N.  W.  1107, 
denying  recovery  to  one  voluntarily  acting  as  baggageman,  and  injured  by  de- 
fective appliances;  McGill  v.  Maine  &  N.  U.  Granite  Co.  70  N.  H.  128,  85 
Am.  St.  Rep.  618,  46  Atl.  684,  holding  that  servant  engaging  in  work  he  was  not 
hired  to  perform  assumes  risk  of  injury;  Chicago  &,  £.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Argo» 
82  111.  App.  676,  holding  risk  assumed  by  one  voluntarily  assisting  railroad 
employee;  Cincinnati,  N.  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Finnell,  108  Ky.  139,  57  L.  R. 
A.  267,  footnote  p.  266,  55  S.  W.  902,  denying  liability  to  one  assisting  brake- 
men  to  load  piano  at  their  request,  and  referring  particularly  to  annotation  in 
22  L.  R.  A.  663. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  O'Donnell  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  658,  which 
holds  one  assisting  another's  servants  not  their  fellow  servant;  Haluptzok  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  739,  which  holds  that  master's  implied  con- 
sent to  service  brings  volunteer  within  rules  as  to  master's  liability;  Cleveland 
Terminal  &  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Marsh,  52  L.  R.  A.  142,  which  denies  liability  for 
injury  to  small  boy  employed  by  station  agent  to  put  up  switch  light,  from  ex- 
plosion of  torpedo  found  by  him  on  track;  Mitchell-Tranter  Co.  v.  Ehmet,  55 
L.  R.  A.  710,  which  authorizes  recovery  for  injury  during  noon  intermission  to 
servant  removing  broken  timbers  at  superior's  direction. 
Dnty  of  master  to  volnnteer. 

Cited  in  Grissom  v.  A.  &  B.  Air  Line  R.  Co.  152  Ala.  113,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  564, 
126  Am.  St.  Rep.  20,  44  So.  661;  Kelly  v.  Tyra,  103  Minn.  180,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
342,  114  N.  W.  750, — holding  in  absence  of  knowledge  of  volunteer's  peril  there 
is  no  affirmative  duty  of  care  on  part  of  master. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  West,  67  L.R.A.  701,  which 
holds  one  into  whose  service  another  volunteers  not  required  to  anticipate  or 
discover  the  peril  of  such  volunteer. 

Cited  in  note  (54  Am.  St.  Rep.  75)  on  liability  of  master  for  injury  to  volun- 
teer. 
Ijiabllity   to  employees   of   contractor. 

Cited  in  note   (26  L.  R.  A.  527)    on  liability  to  employees  of  contractor  for 
unsafe  appliances  or  place  of  labor. 
Lilability  for  injuries  to  servant  received  outside  scope  of  emplorment. 

Cited  in  note   (48  L.  R.  A.  797)   on  liability  for  injuries  received  by  servant 
in  performance  of  duties  outside  scope  of  original  employment. 
"Who  are  felloTr  servants. 

Cited  in  note  (50  L.  R.  A.  461)  on  what  servants  are  deemed  to  be  in  same 
common  employment  apart  from  statutes,  where  no  question  as  to  vice  princi- 
palship  arises. 

22   L.   R.  A.   668,  SPENCER  v.  METROPOLITAN   STREET  R.  CO.   120  Mo. 

154,  23    S.   W.    126. 
Opinion  evidence  on  measure  of  damtaves  or  benefits. 

Cited  in  Berlin  v.  Thompson,  61  Mo.  App.  243,  holding  opinion  evidence  of 
amount  of  damages  arising   from   nuisance,   inadmissible;    Hook   v.   Chicago   A 
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A.  R.  Co.  133  Mo.  321,  34  S.  W.  549,  holding  opinion  of  witnesses  as  to  benefit 
of  public  road  insufficient  on  which  to  base  finding  of  benefit;  Union  Elevator 
Co.  V.  Kansas  City  Suburban  Belt  R.  Co.  135  Mo.  375,  36  S.  W.  1071,  holding 
admission  of  opinion  evidence  as  to  damages  arising  from  construction  of  rail 
road  not  reversible  error;   St.  Louis  k  K.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Donovan,   149  Mo.  102. 
50  8.  W.  286,  holding  witnesses  stating  opinions  as  to  amount  of  damages  in 
gross,  no  error,  when  tested  by  cross-examination;  Sallee  v.  St.  Louis,  152  Mo. 
620,  54  S.  W.  463,  holding  question  asked  expert  as  to  amount  of  damage  to 
harness  and  buggy,  meaning  cost  of  repair,  proper;  Golden  v.  Heman  Constr. 
Co.  100  Mo.  App.  22,  71  S.  W.  1093,  holding  opinion  of  onfe  not  an  expert,  as 
to  eflfect  on  furniture  of  lime  dust  arising  from  operation  of  stone-crushing  mii- 
chine,  proper;  McCrary  v.  Chicago  A;  A.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  App.  670,  83  S.  W.  81 
liolding  a  shipper  could  state  the' different  market  values  per  pound  of  different 
classes  of  cattle,  the  condition  of  the  cattle  from  fatigue,  and  amount  of  pounds 
lost  by    usual    shrinkage,   on   question   of    amount   of   damage   from    shipment; 
Owen  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  k  P.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  App.  612,  83  S.  W.  92,  holding  in  ac- 
tion for  damage  to  crop  from  overflow,  on  question  of  damage  it  was  harmless 
error  to  allow  witness  to  base  estimate  of  damage  on  value  of  crop  and  to 
deduct  therefrom  value  of  crop  remaining,  to  give  the  value  of  the  grain  per 
bushel   the  number  of  bushels   per  acre,   the   number  of   acres  and   value  per 
acre;  Wiggins  v.  St.  Louis,  M.  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  119  Mo.  App.  493,  95  S.  W.  311. 
holding  a  witness  cannot  give  hjs  opinion  of  amount  of  damage  suffered  in  de- 
struction of  a  fence  by  fire;  Smoot  v.  Kansas  City,  194  Mo.  526,  92  S.  W.  363, 
on  measure  of  damages  in  personal  injury  case. 
In  Jury  to  easement  In  street. 

Cited  in  Foudry  v.  St.  Louis,  L  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  130  Mo.  App.  117,  109  S.  W.  80. 
holding  the  placing  of  two  railroad  tracks  on  a  public  street  which  is  only  used 
for  hauling  does  not  constitute  an  injury  for  which  injunction  will  lie;  Donner 
V.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  133  Mo.  App.  535,  113  S.  W.  669,  holding  opera- 
tion of  a  sidetrack  from  main  line  of  street  railway  for  purpose  of  running 
cars  to  car  barns  not  an  additional  servitude  for  which  action  will  lie. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lockwood  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  516,  which 
denies  city's  power  to  authorize  steam  railroad  conipany  to  locate  tracks  in  nar- 
row highway  devoted  to  wholesale  business;  Home  Bldg.  &  Convej'ance  Co.  v. 
Roanoke,  27  L.  R.  A.  551,  which  holds  elevated  approach  to  bridge  over  rail- 
road tracks,  leaving  access  to  abutting  owners,  not  additional  burden;  Sauer  v. 
New  York,  70  L.R.A.  717,  which  denies  right  of  abutting  owner  at  point  where 
street  is  depressed  below  grade  of  other  property  to  enjoin  use  of  viaduct  by  city 
to  facilitate  travel  though  it  is  fifty  feet  above  street  level  in  front  of  his  place 
and  impairs  free  circulation  of  light  and  air  and  decreases  the  value  pi  his 
property. 

Cited  in  notes    (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)    52)    on  cutting  off  access  to  highway  as  a 
taking;   (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  912)  on  interference  with  right  of  access  as  "damage" 
to  property  within  provision  that  property  shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged  foi 
public  use  without  compensation. 
— —  RiKht  to  damaares. 

Cited  in  Christian  v.  St.  Louis,  127  Mo.  115,  29  S.  W.  996,  denying  city's  au- 
thority to  vacate  alley  without  compensation  to  abutting  owner;  Pueblo  v. 
Strait,  20  Colo.  21,  24  L.  R.  A.  395,  footnote  p.  392,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  273. 
36  Pac.  789,  holding  abutter  entitled  to  damages  for  building  of  viaduct  over 
railroad,  nearly  closing  street;  De  Qeofroy  v.  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R. 
Co.    179  Mo.   715,   64   L.  R.  A.   966,   footnote  p.  959,   101   Am.   St.   Rep.  524* 
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70  S.  W.  386,  holding  track  erected  on  pillars  from  15  to  25  feet  above  surface 
of  street,  for  carrying  trains,  inconsistent  with  use  of  place  as  public  street, 
and  entitles  abutter  to  damages;  Diekerman  v.  Duluth,  88  Minn.  294,  92  N. 
W.  1119,  sustaining  abutter's  right,  under  constitutional  amendment,  to  dam- 
ages arising  from  changing  street  grade. 

Cited   in   footnotes   to   Aldrich   v.   Metropolitan   West   Side   Elev.   R.   Co.   67 
L.R.A.  237,  which  denies  right  to  recover  for  injury  to  apartment  house  from 
-elevated  road  crossing  highway  19  feet  away;  De  Geofroy  v.  Merchant's  Bridge- 
Terminal  R.  Co.  64  L.R.A.  959,  which  sustains  right  of  abutting  owner  to  com- 
pensation for  construction  of  elevated  railroad  track  in  a  public  street. 

Cited  in  notes    (25   L.R.A.(N.S.)    1268)    on  right  of  abutter  to  damages   for 
special    injuries    where    street    railway    not    considered    additional    burden;    (36 
L.R.A.(N'.S.)    696,    773)    on    abutter's    right    to    compensation    for   railroads    in 
streets. 
^^  Measare    of   dmunsreii)    deduction    of   benefits. 

Cited  in  Hickman  v.  Kansas,  120  Mo.  124,  23  L.  R.  A.  664,  42  Am.  St.  Rep. 
€84,  25  S.  W.  225,  holding  that  special  benefit  may  be  deducted  from  damages 
for  taking  property  for  public  use;  Wolters  v.  St.  Louis,  132  Mo.  4,  33  S.  W. 
441,  and  Slattery  v.  St.  Louis,  120  Mo.  188,  25  S.  W.  221,  holding  diflference  in 
value  of  land  before  and  after,  measure  of  damages  for  construction  of  bridge; 
Cole  v.  St.  Louis,  132  Mo.  640,  34  S.  W.  409,  holding  that  special  benefit  re- 
sulting to  abutting  property  sliould  be  considered  in  estimating  damages  caused 
by  change  of  street  grade;  St.  I»uis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Stewart,  201  Mo.  497, 
100  S.  W.  583,  holding  in  condemnation  proceeding,  the  amount  of  damages  is 
for  determination  of  the  jury. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sohrocder  v.  Joliet,  52  L.  R.  A.  634,  which  authorizes 
consideration  of  benefit  for  improvement  in  assessing  damages  from  cutting 
down  street;  Beveridge  v.  Lewis,  59  L.  R.  A.  581,  which  denies  right  to  de- 
duct benefits  from  damages  in  exercise  of  eminent  domain  by  individual. 

Cited  in  note  (9  L.R.A.(X.S.)  841)  on  right  to  set  off  benefits  against  dam- 
ages on  condemnation. 

Distinguished  in  Fuess  v.  Kansas  City,  191  Mo.  696,  90  S.  W.  1029,  holding 
where  action  for  damages  for  raising  grade  in  front  of  plaintiff's  property  is 
tried  on  theory  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  if  the  market  value  of  the 
lots  was  depreciated,  plaintiff  cannot  thereafter  contend  that  only  benefits  which 
are  special  and  peculiar  should  be  considered. 
Blevated    railroad    as    "railway.** 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Freiday  v.  Sioux  City  Rapid  Transit  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  246, 
which  holds  elevated  railroad  a  "railway." 

22   L.  R.  A.   673,   GAMEWELL   FIRE   ALARM   TELEG.   CO.   v.   CRANE,    160 

Mass.  50,  39  Am.   St.  Rep.  458,  35  N.  E.  98. 
Validity   of   contracts    In    restraint    of    trade. 

Cited  in  Anchor  Electric  Co.  v.  Hawkes,  171  Mass.  107,  41  L.  R.  A.  192,  68 
Am.  St.  Rep.  403,  50  N.  E.  509,  sustaining  agreement  of  corporate  officers  not 
to  engage  in  same  business  for  five  years;  Ricliards  v.  American  Desk  &  Seat- 
ing Co.  87  Wis.  613,  58  N.  W.  787,  holding  agreement  not  to  sell  certain  kinds 
of  furniture,  except  to  vendee,  for  four  years,  void;  Tecktonius  v.  Scott,  110  Wis. 
449,  86  N.  W.  672,  holding  contrnot,  unlimited  as  to  time,  space,  and  extent 
of  trade,  whereby  one  binds  himself  and  heirs  not  to  manufacture  or  sell  cer- 
tain band-fastening  device,  void;  United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  A  Steel  Co. 
-46  L.  R.  A.  133,  29  C.  C.  A.  156,  54  U.  S.  App.  723,  85  Fed.  287,  holding  se-. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  111.-65. 
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cret  combination  of  manufacturers  to  regulate  price  of  cast-iron  pipe  in  differ- 
ent states  illegal;  New  York  Bank  Note  Co.  v.  Kidder  Press  Mfg.  Co.  192  MasB. 
403,  78  N.  E.  463,  holding  valid  a  contract  by  manufacturer  of  printing  pre88 
not  to  sell  a  particular  type  of  press  to  other  customers  than  contracting  party 
to  be  used  by  such  other  customers  for  similar  purpose  as  that  of  contracting 
customer;  Bobbs-Merrill  Co.  v.  Strauss,  130  Fed.  192,  on  agreement  among  pub- 
lishers to  maintain  price  as  constituting  restraint  of  trade. 

"    Cited  in  footnotes  to  Nester  v.  Continental  Brewing  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  247,  which 
holds  combination  of  brewers  to  stifle  competition  within  specified  place,  void; 
Kramer  v.  Old,  34  L.  R.  A.  389,  which  sustains  contract  restricting  seller  from 
engaging  in  milling  business  in  vicinity  of  certain  city;  Heaton-Peninsular  But- 
ton-Fastener Co.  V.  Eureka  Specialty  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  728,  which  sustains  pat- 
entee's right  to  require  purchaser  of  machine  to  purchase  necessary  unpatented 
article  from  him  exclusively ;    O.  &  W.  Thum  Co.  v.  Tloczynski,  38  L.  R.  A.  200, 
which  sustains  right  to  enjoin  breach  of  agreement  by  employee  not  to  communi- 
cate trade  secrets  learned;  Lufkin  Rule  Co.  v.  Fringeli,  41  L.  R,  A.  185,  which 
holds  void,  agreement  by  seller  not  to  engage  in  same  business  in  United  States 
for  twenty-five  years;  Trenton  Potteries  Co.  v.  Oliphant,  46  L.  R.  A.  255,  which 
sustains  vendor's  agreement  not  to  engage  in  competitive  business  for  fifty  years 
within  United  States,  except  specified  states  and  territories;  Tuscaloosa  Ice  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Williams,  60  L.  R.  A.   175,  which  holds  void,  contract  by  owner  of  ice 
machine  to  abandon  manufacture  of  ice  in  certain  town  for  five  years,  giving 
other  party  monopoly  of  business;  Steichen  v.  Fehleisen,  51  L.  R.  A-  412,  which 
holds  individual  partners  not  bound  by  firm  agreement  not  to  re>engage  in  cer- 
tain business  for  specified  period;  Clark  v.  Needham,  51  L.  R.  A.  785,  which  holds 
void,  lease  of  maunfacturing  machinery  with  agreement  against  lessor's  engaging 
in  business  for  five  years;   Pohlman  v.  Dawson,  54  L.  R.  A.  913,  which  holds 
agreement  on  sale  of  business,  not  to  engage  in  barber  business  in  any  manner, 
violated  by  working  as  employee  in  other  shop;  Bancroft  v.  Union  Embossing  Co. 
64  L.  R.  A.  298,  wliich  holds  contract  by  one  selling  right  to  manufacture  and 
sell  machine,  not  to  engage  in  making  such  machine,  or  grant  right  to  another, 
valid,  where  possible  customers  are  limited  and  widely  scattered;   Thibodeau  v. 
Hildreth,  63  L.R.A.  480,  which  upholds  contract  that  employer  shall  have  benefit 
of  all  inventions  made  by  employee  during  employment;   Swigert  v.  Tilden,  63 
L.R.A.  608,  which  upholds  contract  by  seller  of  goodwill  of  business  not  to  com- 
pete with  purchaser  for  a  reasonable  designated  time;   Eugene  Dietzgen  Co.  v. 
Kokosky,  66  L.R.A.  503,  which  sustains  right  to  injunction  against  member  of 
former  partnership  agreeing  on  sale  of  business  not  to  engage  directly  or  indi- 
rectly in  competitive  business  within  specified  city  for  designated  period  from 
continuing  in  rival  business  into  which  he  entered  in  violation  of  such  agreement; 
Keene  Syndicate  v.  Wichita  Gas,  E.  L.  &  P.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  61,  which  holds  void 
lease   by   corporation  generating   electricity   to   rival  company   with   agreement 
not  to  engage  in  business  for  ten  years. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  919)  on  validity  of  agreement  in  restraint 
of  trade,  ancillary  to  sale  of  business  or  profession,  as  affected  by  territorial 
scope;  (74  Am.  St.  Rep.  269,  270)  on  combinations  constituting  unlawful  trusts; 
(46  L.  ed.  U.  S.  1059)  on  restraint  of  trade  in  patented  articles;  (49  Am.  St. 
Rep.  789;  6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  452)  on  invalidity  of  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade. 

22  L.  R,  A.  677,  SIMMONS  v.  NORFOLK  &  B.  S.  B.  CO.  113  N.  C.  147,  37  Am. 

St.  Rep.  614,  18  S.  E.  117. 
Blleet  of  tVAiisfer  of  all  of  corporate  assets. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Byrne  v.  Schuyler  Electric  Mfg.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  304,  which 
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holda  ulira  vires,  attempt  of  corporation  to  excliage  entire  property  for  stock  of 
ether  company. 

Anendment  of  •umiiioiis. 

Cited  in  Lockway  v.  Modern  Woodmen,  116  Minn.  117,  133  N.  W.  398,  holding 
that  civil  summons  may  be  amended  upon  proper  application,  to  make  time» 
therein  stated,  for  answering  complaint,  conform  to  statute. 
Maintenance  of  principal  office  of  corporation  in  state  of  creation. 

Cited  in  Roberson  v.  Greenleaf  Johnson  Lumber  Co.  163  N.  C.  122,  68  S.  E. 
1064,  holding  that  domestic  corporation  is  required  to  maintain  principal  office  in 
state,  which  fixes  place  of  residence  therein  for  purpose  of  suing  and  being  suedl 

22  L.  R.  A.  678,  STATE  v.  JONES,  113  N.  C.  669,  18  S.  E.  249. 
Habean  corpus  pending  trial. 

Cited  in  State  v.  McCoIley,  115  La.  407,  39  So.  81,  holding  district  court  which 
has  part  of  a  criminal  case  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  habeas  corpus  by  prisoner. 
Presnntptlon  of  Innocence. 

Cited  in  note   (39  L.  ed.  U.  S.  483)   on  presumption  of  innocence  and  legality. 

22  L.  R.  A.  680,  JENSON  v.  CHICAGO,  ST.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  CO.  86  Wis.  589,  57  N. 

W.  369. 
ReaulrementB    as    to    sls-nals    at    crossingrs. 

Followed  in  Barron  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  0.  R.  Co.  89  Wis.  83,  61  N.  W.  303, 
holding  that  statutory  requirements  as  to  signals  and  rate  of  speed  at  highway 
crossings  apply  only  to  grade  crossings. 

Cited  in  Cooper  v.  Charleston  &  W.  C.  R.  Co.  65  S.  C.  220,  43  S.  E.  682,  hold- 
ing it  not  to  be  negligence  at  common  law  for  railroad  company  to  neglect  to 
give  signals  on  approaching  crossing  under  its  tracks;  Everett  v.  Great  Northern 
R.  Co.  100  Minn.  322,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  709,  111  N.  W.  281,  10  Ann.  Cas.  294,  holding 
railroad  company  is  not  bound  to  give  warning  of  approach  of  its  cars  to  crossing 
as  to  one  driving  on  highway  parallel  to  track  who  does  not  intend  to  use  cross- 
ing; St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Morrison,  73  Kan.  268,  85  Pac.  295,  on  liability 
of  railroad  to  one  who  drives  through  private  tunnel  in  roadbed. 

Cited  in  note  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  307)  on  duty  as  to  signals  by  locomotives  ap- 
pioacliing  overhead  crossings. 

Distinguished  in  Johnson  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  147  Cal.  632,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  311, 
82  Pac.  306,  3  Ann.  Cas.  358,  holding  under  statute  a  warning  of  approach  of  train 
to  crossing  was  required  although  railroad  was  on  bridge  over  the  same. 

Disapproved  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Sawyer,  114  Tenn.  91,  69  L.R.A.  664, 
108  Am.  St.  Rep.  881,  86  S.  W.  386,  4  Ann.  Cas.  948,  holding  if  place  is  dangerous 
railroad  company  whose  track  is  on  overhead  bridge  owes  duty  to  warn  travelers 
on  highway  of  approach  of  its  trains. 
Personal  inconvenience  as  element  of  damaare*. 

Cited  in  Newell  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  108  Mo.  App.  532,  84  8.  W.  195,  holding 
where  court  charged  that  plaintiff  could  recover  for  physical  inconvenience,  it 
should  have  charged  that  no  recovery  could  be  had  for  inability  to  perform  house- 
hold duties,  the  action  being  by  a  married  woman  and  it  being  alleged  she  had  lost 
ability  to  earn  money  and  it  appearing  that  since  her  marriage  plaintiff  had  done 
no  labor  except  to  perform  household  tasks. 

Distinguished  in  Boehm  v.  Duluth,  S.  S.  ft  A.  R.  Co.  91  Wis.  593,  65  N.  W.  506, 
holding  that  instruction  that  plaintiff's  personal  inconvenience  may  be  consid- 
ered in  assessment  of  damages  not  error. 

Disapproved  in  Costello  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  119  Mo.  App.  395,  96  S.  W.  425, 
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lioldingf  in  action  for  injury  to  hand  and  ankle  in  attempting  to  enter  trolley  car 
jrecovery  for  physical  inconvenience  could  be  had. 

22   L.   R.  A.   684,   MONTANA   CATHOLIC   MISSION   v.   LEWIS  &   CLARKE 

COUNTY,  13  Mont.  559,  36  Pac.  2. 
Exemption    from    taxation. 

Cited  in  Courtney  v.  Missoula  County,  21  Mont.  592,  55  Pac.  359,  holding  state 
lands  subject  to  taxation  after  sale  and  before  purchase  price  paid. 
>^  Of  property   niied   for  charitable^   edncatlonal,   etc.,   pnrpoaes. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fitterer  v.  Crawford,  50  L.  R.  A.  191,  which  denies  ex- 
emption of  Masonic  lodge  building,  first  and  second  stories  of  which  are  rented 
to  pa}'^  debt  and  current  expenses  of  lodge;  Young  Men's  Christian  Asso.  v.  Doug- 
las County,  52  L.  R.  A.  123,  which  denies  exemption  to  part  of  Y.  M.  C.  A. 
building  rented  for  business  purposes;  All  Saints  Parish  v.  Brookline,  52  L.  R. 
A.  778,  which  denies  exemption  of  lot  procured  for  erection  of  church,  before 
commencement  of  work;  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  v.  Prioleau,  57  L.  R.  A. 
C)06,  which  holds  exempt,  church  parsonage  rented,  the  rent  being  used  to  pro- 
cure otlier  residence  for  parson. 

22  L.  R.  A.  686,  EXCHANGE  NAT.  BANK  v.  BANK  OF  LIITLE  ROCK,  7  C. 

C.  A.  Ill,  19  U.  S.  App.  152,  58  Fed.  140. 
Lilnblllty    on    rained    or    forced    neipotlable    pnper. 

Cite<l  in  Bank  of  Hcrington  v.  Wangerin,  65  Kan.  426,  59  L.  R.  A.  718,  foot- 
note p.  717,  70  Pac.  330,  denying  maker's  liability  to  innocent  holder  on  note 
Ivaudulently  raised  after  delivery. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.R.A.  544)  on  liability  of  person  whose  signature  is  forged 
on  commercial  paper;  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  403)  on  duty  to  see  spaces  on  commercial 
paper  are  filled  so  as  to  prevent  raising;  (4  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  647)  on  estoppel  to 
deny  liability  to  bona  fide  holder  on  commercial  paper  issued  in  blank  and  subse- 
quently filled  up. 
Neiirotlablllty   of   check. 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.  R.  A.  571)  on  negotiability  of  check. 
CnMhler's   iprronfrfnl   pledare  of  stock   for  personal    debt. 

Cited  in  Curtice  v.  Crawford  County  Bank,  110  Fed.  843,  holding  cashier 
pledging  bank's  stock  for  personal  debt  acts  in  individual  capacity. 

Citetl  in  footnote  to  O'Herron  v.  Gray,  40  L.  R.  A.  498,  which  holds  that  sig- 
natui-e  to  blank  transfer  of  stock  certificates  showing  that  it  is  made  by  guardian 
of  infant  owners,  will  not  pass  good  title  to  one  to  whom  cashier  of  bank  in- 
trusted with  them  for  safe  keeping  pledges  them  for  his  own  debt. 

22  L.  R.  A.  690,  BALTIMORE  BASE  BALL  &  EXHIBITION  CO.  v.  PICKETT, 

78  Md.  375,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  304,  28  Atl.  279. 
•Castoin,   effect   of. 

.Cited  in  Fitzgerald  v.  Hanson,  10  Mont.  476,  41  Pac.  230,  holding  evidence  of 
custom  of  assistant  physician  to  collect  pay  from  patient  inadmissible  when  usage 
unknown  to  plaintiff;  Samuel  M.  lewder  &  Sons  Co.  v.  Albert  Mackie  Grocery 
Co.  97  Md.  11,  62  L.  R.  A.  804,  54  Atl.  634,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  as 
to  effect  of  custom  as  to  payment,  in  contract  for  goods  shipped  f.  o.  b.;  Russell 
-V.  Ferguson,  77  Vt.  435,  60  Atl.  802,  holding  a  custom  cannot  affect  the  rights  of 
parties  t)o  a  contract  unless  certain,  uniform,  and  either  known  to  party  sought 
to  be  charged  or  so  general  and  notorious  that  knowledge  and  adoption  of  it  may 
l>e  presumed. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  Harrie  t.  Sharpies,  58  L.R.A.  214,  which  denies  right 
to  add  lithograplier's  name,  for  advertising  purposes,  to  lithographed  cover  de- 
sign, although  it  is  customary  to  add  it;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Xaive,  64  L.R.A. 
443,  which  holds  carrier  not  negligent  in  failing  to  notify  consignee  of  arrival  of 
perishable  goods  on  legal  holiday  on  which  by  general  custom  of  locality  all  busi- 
ness is  suspended. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  350)  on  right  to  contradict  terms  of  express 
contract  by  custom  or  otherwise.  v 

-^  ReasomableneMi  of. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Xaive,  112  Tenn.  257,  64  L.R.A.  447,  footnote 
p.  443,  70  S.  W.  124,  holding  custom  to  suspend  business  on  Fourth  of  July  not  un- 
reasonable. 

Cited  in  note  (8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  336)  on  necessity  that  custom  be  limited,  cer- 
tain,  reasonable,  and  of  lawful  origin. 
MeASii^e   of   damaireii   for   breach   of   contract. 

Cited  in  Latimer  v.  York  Cotton  Mills,  66  S.  C.  137,  44  S.  E.  559,  holding 
salary  to  be  paid,  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  contract  for  personal  ser- 
vices. 

Cited  in  note  (6  L.R.A.  (X.S.)  96)  on  measure  of  damages  recoverable  by  wrong- 
fully discharged  servant  in  action  for  breach  of  contract. 
Ground H  for  dlachararc  of  servant. 

Cited  in  note  (17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  211)  on  grounds  for  discharge  of  servant. 

22  L.  R.  A.  693,  ROSENTHAL  v.  MUSKEGON  CIRCUIT  JUDGE,  98  Mich.  209, 

39  Am.  St.  Rep.  535,  57  N.  W.  112, 
Admissibility  of  evidence  'wronarfnlly  obtained. 

Cited  in  Cluett  v.  Rosenthal,  100  Mich.  197,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  446,  58  X.  W. 
1009,  holding  evidence  wrongfully  acquired  from  books  in  possession  of  sheriff 
admissible  in  behalf  of  one  not  responsible  for  tort  committed  in  acqiiiring  such 
evidence. 
Injunction    airalnst    breacb    of    contract    as    to    trade    secrets. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  0.  &  W.  Thum  Co.  v.  Tloczynaki.  38  L.  R.  A.  200,  which 
sustains  right  to  enjoin  breach  of  agreement  by  employee  not  to  communicate 
trade  secrets. 
Superior  court's  Jurisdiction  over  Inferior. 

Cited  in  note  (51  L.  R.  A.  56,  108,  109)  on  superintending  control  and  super- 
visory jurisdiction  of  superior  over  inferior  or  subordinate  tribunal. 
property  subject  to  attachment. 

Distinguished  in  Pelzer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pitts,  76  S.  C.  356,  57  8.  E.  29,  11  Ann.  Cas. 
665,  holding,  under  statute,  the  equitable  interest  of  a  partnership  in  oertiUcate 
of  stock  given  as  collateral  for  note  of  partner  for  contribution  to  firm,  is  attach- 
able for  firm  debt. 
Title  of  trustee  In  bankruptcy  of  assets  of  estate. 

Cited  in  Gould  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  132  Fed.  931,  holding  trustee  in  bank- 
ruptcy did  not  take  title  to  proceeds  on  policy  of  life  insurance  which  by  its  term» 
became  absolutely  void  on  failure  to  pay  second  premium  before  the  expiration 
of  which  debtor  died,  the  trustee  having  failed  to  pay  premium. 

Abuse  of  process. 

Cited  in  Gonsouland  v.  Rosomano,  100  C.  C.  A.  97,  176  Fed.  487,  holding  that 
action  for  malicious  abuse  of  process  will  lie  though  process  was  lawfully  issued 
on  valid  judgment. 
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Cited  in  note  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  401,  409)  on  abuse  of  lawful  process  and  liability 
therefor. 

22  L.  R.  A.  696,  PEOPLE  v.  BELLET,  99  Mich.  151,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  689,  57 

N.  W.  1094. 
ConBtltutlonality  of   Sunday  la^vrs. 

Cited  in  Scougale  v.  Sweet,  124  Mich.  320,  82  X.  W.  1061,  and  State  v.  Hog- 
riever,  152  Ind.  661,  45  L.  R.  A.  509,  53  N.  E.  921,  sustaining  constitutionality 
of  act  prohibiting  Sunday  baseball,  when  admission  fee  charged;  People  v. 
Havnor,  149  N.  Y.  202,  31  L.  R.  A.  691,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  707,  43  X.  E.  541;  Es 
parte  Northrup,  41  Or.  494,  69  Pac.  446;  State  v.  Sopher,  25  Utah,  326,  60  L. 
R.  A.  471,  footnote  p.  408,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  845,  71  Pac.  482, —  sustaining  validity 
of  act  regulating  barbering  business  on  Sunday;  Breyer  v.  State,  102  Tenn.  107, 
50  S.  W.  769,  sustaining  act  prohibiting  Sunday  barbering,  and  imposing  heavier 
penalty  than  for  other  violations  of  Sunday  act;  State  v.  Nichols,  28  Wash.  636, 
69  Pac.  372,  sustaining  statute  making  it  a  crime  to  open  any  shop  on  Sunday 
for  purpose  of  trade;  McClelland  v.  Denver,  36  Colo.  486,  85  Pac.  126,  10  AniL 
Cas.  1014;  Re  Caldwell,  82  Neb.  547,  118  N.  W.  133;  Stanfeal  v.  State,  78  Ohio 
St.  40,  84  N.  E.  419,  14  Ann.  Cas.  138;  State  v.  Bergfeldt,  41  Wash.  239,  83  Pac. 
177,  6  Ann.  Cas.  979, — declaring  valid  law  prohibiting  barbering  business  on 
Sunday;  Stark  v.  Backus,  140  Wis.  585,  123  N.  W.  98,  sustaining  as  constitutional 
act  declaring  barbering  not  a  work  of  necessity,  so  as  to  include  such  business  in 
law  making  it  unlawful  to  keep  open  shop  on  Sunday  except  for  work  of 
necessity;  State  v.  Dolan,  13  Idaho,  711,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1267,  92  Pac.  995,  sus- 
taining constitutionality  of  law  forbidding  keeping  open  for  trade  any  shop, 
store  or  place  of  business  whatever,  and  exempting  certain  occupations  or  busi- 
inesses. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Denver  v.  Bach,  46  L.  R.  A.  848,  which  holds  void,  or- 
dinance prohibiting  sale  of  clothing  on  Sunday  unless  applying  to  all  kinds  of 
merchants;  State  v.  Sopher,  60  L.  R.  A.  468,  which  sustains  act  forbidding  exer- 
cise of  trade  on  Sunday;  State  v.  Ray,  60  L.  R.  A.  634,  which  holds  unauthorized, 
ordinance  for  closing  stores  at  7:30  P.  M.  except  Saturdays;  State  ex  rcl.  Hoff- 
man V.  Justus,  64  L.R.A.  510,  which  upholds  statute  prohibiting  keeping  open  of 
business  places  on  Sunday,  but  authorizing  confectionery  and  tobacco  to  be  sold 
in  an  orderly  manner. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.R.A.  722)  on  constitutionality  of  Sunday  laws;  (78  Am. 
St.  Rep.  264,  265)  on  same  point;  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1260)  on  validity  of  classi- 
fication in  Sunday  law;  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  647)  on  special  penalty  for  violation 
of  Sunday  closing  act;  (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  716)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes 
making  it  unlawful  for  barbers  to  carry  on  business  on  Sunday. 

Distinguished  in  Armstrong  v.  State,  170  Ind.  194,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  651,  84  X. 
E.  3,  holding  void  special  legislation  regarding  barbering  on  Sunday,  where  genera? 
legislation  exists  on  the  subject. 
Validity  of  ordinance  mm  to  what  time  stores  siiall  close. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Ray,  60  L.  R.  A.  634,  which  holds  ordinance  re- 
quiring closing  of  stores  at  7:30  p.  m.  except  Saturday  night  not  authorized 
under  provision  for  regulating  and  preserving  health,  or  for  better  government 
2!$tatates  provldlmar  'or  oraranlaatlon  and  regrnlatlon  of  bnlldlnflr  and  loan 
associations. 

Cited  in  People's  Bldg  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Billing,  104  Mich.  192,  62  N.  W.  373,  sus- 
taining statute  providing  for  incorporation  and  regulation  of  loan  associations. 
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Validity  of  la-frs  preserlbinv  hoiini  of  labor. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Kair,  28  Nev.  147,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  817,  80  Pac.  463,  6  Ann. 
Cas.  893,  upholding  validity  of  statute*  prescribing  penalty  for  employment  of 
men  for  period  of  longer  than  eight  hours  in  underground  mines,  smelters  and  in- 
stitutions for  reduction  or  refining  of  ores  or  metals. 
Constltntlomallty  of  aet  affecttnar  particular  claiMe*. 

Cited  in  McGuire  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  131  Iowa,  351,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  713, 
108  N.  W.  902,  holding  act  valid  though  it  apply  to  certain  persons  and  not  to 
others,  if  it  be  so  made  that  all  persons  subject  to  its  terms  are  treated  alike 
under  like  circumstances  and  conditions;  Spurr  v.  Travis,  145  Mich.  723,  116  Am. 
St.  Rep.  330,  108  N.  W.  1090,  9  Ann.  Cas.  250,  upholding  validity  of  act  de- 
•claring  void  as  against  creditors  the  sale  in  bulk  of  a  stock  of  merchandise  ex- 
cept on  -compliance  with  certain  statutory  conditions;  Madam  v.  Marquette,  148 
Mich.  480,  11 1  N.  W.  1079,  sustaining  validity  of  city  charter  exempting  city  from 
liability  for  negligent  failure  of  property  owner  to  keep  sidewalk  free  of  obstruc- 
tion as  against  claim  of  class  legislation. 

^2  L.  R.  A.  699,  ODLIN  v,  WOODRUFF,  31  Fla.  160,  12  So.  227. 
Injanctlon    a^Alnst    eollectlon    of    taxes* 

Cited  in  Hibernian  Benev.  Soc.  v.  Kelly,  28  Or.  198,  30  L.  R.  A.  171,  52  Am.  St. 
Rep.  769,  42  Pac.  3,  holding  mistake  in  owner's  name  on  assessnient  roll  not 
ground  for  injunction  to  restrain  collection  of  tax;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Rolfson,  23  S.  D.  408,  122  N.  W.  343,  holding  that  injunction  does  not  lie  to  re- 
strain collection  of  illegal  tax  on  personalty  unless  remedy  at  law  to  recover  tax 
or  damages  for  seizure  of  property  is  inadequate;  Hallett  v.  Arapahoe  County,  40 
Colo.  315,  90  Pac.  678,  holding  collection  of  personal  property  assessment  will 
not  be  enjoined  for  mere  illegality,  but  there  must  be  irreparable  injury,  or  no 
4idequate  remedy  at  law;  H.  W.  Metcalf  Co.  v.  Martin,  54  Fla.  533,  45  So.  463, 
127  Am.  St.  Rep.  149,  holding  court  should  not  enjoin  tax  collector  who  threatens 
to  seize  and  sell  personal  property,  except  in  rare  cases  where  property  is 
peculiarly  valuable  and  cannot  be  adequately  compensated  in  damages. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bloxham  v.  Consumers'  Electric  Light  &  Street  R.  Co.  29 
L.  R.  A.  507,  which  denies  power  to  enjoin  state  officer  from  collecting  state 
taxes  authorized  by  statute;  Philadelphia  Mortg.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Omaha,  57  L.  R.  A. 
150,  which  denies  riglit  to  restrain  city  from  enforcing  tax  against  property  on 
which  money  was  loaned  in  reliance  on  treasurer's  mistake  in  marking  taxes  as 
paid. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  ed.  tJ.  S.  182)  on  necessity  of  payment  of  tax  due  where 
injunction  is  sought  against  illegal  taxation. 

Annotation  in  22  L.  R.  A.  699  referred  to  with  approval  in  Collins  v.  Keokuk, 
118  Iowa,  34,  91  N.  W.  791,  holding  that  equity  will  not  enjoin  collection  of 
taxes,  because  of  overassessment. 

Distinguished  in  Johnson  v.  De  Bury-Baya  Merchants*  Line,  37  Fla.  520,  37  L. 
R.  A.  526,  19  So*.  640,  sustaining  injunction  restraining  sale  of  registered  vessel 
-for  taxes. 
Reeovery  of  taxes  lUeffalljr  collected* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Com.  use  of  Wiggins  v.  Scott,  55  L.  R.  A.  697.  which  sus- 
tains right  of  single  nonresident  taxpayer  to  sue  for  himself  and  others  to  re* 
•cover  taxes  illegally  exacted. 
Taxation  of  national  banka* 

Cited  in  note  (45  L.  R.  A.  763)  on  state  taxation  of  national  banks. 
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Bqaltable  relief  neralniit  threatened  action  under  inTnlld  antliorlty. 

Cited  in  Orange  City  v.  Thayer,  45  Fla.  506,  34  So.  573,  holding  injunction  will 
not  lie  to  restrain  the  attempted  enforeement  of  invalid  ordinance  for  impound- 
ing cattle,  where  its  enforcement  would  not  work  irreparable  injury,  and  there 
is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law. 

Annotation  cited  in  Vandalia  Coal  Co.  v.  Lawson,  43  Ind.  App.  246,  87  N.  £. 
47,  on  equitable  relief  from  multiplicity  of  suits. 
Valfdltr  of  license  tax  on  dentists. 

Cited  in  note  (129  Am.  St.  Rep.  294)  on  constitutional  limitations  on  power 
to  impose  license  or  occupation  taxes  on  dentists. 

22  L.  R.  A.  709,  SHELDON  v.  PRUESSNER,  52  Kan.  679,  35  Pac.  201. 
Effect  on   foreclosure  sale  of  reversal  of  Jndarnient. 

Cited  in  Sheldon  v.  Pruessner,  52  Kan.  594,  35  Pac.  204,  holding  that  reversal 
of  judgment  of  foreclosure  defeats  purchaser's  title. 
Necessity   of  pleadlnir   lllesrallty   of  contract. 

Cited  in  Reed  v.  Johnson,  27  Wash.  55,  57  L.  R.  A.  409,  67  Pac.  381,  holding 
failure  to  plead  invalidity  of  contract  no  bar  to  evidence  of  illegality  in  action 
for  specific  performance;  Frankel  v.  Hiller,  16  K.  D.  392,  113  N.  W.  1067,  15 
Ann.  Cas.  265,  holding  if  illegality  of  contract  appears  from  the  contract  itself 
or  from  the  evidence  necessary  to  prove  it,  the  same  may  be  taken  advantage  of 
without  specially  pleading  such  fact. 

Criticized  in  Maitland  v.  Zanga,  14  Wash.  96,  44  Pac.  117,  holding  that  fail- 
ure to  plead  ill^ality  of  contract  bars  evidence  of  invalidity. 
Bffect   on   recovery   of   Invalidity  of   contract* 

Cited  in  Concordia  v.  Hagaman,  1  Kan.  App.  40,  41  Pac.  133,  aflirming  quan- 
tum meruit  recovery  on  executed  contract  between  council  and  one  member; 
Greer  v.  Payne,  4  Kan.  App.  163,  46  Pac.  190,  refusing  to  enjoin  combination  in 
restraint  of  trade  from  suspending  member  for  violation  of  rules;  Buchtella  t. 
Stepanek,  53  Kan.  376,  36  Pac.  749,  refusing  to  enforce  division  of  proceeds  aris- 
ing from  fraudulent  scheme;  Brown  v.  Newell,  64  8.  C.  72,  41  S.  E.  835  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  assignment  of  mortgage  before  delivery,  pur- 
porting to  be  executed  on  same  day  as  prior  mortgage,  but  in  fact  year  later,  con- 
sideration being  satisfaction  of  first,  enforceable  in  equity;  Johnson  v.  Har- 
vey, 83  Kan.  472,  112  Pac.  108,  holding  that  answer  to  foreclosure  of  mort- 
gage which  was  in  form  of  deed,  alleging  that  deed  was  given  to  enable  mortgagor 
to  avoid  payment  of  taxes  did  not  state  defense;  Murray  v.  White,  42  Mont.  438, 
113  Pac.  754,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  1297,  liolding  that  equity  will  not  lend  its  aid  in 
carrying  into  effect  terms  of  illegal  contract;  Greene  v.  McAuley,  70  Kan.  606,  6* 
L.R.A.  310,  79  Pac.  133,  as  an  instance  of  a  transfer  in  bad  faith. 

Distinguished  in  Callicott  v.  Allen,  31  Ind.  App.  565,  67  N.  E.  196,  holding 
mortgage  properly  executed  and  recorded  not  void  because  taken  in  name  of  non- 
resident to  avoid  taxation,  and  subsequently  assigned  to  real  party  who  failed  to 
record  assignment. 

Disapproved  in  Waterbury  v.  McKinnon,  77  C.  C.  A.  294,  146  Fed.  739,  holding 
an  indebtedness  which  a  national  bank  incurs  in  the  exercise  of  any  of  its  au- 
thorized powers  is  not  void  because  amount  of  debt  surpasses  limit  prescribed  by 
statute. 
Agreement  to  pay  lilgrher  rate  after  maturity. 

Cited  in  Holmes  v.  Dewey,  66  Kan.  442,  71  Pac.  836,  holding  agreement  by 
makers  of  note  to  pay  10  per  cent  interest  after  maturity,  instead  of  6  per  cent, 
valid. 
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Cited  in  note  (91  Am.  St.  Rep.  686)  on  agreements  for  higher  or  exorbitant  rate 
of  interest  after  default. 

22  L.  R.  A.  713,  OREGON  k  C.  R.  CO.  v.  PORTLAND,  25  Or.  229,  35  Pac.  462. 
Benefit  as  basin  of  aasessment* 

Cited  in  King  v.  Portland,  184  U.  S.  68,  46  L.  ed.  436,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  290, 
Affirming  38  Or.  423,  55  L.  R.  A.  819,  63  Pac.  2,  sustaining  assessment  requiring 
each  lot  owner  to  pay  cost  of  improvement  upon  half  of  street  in  front  of  his  lot; 
Haisch  v.  Seattle,  10  Wash.  438,  38  Pac.  1131,  holding  abutters  not  estopped  to 
deny  validity  of  assessment,  when  property  damaged,  though  work  accepted  by 
authorities;  St.  Benedict's  Abbey  v.  Marion  County,  50  Or.  416,  93  Pac.  231,  hold- 
ing expense  of  constructing  county  road  can  be  assessed  only  against  land  bene- 
fited, and  must  be  apportioned  according  to  such  benefits. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Reel  foot  Lake  Levee  District  v.  Dawson,  34  L.  R.  A.  725, 
which  holds  tax  on  land  in  levee  district,  which  is  especially  benefited  by  levee, 
valid. 

22  L.  R.  A.  716,  Re  LEGISLATIVE  ADJOURNMENT,  18  R.  I.  824,  27  Atl.  324 
Decision    as    to    necessity    for    extraordinary    session. 

Cited  in  Farrelly  v.  Cole,  60  Kan.  377,  44  L.  R.  A.  471,  56  Pac.  492>  holding 
governor's  decision  as  to  necessity  for  extraordinary  session  of  legislature,  con- 
clusive; Coyle  V.  Smith,  28  Okla.  124,  113  Pac.  944,  holding  that  action  of  govern- 
or in  convoking  legislature  at  another  place  than  seat  of  government,  is  conclusive 
•on  courts  where  such  act  is  concurred  in  separately  by  two-thirds  vote  of  all  mem- 
bers elected  to  legislature. 
Power  of  mayor  to  adjonrn  brancli  of  council. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Tillman  v.  Otter,  29  L.  R.  A.  110,  which  denies  right  of 
mayor  to  adjourn  branch  of  council. 

22  L.  R.  A.  721,  JUDEFIND  v.  STATE,  78  Md.  510,  28  Atl.  405. 
Uriften  appeal  lies  from  Jadarment  of  drcnlt  conrt. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Goldsborough,  80  Md.  63,  30  Atl.  574,  holding  judgment  of 
circuit  court  final  on  questions  concerning  roads,  determined  by  county  commis- 
sioners and  appealed  to  that  court;  Messick  v.  State,  82  Md.  585,  34  Atl.  537, 
holding  that  no  appeal  lies  from  decision  of  circuit  court,  on  appeal  from  judg- 
ment of  justice  of  peace  in  criminal  case;  Roth  v.  State,  89  Md.  527,  43  Atl.  769, 
holding  that  appeal  lies  from  judgment  of  circuit  court  on  constitutional  ques- 
tion as  to  jurisdiction  of  justice;  Green  v.  State,  113  Md.  454,  77  Atl.  677,  hold- 
ing that  no  appeal  lies  from  decision  of  circuit  court  except  where  provided  for 
by  statute;  Hendrick  v.  State,  115  Md.  562,  81  Atl.  18.  holding  that  to  test  consti- 
tutionality of  statute  giving  power  to  justice  of  peace,  application  for  writ  of 
certiorari  for  proceedings  in  case  involving  that  jurisdiction  may  be  made  to 
circuit  court,  and  from  judgment  of  that  court  appeal  may  be  made  to  court  of 
appeals;  Smith  Premier  Typewriter  Co.  v.  Westcott,  112  Md.  152,  75  Atl.  1052, 
holding  where  justice  of  peace  who  rendered  judgment  and  the  circuit  court  which 
affirmed  same  had  jurisdiction  no  appeal  lies  from  j.udgmcnt  of  circuit  court; 
Arnsperger  v.  Crawford,  101  Md.  250,  70  L.R.A.  499,  61  Atl.  413,  holding  where 
circuit  court  sits  as  an  appellate  court  under  statutory  authority,  no  appeal  will 
lie  therefrom  unless  expressly  given  by  statute. 
Constitntlonallty    of    Sunday    laipvs. 

Cited  in  Newbem  v.  McCann,  105  Tenn.  164,  50  L.  R.  A.  477,  58  S.  W.  114, 
holding  unreasonable,  ordinance  requiring  written  permission  of  mayor  to  open 
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saloons  on  Sunday;  State  v.  Dolan,  13  Idaho,  707,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1265,  92  Pac. 
905,  holding  the  legislature  is  the  judge  of  a  proper  classiii cation  under  a  Sunday 
rest  law,  and  its  discretion  will  not  be  interfered  with  unless  law  violates  some 
provision  of  the  Constitution. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Theison  v.  McDavid,  26  L.  R.  A.  234,  which  holds  reason- 
able, exemption  from  prohibition  against  Sunday  business  of  stores  for  drugs, 
meats,  etc.;  State  v.  Powell,  41  L.  R.  A.  854,  which  sustains  statute  making  base- 
ball playing  on  Sunday  an  offense;  State  v.  Hogriever,  45  L.  R.  A.  504,  which 
sustains  statute  prohibiting  baseball  playing  on  Sunday;  Denver  v.  Bach,  46  L. 
R.  A.  848,  which  holds  void,  ordinance  prohibiting  sale  of  clothing  on  Sunday, 
without  applying  to  all  kinds  of  merchants;  State  ex  rcl.  Hoffman  v.  Justus,  64 
L.R.A.  510,  which  upholds  statute  prohibiting  keeping  open  of  busiu.  .v»  places  on 
Sunday,  but  authorizing  confectionery  and  tobacco  to  be  sold  in  an  ordinary 
manner. 

Cited  in  notes  (15  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  649)  on  special  penalty  for  violation  of  Sun> 
day  closing  act;    (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  264)    on  constitutionality  of  Sunday  laws; 
(48  L.  ed.  U.  S.  153)  on  validity  of  legislation  regulating  hours  of  labor. 
— —  ReKUlatlnfr  barberlnir. 

Cited  in  Breyer  v.  State,  102  Tenn.  110,  60  S.  W.  769,  sustaining  statute  regu- 
lating barbering  on  Sunday  and  imposing  heavier  penalty  than  for  other  viola- 
tions of  Sunday  law. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  v.  Bel  let,  22  L.  R.  A.  696,  which  upholds  prohi- 
bition of  business  of  barber  on  Sunday  under  greater  penalties  than  those  im- 
posed on  other  businesses;  People  v.  Havnor,  31  L.  R.  A.  689,  which  sustains 
net  prohibiting  barber  from  carrying  on  business  on  Sunday;  Ex  parte  Jentzsch, 
32  L.  R.  A.  664,  which  holds  statute  prohibiting  barbers  carrying  on  business 
after  12  o'clock  on  Sunday  void;  Tacoma  v.  Krech,  34  L.  R.  A.  68,  which  holds 
invalid,  ordinance  against  barbers  pursuing  calling  on  Sunday. 
Valldltr    of    contract    made    on    Sunday. 

Cited  in  Rodman  v.  Robinson,  134  N.  C.  513,  65  L.  R.  A.  687,  101  Am.  St.  Rop. 
877,  47  S.  £.  19,  holding  contract  for  conveyance  of  land,  entered  into  on  Sun- 
day, valid,  and  referring  particularly  to  annotation  in  22  L.  R.  A.  721. 
Rlnrht  to  dlscharare  servant  for  refvaal  to  ivork  on  Sundar. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Van  Winkle  v.  Satterfield,  23  L.  R.  A.  853,  which  de- 
nies right  to  discharge  clerk  employed  for  definite  time  for  refusal  to  attend 
store  on  Sunday. 
Povver   to  prohibit  bnalnciis   on   Chrliitniaa. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Watson  v.  Thomson,  59  L.  R.  A.  602,  which  denies 
city's  power  to  prevent  carrying  on  of  lawful  avocation  on  Christmas  day. 

22  L.  R.  A.  725,  RtTVIPEL  v.  OREGON  SHORT  LINE  &  U.  N.  R.  CO.  4  Idaho, 

13,   35   Pac.    700. 
Recovery  for  Injnrles  received  In  paiislnflr  bet'ween  cars. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Schmitz  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  250, 
which  upholds  young  child's  right  to  recover  for  injuries  while  passing  be- 
tween cars  standing  on  street. 

Cited  in  note   (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1077)   on  duty  tow^ard  person  attempting  to 
cross  train  obstructing  highway. 
Harden    of    proof   as    to    contrlbntory    neffllffence. 

Cited  in  Haner  v.  Northern  P.  R.  O).  7  Idaho,  309,  62  Pac.  1028,  holding 
instruction  that  burden  of  proof  was  upon  defendant  to  establish  contributory 
negligence  on  part  of  plaintiff,  error;  Beck  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  146  N.  C.  47-. 
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59  S.  E.  1015   (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  passing  between  cars  being  contribu- 
tory negligence. 
Sofllclency  of  declaration  of  stegrllsrence. 

Cited  in  East  Brooklyn  Box  Co.  v.  Nudling,  96  Md.  392,  54  Atl.   132,  hold- 
ing complaint  alleging  injury  caused  by  premature  starting  of  saw,  due  to  de- 
fective installation,  of  which  defect  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge,  and  that  such 
injury  was  not  due  to  plaintiff's  fault,  sufficient. 
Reasonableness   of   cnstom. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Naive,  112  Tenn.  255,  64  L.R.A.  447,  79  S.  W. 
124,  holding  custom  of  suspending  business  on  4th  of  July  not  unreasonable. 
Contrlbntorjr  n^Klifcence  In  ffolni;  Into  a  danireroas  place. 

Cited  in  Wheeler  v.  Oregon  R.  &  Xav.  Co.  36  Idaho,  392,  102  Pac.  347,  holding 
question  as  to  whether  person  going  upon  railroad  track  was  negligent  in  fail- 
ing to  look  and  listen  is  exercising  the  care  which  a  reasonably  prudent  person 
would  exercise,  is  question  for  jury. 

Distinguished  in  Carson  v.  Genesee,  9  Idaho,  248,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  127,  74 
Pac.  862,  holding  previous  knowledge  of  a  dangerous  place  in  a  street  or  side- 
walk is  not  per  se  contributory  negligence  except  where  the  defect  is  so  great 
as  to  permit  a  reasonably  cautious  person  from  attempting  to  pass  over  such 
street  or  sidewalk  in  any  usual  manner;  Cotton  v.  Center  Coal  Min.  Co.  347 
Iowa,  438,  123  N.  W.  381,  holding  that  person  is  not  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  as  matter  of  law  in  entering  dangerous  place  where  implied  invi- 
tation to  enter  exists. 
Contributory  neflrllflrence  as  defense  to  breacli  of  statutory  duty. 

Cited  in  Wheeler  v.  Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  16  Idaho,  392,  102  Pac.  347,  hold- 
ing  statute  making  railroad   company   liable  to   person   injured   if   locomotive 
failed  to  ring  the  bell  or  blow  the  whistle  at  crossing  did  not  abrogate  the  de- 
fense of  contributory  negligence. 
Bvldence  of  collateral  acts  of  neffllffence* 

Cited  in  Calcaterra  v.  Jovaldi,  123  Mo.  App.  352,  100  S.  W.  675,  holding  in 
an  action  for  damages  caused  for  death  caused  by  falling  of  barrel  from  de- 
fendant's window,  where  one  of  the  defenses  was  that  the  falling  was  purely 
accidental,  evidence  that  other  barrels  had  fallen  or  had  been  thrown  from  the 
window  at  other  times,  inadmissible. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  240)  on  admissibility  of  fact  collateral  to 
issue. 

22  L.  R.  A.  732,  CRISP  v.  FT.  WAYNE  &  E.  R.  CO.  98  Mich.  648,  57  N.  W. 

1050. 
Exemption    of    ararnlshed    fnnd. 

Cited  in  McDougall  v.  Lamb,  113  Mich.  70,  71  N.  W.  458,  holding  that  prin- 
cipal defendant  may  intervene  in  garnishment  proceedings  and  urge  exemption 
of  fund. 

22  L.  R.  A.  736,  LEWIS  v.  PORTLAND,  25  Or.  133,  42  Am.  St  Rep.  772,  35 

Pac.  266. 
Riparian  ovvner's  rlffbts  as  to  -wharves  and  -water  fronts. 

Cited  in  Portland  v.  Montgomery,  38  Or.  222,  62  Pac.  756,  holding  ordi- 
nance restraining  construction  of  wharves  beyond  certain  line  not  forbidden 
by  act  of  Congress  prohibiting  construction  of  wharves  outside  of  harbor  lines; 
Montgomery  v.  Shaver,  40  Or.  248,  66  Pac.  923,  holding  riparian  owners  on 
navigable  streams  entitled  to  wharf  within   lines   drawn   at  right  angles  with 
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channel;  Montgomery  v.  Shaver,  40  Or.  250,  66  Pac.  923,  holding  wharf  right 
an  appurtenance  to  upland;  Mead  v.  Portland,  200  U.  S.  163,  50  L.  ed.  420,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  171,  Ifolding  no  right  to  use  or  appropriate  for  wharfage  purposes 
A  city  street  or  an  extension  thereof  protected  by  contract  clause  of  the  Federal 
Constitution  from  impairment  by  legislative  change  of  grade  of  street,  can  be 
gathered  from  municipal  grants  to  owners  of  property  fronting  on  opposite 
sides  of  strgot  of  right  to  construct  wharves  in  a  river  on  and  in  front  of  such 
proi)erty,  reserving  to  common  council  the  right  to  regulate  passageways  along 
tlie  street. 

OUod  in  footnotes  to  Sage  v.  New  York,  38  L.  R.  A.  606,  which  denies  ri- 
parian owner's  right  to  compensation  for  cutting  off  access  to  wat4ir  by  mu- 
nicipal improvement  of  water  front;  Slingerland  v.  International  Contracting 
Co.  5G  L.  R.  A.  494,  which  denies  riparian  owner's  right  to  damages  for  in- 
juries to  right  of  access  by  one  dredging  under  government  authority. 

Cited  in  notes   (40  L.  R.  A.  643)   on  right  to  erect  wharves;    (70  L.R.A.  196) 
ipn  right  to  wharfage;    (34  L.R.A. (X.S.)   430)   on  right  to  obstruct  wharf  rightj» 
in  navigable   waters   for   public   purposes,  without  compensation;    (53  Am.  St. 
Ivep.  298)  on  title  to  land  under  navigable  water. 
Hlflrh^rayli  by  user. 

Cited  in  Columbia  &  P.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Seattle,  33  Wash.  522,  74  Pao.  670,  linld- 
ing  use  by  public  of  certain  tract  of  land  with  permission  of  owner  not  suf- 
iiciont  to  constitute  dedication  as  highway. 

Cited  in  notes  (57  Am.  St.  Rep.  750,  752,  756,  758,  762)  on  highways  by  user: 
<10  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  93)  on  what  is  necessary  to  obtain  easement  by  prescrip- 
tion. 

22  L.  R.  A.  744,  STATE  v.  ALMY,  67  N.  H.  274,  28  Atl.  372. 
Riff  lit  to  trial  by  Jury. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Moore,  69  X.  H.  121,  40  Atl.  702,  holding  that  court's  right 
to  determine  number  and  from  w^hat  toxins  jurors  shall  be  summoned  does  not 
•conflict  with  provision  of  Constitution  as  to  trial  by  jury;  West  v.  Gam- 
mon, 39  C.  C.  A.  273,  98  Fed.  428,  holding  that  judgment  of  conviction  on 
plea  of  guilty  leaves  no  issue  of  fact  for  trial  by  jury;  Re  Dawson,  20  Idaho, 
184,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1152,  117  Pac.  696,  holding  that  under  section  7,  of 
article  1,  of  constitution  upon  plea  of  guilty  by  accused  person  conviction  is 
accused's  admission,  and  takes  place  of  verdict  of  jury;  Dickinson  v.  United 
JStates,  86  C.  C.  A.  625,  159  Fed.  821  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  right  to  waive 
trial  by  jury  in  criminal  cases. 

Cited  in  note  (35  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   1147,  1150)  on  right  to  sentence  accused  upon 
plea  of  guilty. 
Distinction   between   nturder  and   manslanflriiter. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Greenleaf,  71  N.  H.  612,  64  Atl.  38,  holding  distinction  be- 
tween manslaughter  and  murder  not  affected  by  words  "with  design  to  effect 
death,''   added   to   provision   defining   manslaughter. 

22  L.  R.  A.  751,  PEOPLE  ex  rel  RICHARDSON  v.  HENDERSON,  4  Wyo.  535, 

35  Pac.  517. 
IVhen    oAce    1«    vacant. 

Cited  in  Reals  v.  Smith,  8  Wyo.  176,  66  Pac.  690,  holding  that  office  is  va- 
cant when  there  is  no  lawful  incumbent  occupying  it;  Ham  v.  State,  162  Ala. 
121,  49  So.  1032,  holding  same;  Chadduck  v.  Burke,  103  Va.  699,  49  S.  E.  976, 
holding  whenever  law  provides  for  an  incumbent  holding  over  until  his  successor 
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has  been  appointed  and  qualified,  there  is  no  vacancy  in  the  office  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  fixed  term;  State  ex  rel.  Chatterton  v.  Grant,  12  Wyo.  17,  73  Pac* 
470,  2  Ann.  Cas.  382,  holding  no  vacancy  in  ofiice  of  governor  at  death  of  govern- 
or where  constitution  provides  that  in  that  event  secretary  of  state  shall  assume 
the  duties. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ijams  v.  Duvall,  36  L.  R.  A.  127,  which  holds  vacancy 
not  created  by  decision  in  contested  election  case  that  judge  commissioned  waa 
not  elected,  and  order  for  new  election. 
Po^ver    of    appointment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  French  v.  State,  29  L.  R.  A.  113,  which  upholds  power  of 
general  assembly  to  make  appointments  not  otherwise  provided  for  under  Con- 
stitution; Johnson  v.  State,  38  L.  R.  A.  373,  which  holds  statute  depriving  gov- 
ernor of  power  to  appoint  judges  of  inferior  court,  by  changing  its  name,  void. 
lieffallty  of  board   to   ascertain   fltneaa   for   office. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Newcomb  v.  Indianapolis,  28  L.  R.  A.  732,  which  holds 
creation  of  board  of  examiners  to  ascertain  fitness  for  city  ofiice,  proper. 
Validity  of  atatntes  for  holding  over  of  officers. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  eoo  rel.  Harrison  v.  Menaugh,  43  L.  R.  A.  408,  which 
sustains  statute  changing  time  of  electing  town  trustees,  so  that  more  than  four 
years  elapses  between  elections. 

22  L.  R.  A.  759,  STATE  ex  rel.  WISCONSIN  TELEPH.  CO.  v.  JANESVILLE 

STREET  R.  CO.  87  Wis.  72,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  23,  57  N.  W.  970. 
Police    rearnlatlon    of    electric    companies. 

Cited  in  Marshfield  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  102  Wis.  610,  44  L.  R.  A.  571, 
78  N.  W.  735,  sustaining  injunction  against  unauthorized  obstruction  of  street 
by  telephone  poles;  State,  Cape  May,  D.  B.  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.,  Prosecutor,  v.  Cajje 
May,  59  N.  J.  L.  403,  36  L.  R.  A.  655,  36  Atl.  696,  sustaining  power  of  city 
council  to  prohibit  use  of  trolley  cars  without  fenders;  Eastern  Wisconsin  R. 
&  Light  Co.  V.  Hackett,  135  Wis.  474,  115  N.  W.  376,  1136,  holding  city  may 
prohibit  construction  of  street  railway  switches  on  city  bridge  or  approaches. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  L.  R.  A.  800,  802)  on  police  r^ulation  of  electric  compa- 
nies; (39  L.  R.  A.  619,  G20)  on  municipal  control  over  public  nuisances  on  pub- 
lic streets  and  highways  created  by  street  railroads  and  other  electrical  compa- 
nies; (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  648)  on  municipal  regulations  of  street  railways  foir 
protection  of  public. 

Distinguished  in  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee,  126  WMs.  10,  1  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  586,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  886,  104  N.  W.  1009,  holding  city  under  its  charter 
powers  of  control  of  streets  had  no  authority  to  require  a  license  fee  of  tele- 
phone company  for  constructing  and  maintaining  its  lines. 

Destraction   of  bnlldlnir  by  llfflitnlnflr  transmitted  over   'wire. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Jackson  v.  Wisconsin*  Teleph.  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  101,  which 
holds  connection  of  barn  with  flag-staff  on  other  building  by  telephone  wire  ren- 
ders company  liable  for  loss  of  bam  by  lightning  striking  flag-staff. 
Doty  a»  to  protection  aaralnst   electric   wlren. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Illingsworth  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  25  L.  R.  A. 
652,  which  holds  reasonable  care  to  keep  electric  wires  safe,  due  towards  per- 
sons licensed  to  approach  them. 
Nesltflrence  question  for  Jnry. 

Distinguished  in  Block  v.  Milwaukee  Street  R.  Co.  89  Wis.  377,  27  L.  B«  A. 
368,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  849,  61  N.  W.  1101,  holding  it  question  for  jury  whethei- 
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company  negligent  in  omitting  to  guard  trolley  wires  from  touching  telephone 

wires. 

violation  of  ordinance  mm  defense. 

Cited  in  Kaukauna  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Kaukauna,  114  Wis.  342,  89  N.  W. 
542,   holding  violation   of  ordinance   requiring  electric  light  company  to  buiy 
wires  no  defense  to  suit  for  nonpayment  of  lights. 
Injnnction  aarainst  pasnase  of  ordinance. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Rose  v.  Superior  Court,  105  Wis.  673,  48  L.  R.  A.  827, 
81  N.  W.   1046,  denying  court's  power  to  enjoin  passage  of  ordinance  by  dty 
council. 
'Wlien  mandantns  -will  lie.  » 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Burg  v.  Milwaukee  Medical  College,  128  Wis.  13,  3 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1118,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  21,  106  N.  W.  116,  8  Ann.  Gas.  407,  holding 
mandamus  will  not  lie  to  enforce  educational  institution  to  grant  diploma; 
State  ex  rel.  Milwaukee  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  144  Wis.  391,  140 
Am.  St.  Rep.  1025,  129  N.  W.  623,  holding  that  mandamus  lies  to  enforce  per- 
formance of  continuous  legal  duty. 

Cited  in  notes  (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  497)  on  duties,  performance  of  which  may 
be  compelled  by  mandamus;  (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  465)  on  right  to  compel  public 
service  corporation  to  perform  its  obligations  and  to  refrain  from  exceeding  its 
powers. 

22  L.  R.  A.  763,  COLBURN  v.  GROTON,  66  N.  H.  151,  29  Atl.  95. 
Admlaslona    in   compromise   transactions. 

Cited  in  Jenness  v.  Jones,  68  N.  H.  476,  44  Atl.  607,  holding  evidence  of  in- 
dependent admissions  in  transaction  for  compromise,  admissible;  Theobald  v. 
Shepard,  76  N.  H.  58,  71  Atl.  26,  holding  that  letter  written  offering  to  make 
discount  of  claim  is  admissible  to  show  liability;  Altman  v.  Boston  k  N.  Street 
R.  Co.  75  N.  H.  574,  78  Atl.  616,  holding  that  offer  by  person  to  pay  claim  in 
full  is  admissible  in  evidence  as  admission  of  liability;  Donley  v.  Bailey,  48 
Colo.  376,  110  Pac.  65,  holding  that  admission  of  liability  made  during  negotia- 
tions is  admissible  in  evidence  against  party  making  it;  Finn  v.  New  England 
Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  101  Me.  285,  64  Atl.  490,  holding  offer  to  purchase  peace 
either  with  intent  to  prevent  possible  controversy  or  to  end  one  which  has 
arisen  cannot  be  used  in  evidence  as  admission  of  liability. 
<-—  Question    of    fact. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Morrill,  71  N.  H.  411,  52  Atl.  928,  holding  it  question  of 
fact  whether  account  rendered   was   intended  as  admission   of   full  amount  or 
as  basis  of  compromise. 
Adnaissibillty    of    former    plea. 

Cited  in  State  v.  La  Rose,  71  N.  H.  440,  52  Atl.  943,  holding  defendant's  plea 
in  prior  suit  inadmissible  upon  trial  for  illegal  sale  of  liquor. 
Admissibility  of  experiments. 

Cited  in  Saucier  v.  New  Hampshire  Spinning  Mills^  72  N.  H.  294,  56  Atl. 
545,  holding  evidence  of  experiments  under  similar  conditions  admissible  in  ac- 
tion for  personal  injuries  caused  by  defective  machinery. 
'ViTlten  decree  of  specific  performance  ^vill  not  be  set  aside. 

Cited  in  Norris  v.  Clark,  72  N.  H.  444,  57  Atl.  334,  holding  that  decree  of 
specific  performance  of  contract  will  not  be  vacated  if  made  on  competent  evi- 
denoaii 
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OonelmilTeiieaji  of  deelalon  m«  to  competeitcy  of  iprltnea*. 

Cited  in  Wright  v.  Davis,  72  N.  H.  449,  57  Atl.  335,  holding  that  conclusion 
of  fact  from  evidence,  that  witness  is  party  in  interest  and  incompetent  to  tes- 
tify as  to  transactions  with  deceased,  not  open  to  exception. 
Consideration  of  evidence  as  exercise  of  discretionary  po'vrer. 

Cited  in  Edgerly  v.  Barker,  66  N.  H.  471,  28  L.  R.  A.  341,  31  Atl.  900,  hold- 
ing that  consideration  of  evidence  on  question  of  fact  constitutes  exercise  of 
discretionary  power. 
Settlnar  aside  -verdict  as  aaralnst  tlie  evidence. 

Cited  in  Jaques  v.  Chandler,  73  N.  H.  382,  62  Atl.  713,  as  to  verdict  support- 
ed by  any  competent  evidence  not  being  set  aside  unless  produced  by  passion, 
partiality  or  corruption  or  mistake  of  fact  of  trier;  Lee  v.  Dow,  73  N.  H.  105, 
59  Atl.  374,  holding  when  evidence  is  conflicting  verdict  will  not  be  set  aside. 

22  L.  R.  A.  768,  NEWARK  MACH.  CO.  v.  KENTON  INS.  CO.  50  Ohio  St.  549, 

35  N.  E.  1060. 
Presumption  as  to  form  of  policy  and  premium. 

Cited  in  Sproul  v.  Western  Assur.  Co.  33  Or.  106,  54  Pac,  180,  holding  oral 
contract  for  insurance  which  fails  to  mention  kind  of  policy  is  presumed  to 
intend  one  customarily  used  for  such  risks;  Connecticut  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bennett, 
1  Ohio  N.  P.  74,  and  Cleveland  Oil  Co.  v.  Norwich  Ins.  Soc.  34  Or.  236,  55  Pac. 
435,  holding  that  agreement  to  issue  policy,  without  specifying  premium,  con- 
stitutes contract  at  usual  rate;  Young  v.  St.  Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co. 
68  S.  C.  389,  47  S.  E.  681,  holding  oral  contract  for  insurance  is  presumed  to 
intend  the  one  customarily  used  for  such  risks. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hicks  v.  British  America  Assur.  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  424, 
which  holds  rights  of  one  whose  property  destroyed  after  oral  contract  to  in- 
sure, but  before  policy  issued,  subject  to  provisions  of  standard  policy  prescribed 
by  law. 
Contract  to  insure  In  future  or  to  rene^w* 

Cited  in  Connecticut  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bennett,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  73,  holding  general 
4&gent  of  insurance  company  could  bind  it  by  preliminary  contract  for  insurance; 
Manchester  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Plato,  3  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  209,  13-23  C.  C.  37,  holding 
agreement  by  agent  to  insure  and  actual  writing  of  policy  by  him  in  one  of 
companies  he  represents  binds  insurer,  advised  thereof  though  policy  never  goes 
out  of  hands  of  agent;  McCabe  Bros.  v.  -^tna  Ins.  Co.  9  N.  D.  24,  47  L.R.A. 
641,  81  N.  W.  426,  holding  insurance  company  can  bind  itself  to  issue  or  renew 
a  policy  in  future  by  preliminary  parol  contract;  Benner  v.  Fire  Asso.  of  Phila- 
delphia, 229  Pa.  81,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  706,  78  Atl.  44,  holding  there  may  be  a 
binding  parol  contract  that  upon  the  expiration  of  an  existing  policy  insurer 
will  insure  by  a  renewal  policy. 
—  Pleadlngr  contract. 

Cited  in  Kehm  v.  German  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  8  Ohio  N.  P.  548,  holding  where 
policy  of  insurance  has  been  issued  action  must  be  based  thereon  and  not  on 
prior  or  contemporaneous  agreements. 
Parol  contracts  of  insurance. 

Cited  in  Bartels  v.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  15  Ohio  S  &  C.  P.  Dec.  454,  holding 
parol  contract  of  insurance  may  be  enforced  at  law  or  in  equity. 
JDelivery  of  insurance  policy. 

Cited  in  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Babcock,  104  Ga.  75,  42  L.R.A.  88,  69  Am. 
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St.  Rep.  134,  30  S.  E.  273,  holding  binding  a  policy  of  insurance  unconditionally 
accepted  by  insured,  although  policy  remains  in  hands  of  insurer's  agent* 

Cited  in  notes    (69  Am.  St.  Rep.  147;   138  Am.  St.  Rep.  31,  32,  43,  44,  52> 
on  delivery  and  acceptance  of  insurance  policies. 
Waiver  of  payment  of  premium. 

Cited  in  Mallette  v.  British  American  Assur.  Co.  91  Md.  484,  46  Atl.  1005, 
holding  oral  agreement  to  renew  policy  without  full  payment  of  premium, 
waiver  of  actual  payment  as  condition  of  attaehment  of  risk;  McCabe  Bros. 
V.  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  9  N.  D.  24,  47  L.  R.  A.  645,  81  N.  W.  420,  holding  evidence  of 
agent's  custom  to  extend  credit  for  premiums  admissible  in  action   on   policy. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kocher  v.  Supreme  Council  C.  B.  L.  52  L.  R.  A.  861, 
which  denies  power  of  officers  of  benefit  society  to  waive  payment  of  assess- 
ments for  death  benefits. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.}   1216)  on  waiver  of  payment  of  premium. 
Affent's  po^ver  to  act  for  Insurer  or  Insured. 

Cited  in  Connecticut  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bennett,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  73,  holding  that 
general  agent  may  bind  company  by  preliminary  contract  for  insurance:  John- 
son V.  North  British  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  66  Ohio  St.  16,  63  N.  E.  610,  holding  agent 
to  procure  policy  is  without  authority  to  receive  notice  of  cancelation  and  dis- 
charge policy;  McCabe  Bros.  v.  JEtnti  Ins.  Co.  9  N.  D.  24,  47  L.R.A.  645,  81  N. 
W.  426,  holding  that  agent  having  authority  to  solicit  insurance  may  bind 
company  by  preliminary  oral  contract;  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Babcock,  104 
Ga.  75,  42  L.R.A.  92,  footnote  p.  88,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  134,  30  S.  E.  273,  holding 
delivery  of  policy  by  insurer  to  its  agent  for  delivery  to  applicant  is  sufficient;. 
Neflf  V.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  39  Ind.  App.  260,  73  N.  E.  1041;  Kilbom  v. 
Prudential  Ins.  Co.  99  Minn.  180,  108  N.  W,  861;  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc 
V.  Perkins,  41  Ind.  App.  188,  80  N.  E.  ^682, — ^holding  contract  complete  when 
policy  mailed  to  agent  for  unconditional  delivery  to  insured;  ^tna  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Fallow,  110  Tenn.  739,  77  S.  W.  937,  holding  collection  of  premium  by  agent 
after  loss  estopped  company  from  claiming  forfeiture  for  nonpayment  of  pre- 
mium; Stacy  V.  Norwich  Union  F.  Ins.  Soc.  25  Ohio  C.  C.  70,  holding  where  in- 
surer places  fully  executed  policies  in. hands  of  agent  with  power  to  issue  same, 
he  could  bind  insurer  by  waiver  of  notice  of  loss  and  proofs  of  loss. 
Snfllclency  of  contract   by   offer   and  acceptance. 

Cited  in  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Whitman,  75  Ohio  St.  319,  79  N.  E.  459,  fr 
Ann.  Cas.  218,  holding  the  unconditional  acceptance  of  the  application  of  in- 
surer is  a  consummation  of  the  contract;  Wheaton  v.  Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins. 
Co.  20  S.  D.  68,  104  N.  W.  850,  holding  where  the  risk  has  been  accepted  by  the 
agent  the  policy  written  out  and  signed  and  the  premium  received  and  the  agent 
represents  to  insured  that  he  is  insured  the  contract  of  insurance  is  complete; 
Coulter  V.  Equity  F.  Ins.  Co.  9  Ont.  L.  Rep.  41,  holding  where  an  application  i» 
made  for  a  policy  for  a  year  and  the  annual  premiums  paid  and  accepted,  an 
implication  would  be  raised  that  a  proper  policy  would  issue. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.  R.  A.  435)  on  sufficiency  of  contract  by  offer  and  ac- 
ceptance without  execution  of  contemplated  formal  instrument. 

Distinguished  in  Summers  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  12  Wyo.  382,  66  Ii.R.A.  812,. 
109  Am.  St.  Rep.  992,  75  Pac.  937,  holding  in  absence  of  agreement  as  to  wbea 
insurance  is  to  take  effect  and  there  is  an  agreement  that  the  first  premium 
note  shall  not  be  negotiated  until  delivery  of  policy  the  insurance  did  not  take 
effect  till  issuance  of  policy. 
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22  L.  R.  A.  776,  GEORGIA  PACKING  CO.  v.  MACON,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  508, 

60  Fed.  774. 
JiariMdIctloit    orer    Intemtate    commerce    question. 

Cited  in  Macon  v.  Georgia  Packing  Co.  9  C.  C.  A.  262,  13  U.  S.  App.  592,  60 
Fed.  781,  holding  circuit  court  of  appeals  without  power  to  consider  questions 
of  interstate  commerce;  State  v.  Butterfield  Livestock  Co.  17  Idaho,  447,  26 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1225,  106  Pac.  455,  holding  state  cannot  under  guise  of  police 
power  enact  inspection  laws  which  burden  foreign  or  interstate  commerce. 
VAlIdltjr  of  act   Interfering:   vrltb   Interstate   commerce. 

Cited  in  People  ▼.  Hawkins,  85  Hun,  45,  6  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  234,  32  N.  Y. 
Supp.  524,  declaring  unconstitutional,  statute  prohibiting  sale  of  convict-made 
goods  manufactured  in  another  state. 
Corporate  taxation. 

Cited  in  notes   (60  L.  R.  A.  349,  350)    on  constitutional  equality  in  United 
States  in  relation  to  corporate  taxation;    (60  L.  R.  A.  691)   on  corporate  taxa- 
tion and  the  commerce  clause. 
Injunction  aaralnst  iiasMiflre  or  enforcement  of  atatnte  or  ordinance. 

Cited  in  Bessemer  v.  Bessemer  City  Waterworks,  152  Ala.  403,  44  So.  663, 
holding  injunction  should  not  be  granted  prohibiting  interference  of  city  by 
ordinance  of  vested  franchise  rights  of  a  water  company  when  there  is  doubt  as 
to  the  rights  claimed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ew  rel.  Kenamore  v.  Wood,  48  L.  R.  A.  596,  which 
denies  right  to  injunction  against  enforcing  alleged  unconstitutional  statute 
for  inspection  of  beer;  State  ex  rel.  Rose  t.  Superior  Court,  48  L.  R.  A.  819, 
which  denies  right  to  injunction  against  passage  of  ordinance  creating  contract; 
Agua  Pura  Co.  v.  Las  Vegas,  50  L.  R.  A.  224,  which  holds  compliance  with  water 
company's  valid  contract  not  condition  to  injunctive  relief  against  interference 
with  same  by  city  ordinance;  General  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co. 
58  L.  R.  A.  231,  which  sustains  right  of  railroad  company  to  injunction  against 
construction  under  invalid  ordinance,  of  street  railway  which  would  specially 
injure  former  company;  Paul  v.  Washington,  65  L.R.A.  902,  which  denies  right 
to  enjoin  enforcement  of  municipal  ordinance  on  ground  that  it  is  unreasonable 
and  void;  Ramsey  v.  Shelbyville,  68  L.R.A.  300,  which  sustains  right  of  tax- 
payers to  maintain  action  to  annul  ordinance  accepting  gift  and  obligating  city 
for  its  maintenance  though  it  has  not  yet  taken  effect. 

22  L.  R.  A.  779,  WADKINS  v.  WATSON,  86  Tex.  194,  24  S.  W.  386. 
Bflect  off  married  nvoman's  covenants. 

Cited  in  Terry  v.  Barbour,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  476,  24  S.  W.  381,  denying  wife's 
liability  for  misrepresentation  of  husband  as  to  quantity  of  land  conveyed  in 
deed  of  her  separate  estate;  Chaison  v.  Beauchamp  Bros.  12  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
Ill,  84  S.  W.  303,  and  Blum  v.  Johnson,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  11,  66  S.  W.  461, 
denying  married  woman's  liability  on  covenant  of  warranty  in  conveyance  of 
her  separate  estate;  Logue  v.  Atkeson,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  308,  80  S.  W.  137,  hold- 
ing married  woman  not  bound  by  covenants  of  warranty. 
Record   off   conveyance   as    notice. 

Cited  in  note   (23  L.  R.  A.  564)   on  conveyance  recorded  before  grantor  ob- 
tained title,  as  notice. 
Estoppel    of    married    nvoman.  « 

Cited  in  footnote  to  National   Granite  Bank  v.  Tyndale,  51   L.  R.  A.  447, 
which  holds  that  relief  in  equity  by  reason  of  estonnel  cannot  be  granted  to 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 66. 
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holders  of  notes  of  married  woman,  against  legal  defense  that  notes  were  void 
because  payable  to  her  husband. 
—  By    con-veyance. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Kemmerer,  15  S.  D.  506,  00  N.  W.  150,  denying  that  one 
joining  in  deed  in  capacity  of  grantor's  wife  loses  interest  subsequently  ac- 
quired in  her  own  right;  Colonial  &  U.  8.  Mortgage  Co.  v.  Thetford,  27  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  156,  66  S.  W.  103,  holding  heirs  of  mother  who  did  not  join,  as  wife, 
in  husband's  deed  of  community  property,  not  estopped  to  claim  her  share  after 
her  death;  Morrison  v.  Balzer,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  250,  80  S.  W.  248,  holding 
deed  of  married  woman  joined  by  her  husband  will  not  operate  on  an  after 
acquired  title;  White  v.  Simonton,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App.  460,  79  S.  W.  621,  holding 
married  woman's  deed  not  executed  in  accordance  with  statute  did  not  estop  her 
from  claiming  title  to  property  attempted  to  be  conveyed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Vansandt  v.  Wier,  32  L.  R.  A.  201,  which  holds  married 
woman  cannot  be  deprived  by  estoppel  of  statutory  separate  estate;  Hunt  v. 
Reilly,  59  L.  R.  A.  206,  which  holds  wife's  failure  to  notify  purchaser  of  rights 
after  learning  of  forgery  of  her  name  to  husband's  deed  will  not  estop  her  to 
claim  dower;  Smith  v.  Ingram,  61  L.  R.  A.  878,  which  holds  married  woman 
conveying  land  without  prescribed  formalities  not  estopped  by  permitting  gran- 
tee in  possession  to  make  valuable  improvement. 
Deed  of  ^wife's  separate  estate  to  trustee. 

Cited  in  Kellett  v.  Trice,  95  Tex.  168,  66  S.  W.  51,  holding  deed  by  husband 
and  wife  of  her  separate  estate  to  trustee,  who  conveyed  to  husband,  void. 
Deed  of  ^wife's  separate  property. 

Cited  in  Zimpleman  v.  Portwood,  48  Tex.  Civ.  App.  441,  107  S.  W.  584,  hold- 
ing deed  of  married  woman  of  her  separate  estate  in  which  husband  does  not 
join  as  required  by  statute,  void. 

22  L.  R.  A.  786,  KIRKPATRICK  v.  PURYEAR,  93  Tenn.  409,  24  S.  W.  1130. 
Delay  la  presentlav  ebecks. 

Cited  in  Hamlin  v.  Simpson,  105  Iowa,  130,  44  L.  R.  A.  400,  footnote  p.  397, 
74  N.  W.  906,  holding  maker  released  by  payee's  failure  to  present  check 
promptly  for  payment;  Edmisten  v.  Herpolsheimer,  66  Neb.  100,  59  L.  R.  A.  937, 
92  N.  W.  138,  holding  that  one  who  receives  check  after  banking  hours  should 
mail  or  present  for  payment  on  next  day;  Gordon  v.  Levine,  194  Mass.  421,  10 
L.R.A.(N.S,)  1155,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  565,  80  N.  E.  505,  10  Ann.  Cas.  1119,  hold- 
^  ing  under  facts  in  case  the  check  was  not  presented  within  a  reasonable  time. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gilby  v.  Farnsworth,  38  L.  R.  A.  843,  which  holds 
drawer  of  draft  lost  in  mails  during  transportation  from  payee  for  collection 
discharged  by  delay  in  discovering  loss. 

Cited  in  notes  (53  L.R.A.  432,  433)  on  effect  on  drawer's  liability  of  delay 
in  presenting  check,  where  drawee  remains  solvent;  (15  L.R.A.(NJS.)  213)  on 
release  of  indorser  by  delay  in  presenting  check. 

22  L.  R.  A.  790,  SCHMIDT  v.  BRIEG,  100  Cal.  672,  36  Pac.  623. 
Injunction  agralnst  another's  use  of  same  trade-name. 

Cited  in  Duke  v.  Cleaver,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  222,  46  S.  W.  1128,  holding  that 
merchant  using  business  name  "Nickle  Store,"  for  years,  may  enjoin  its  use  by 
another;  Computing  Cheese  Cutter  Co.  v.  Dunn,  45  Ind.  App.  24,  88  N.  E.  93, 
holding  that  injunction  lies  to  prevent  assumption  of  name  so  similar  to  name 
of  another  that  business  of  latter  is  liable  to  diversion  thereby;  Italian  Swiss 
Colony  V.  Italian  Vineyard  Co.  168  Cal.  257,  32  L.R.A.(NJ3.)  446,  110  Pac.  913, 
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liolding  that  ordinary  Italian  word  "Tipo"  cannot  be  adopted  as  trademark  in 
^connection  with  other  words  designating  type  or  kind;  California  Fig-Syrup 
Co.  V.  Putnam,  66  Fed.  754,  holding  description  in  use  of  a  trade  name  bar  to 
injunction  against  another  for  use  of  name;  Weinstock,  L.  &  Co.  v.  Marks,  109 
Cal.  536,  30  L.R.A.  184,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  57,  42  Pac.  142,  holding  tradesman  may 
acquire  right  to  trade  name  of  ''Mechanic's  Store"  and  enjoin  'another  using  the 
name  ''Mechanical  Store;"  Spieker  v.  Lash,  102  Cal.  44,  36  Pac.  362,  holding 
name  of  maker  and  device  of  label  and  wrapper  subject  of  a  trademark;  Atlas 
Assur.  Co.  V.  Atlas  Ins.  Co.  138  Iowa,  232,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  630,  128  Am.  St. 
Rep.  189,  112  N.  W.  232,  holding  corporation  organized  under  name  of  "Atlas 
Assurance  Company"  could  enjoin  use  of  name  "Atlas  Insurance  Company"  by 
ilnother  corporation. 

Cited  in  note  (45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  70)  on  laches  or  abandonment  of  trademark  as 
<iefense. 

:22  L.  R.  A.  794,  MULDOON  v.  SEATTLE  CITY  R.  CO.  7  Wash.  528,  38  Am. 

St.  Rep.  901,  35  Pac.  422. 
Ularlit*  and  requirement*  of  pemons  ridlnip  on  pnss  or  contract  for  free 


Cited  in  Muldoon  v.  Seattle  City  R.  Co.  10  Wash.  312,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  787, 
38  Pac.  995,  denying  that  invalidity  of  pass  creates  carrier's  liability  for  pas- 
senger's injury;  Peterson  v.  Seattle  Traction  Co.  23  Wash.  645,  53  L.  R.  A. 
.697,  63  Pac.  539,  holding  that  employee  who  accepts  pass  as  mere  gratuity  as- 
sumes risk  of  injury;  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  192  U.  S.  452,  48  L.  ed. 
517,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  408,  denying  carrier's  liability  to  one  who  accepts  gratui- 
tous passage  and  is  injured  while  riding  on  such  pass;  Marshall  v.  Nashville  R. 
-&  Light  Co.  118  Tenn.  259,  9  L,R.A.(N.S.)  1248,  101  S.  W.  419,  12  Ann.  Cas. 
675,  holding  same;  Holly  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  119  Ga.  772,  47  S.  E.  188,  denying 
carrier's  liability  for  loss  of  baggage  to  one  accepting  pass  with  conditions 
thereon  exempting  carrier  from  liability. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Meuer  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  81,  which 
denies  liability  for  injury  to  shipper  riding  under  special  contract;  Doyle  v. 
Fitchburg  R.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  157,  which  holds  railroad  employee,  riding  for  plea- 
sure on  monthly  ticket,  a  passenger;  Crary  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  59  L.  R.  A. 
^15,  which  requires  passenger  using  free  excursion  ticket  to  show  affirmatively 
that  carrier  was  negligent,  to  hold  it  responsible  for  injury;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
'Beebe,  43  L.  R.  A.  210,  which  holds  stock  owner  riding  on  pass  not  negligent  in 
remaining  in  stock  car  on  train  starting  while  he  is  attending  to  stock;  McNeill 
V.  Durham  &  C.  R.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  227,  which  holds  that  acceptance  of  free  trans- 
portation which  carrier  is  prohibited  under  penalty  from  granting  does  not  pre- 
vent a  recovery  for  injuries  due  to  carrier's  negligence. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  .632)  on  duty  of  carrier  to  caretaker  accom- 
panying live  stock. 

Distinguished  in  Harris  v.  Puget  Sound  Electric  R.  Co.  62  Wash.  293,  100  Pac. 
838,  holding  where  pass  of  employee  of  railroad  company  was  a  part  considera- 
tion for  his  services  and  not  a  mere  gratuity,  provisions  of  pass  exempting 
carrier  from  liability  were  void. 
Notice  of  conditions  on  ticket. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A.  750)  on  notice  to  passenger  of  conditions  on  ticket. 
Validity  of  stlpnlatlon  llmltlnar  carrier's  liability. 

Cited  in  Peterson  v.  Seattle  Traction  Co.  23  Wash.  639,  53  L.  R.  A.  595,  63  Pac. 
539,  sustaining  validity  of  contract  limiting  carrier's  liability  as  to  one  riding  on 
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employee's  ticket;  Payne  v.  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  167  Ind.  620,  56  L.  R.  A.  474, 
footnote  p.  472,  62  N.  E.  472,  sustaining  stipulation  in  pass  releasing  carrier  from 
liability  for  negligence;  Walther  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  159  Cal.  773,  37  L.RJL. 
(N.S.)  239,  116  Pac.  51,  holding  that  statute  providing  that  common  carrier 
cannot  by  agreement  release  itself  from  liability  for  gross  negligence  applies- 
in  favor  of  passenger  carried  M^ithout  consideration. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rogers  v.  Kennebec  S.  B.  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  491,  which  holds 
vulid,  condition  in  pass  assuming  all  risks  of  injury;  Davis  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  664,  which  holds  stipulation  in  drover's  pass,  exempting  car- 
rier from  liability,  void ;  Doyle  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  844,  which  holds 
invalid,  exemption  from  liability  for  negligence  on  back  of  employee's  ticket. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  235,  236,  249,  251)  on  validity  of  stipulation 
in  pass  limiting  carrier's  liability;  (42  L.  ed.  U.  S.  689)  on  validity  and  con- 
struction of  contracts  exempting  from  liability  for  negligence;  (48  L.  ed.  U.  S. 
742,  743)  on  validity  and  effect  of  stipulation  in  free  pass  releasing  carrier 
from  liability  for  negligence. 

Distinguished  in  Adams  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  95  Fed.  939,  holding  pass  reliev- 
ing carrier  from  liability,  no  defense  to  action  by  widow  and  child  for  death  of 
passenger;  Stone  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  32  Utah,  201,  89  Pac.  715,  holding  release 
by  employee  of  an  e^^press  company  and  a  railroad  company  to  express  company 
releasing  railroad  company  from  any  injury  caused  by  its  negligence,  against 
public  policy. 
Nefyrlterence    of   paMseniyrer    In    rtdlngr   on    pint  form. 

Cited  in  Bailey  v.  Tacoma  Traction  Co.  16  Wash.  58,  47  Pac.  241,  holding  it 
not  negligence  per  se  for  passenger  to  occupy  stool  on  front  platform  of  electric 
car;  Kreimelmann  v.  Jourdan,  107  Mo.  App.  72,  80  S.  W.  323,  holding  negli- 
gence not  legally  inferred  from  riding  on  a  platform  or  footboard  of  a  street 
car  when  a  seat  can  be  obtained. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Baur,  45  L.  R.  A.  108, 
which  holds  standing  on  street  car  platform  with  back  against  dashboard  not 
necessarily  negligence;  Sweetland  v.  Lynn  &  B.  R.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  783,  which  sus- 
tains rule  forbidding  passengers  to  ride  on  front  platform  of  electric  car;  Third 
Ave.  R.  Co.  v.  Barton,  52  L.  R.  A.  471,  which  denies  right  of  passenger  on  running 
board  of  street  car  to  recover  for  injuries  by  contact  with  pillar  near  track, 
while  passing  around  conductor,  who  is  also  on  running  board. 

Cited  in  note   (118  Am,  St.  Rep.  480)    on  contributory  negligence  of  passen- 
gers in  occupying  dangerous  positions. 
Validity  of  contract  to  indemnify  carrier. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Southern  R.  News  Co.  45 
L.  R.  A.  380,  which  sustains  contract  by  news  company  to  indemnify  carrier 
against  liability  for  injuries  to  news  agents  carried  on  trains. 

•22  L.  R.  A.  799,  STATE  ex  rel  FLICKINGER  v.  FISHER,  119  Mo.  344,  24  S.  W. 

167. 
DentintB  as  medical   practitioners. 

Cited  in  People  v.  De  France,  104  Mich.  571,  28  L.  R.  A.  142,  footnote  p.  139, 
62  N.  W.  709,  holding  dentists  not  within  provision  relating  to  privileged  com- 
munications to  one  practising  medicine  or  surgery;  State  v.  Beck,  21  R.  I.  291, 
45  L.  R.  A.  270,  footnote  p.  270,  43  Atl.  366,  holding  right  to  practise  dentistry 
included  in  license  to  practise  surgery;  Cherokee  v.  Perkins,  118  Iowa,  407,  92 
N.  W.  68,  holding  power  to  tax  "itinerant  doctors,  physicians,  and  surgeons"  not 
include  itinerant  dentists;  State  v.  Taylor,  106  Minn.  221,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  879, 
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118  N.  W.  1012,  holding  a  person  who  is  licensed  to  "practice  medicine  and 
«urgcry"   under   the   statutes   of   the  state  cannot  hy   virtue  thereof  "practice 
ilontistry"  without  procuring  a  license  as  a  dentist  as  required  by  statute. 
Validity  of  statute   reqntrlnar   enfflneer'a   license.       ^ 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  v.  Meyrose  Lamp  Mfg.  Co.  139  Mo.  571,  61  Am.  St.  Rep. 
474,  41  S.  W.  244,  sustaining  statute  forbidding  employment  of  unlicensed  en- 
gineer. 

Const  met  Ion  of  statutes. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Scott  v.  Dricks,  211  Mo.  581,  111  S.  W.  1,  holding  where 
no  exceptions  are  made  in  terms  of  statute  none  will  be  made  by  mere  impli- 
•cation  or  construction. 
^—  Reference  to  learifllatlTe  Journals. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Helton,  117  Mo.  App.  618,  93  S.  W.  913,  holding  legislative 
journals  may  be  referred  to  in  construction  of  a  statute  to  determine  the  Intent 
of  the  legislature. 

22  L.  R.  A.  802,  LYONS-THOMAS  HARDWARE  CO.  ▼.  PERRY  STOVE  MFG. 

CO.  86  Tex.  143,  24  S.  W.  16. 
Preferences  amonar  creditors  of  Insolvent  corporation. 

Followed  in  Lyons-Thomas  Hardware  Co.  v.  Perry  Stove  Mfg.  Co.  88  Tex.  482, 
27  S.  W.  100,  holding  insolvent  corporation,  having  discontinued  business,  is 
without  power  to  prefer  creditors  by  mortgage;  Fowler  v.  Bell,  90  Tex.  158,  39 
L.  R.  A.  256,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  788,  37  S.  W.  1058,  declaring  void,  mortgage  exe- 
cuted for  benefit  of  one  creditor  by  insolvent  foreign  corporation  on  property  in 
Texas;  American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dallas  Tinware  Mfg.  Co.  15  Tex.  Civ.  App.  634,  39 
S.  W.  955,  and  Farmers  &  M.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bell,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  127,  71  S. 
W.  570,  holding  that  assets  of  insolvent  corporation  become  trust  funds  held  for 
benefit  of  all  creditors  alike. 

Cited  in  National  Bank  v.  Goolsby,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  367,  35  S.  W.  713,  holding 
sale  of  part  of  corporate  property  to  pay  debt,  valid  as  against  attaching  cred- 
itors when  transferee  ignorant  of  corporation's  insolvency;  Rogers  v.  Southern 
Pine  Lumber  Co.  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  56,  51  S.  W.  26,  and  Florsheim  Bros.  Dry 
<3oods  Co.  V.  Wettermark,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  103,  30  S.  W.  505,  holding  void,  sale 
of  entire  assets  to  one  creditor  by  insolvent  corporation;  Specht  v.  Bookhout,  14 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  447,  37  S.  W.  193,  denying  insolvent  corporation's  power  to  pre- 
fer certain  creditors  by  drawing  drafts  against  lessee  for  rent  to  become  due; 
Ford  V.  Plankinton  Bank,  87  Wis.  371,  68  N.  W.  766,  holding  money  in  sheriff's 
<ju8tody,  collected  upon  executions  against  insolvent  corporation,  subject  to  se- 
■<luestration  as  assets  when  part  of  scheme  to  give  preferences;  Sabin  v.  Columbia 
River  Lumber  &  Fuel  Co.  25  Or.  31,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  756,  35  Pac.  854,  holding 
void,  mortgage  executed  to  enable  mortgagor  to  continue  in  business  by  placing 
property  beyond  reach  of  creditors;  Adams  &  W.  Co.  v.  Deyette,  8  S.  D.  143,  31 
L.  R.  A.  506,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  751,  65  N.  W.  471  (dissenting  opinion),  majority 
denying  right  to  prefer  debt  for  money  borrowed  by  corporation  to  purchase  its 
own  stock;  James  Clark  Co.  v.  Col  ton,  91  Md.  212,  49  L.  R.  A.  704,  46  Atl.  386, 
holding  payment  by  insolvent  bank,  of  check  of  company  of  which  bank  president 
liolds  most  stock  and  directors  are  indorsers  on  notes,  unlawful  preference; 
Adam  Roth  Grocery  Co.  v.  Hotel  Monticello  Co.  148  Mo.  App.  531,  128  S,  W, 
h542,  holding  that  failing  corporation  may  transfer  its  assets  to  trustee  for  benefit 
of  creditors,  instead  of  resorting  to  general  assignment;  City  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Goshen  Woolen  Mills  Co.  35  Ind.  App.  578,  69  N.  E.  206,  holding  directors,  who 
jtre  also  creditors,  of  an  insolvent  private  corporation  have  no  right  to  prefer 
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themselves  in  a  deed  of  assignment  of  such  corporation  after  insolvency,  when 
their  votes  are  necessary  to  make  such  preference;  Benton  v.  Peck,  39  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  232,  87  S.  W.  898,  as  to  preferential  assignment  hy  a  corporation  being  act 
of  insolvency;  Furber  4r.  Williams-Flower  Ck).  21  S.  D.  232,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1262, 
111  N.  W.  648,  15  Ann.  Cas.  1216,  holding  a  transfer  of  property  by  an  insolvent 
corporation  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  is  fraudulent  where  certain  creditors  are- 
preferred  although  such  creditors  are  unaware  of  the  preference  or  of  the  con- 
dition  of  the  corporation.    • 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brown  v.  Grand  Rapids  Parlor  Furniture  Co.  22  L.  R. 
A.  817,  which  authorizes  preference  to  corporate  director;  Vanderpoel  v.  Gorman, 
24  L.  R,  A.  648,  which  sustains  right  of  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  Xew 
York,  to  make  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors  without  preference,  although 
New  York  statutes  prohibit  such  act  on  part  of  domestic  corporations;  Warren 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  26  L.  R.  A.  746,  which  holds  power  of  directors  to  pay,  or 
secure,  corporate  debts  not  taken  away  by  mere  insolvency  of  corporation;  Schu- 
feldt  V.  Smith,  29  L.  R.  A.  830,  which  requires  directors  voting  themselves  pref- 
erences, to  show  that  their  claims  are  honest  and  justly  due;  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v, 
O'Donnell,  31  L.  R.  A.  265,  which  holds  valid,  securities  given  to  directors  by 
insolvent  but  going  concern  to  obtain  money  loaned  at  time  securities  given; 
Fowler  v.  Bell,  39  L.  R.  A.  254,  which  holds  invalidity  of  attachment  of  property 
of  insolvent  corporation  not  preclude  purchaser  from  defending  against  one- 
claiming  it  under  mortgage  which  is  void  preference;  Nathan  v.  Lee,  43  L.  R,  A, 
820,  which  sustains  in  state  where  land  lies,  mortgage  by  foreign  corporation  to» 
nonresidents  in  other  state  to  secure  antecedent  debt,  although  judicial  decision? 
of  latter  state  hold  such  mortgage  to  be  preference ;  American  Exch.  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Ward,  55  L.  R.  A.  356,  which  sustains  chattel  mortgage  to  secure  just  demands 
of  directors  of  insolvent  corporation ;  National  Wall  Paper  Co.  v.  Columbia  Nat- 
Bank,  56  L.  R.  A.  121,  which  denies  right  to  prefer  debt  on  which  officers  and  di- 
rectors are  bound  as  sureties;  Nappanee  Canning  Co.  v.  Reid,  M.  &  W\  59  L.  R. 
A.  199,  which  sustains  right  to  prefer  unsecured  claims  of  directors  and  obliga- 
tions on  which  they  are  liable. 

Cited  in  notes  (69  L.R.A.  135)  on  recovering  for  services  and  expenses  under 
running  contract  with  corporation  ended  by  its  insolvency  and  dissolution; 
(45  Am.  St.  Rep.  829;  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  77)  on  preferences  by  insolvent  corpo- 
rations. 

Distinguished  in  Alberger  v.  National  Bank  of  Commerce,  123  Mo.  324,  27  S.  W. 
657;  Ames  &  F.  Co.  v.  Heslet,  19  Mont.  189,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  496,  47  Pac.  805; 
Weyeth  Hardware  ^  Mfg.  Co.  v.  James-Spencer-Bateman  Co.  15  Utah,  132,  47 
Pac.  604;  John  V.  Farwell  Co.  v.  Sweetzer,  10  Colo.  App.  424,  51  Pac  1012,— 
sustaining  insolvent  corporation's  right  to  give  creditor  bona  fide  preference. 
How  rtfirl&t  to  recelvemlilp  lost. 

Cited  in  Tenney  v.  Ballard,  W.  &  B.  Hat  Co.  17  Tex.  Civt  App.  146,  43  S.  W. 
296,  holding  that  creditor  treating  transferee  of  assets  of  insolvent  corporation 
as  payer  loses  right  to  have  receiver  appointed. 

Annotation  in  22  L.  R.  A.  802,  referred  to  particularly  in  Corey  v.  Wadsworth, 
118  Ala.  545,  44  L.  R.  A.  785,  footnote,  p.  766,  25  So.  503  (separate  opinion ),  ma- 
jority sustaining  preference  to  creditor  of  corporation  though  he  was  a  stock- 
holder, director,  and  president,  and  participated  in  transaction  giving  him 
preference. 
Attachment  of  corporate  aaaets.  , 

Cited  in  Rogers  v.  East  Line  Lumber  Co.  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  Ill,  33  S.  W.  312; 
Orr  &  L.  Shoe  Co.  v.  Thompson,  89  Tex.  502,  35  S.  W\  473;  Memphis  Barrel  & 
Heading  Co.  v.  Ward,  99  Tenn.  178,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  825,  42  S.  W.  13;  Wright  v. 
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Euless,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  137,  34  S.  W.  302, — ^holding  assets  of  insolvent  corpora- 
tion not  subject  to  attachment;  American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dallas  Tinware  Mfg.  Co. 
16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  634,  39  S.  W.  956,  and  Moon  Bros.  Carriage  Co.  v.  Waxahachie 
Grain  &.  Implement  Co.  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  109,  36  S.  W.  337,  affirming  creditor's 
right  to  secure  preference  lien  by  attachment  upon  property  of  corporation  likely 
to  fail;  Moon  Bros.  Carriage  Co.  v.  Waxahachie  Grain  &  Implement  Co.  13  Tex» 
Civ.  App.  109,  35  8.  W.  337,  holding  that  when  corporation  is  so  circumstanced 
that  cessation  of  business  must  result,  creditor  may  obtain  valid  preference  lien 
by  attachment  proceedings. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ballin  v.  Merchant's  Exch.  Bank,  27  L.  R.  A.  357,  which 
holds  valid  attachment  lien  acquirable  against  insolvent  corporation;  Crane  v» 
Pacific  Bank,  27  L.  R.  A.  562,  which  denies  right  to  attach  property  of  insolvent 
bank. 

Cited  in  Cohen  v.  State,  53  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  426,  110  S.  W.  66;  Semple  v. 
Schwarz,  130  Mo.  App.  76,  109  S.  W.  633, — holding  "business"  denotes  the  em- 
ployment or  occupation  in  which  a  person  is  engaged  to  procure  a  living;  Rideau 
Club  V.  Ottawa,  15  Ont.  L.  Rep.  127,  holding  social  club  not  engaged  in  business. 

22  L.  R.  A.  817,  BROWN  v.  GRAND  RAPIDS  PARLOR  FURNITURE  CO.  7  C. 

C.  A.  225,  16  U.  S.  App.  221,  58  Fed.  286. 
ESffeet   of  state  declsloiia  on   Federal   court*. 

Cited  in  Dygert  v.  Vermont  Loan  &  T.  Co.  37  C.  C.  A.  391,  94  Fed.  916,  holding 
Federal  court  not  bound  to  follow  state  decisions  on  question  whether  note  gov- 
erned, as  to  usury,  by  law  of  place  of  execution  or  performance;  Buford  v.  Kerr,. 
33  C.  C.  A.  169,  62  U.  S.  App.  270,  90  Fed.  616,  and  Buford  v.  Kerr,  86  Fed.  99,. 
holding  that  Federal  court  will  follow  decision  of  Missouri  court  that  estate 
passing  by  will  is  statutory  estate;  Ontario  Bank  v.  Hurst,  43  C.  C.  A.  197,  103 
Fed.  235,  holding  construction  by  state  courts  of  statute  relating  to  common- 
law  assignments  binding  on  Federal  courts;  Hamilton  v.  David  C.  Beggs  Co. 
179  Fed.  953;  Re  First  Nat.  Bank,  67  C.  C.  A.  636,  135  Fed.  65,— holding  Federal 
court  follows  settled  law  of  state  when  transaction  occurred  in  determining  the 
validity  of  a  chattel  mortgage. 

Cited  in  note   (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)   432)   on  questions  of  state  law  as  to  which 
state  court  decisions  must  be  followed  in  actions  originating  in,  or  removed  to,. 
Federal  courts. 
Preferences    by    insolT-ent    corporatloa* 

Cited  in  Walker  v.  Miller,  8  C.  0.  A.  334,  19  U.  S.  App.  403,  59  Fed.  871,  hold- 
ing bona  fide  purchaser  holds,  as  against  attaching  creditor,  property  received 
from  seller  knowing  corporation's  insolvency;  Schufeldt  v.  Smith,  131  !Mo.  289, 
29  L.  R.  A.  834,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  628,  31  8.  W.  1039,  and  Henderson  v.  Indiana 
Trust  Co.  143  Ind.  569,  40  N.  E.  516,  holding  that  insolvent  corporation,  retain- 
ing control  of  property,  may  give  preferences;  Worthen  v.  Griffith,  59  Ark.  580,. 
43  Am.  St.  Rep.  50,  28  S.  W.  286,  holding  deed  of  assignment  containing  prefer- 
ences not  invalidated  because  two  directors  liable  as  indorsers  upon  notes  form- 
ing part. 

Cited  in  notes   (22  L.R.A.  806)   on  preferences  among  creditors  given  by  in- 
solvent corporation;    (46  Am.  St.  Rep.  828,  834;  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  77)   on  same- 
point. 
*—  To    ofltcem. 

Cited  in  Rickerson  Roller-Mill  Co.  v.  Farrell  Foundry  &  Mach.  Co.  23  C.  C.  A- 
312,  43  U.  S.  App.  452,  75  Fed.  554,  decreeing  distribution  among  creditors  of 
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assets  of  insolvent  corporation  transferred  to  directors  in  payment  of  antecedent 
debt;  Childs  v.  X.  B.  Carlstein  Co.  76  Fed.  91,  dissolving  injunction  restraining 
president  of  insolvent  corporation  from  realizing  on  chattel  mortgages  covering 
bona  fide  indebtedness;  American  Exch.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ward,  55  L.  R.  A.  359,  49 
C.  C.  A.  616,  111  Fed.  782,  holding  that  directors  of  insolvent  corporation  may 
seciire  their  demands  by  chattel  mortgage;  New  Memphis  Gaslight  Co.  Cases, 
105  Tenn.  289,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  880,  60  S.  W.  206,  affirming  director's  right  to 
receive  pledges  from  insolvent  corporation  as  indemnity  against  loss  as  accom- 
modation indorsers  on  corporate  notes ;  Moller  v.  Keystone  Fibre  Co.  187  Pa.  659, 
41  Atl.  478,  holding  benefit  to  director  under  preferential  assignment  not  fatal; 
Corey  v.  Wadsworth,  118  Ala.  521,  44  L.  R.  A.  776,  25  So.  603,  affirming  right 
of  insolvent  corporation  to  transfer  assets  to  director  in  payment  of  bona  fide 
debt;  Worthen  v.  Griffith,  59  Ark.  580,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  50,  28  S.  W.  286,  holding 
deed  of  assignment,  executed  prior  to  act  of  April  14,  1893,  and  containing  pref- 
erences, not  rendered  invalid  because  two  directors  were  liable  as  indorsers  on 
notes  forming  part  of  corporate  indebtedness  preferred;  El  Cajon  Portland 
Cement  Co.  v.  Robert  F.  Wentz  Engineering  Co.  92  C.  C.  A.  447,  165  Fed.  621. 
holding  conveyance  of  real  estate  by  insolvent  corporation  to  bona  fide  creditor 
who  was  a  director,  valid;  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Goshen  Woolen  Mills  Co.  35  Ind. 
App.  580,  69  N.  E.  206,  holding  directors  of  an  insolvent  corporation  who  are 
also  creditors  may  not  prefer  themselves. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  National  Wall  Paper  Co.  v.  Columbia  Nat.  Bank,  56  L. 
R.  A.  121,  which  denies  right  to  prefer  debt  on  which  officers  and  directors  bound 
as  sureties;  Nappanee  Canning  Co.  v.  Reid,  M.  &  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  199,  which  sus- 
tains right  to  prefer  unsecured  claims  of  directors  and  obligations  on  which  the? 
are  liable. 

Distinguished  in  Sutton  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hutchinson,  11  CCA.  328,  24  U.  S,  App. 
145,  63  Fed.  504,  setting  aside  mortgage  executed  by  insolvent  corporation  for 
benefit  of  directors. 
l^hen    corporation    holdn    property    subject    to    liens. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dovetail  Body  &  Gear  Co,  143  Ind.  654,  62  Am.  St 
Rep.  435,  40  N.  E.  810,  holding  that  corporation  holds  property  subject  to  cred- 
itors* liens  only  when  insolvent. 

Cited  in  note  (42  Am.  St.  Rep.  767)  on  corporate  assets  as  a  trust  fund. 
Transfer  ^fvltli  povrer  of  sale  as  trust   deed. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Tittle  v.  Vanleer,  37  L.  R.  A.  348,  which  construes  instru- 
ment transferring  property  to  trustee  with  power  of  sale,  as  trust  deed,  not 
assignment. 
Clittnfre  In  statute  as  affectinir  riarlit  to  salary. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gross  v.  Whitley  County,  58  L.  R.  A.  394,  which  denies 
•county  treasurer's  right  to  compensation  under  statute  in  force  during  first  term, 
for  services  during  second  term  under  different  statute. 
Asslflrnment  for  benefit  of  creditors. 

Cited  in  Charles  Maloney  &  Co.  v.  Gonhue,  152  Mich.  335,  116  N.  W.  436,  hold- 
ing statute  as  to  preferences  applies  only  to  general  assignments  in  writing  of 
substantially  all  of  assignor's  property. 
■"And"  construed  as  "or." 

Cited  in   United  Engineering  &  Contracting  Co.  v.  Broadnax,  136  Fed.  353, 
-construing  "and"  as  "or"  in  contract. 
Impairment  of  obllgratlon  by  chance  of  decision. 

Cited  in  note  (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  887)  on  change  of  decision  of  state  court  as  im- 
pairing obligation  of  contract. 
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22  L.  R.  A.  824,  BATES  v.  HORNER,  66  Vt.  471,  27  Atl.  134. 
Lilabillty  for  defect*  or  nnlMince  In  lilflrli'vray. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wilmington  v.  Ewing,  45  L.R.A.  79,  which  sustains  stat- 
utory exemption  of  city  from  liability  for  defective  condition  of  footways,  un less- 
caused  by  city  or  its  agents;  Lynn  v.  Hooper,  47  L.  R.  A.  752,  w^hich  sustains^ 
owner's  liability  for  frightening  of  horse  by  hay  cap  on  stack  of  hay  placed  in 
highway. 

Road    comiiilMiloneni    a«    merwrnntm    of    to^wn. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  McManus  v.  Weston,  31  L.R.A.  174,  which  denies  liabil- 
ity of  town  for  acts  of  road  commissioners;  Bowden  v.  Derby,  63  L.R.A.  223» 
which  holds  street  commissioner  not  liable  for  negligence  of  person  employed 
by  him  to  perform  work  on  highway. 

Cited  in  note   (13  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   233)   on  personal  liability  of  highway  ofBcera 
for  acts  in  excess  of  authority. 
lilablllty  of  ministerial  ofUcem. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bair  v.  Struck,  63  L.R.A.  481,  which  holds  deputy  sheep 
inspector  liable  for  injury  due  to  negligently  dipping  sheep  in  improper  bath. 

Cited  in  note  (95  Am.  St.  Rep.  82)  on  liability  of  ministerial  officers  for  non- 
performance and  misperformance  of  official  duties. 

22  L.  R.  A.  836,  COOPER  v.  PHIPPS,  24  Or.  357,  33  Pac.  985. 
'Welft-ht    8-iven    evidence   of   arood    character. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Hearst,  160  Cal.  185,  116  Pac.  530,  holding  that  evidence  of 
good  reputation  in  advance  of  attack  upon  it  by  defendant  is  inadmissible. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Daniels  v.  State,  54  L.  R.  A.  286,  which  requires  evidence- 
of  good  character  to  be  weighed  by  jury  according  to  weight  of  testimony  by 
which  supported. 
lilabllity  for  defamatory  ^wvordm  In  pleadlnip,  testlnKony,  or  In  record. 

Cited  in  Cooley  v.  Galyon,  109  Tenn.  11,  60  L.  R.  A.  142,  footnote  p.  139,  97 
Am.  St.  Rep.  823,  70  S.  W.  607,  which  holds  words  maliciously  spoken  of  stranger 
by  witness  in  judicial  proceeding,  absolutely  privileged,  \l  pertinent  and  respon- 
sive; Lauder  v.  Jones,  13  N.  D.  554,  101  N,  W.  907,  holding  testimony  of  a  wit- 
ness in  a  judicial  proceeding,  which  is  pertinent  to  the  issues,  privileged. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kubricht  v.  State,  58  L.  R.  A.  959,  which  holds  clergirman 
entering  on  baptismal  record,  as  reputed  father  of  bastard  child,  name  of  person- 
known  to  have  been  acquitted,  guilty  of  libel. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.R.A.  650)  on  libel  by  defamatory  words  in  pleading;    (13 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  823)   on  same  point;    (123  Am.  St.  Rep.  649,  650)  on  liability  for 
libel  or  slander  in  course  of  judicial  proceedings. 
IPiriien   prlTlleved. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Blakeslee  v.  Carroll,  25  L.  R.  A.  106,  which  holds  citizen 
privileged  in  giving  information  to  committee  of  aldermen  investigating  charges^ 
a^inst  officials;  Shinglemeyer  v.  Wright,  50  L.  R.  A.  129,  which  holds  informa- 
tion given  to  detectives  as  to  larceny,  with  reason  for  suspecting  certain  person  as 
thief,  privileged;  Niven  v.  Boland,  52  L.  R.  A.  786,  which  denies  liability  of  phy- 
sician for  signing,  in  good  faith,  certificate  necessary  to  commit  to  hospital  for 
dipsomaniacs. 

Cited  in  notes  (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  124)  on  what  libelous  statements  are 
privileged;  (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  53,  54)  on  effect  of  malice  of  words  otherwise 
privileged. 
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IVlien    malice    presumed. 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  Bowen,  29  Or.  267,  45  Pac.  768,  holding  falsity  and  malice 
presumed  when  publication  libelous  per  se, 

^2  L.  R.  A.  840,  STATE  v.  ADAMS,  25  Or.  172,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  790,  35  Pac  36. 
^Seduction    under   promise   of   marrlaare. 

Cited  in  Russell  v.  State,  77  Neb.  525,  110  N.  W.  380,  15  Ann.  Cas.  222,  hold- 
ing a  promise  of  marriage  conditional  upon  pregnancy  as  the  result  of  illicit 
intercourse  will  not  sustain  prosecution  for  seduction. 

Cited  in  note  (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  675)  on  what  is  seduction. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Hughes,  106  Iowa,  129,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  288,  76  N. 
"W.  520,  affirming  conviction  for  seduction  accomplished  under  promise  to  marry 
if  conception  should  result;  State  ▼.  0*Hare,  36  Wash.  518,  68  L.R.A.  108,  foot- 
note p.  107,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  970,  79  Pac.  39,  holding  under  statute  if  a  woman 
iinally  submits  under  promise  of  marriage  should  conception  result  there  is  suf- 
ficient evidence  of  seduction  to  go  to  the  jury;  People  v.  Jensen,  15  Cal.  App. 
221,  114  Pac.  585,  affirming  conviction  for  seduction  under  promise  to  marrr 
where  evidence  as  to  whether  promise  to  marry  was  conditional  upon  pregnancy, 
was  in  doubt. 
Bar   to   prosecntlon   for  Beductlon. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Hough,  120  Cal.  530,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  201,  52  Pac.  846,  hold- 
ing seducer's  willingness  to  marry  no  bar  to  indictment;  Re  Lewis,  67  Kan.  565, 
•63  L.  R.  A.  283,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  479,  73  Pac.  77,  holding  subsequent  marriage 
of  accused  to  injured  woman,  no  bar  to  prosecution  for  seduction. 

:22  L.  R.  A.  842,  SPEED  v.  DETROIT,  d8  Mich.  360,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  555,  57  N. 

W.  406. 
"Writ  of  prohibition. 

Cited  in  Hartigan  v.  West  Virginia  University,  49  W.  Va.  48,  38  S.  E.  698 
(dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying  writ  of  prohibition  to  prevent  board  of 
regents  from  removing  professor;  State  ex  rel.  PuUiam  v.  Fort,  107  Mo.  App. 
■336,  81  S.  W.  476,  holding  the  writ  of  prohibition  may  be  employed  by  a  superior 
•court  to  prevent  an  inferior  court  from  the  exercise  of  power  in  excess  of  what 
has  been  conferred  on  it,  or  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  over  subject  matter 
-where  no  jurisdiction  exists. 

Cited  in  note  (111  Am.  St.  Rep.  943)  on  writ  of  prohibition. 
misconduct  In  nnotlier  ofltce  am  ground  for  remOT-al. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel,  Ragsdale  v.  Walker,  68  Mo.  App.  119,  holding  misconduct 
in  another  office  not  ground  for  removal  of  mayor;  State  ex  rel.  Schultz  v. 
Patton,  131  Mo.  App.  632,  110  S.  W.  636,  holding  misconduct  in  a  prior  office 
does  not  justify  removal. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Welsh,  109  Iowa,  23,  79  N.  W.  369,  holding  miscon- 
•duct  in  office  during  preceding  term,  ground  for  removal  of  sheriff  succeeding 
"himself. 
Appointment  and    removal   of   pnblto  oflleers. 

Cited  in  Moreland  v.  Millen,  126  Mich.  396,  85  N.  W.  882  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  declaring  invalid,  portion  of  act  calling  for  provisional  appointment 
"by  governor  of  city  superintendent  of  public  works;  State  ex  rel.  Henson  v. 
'Sheppard,  192  Mo,  511,  91  S.  W.  477,  holding  circuit  court  has  no  inherent  or 
statutory  powers  to  remove  from  office  a  circuit  clerk  charged  with  murder. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  ew  rel.  Engley  v.  Martin,  24  L.  R.  A.  201,  which 
Iholds  governor's  power  to  remove  member  of  fire  and  police  board  dependent  on 
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terms  of  eharter;  Gillan  v.  Normal  Schools,  24  L.  R.  A.  336,  which  denies  power 
of  board  of  regents,  by  by-law  or  contract,  to  restrict  its  power  to  remove  teacher 
at  pleasure. 

Cited  in  notes  (9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  574)  on  power  of  municipality  to  remove 
oiBcer  in  absence  of  statutory  authority;  (40  Am.  St.  Rep.  45,  46)  on  removals 
from  office;  (135  Am.  St.  Rep.  255)  on  removal  of  officer  for  cause,  where  ap- 
pointing power  has  made  no  provision  for  removal. 

Held  obiter  in  Townsend  v.  Kurtz,  83  Md.  350,  84  Atl.  1123,  affirming  gov- 
ernor's power  under  statute  to  remove  insurance  commissioner,  without  notice, 
before  expiration  of  term;  Re  Guden,  71  App.  Div.  428,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  794,  Re- 
versing 37  Misc.  398,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  786,  holding  that  sheriff's  agreement  to  ap- 
point one  official  counsel,  in  return  for  political  support,  justifies  removal. 

Disapproved  in  effect  in  Savannah  v.  Grayson,  104  Ga.  114,  30  S.  E.  963,  sus- 
taining city's  incidental  power  to  remove  fire  commissioners  for  misconduct. 

22  L.  R.  A.  846,  BAIRD  v.  HOWARD,  51  Ohio  St.  57,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  550,  36 

N.  E.  732. 
Tleed  by,  or  contract  wltlt,  Incompetent  pemon. 

Cited  in  Sander  v.  Savage,  75  App.  Div.  338,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  189,  holding  that 
conveyance  procured  from  lunatic  for  less  than  one  tenth  of  value  of  property, 
confers  no  title. 

Cited  in  notes  (54  L.R.A.  445,  452)  on  validity  of  contract  made  with  Intoxi- 
cated persons;   (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  543)   on  contracts  of  intoxicated  persons. 

Distinguished  in  Plageman  v.  Stroppel,  16  Ohio  S.  k  C.  P.  Dec.  193,  where 
there  were  no  collateral  facts  such  as  fraud  or  undue  influence  to  bear  upon 
issues  of  mental  incapacity  or  inadequacy  of  consideration  for  contract. 
ReaclMiIon  of  contract. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Richards,  23  Okla.  263,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1032,  102  Pac.  92,  holding  one  signing  a  release  for  damages  which  was  procured 
by  fraud  may  attack  the  release  without  restoring  or  ofTei^ing  to  restore  the  con- 
sideration. 
BIndlnar  effect  of  acceptance  of  Icmi  tlian  due. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hull,  25  L.  R.  A.  37,  which 
upholds  right  to  maintain  suit  for  balance  due  on  policy,  where  one  is  induced, 
by  threats  of  groundless  prosecution,  to  accept  less  than  amount  due. 

22  L.  R.  A,  850,  BARNES  SAFE  &  LOCK  CO.  v.  BLOCK  BROS.  TOBACCO  CO. 

38  W.  Va.  158,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  486,  18  S.  E.  482. 
Title  to  iiroodM  conslfirned  to  airent  for  sale. 

Cited  in  Arbuckle  Bros.  v.  Kirkpatrick,  98  Tenn.  232,  36  L.  R.  A.  288,  footnote 
p.  285,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  854,  39  S.  W.  3,  holding  contract  of  »ale  transferring 
title  made,  and  not  mere  agency,  created  by  agreement  called  "special  selling, 
factor  appointment,"  under  which  consignee  required  to  pay  for  goods  within 
sixty  days,  whether  sold  or  not,  at  amount  fixed  in  advance;  Re  Columbus  Buggy 
Co.  74  C.  C.  A.  611,  143  Fed.  861 ;  Briggs  v.  Foster,  70  C.  C.  A.  349,  137  Fed. 
779, — holding  contract  which  empowers  an  agent  to  sell  personal  property  at 
any  price  he  may  see  fit,  and  to  pay  the  owner  a  fixed  price  when  sold  and  to 
retain  the  balance  as  his  commission  is  an  agency  contract  and  not  a  conditional 
sale. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Columbus  Buggy  Co.  v.  Turley,  32  L.  R.  A.  260,  which 
holds  goods  sold  to  trader  for  resale,  vendor  retaining  title  as  security,  liable  for 
former's  debts,  as  being  used  in  his  business;  Romeo  v.  Martucci,  47  L.  R.  A.  601, 
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which  holds  that  ordinary  contract  of  consignment  does  not  estop  consignor  from 
setting  up  his  title  as  against  innocent  purchaser  from  consignee,  who  buys  on 
same  day  goods  are  received  as  part  of  purchase  of  entire  stock. 

Cited  in  note  (45  Am.  St.  Rep.  206,  207,  208)  as  to  when  consignment  for  sale 
vests  title. 
Transfer  of  claim   for  repayment  of  advances. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cincinnati  Tobacco  Warehouse  Co.  v.  Webster,  04  L.  R.  A. 
219,  which  holds  that  sale  by  receiver  of  assets  of  commission  company  will  pafis 
claim  for  repayment  of  advances  made  to  produce  buyer  to  enable  him  to  procure 
produce  to  be  shipped  to  company. 

22  L.  R.  A.  855,  SPEARMAN  v.  TEXARKANA,  68  Ark.  348,  24  S,  W.  883. 
Recovery  on  contract  betvreen  public  ofllcer  and  city. 

Cited  in  Concordia  v.  Hagaman,  1  Kan.  App.  41,  41  Pac.  133,  affirming  quan- 
tum meruit  recovery  for  services  performed  for  city  by  councilmen;  Smith  v.. 
Dandridge,  98  Ark.  41,  34  L.R.A. (N.S.)  134,  134  S.  W.  800,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D, 
1130,  holding  that  director  of  school  board  may  recover  reasonable  compensation 
for  personal  services  which  are  entirely  outside  duties  of  his  office,  in  full  per- 
formance of  contract  with  board  which  it  accepted;  Ensley  v.  Hollingsworth  & 
Co.  170  Ala.  413,  54  So.  95,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  652,  holding  that  where  contract 
with  city  is  void  because  member  of  council  was  interested  therein,  recoven 
cannot  be  had  on  quantum  meruit;  Lainhart  v.  Burr,  49  Fla.  330,  38  So.  711. 
holding  where  county  commissioners  purchased  supplies  from  firms  of  which 
some  of  them  were  members  they  should  be  compelled  to  pay  back  into  county 
treasury  only  the  excess  of  actual  cost. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Capital  Gas  Co.  v.  Young,  29  L.  R.  A.  463,  which  upholifj^ 
right  to  enforce  payment  for  gas  from  city,  though  mayor  is  stockholder  and 
president  of  gas  company. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1127)  on  liability  of  municipality  upon  im- 
plied contract  for  labor  or  services. 

Distinguished  in  Berka  v.  Woodward,  125  Cal.  124,  45  L.  R.  A.  422,  73  Am.  St 
Rep.  31,  67  Pac.  777,  denying  councilman's  right  to  recover  for  lumber  sold  undei 
contract  with  city. 
Good  faltb  required  of  affent. 

Cited  in  Forrester-Duncan  Land  Co.  v.  Evatt,  90  Ark.  305,  119  8.  W.  282: 
holding  an  agent  employed  to  sell  certain  property  cannot  become  a  purchaser 
of  it  without  knowledge  and  consent  of  his  principal. 
22  L.  R.  A.  867,  RIPPE  v.  BECKER,  56  Minn.  100,  57  N.  W.  331. 
Povrers  of  state  or  city. 

Cited  in  Minnesota  Sugar  Co.  v.  Iverson,  91  Minn.  35,  97  N.  W.  454,  holding 
sugar  bounty  law  unconstitutional. 
—  To  enaraflre  In  bnalness. 

Cited  in  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel,  Barbour  v.  Pingree,  120  Mich.  667,  46  L.  R.  A.  416, 
79  N.  W^.  814,  declaring  unconstitutional,  act  authorizing  purchase  and  operation 
of  street  railway;  McCullough  v.  Brown,  41  S.  C.  247,  23  L.  R.  A.  421,  footnote 
p.  410,  19  S.  E.  458,  denying  right  to  give  to  state  monopoly  m  sale  of  liquors; 
Stewart  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  65  Minn.  517,  33  L.  R.  A.  429,  68  N.  W.  208, 
sustaining  act  providing  for  erection  of  public  grain  elevators  near  railroads: 
State  ex  rel,  Jones  v.  Froehlich,  115  Wis.  39,  58  L.  R.  A.  763,  95  Am.  St.  Rep. 
894,  91  N.  W.  115,  holding  levees  and  dykes  constitute  works  of  internal  improve- 
ment; Re  International  Improvement  Fund,  24  Colo.  260,  48  Pac,  807,  holding 
construction  of  female  asylum  not  "internal  improvement;"  Cooke  v.  Iverson,. 
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108  Minn.  396,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  122  N.  W.  261,  holding  void,  atatute  for 
^appropriation  by  state  of  money  to  build  and  repair  roads  and  bridges;  State 
V.  Evans,  99  Minn.  228,  108  N.  W.  958,  9  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  520,  on  power  of 
«tate  to  contract  debts  for  internal  improvements. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bonsai  v.  Yellott,  69  L.R^.  914,  which  holds  appropria- 
tions to  aid  the  counties  in  constructing  public  roads  not  forbidden  by  constitu- 
tional provision  against  involving  state  in  construction  of  works  of  internal  im- 
provement; State  ex  rel.  Coleman  v.  Kelly,  70  L.R.A.  450,  which  holds  con- 
struction, operation,  and  maintenance  of  oil  refinery  for  receiving,  manufactur- 
ing, storing,  and  handling  crude  and  refined  oil  and  its  by-products  and  market- 
ing of  same  a  "work  of  internal  improvement." 
~—  Police  power  over  buslnesii. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Corbett,  57  Minn.  349,  24  L.  R.  A.  500,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
696,  59  N.  W.  317,  sustaining  act  regulating  sale  of  transportation  tickets;  State 
ex  rel,  Beek  v.  Wagener,  77  Minn.  494,  46  L.  R.  A.  445,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  081,  80 
N.  W.  633,  sustaining  act  regulating  business  of  commission  merchants  and  re- 
quiring license;  State  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  114  Minn.  129,  33  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  498,  130  N.  W.  545,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  1030,  holding  that  ordinance  which 
tends  to  prevent  nuisance  by  emission  of  dense  smoke  by  yard  engines,  in  citj' 
is  proper  exercise  of  police  power. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  George  v.  Aiken.  42  S.  C.  248,  26  L.  R.  A.  357,  20 
S.  E.  221,  upholding  state's  power  to  regulate  liquor  trade. 
Telephone  a«  equivalent  to  teleicrapli. 

Cited  in  Northwestern  Teleph.  Exchange  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  76 
Minn.  345,  79  N.  W.  315,  holding  "teleplione"  equivalent  to  "telegraph"  in  con- 
struction of  statute  relating  to  right  of  eminent  domain. 
'Wisdom  or  polley  of  a  atatnte. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Roche  v.  Rogers,  97  Minn.  328,  106  N.  W.  345,  holding 
it  for  the  legislature  to  determine. 

22  L.  R.  A.  863,  JENKS  v.  PAWLOWSKI,  98  Mich.  110,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  522,  56 

N.  W.  1105. 
Basts  of  action  for  malicious  prosecution. 

Cited  in  Pawlowski  v.  Jenks,  115  Mich.  276,  73  N.  W.  238,  holding  dismissal 
-of  action  for  violation  of  restrictions  as  to  sale  of  liquors  not  ground  for  action 
for  malicious  prosecution. 
Injunction  aaralnst  sale  of  liquors. 

Cited  in  Reilly  v.  Otto,  108  Mich.  332,  66  N.  W.  228,  holding  conveyance  of 
.adjoining  property  without  restriction,  no  defense  to  injunction  against  violation 
of  condition  in  deed  relating  to  sale  of  liquors;  Whealkate  Min.  Co.  v.  Mulari, 
152  Mich.  610,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  148,  116  N.  W.  360,  holding  same. 
Restrictive  grants. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Wrightman,  5  Cal.  App.  394,  90  Pac.  467,  holding  a 
forfeiture  provided  for  in  a  deed  upon  breach  of  conditions  or  restrictions 
against  carrying  on  a  specified  business  thereon  is  waived  by  grants  of  adjoin- 
ing portions  of  the  tract  by  same  grantor  containing  no  conditions  or  restrictions. 

Cited  in  notes  ( 28  L.R.A.  ( ( N.S. )  709 )  on  enforcement  of  restrictive  covenant 
AS  affected  by  change  in  neighborhood;  (79  Am.  St.  Rep.  762)  on  what  words 
^create  condition  subsequent;  (95  Am.  St.  Rep.  222)  on  validity  of  conditions 
and  restrictions  in  deed;  (13  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  109)  on  injunction  to  restrain 
breach  of  covenant. 

Distinguished  in  Frink  v.  Hughes,  133  Mich.  66,  94  N.  W.  601,  holding  re- 
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Btriction  in  a  grant  contained  in  a  deed  given  by  proprietor  of  a  plat,  is  en- 
forceable in  equity  at  auit  of  another  grantee  from  another  grantor,  although 
other  lots  in  the  plat  have  been  conveyed  free  from  restriction;  it  appears  that 
the  owners  of  the  latter  have  thus  far  observed  the  restriction,  so  that  there  has 
been  no  departure  from  general  ■eheme. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  33,  LONG  ▼.  FORREST,  150  Pa.  413,  24  Atl.  711. 
Conlllctlnar  claims  of  foreign  creditors. 

Cited  in  Hilliard  v.  Enders,  196  Pa.  504,  40  Atl.  830,  holding  preference  over 
assignment  creditors  not  obtainable  by  nonresident  by  foreign  attachment  of  es- 
tate of  citizen  of  foreign  state;  Paladini  v.  Maryland  Silk  Co.  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  175, 
denying  nonresident's  right  to  obtain  preference  over  foreign  receiver  by  foreign 
attachment ;  Witters  v.  Globe  Sav.  Bank,  171  Mass.  427,  50  N.  E.  932,  and  Wing  v. 
Bradner,  162  Pa.  77,  29  Atl.  201,  holding  preference  against  general  creditors  after 
assignment  not  permissible  by  attachment  by  foreign  creditor  of  property  of  foreign 
debtor;  DeTurck  v.  Woelfel,  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  270,  holding  that  debt  of  domestic 
corporation  contracted  in  foreign  state  to  foreign  creditor  passes  to  assignee 
thereof;  McKean  v.  New  York  National  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  460,  deny- 
ing attachment  to  stockholder  of  foreign  corporation,  after  appointment  of  for- 
eign receiver  thereof;  Weil  v.  Bank  of  Burr  Oak,  76  Mo.  App.  38,  dismissing  at- 
tachment suit  of  foreign  creditor  on  interpleader  for  property  by  foreign  receiv- 
er; Williams  v.  Kemper,  H.  &,  McD.  Dry  Goods  Co.  4  Okla.  150,  43  Pac.  1148,  up- 
holding volxmtary  foreign  assignment  as  against  foreign  attaching  creditor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Barth  v.  Backus,  23  L.  R.  A.  47,  which  denies  validity  of 
voluntary  assignment  though  valid  in  state  of  assignor's  domicil,  requiring  dis- 
charge of  debts  of  creditors  accepting  dividends;  Crippen  v.  Rogers,  25  L.  R.  A. 
821,  which  holds  that  resident  assignee  of  notes  from  nonresident  against  in- 
solvent nonresident  has  no  rights  as  attaching  creditor  superior  to  his  assignor; 
Holbrook  v.  Ford,  27  L.  R.  A.  324,  which  holds  rule  against  allowing  preference 
to  foreign  receiver  over  resident  creditor  inapplicable  to  domestic  receiver  in  suit 
instituted  by  nonresident;  Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Bankers'  &  M.  Teleg.  Co. 
31  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  holds  no  lien  obtained  by  attaching  telegraph  lines  in 
property  in  other  states  after  receiver  appointed  in  state  of  which  attaching 
creditor  a  citizen;  Nathan  v.  Lee,  43  L.  R.  A.  820,  which  sustains,  in  state  where 
land  lies,  mortgage  by  foreign  corporation  to  nonresidents  in  other  state  to  secure 
antecedent  debt;  Fenton  v.  Edwards,  46  L.  R.  A.  832,  which  holds  voluntary 
assignment  for  creditors  by  foreign  corporation  in  other  state  precludes  garnish- 
ment of  debt  in  state  where  debtor  resides. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.R.A.  64,  57)  on  rights  of  receiver  as  to  property  outside 
of  jurisdiction  in  which  he  is  appointed;    (65  L.R.A.  354,  355,  358,  360,  363, 
366,  368,  on  transfer  of  property  out  of  state  by  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  pro- 
ceedings or  assignment  for  creditors. 
ForclffB  iBMoivcncr  procecdlns*. 

Cited  in  McKean  v.  New  York  Nat.  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  10  Pa.  Dist.  R.  198, 
holding  that  a  citizen  who  is  a  member  of  a  foreign  corporation  is  bound  by  the 

1055 


23  L.R.A.  33]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  1056 

insolvency  adjudications  of  the  state  of  corporate  domicile  and  cannot  attach 
propertj'  locally  situate  under  local  insolvency  proceedings;  Brand  v.  Green, 
13  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  117,  on  the  superiority  of  foreign  bankruptcy  adjudication 
over  subsequent  local  attachment  of  goods  locally  situate. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  173)  on  effect  of  foreign  bankruptcy  or  in- 
solvency assignment  on  personalty  where  no  rights  of  creditors  involved. 

23  L.  R.  A.  47,  SARTH  v.  BACKUS,  140  IT.  Y.  230,  65  N.  Y.  S.  R.  661,  37  Am. 

St.  Rep.  646,  36  N.  E.  426. 
Comity  aa  to  property  of  Insolvent  forel^rn  debtor. 

Cited  in  Marshall  v.  Sherman,  148  N.  Y.  26,  34  L.  R.  A.  766,  51  Am.  St.  Rep. 
654,  42  N.  £.  419,  holding  statutory  liability  of  domestic  stockholder  in  foreign 
corporation  not  enforceable  to  injustice  of  citizens  of  state  of  forum;  Rogers  v. 
Pell,  154  N.  Y.  626,  49  N.  E.  76,  holding  that  foreign  corporation  may  make  valid 
general  assignment  in  New  York  if  assignment  is  also  valid  under  law  of  domicil ; 
Stoddard  v.  Lum,  159  N.  Y.  277,  45  L.  R.  A.  556,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  641,  53  N.  E. 
lies,  holding  action  maintainable  by  foreign  assignee  of  foreign  corporation  to 
enforce  common-law  contractual  liability  of  stockholders  to  pay  subscription 
price  of  stock;  Mosher  v.  Supreme  Sitting,  0.  of  I.  H.  88  Hun,  399,  34  N.  Y. 
•Supp.  816,  holding  preference  by  creditor  over  receiver  of  foreign  corporation  not 
obtainable  by  attachment  subsequent  to  receivership,  although  before  actual  pos- 
session by  receiver;  Dearing  v.  McKinnon  Dash  &  Hardware  Co.  33  App.  Dlv.  40, 
53  N.  Y.  Supp.  513,  holding  transfer  of  property  for  benefit  of  creditors  by  in- 
strument valid  at  domicil,  but  void  in  New  York,  not  valid  as  to  property  in 
New  York;  Re  Hulbert  Bros.  &  Co.  38  App.  Div.  327,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  38,  holding 
title  to  insolvent  foreign  creditor's  dividend  from  insolvent  estate  vested  in  for- 
eign trustee  under  valid  assignment  by  law  of  domicil ;  Hammond  v.  National 
Life  Asso.  58  App.  Div.  455,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  585,  upholding  power  of  court  to 
retain  assets  of  dissolved  foreign  corporation  for  benefit  of  domestic  creditor 
against  receiver;  Workum  v.  Caldwell,  27  Misc.  73,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  175,  upholding 
assignment  in  New  York  of  Pennsylvania  partnership  association  directing  appro- 
priation first  to  payment  of  debts,  surplus  to  undissolved  company;  Weil  v.  Bank 
of  Burr  Oak,  76  Mo.  App.  39 ;  Townsend  v.  Coxe,  151  111.67,37  N.E.  689;  Bloom- 
ingdale  v.  Weil,  29  Wash.  624,  70  Pac.  94, — upholding  title  of  foreign  assignee 
against  attachment  of  foreign  creditor ;  Moore  v.  Land,  Title  &  T.  Co.  82  Md.  290, 
33  Atl.  641,  holding  claim  of  foreign  assignee  of  foreign  debtor  superior  to  that 
of  domestic  attaching  creditor;  Thompson  v.  Tetley,  68  N.  H.  482,  41  Atl.  179, 
holding  funds  of  insolvent  debtor,  obtained  by  creditor  bona  fide  by  suit  in  for- 
eign state,  not  recoverable  by  assignee  in  subsequent  insolvency  proceedings; 
Cross  V.  Brown,  19  R.  I.  237,  33  Atl.  147,  upholding  attachment  against  title  of 
foreign  assignees  in  involuntarj'  insolvency  proceeding;  Fowler  v.  Bell,  90  Tex. 
160,  39  L.  R.  A.  257,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  788,  37  S.  W.  1058,  refusing  to  uphold  mort- 
gage by  foreign  debtor  for  benefit  of  one  of  its  creditors;  Segnitz  v.  Garden  City 
Bkg.  &  T.  Co.  107  Wis.  175,  50  L.  R.  A.  329,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  830,  83  N.  W.  327, 
holding  that  state  insolvency  law,  essentially  a  bankruptcy  act,  will  not  be  given 
extraterritorial  force;  Security  Trust  Co.  v.  Dodd,  173  U.  S.  629,  43  L.  ed.  838, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  545,  holding  property  of  foreign  debtor  assigned  under  foreign 
insolvency  law  siibject  to  subsequent  attachment  in  Massachusetts  by  New  York 
creditors;  National  Park  Bank  v.  Clark,  92  App.  Div.  266,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  185, 
holding  lien  of  attachment  of  domestic  creditor  superior  to  claim  of  foreign 
receiver  of  foreign  corporation;  Adams  v.  Hartzell,  18  N.  D.  227,  119  N.  W. 
635,  holding  that  deed  of  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors  executed  in  an- 
other state  in  accordance  with  statute  of  such  state,  does  not  convey  title  to 
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land  in  this  state;  Re  Great  Northern  Constr.  Co.  50  Misc.  473,  100  N.  Y.  Supp. 
564,  holding  the  winding  up  act  of  a  foreign  state  whose  provisions  limit  its 
application  to  corporations  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  that  state  will  not 
be  enforced  to  the  prejudice  of  residents;  Re  John  L.  Nelson  &  Bro.  Co.  149 
Fed.  593,  holding  an  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  appointed  in  a  foreign 
state  is  not  entitled  to  withdraw  funds  belonging  to  the  assignor  a  resident 
of  the  state  before  the  payment  of  resident  attaching  creditors;  Gerding  v.  East 
Tennessee  Land  Co.  185  Mass.  382,  70  N.  E.  206,  on  right  of  nonresidents  to 
reach  assets  of  insolvent  corporation  in  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (65  L.R.A.  353,  355,  367,  369)  on  transfer  of  property  out  of 
state  by  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  proceedings  or  assignment  for  creditors;  (17 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  174)  on  effect  of  foreign  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  assignment 
on  personalty  where  no  rights  of  creditors  involved. 

Distinguished  in  Vanderpoel  v.  Gorman,  140  N.  Y.  567,  24  L.  R.  A.  549,  37  Am. 
St.  Rep.  601,  35  N.  E.  932,  holding  valid,  assignment  in  New  York  of  insolvent 
foreign  corporation,  valid  under  law  of  domicil. 
Comity  as  to  perjury. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Martin,  175  N.  Y.  322,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  628,  67  N.  E.  589, 
holding  one  taking  false  oath  required  or  permitted  by  laws  of  sister  state,  guilty 
of  perjury. 
Voluntary   asslirninent    by   leiisee. 

Cited  in  Medinah  Temple  Co.  v.  Currey,  58  111.  App.  435,  holding  voluntary  as- 
signment under  statute  by  lessee  not  breach  of  covenant  not  to  assign  lease. 
Insolvency  utatutea  provldlnsr  for  diacliargre  of  debtor. 

Cited  in  Howland's  Appeal,  67  N.  H.  577,  35  Atl.  943,  holding  state  insolvency 
law  providing  for  distribution  of  debtor's  property  and  his  discharge,  a  bank- 
ruptcy law. 
Equality  of  rle^bts  of  forelgrn  and  domeatlo  creditors. 

Cited  in  Mabon  v.  Ongley  Electric  Co.  156  N.  Y.  201,  50  N.  E.  805,  holding 
action  not  maintainable  by  foreign  receiver  for  appointment  of  ancillary  re- 
ceiver; Sheloss  V.  Metropolitan  Surety  Co.  149  Iowa,  387,  128  N.  W.  384,  hold- 
ing that  claim  of  foreign  receiver  of  foreign  insurance  company  to  property 
situated  in  this  state,  will  not  be  recognized  in  this  state  as  against  valid  claims 
of  resident  attaching  creditors. 
Corporation  conaldored  an  *'peraon." 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  United  Auctioneers  v.  Scully,  23  Misc.  733,  53  N.  Y. 
Supp.  125,  holding  that  city  clerk  with  authority  to  grant  auctioneer's  license  to 
persons  cannot  be  compelled  to  license  corporation. 

23  L.  R.  A,  52,  GILMAN  v.  HUDSON  RIVER  BOOT  &  SHOE  MFG.  CO.  84  Wis. 

60,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  899,  54  N.  W.  395. 
Conilty  as  aftectlner  forelgrn  repreaentatlT^eii  and  property  rlgrbta. 

Cited  in  Hughes  v.  Hunner,  91  Wis.  120,  64  N.  W'.  887,  holding  title  to  de- 
benture bonds  passes  to  foreign  receiver  subject  to  claims  of  domestic  creditors; 
Parker  v.  Stoughton  Mill  Co.  91  Wis.  180,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  881,  64  N.  W.  751, 
upholding  action  by  foreign  receiver  against  domestic  debtor;  Swing  v.  White 
River  Lumber  Co.  91  Wis.  521,  65  N.  W.  174,  holding  complaint  of  foreign  trustee 
insufficient  in  failing  to  allege  authority  to  sue  under  foreign  law  and  appoint- 
ment; Wyman  v.  Kimberly-Clark  Co.  93  W^is.  559,  67  N.  W.  932,  upholding  act 
limiting  time  within  which  foreign  receiver  may  sue;  Finney  v.  Guy,  106  Wis. 
-277,  49  L.  R.  A.  495,  82  N.  W.  595,  dismissing  action  against  domestic  stock- 
holder to  enforce  double  liability,  under  foreign  statutes,  after  suit  in  foreign 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.-— 67. 
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state;  Iowa  &  C.  Land  Co.  v.  Hoag,  132  Cal.  629,  64  Pac.  1073,  holding  action 
maintainable  by  foreign  trustee  to  foreclose  mortgage;  Castleman  t.  Templeman, 
87  Md.  553,  41  L.  R.  A.  370,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  363,  40  Atl.  275,  holding  action 
maintainable  by  foreign  receiver  to  recover  unpaid  subscription  to  capital  stodc 
and  referring  with  approval  to  annotation  in  23  L.  R.  A.  52;  Weil  v.  Bank  of  Burr 
Oak,  76  Mo.  App.  38,  dismissing  attachment  suit  of  foreign  creditor  on  inter- 
pleader for  property  by  foreign  receiver;  Barley  v.  Gittings,  15  App.  D.  C.  439, 
holding  permission  to  foreign  receiver  to  sue  or  intervene  not  a  right,  but  priv- 
ilege; Small  V.  Smith,  14  S.  D.  624,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  807,  86  N.  W.  649,  holding 
action  maintainable  by  foreign  receiver  to  recover  realty  from  resident  of  state 
of  forum;  E.  F.  Kirwan  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Truxton,  2  Penn.  (Del.)  60,  44  Atl.  427,  hold- 
ing action  not  maintainable  by  corporation  in  its  own  name  after  appointment 
of  foreign  receiver;  Hale  v.  Harris,  112  Iowa,  375,  83  N.  W.  1046,  holding  action 
maintainable  by  foreign  receiver  as  assignee  to  foreclose  mortgage;  Hibemia 
Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Lewis,  119  Fed.  397,  holding  that  tendency  of  court  is  to  recog- 
nize right  of  receiver  to  possession  of  property  embraced  in  decree,  although  out- 
side jurisdiction  of  appointing  court;  Eingartner  v.  Illinois  Steel  Co.  94  Wis. 
84,  34  L.  R.  A.  508,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  859,  68  N.  W.  664  (dissenting  opinion),  ma- 
jority holding  citizens  of  one  state  have  same  right  of  action  in  courts  of  sister 
state  as  citizens  thereof;  Choctaw,  O.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  75  Ark.  369,  87  S. 
W.  631,  holding  citizens  who  are  creditors  of  a  foreign  corporation  and  have 
acquired  liens  upon  its  property  within  the  state  will  not  be  deprived  of  such 
liens  at  the  instance  of  a  receiver  appointed  in  a  foreign  state;  Chalmers  v. 
Littlefleld,  103  Me.  283,  69  Atl.  100,  holding  the  seizure  and  sale  on  execution 
of  property  which  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  receiver  was  illegal  and  void: 
Egan  V.  North  American  Loan  Co.  45  Or.  135,  76  Pac.  774,  on  the  courts  aiding 
a  receiver  appointed  in  a  foreign  state  to  reach  assets  of  debtor  where  no  rights 
of  citizens  intervene;  Gescllschaft  v.  Umbreit,  127  Wis.  663,  15  L.R.A.(X.S.) 
1049,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  1063,  106  N.  W.  821,  on  when  an  assignment  for  creditors 
made  in  another  state  will  be  given  effect. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Barth  v.  Backus,  23  L.  R.  A.  47,  which  denies  validity  of 
voluntary  assignment  though  valid  in  state  of  assignor's  domicil,  requiring  dis- 
charge of  debts  of  creditors  accepting  dividends:  Buswell  v.  Supreme  Sitting,  0. 
I.  H.  23  I-..  R.  A.  846,  which  upholds  right  of  intervention  of  receiver  of  foreign 
corporation  appointed  at  its  domicil;  American  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Farmers  Loan 
&  T.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  338,  which  upholds  receiver's  right  to  object  to  prosecution 
by  corporate  officer  of  writ  of  error  in  other  state;  Holbrook  v.  Ford,  27  L.  R.  A. 
324,  which  holds  receiver  of  foreign  corporation's  property  takes  no  title  to  debts 
due  from  persons  in  other  state;  Commercial  Nat.  Bank  v.  Matherwell  Iron  & 
Steel  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  164,  which  denies  right  of  receiver  to  sue  in  other  state 
for  property  never  in  his  possession;  Robertson  v.  Stead,  33  L.  R.  A.  203,  which 
holds  foreign  receiver  obtaining  possession  of  property  is  entitled  to  protection 
anywhere;  Guarantee  Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.  v.  Philadelphia,  R.  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  38  L. 
R.  A.  804,  which  sustains  jurisdiction  of  state  court  appointing  railroad  receiver 
to  direct  as  to  wages  for  operation  within  state,  though  services  also  performed 
in  other  state;  Castleman  v.  Templeman,  41  L.  R.  A.  367,  which  denies  receiver's 
power  to  consent  to  decree  in  other  state  for  payment  of  assessments  by  stock- 
holders to  creditors;  Ward  v.  Connecticut  Pipe  Mfg.  Co.  42  L.  R.  A.  706,  which 
requires  attachment  creditor  to  account  for  fair  value  of  goods  at  time  of  attach- 
ment, before  sharing  in  benefit  of  receivership  in  other  state;  Wyman  v.  Eaton, 
43  L.  R.  A.  695,  which  denies  foreign  receiver's  right  to  enforce  stockholder's  lia- 
bility created  by  law  of  other  state,  when  injurious  to  residents;  Linville  v.  Had- 
den,  43  L.  R.  A.  222,  which  holds  nonresident  creditor  of  foreign  corporation  in 
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hands  of  receiver  entitled  tt)  same  protection  as  resident  creditors  against  receiv- 
er's claim  to  property;  Price  v.  Ward,  46  L.  R.  A,  459,  which  denies  administra- 
tor's right  to  sue  to  redeem  from  mortga^,  land  in  other  state,  by  setting  off 
waste  committed  by  mortgagee  in  possession;  Segnitz  v.  Garden  City  Bkg.  &  T. 
Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  327,  which  holds  money  cm  deposit  in  bank  of  other  state  applica- 
ble to  notes  of  assizor  for  creditors  held  by  bank  after  their  maturity. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.  R,  A,  33,  42)  on  transfer  of  property  out  of  state  by 
bankruptcy  or  insolvency  proceedings  or  by  assignment  for  creditors;  (26  L.  lU 
A,  218)  on  garnishment  of  money  due  from  receiver;  (71  Am.  St.  Rep.  372) 
on  same  point;  (65  L,R.A,  353)  on  transfer  of  property  out  of  state  by  bank- 
ruptcy or  insolvency  proceedings  or  assignment  for  creditors;  (70  L.R.A.  545) 
on  right  of  nonresidents  to  sue  foreign  corporations;  (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  881,^ 
882)  on  injunction  against  suits  in  other  states  after  appointment  of  receiver; 
(47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  380)  on  right  of  receiver  to  enforce  liability  of  corporate  stock- 
holder outside  state  of  appointment. 

23  L.  R.  A.  58,  JASPER  v.  HAZEN,  4  N.  D.  1,  58  N.  W.  454. 
Appellate  Jarisdictlon  as  to  qaeatlons  of  fact. 

Cited  in  Christ ianson  v.  Farmers'  Warehouse  Asso.  5  N.  D.  444,  32  L.  R.  A. 
731,  67  N.  W.  300,  upholding  constitutionality  of  act  requiring  supreme  court,  on 
appeal,  to  try  anew  all  cases  tried  below;  Parkison  v.  Thompson,  164  Ind.  623, 
73  N.  E.  109,  3  Ann-  Cas,  677,  holding  an  act  providing  that  on  appeal  the 
appellate  court  must  if  required  by  the  assignment  of  errors  weigh  the  evidence, 
did  not  relieve  the  appellant  from  the  burden  of  establishing  that  the  judgment 
below  was  not  supported  by  the  evidence;  Re  Bumette,  73  Kan.  622,  85  Pac, 
575,  holding  it  beyond  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  enlarge  the  original  juris- 
diction of  the  supreme  court  by  authorizing  the  primary  consideration  of  cases> 
other  than  specified  in  the  constitution. 
Deed  Intended  as  mortgwLge, 

Followed  in  McGuin  v.  Lee,  10  K  D.  169,  86  N.  W.  714,  holding  evidence  in- 
sufficient to  show  absolute  deed  intended  as  mortgage. 

Cited  in  Rubo  v.  Bennett,  85  111.  App.  488,  holding  that  in  case  of  doubt,  court 
of  equity  prefers  construing  deed  as  mortgage;  Miller  v.  Smith,  20  N.  D.  100, 
126  N.  W.  499 ;  Larson  v.  Dutiel,  14  S.  D.  482,  85  N.  W.  1006,— holding  that  to- 
justify  finding  that  deed  absolute  on  its  face  was  given  to  secure  debt,  proof 
must  clearly  show  mutual  understanding,  that  instrument  was  accepted  as  mort- 
gage; Sonimers  v.  Wagner,  21  N.  D.  539,  131  N.  W.  797,  to  the  point  that  before 
deed  should  be  declared  mortgage  proof  as  to  same  should  be  "clear,  specific,^ 
satisfactory  and  convincing;"  McKenzie  v.  Gussner,  —  N.  D.  — ,  37  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  921,  134  N.  W.  33,  holding  that  deed  which  only  evidences  security  trans- 
action is  but  a  mortgage;  Forester  v.  Van  Auken,  12  N.  D.  185,  96  N.  W.  301, 
holding  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face  was  in- 
tended to  be  a  mortgage;  Wells  v.  Geyer,  12  N.  D.  320,  96  N.  W.  289,  holding 
the  proof  necessary  to  declare  a  deed  and  a  conveyance  to  reconvey  a  mortgage 
must  be  clear,  satisfactory  and  specific;  W^adge  v.  Kittleson,  12  N.  D.  459,  97 
N.  W.  856 ;  Standard  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Church,  11  N.  D.  420,  92  N.  W.  805,— 
on  it  being  necessary  to  support  a  finding  that  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face  was 
intended  as  a  mortgage  that  the  evidence  be  clear,  convincing  and  satisfactory 
so  as  to  leave  no  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the  court;  Smith  v.  Jensen,  16  N.  D.  412^, 
114  N.  W.  306;  Northwestern  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lough,  13  X.  D.  602,  102  N.  W. 
160, — on  clear,  satisfactory  and  specific  evidence  to  show  an  absolute  deed  ta 
be  in  fact  a  mortgage. 
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Proof  to  Tary  a  Trrltlmar* 

Cited  in  Carter  v.  Carter,  14  N.  D.  67,  103  N.  W.  426,  holding  the  proof  neces- 
sary to  establish  a  resulting  trust  in  real  property  by  parol  evidence,  must  be 
clear,  satisfactory  and  specific;  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  17  N.  D.  279,  115  N.  W. 
836,  holding  same  where  it  is  sought  to  set  aside  a  deed  on  grounds  of  duress. 
Aevlevv^   of   evidence   on   appeal. 

Cited  in  Nichols  &  S.  Co.  v.  Stangler,  7  N.  D.  109,  72  N.  W.  1089,  holding  that 
•when  evidence  is  evenly  balanced,  or  nearly  so,  appellate  court  should  adopt  view 
«tt  court  below;  Riley  v.  Riley,  9  X.  D.  583,  84  N.  W.  347,  holding  on  appeal,  evi- 
dence of  material  alteration  not  sufficiently  strong  and  convincing  to  warrant  an- 
nulling of  deed;  Paulson  v.  Ward,  4  N.  D.  106,  58  N.  W.  792,  reviewing  and 
holding  evidence  sufficient  to  show  grantee's  participation  in  fraud  of  grantor, 
warranting  setting  aside  conveyance;  Hostetter  v.  Brooks  Elevator  Co.  4  N.  D. 
361,  61  N.  W.  49,  holding  appellate  court  not  warranted  in  disturbing  findings 
of  fact  upon  examination  of  evidence;  Re  Eaton,  4  N.  D.  518,  62  N.  W.  597,  hold- 
ing fact  that  there  is  some  evidence  to  support  finding  in  disbarment  proceeding 
Tiot  conclusive  on  appellate  court;  Axion  Min.  Co.  v.  White,  10  S.  D.  202,  72  N". 
W.  462,  refusing  to  disturb  finding  not  against  fair  preponderance  of  testimony; 
Roberts  v.  Little,  18  N.  D.  615,  120  N.  W.  563  (dissenting  opinion),  on  duty  of 
■court  as  to  giving  weight  to  findings  of  trial  court;  Ructtell  v.  Greenwich  Ins. 
Co.  16  N.  D.  550,  113  N.  W.  1029;  Dowagiac  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hallekson,  13  N.  D.  265, 
100  N.  W.  717, — ^holding  a  court's  findings  of  fact  will  not  be  set  aside  on  appeal 
■unless  clearly  against  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence. 
Conatruction  of  adopted  forelgrn  statate. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  I^IcCue  v.  Blaisdell,  18  N.  D.  42,  119  N.  W.  360,  holding 
that  legislature,  in  adopting  foreign  statute,  which  has  been  construed  in  foreign 
state,  is  presumed  to  have  adopted  construction  there  given. 

23  L.  R.  A.  67,  STATE  eof  rel.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK  v.  HARTLEY,  39  Neb.  353, 

58  N.  W.  172. 
Depoaita    In    banks. 

Cited  in  Re  State  Treasurer's  Settlement,  51  Neb.  131,  36  L.  R,  A.  751,  foot- 
note p.  746,  70  N.  W.  532,  holding  deposit  pf  public  money  by  state  treasurer  in 
legally  constituted  depository  a  loan  of  such  money;  Bartley  v.  State,  53  Neb. 
337,  73  N.  W.  744,  holding  bank  a  debtor  of  state  to  amount  of  deposit  of  state 
moneys  therein;  Nichols  v.  State,  46  Neb.  719,  65  N.  W.  774,  holding  that  general 
deposit  in  banK  by  customer  is  in  nature  of  loan;  State  v.  Ross,  65  Or.  462. 
42  L.R.A.(N.S.)  609,  104  Pac.  596,  holding  that  under  statute  deposit  for  col- 
lection and  safekeeping  of  educational  fund,  is  "special  deposit"  title  to  which 
-does  not  pass  to  bank;  Johnson  County  v.  Chamberlain  Bkg.  House,  74  Neb. 
550,  104  N.  W.  1061,  holding  a  county  in  a  corporate  character  was  a  proper 
-party  to  proceedings  against  a  bank  and  sureties  on  its  bond  to  secure  deposits 
of  moneys  by  the  county  treasurer,  for  a  breach  of  the  conditions  of  such  bond. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Marquette  v.  Wilkinson,  43  L.  R.  A.  840,  which  holds 
that  city  funds  redeposited  in  other  bank,  under  arrangement  for  sharing  depos- 
its, are  held  in  trust  for  city  as  against  original  banker's  assignee  for  creditors; 
!Maloy  v.  Bemadlllo  County,  52  L.R.A.  126,  which  denies  defaulting  county 
•treasurer's  liability  to  county  for  interest  paid  to  him  by  bank  in  which  public 
inoney  deposited,  after  he  has  paid  county. 

'Conatruction  of  atatntea. 

Cited  in  Re  Prosole,  32  Nev.  383,  108  Pac.  630,  holding  that  all  parts  of  same 
.«6t  must  be  considered  together,  and  consideration  of  entire  act  may  expand  or 
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restrict  terms  of  particular  clause;   State  ex  rel.  Saunders  v.  Fink,  74  Neb. 
644,  104  N.  W.  1059,  on  how  statutes  are  to  be  construed. 

23  L.  R.  A.  73,  FURLEY  v.  CHICAGO,  M.  &  ST.  P.  R.  CQ.  90  Iowa,  146,  57  N. 

W.  719. 
violation    of   statatorT   reBmlations. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  122  Iowa,  26,  101  Am.  St.  Rep. 
254,  96  N.  W.  904,  holding  penal  statute  requiring  trains  to  stop  at  certain 
places  not  violated  where  failure  to  comply  due  to  defective  brakes;  Evans  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  309  Minn.  74,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  283,  122  N.  W.  876,  on 
want  of  knowledge  and  inability  to  learn  by  the  exercise  of  due  care  the  purpose 
of  bringing  an  animal  into  state  as  relieving  from  liability  in  failing  to  have 
animal  inspected  as  required  by  statute. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.  640)  on  validity  and  construction  of  statutory  regu- 
lations as  to  infected  animals;   (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  551)  on  liability  for  spreading; 
contagion. 
Judicial  notice  of  dlseaae. 

Cited  in  Dorr  Cattle  Co.  v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  128  Iowa,  364,  103  N.  W. 
1003,  holding  the  courts  will  take  judicial  notice  that  Texas  fever  is  infectious 
or  contagious. 

23  L.  R.  A.  82,  WIANT  v.  HAYS,  38  W.  Va.  681,  18  S.  E.  807. 
Personal   property  sobjeet   to   transfer. 

Cited  in  Stevenson  v.  Kyle,  42  W.  Va.  232,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  854,  24  S.  E.  886; 
holding  that  order  on  fund  does  not  operate  as  assignment,  unless  fund  ha«  real 
or  potential  existence  in  hands  of  drawee. 
lilen   tpon  personal   property. 

Cited  in  Re  Randolph,  187  Fed.  190,  holding  that  after  execution  is  levied 
upon  personalty,  injunction  to  restrain  sale  thereunder  by  strangers  to  execu- 
tion, from  whom  bond  only  for  damages  and  costs  was  required,  did  not  destro}^ 
lien  under  section  4173  of  code;  Park  v.  McCauley,  67  W.  Va.  106,  28  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1037,  67  S.  E.  174,  21  Ann.  Cas.  199,  holding  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  in  the- 
hiinds  of  an  officer  for  execution  is  a  lien  upon  a  legacy  given  the  debtor. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Boisseau  v.  Penn,  57  L.  R.  A.  380,.  which  holds  execution* 
not  lien  on  interest  of  debtor  in  twenty-year  distribution  policy  on  his  life,  which 
ceases  on  failure  to  pay  premiums. 
Forfeiture    proceedings. 

Cited  in  Cecil  v.  Clark,  44  W.  Va.  679,  30  S.  E.  216,  holding  forfeiture  pro- 
ceeding for  sale  of  lands  for  benefit  of  school  fund,  chancery  suit;  Cecil  v.  Clark, 
44  W.  Va.  680,  30  S.  E.  216,  holding  heirs  having  interest  in  land,  not  made  par- 
ties to  forfeiture  proceeding  relating  thereto,  not  bound  thereby;  King  v.  Mul- 
lins,  171  U.  S.  432,  43  L.  ed.  225,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  925,  holding  proceeding  in  cir- 
cuit court  of  West  Virginia  for  sale  of  forfeited  lands,  a  judicial  proceeding; 
Richards  v.  Mathews,  68  W.  Va.  97,  69  S.  E.  644,  to  the  point  that  prior  to  act 
of  1882,  proceedings  for  sale  of  state  lands  was  in  its  nature  purely  ministerial 
and  ex  parte;  Starr  v.  Sanpselle,  65  W.  Va.  448,  47  S.  E.  256,  holding  a  proceed- 
ing instituted 'and  prosecuted  by  a  commissioner  of  school  lands  for  the  sale  of 
forfeited  lands  for  the  benefit  of  a  school  fund  is  a  judicial  proceeding. 
-—  As  affectlngr  title. 

Cited  in  State  v.  King,  64  W.  Va.  597,  63  S.  E.  468,  on  a  forfeiture  for  a  non- 
payment of  taxes  as  operating  to  transfer  the  title  of  the  delinquent  owner  to 
the  state. 
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Validity  of  forfeiture  acts  for  nonpayment  of  taxes. 

Cited  in  Webb  v.  Ritter,  60  W.  Va.  230,  64  S.  E.  484;  Eastern  Kentucky  Coal 
Land  Corp.  v.  Com.  127  Ky.  695,  106  S.  W.  260, — to  the  effect  that  forfeiture 
for  the  nonpayment  of  taxes  does  not  deprive  the  owner  of  property  without  due 
process  of  law. 
Sale  of  property  bavlnar  potential  existence. 

Cited  in  note  (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  476)  on  sale  of  personal  property  having 
potential  existence. 

23  L.  R.  A.  86,  FORT  v.  STATE,  92  Ga.  8,  18  S.  E.  14. 
JLloyds   association. 

Cited  in  Enterprise  Lumber  Co.  v.  Mundy,  62  N.  J.  L.  21,  55  L.  R.  A.  201,  42 
Atl.  1063,  upholding  validity  of  "Lloyds"  contract  or  policy  of  insurance. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Com.  v  Reincphl,  25  L.  R.  A.  247,  which  holds  guarantee 
Lloyds  not  a  "company"  within  provision  as  to  acting  as  agent  for  foreign 
company. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  239)  on  restrictions  on  insurance  by  unincorporated 
associations  or  individuals;  Lloyds  associations. 
Validity  of  Insurance  contracts. 

Cited  in  Jalonick  v.  Greene  County  Oil  Co.  7  Ga.  App.  310,  66  S.  E.  815,  hold- 
ing that  under  statute  no  contract  of  insurance  is  enforceable  in  this  state,  un- 
less insurer,  when  policy  was  written,  was  duly  licensed  to  do  business  in  this 
state;  State  v.  Alley,  96  Miss.  778,  51  So.  467  (dissenting  opinion),  on  validity 
of  interstate  insurance  contracts  in  states  where  statutes  of  state  do  not  cover 
particular  form  in  which  business  is  conducted. 

23  L.  R.  A.  88,  ST.  TAUL  &  D.  R.  CO.  v.  DULUTH,  56  Minn.  494>  45  Am.  St. 

Rep.  491,  58  N.  W.  159. 
Interference  'wltli  natural  fkoir  of  surface  viraters. 

Cited  in  Dudley  v.  Buffalo,  73  Minn.  352,  76  N.  W.  44,  holding  village  not  lia- 
ble  for  overflow  of  private  property  by  reason  of  inadequate  drains;  Maysville 
V.  Brooks,  145  Ky.  534,  140  S.  W.  065,  holding  that  municipality  is  not  liable 
for  injury  caused  to  property  holders  by  freshets,  which  burst  sewer,  not  accepted 
by  city,  and  overflowed  adjoining  property;  Ginter  v.  St.  Mark's  Church,  95 
Minn.  29,  69  L.R.A.  629,  footnote  p.  621,  ill  Am.  St.  Rep.  438,  103  N.  W.  738 
(dissenting  opinion),  as  to  the  liability  of  land  owners  in  cities  as  to  surface 
water;  Miller  v.  Newport  News,  101  Va.  440,  44  S.  E.  712,  holding  city  not  liable 
for  injuries  done  by  draining  off  surface  water  in  diteh  which  is  its  natural 
course. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Albany  v.  Sikes,  26  L.  R.  A.  653,  which  holds  no  common 
law  as  to  surface  water  established  by  adjudication  before  independence  of  coun- 
try; Gilflllan  v.  Schmidt,  31  L.  R.  A.  547,  which  sustains  power  to  deepen  natural 
line  of  drainage  of  marsh  fed  entirely  by  surface  water;  Churchill  v.  Beethe,  35 
L.  R.  A.  442,  which  sustains  right  of  county  to  divert  surface  water  in  exercise  of 
right  of  eminent  domain;  Jordan  v.  Benwood,  36  L.  R.  A,  619,  which  denies,  lia- 
bility of  city  for  change  of  street  grade,  preventing  flow  of  surface  water  from 
lot;  McAskill  v.  Hancock,  55  L.  R.  A.  738,  which  holds  township  liable  for  caus- 
ing surface  water  to  overflow  private  property;  Franklin  v.  Durgee,  58  L.  R.  A. 
112,  which  denies  right  to  fill  depressions  in  land,  casting  surface  water  back  on 
highway  to  its  injury;  Todd  v.  York  County,  66  L.R.A.  561,  which  holds  that 
owner's  right  to  discharge  surface  water  from  premises  does  not  permit  him  to 
collect  it  in  volume  and  by  means  of  artiflcial  channel  discharge  it  on  another's 
land   contrary  to  natural   course  of  drainage;    Baldwin  v.  Ohio  Township,  67 
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L.R.A.  642,  which  Bustains  right  of  one  through  whose  landB  natural  water 
course  flows  to  accumulate  surface  waters  in  such  stream  as  against  lower 
riparian  owner. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  674)  on  duty  and  liability  of  municipality  with  re- 
spect to  drainage. 

23  L.  R.  A.  90,  ISHAM  v.  POST,  141  N.  Y.  100,  56  N.  Y.  S.  R.  656,  38  Am.  St. 
Rep.  766,  35  N.  E.  1084. 

Report  of  second  appeal  in  167  N.  Y.  532,  60  N.  E.  1113,  Affirming  51  App.  Div. 
605,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  1137. 
LilabilltT  'or  neflrllarence. 

Cited  in  Price  v.  Ga  Nun,  11  Misc.  75,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  801,  holding  optician  lia- 
ble for  negligence  in  making  pair  of  glasses  from  prescription;  Steube  y.  Chris- 
topher &.  S.  Architectural  Iron  Foundry  Co.  85  Mo.  App.  650,  holding  that  in 
action  for  personal  injury,  where  n^ligence  is  in  reasonable  doubt,  it  is  question 
for  jury. 

Cited  in  notes  (50  Am.  St.  Rep.  117,  123)  on  liability  of  agents  for  negligence 
of  subagents;   (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  382)  on  liability  of  notaries. 
— —  Of  bantu  and  banlceni. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  German  Bank,  107  Iowa,  545,  70  Am.  St.  Rep. 
216,  78  N.  W.  195,  holding  bank  not  liable  for  negligence  of  notary  public,  its 
assistant  cashier;  Clinton  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Park  Bank,  37  App.  Div.  607, 
56  N.  Y.  Supp.  244,  holding  evidence  as  to  custom  of  bankers  as  to  examination 
of  securities  admissible  on  question  of  negligence;  Watson  v.  Fagner,  208  111. 
144,  70  N.  E.  23,  holding  banker  liable  for  negligence  in  loaning  customer's  money 
to  unsafe  borrower. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Grow  v.  Cockrill,  36  L.  R.  A.  89,  which  holds  bank  receiver 
not  liable  for  president's  loan  of  depositor's  money. 

Cited  in  notes  (38  Am.  St.  Rep.  787)  on  care  required  of  bankers  acting  as 
agents  or  bailees;  (54  Am.  St.  Rep.  733)  on  liability  of  bank  directors  for  loss 
of  deposit;  (77  Am.  St.  Rep.  615,  626,  627)  on  duties  of  banks  acting  as  collect- 
ing agents;  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  791)  on  title  of  bank  to  money  deposited  with  or 
collected  by  it. 
Burden  of  proof. 

Cited  in  Patriska  v.  Kronk,  57  Misc.  554,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  1092,  holding  the 
burden  rests  on  a  gratuitous  bailee  to  show  the  circumstances  of  the  loss. 
Creation  of  fldnclarr  relationffblp. 

Cited  in  VVahl  v.  Tracy,  139  Wis.  670,  121  N.  W.  660,  holding  stockbrokers 
accepting    a   customer's    money    for    the   purpose   of   purchasing    stock   become 
fiduciaries  for  that  purpose. 
ClrcnuKiRtances  reqnlrlnflr  Inqnlry. 

Cited  in  American  Exch.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Woodlawn  Cemetery,  120  App.  Div. 
131,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  305,  holding  the  mere  fact  that  names  of  the  owners  of 
stock  were  filled  in  by  one  having  no  authority  to  do  so  although  connected  with 
the  corporation  was  sufficient  to  put  the  taker  on  inquiry  as  to  the  spurious 
nature  of  the  certificates. 

23  L.  R.  A.  95,  PEOPLE  ex  rel.  THURBER-WHYLAND  CO.  v.  BARKER,  141  N. 

Y.  118,  56  N.  Y.  S.  R.  586,  35  N.  E.  1073. 
Taxable  peraonaltry  and  deductions  allow^able. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel  Yellow  Pine  Co.  v.  Barker,  23  App.  Div.  526,  48  N.  Y. 
43upp.  553,  holding  foreign  corporation  taxable  on  credits  and  bills  receivable  on 
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business  done  in  New  York;  People  ex  rel.  Barney  v.  Barker,  16  App.  Div.  263, 
44  N.  Y.  Supp.  718,  holding  nonresident  not  entitled  to  exemption  from  taxation 
of  sum  invested  in  New  York,  merely  beoiuse  of  greater  indebtedness  to  citizens 
of  state;  People  6a?  rel.  Lemmon  v.  Feitner,  167  N.  Y.  9,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  698,  60 
N.  E.  265,  holding  value  of  seat  in  stock  exchange  owned  by  nonresident  not  tax- 
able; Sprague  v.  Fletcher,  69  Vt.  81,  37  L.  R.  A.  844,  37  Pac.  239,  holding  invalid, 
statute  denying  right  to  nonresidents  only  of  deducting  debts  from  taxable  prop- 
erty; People  ex  rel.  Bird  v.  Barker,  145  N.  Y.  242,  39  N.  E.  1065,  holding  nonresi- 
dent special  partner  not  entitled  to  deduction  of  partnership  indebtedness  from 
sum  taxable. 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  332)  on  constitutional  equality  in  United  States  in 
relation  to  corporate  taxation. 

Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  Hans  Rees  Sons  v.  Miller,  90  App.  Div.  694,  86 
N.  Y.  Supp.  193,  holding  in  the  computation  of  the  franchise  tax  on  the  assets 
of  a  domestic  corporation  doing  business  largely  in  another  state,  the  liabilities 
should  be  deducted  from  its  assets  and  the  value  of  the  good,  will  be  added  to  the 
remainder  and  the  tax  imposed  on  the  portion  of  such  sum  employed  within 
the  state. 

Limited  in  People  ew-  rel.  Hecker- Jones- Jewell  Mill.  Co.  v.  Barker,  147  N.  Y. 
34,  29  L.  R.  A.  395,  footnote  p.  39^,  41  N.  E.  436,  Affirming  86  Hun,  152,  67  N. 
Y.  S.  R.  756,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  1019,  requiring  deduction  of  unpaid  part  of  purchase 
money  for  property  bought  in  state  by  foreign  corporation  in  determining  sum 
invested. 

23  L.  R  A.  97,  Re  WORTHINGTON,  141  N.  Y.  9,  56  N.  Y.  S.  R.  561,  35  N.  E. 

929. 
AaslBrnmeiits  a^rainst   public   policy. 

Cited  in  Woodbridge  v.  Bockes,  59  App.  Div.  517,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  417,  holding 
release  by  cestui  que  trust  of  act^rued  income  valid;  Re  King,  110  Mich.  207,  6S 
N.  W.  154,  holding  assignment  of  compensation  for  services  as  executrix  against 
public  policy. 
— —  ITneanted  salary  or  Tva^es. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Schmitt  v.  Grout,  45  Misc.  508,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  742, 
holding  an  assignment  by  a  public  officer  of  all  his  claims  against  the  city,  due 
or  to  become  due,  did  not  entitle  the  creditor  to  salary  earned  thereafter,  the 
assignment  being  invalid;  Thompson  v.  Interborough  Rapid  Transit  Co.  49 
Misc.  103,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  416,  considering  the  validity  of  assignments  by  the 
employees  of  quasi-public  corporations  of  unearned  wages. 
Rlflrht  of  executor  to  comuisvlons. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Andrews  v.  Cameron,  140  App.  Div.  83,  124  N.  Y.  Supp. 
949,  holding  that  commissions  of  temporary  administrators  while  unliquidated 
are  merely  inchoate,  unassignable  and  not  subject  of  taxation;  Oakeshott  v. 
Smith,  104  App.  Div.  388,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  659,  holding  an  executor  is  not  entitled 
to  his  commissions  until  the  will  has  been  proved,  letters  testamentary  issued 
and  the  account  presented  and  passed  upon  by  the  surrogate;  Re  McCormick,  4G 
Misc.  396,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  1071,  on  the  determination  of  the  allowance  of  com- 
missions to  executors  who  discontinue  to  act  as  such  before  the  settlement  of  the 
estate. 

23  L.  R.  A.  99,  LIMBURG  v.  GERMAN  F.  INS.  CO.  90  Iowa,  709,  48  Am.  St. 

Rep.  468,  57  N.  W.  626. 
Occupancy   ivithln    terms   of   Insurance   policy. 

Cited  in  Names  v.  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  95  Iowa,  650,  64  N.  W.  628,  holdinij 
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occupancy  of  house,  with  sole  intent  of  burning  property  therein,  not  occupancy 
within  terms  of  policy;  Des  Moines  Ice  Co.  v.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  99  Iowa,  200, 
€8  N.  W.  600,  holding  ice  house  not  vacant,  as  matter  of  law,  within  meaning  of 
policy,  because  nothing  therein  in  October  except  tools  and  small  quantity  of  ice; 
Connecticut  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Buchanan,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  765,  73  C.  C.  A.  Ill,  141 
Fed.  882,  holding  the  conditions  respecting  the  use  and  occupation  of  a  school 
building  were  broken  where  it  was  used  for  the  temporary  storage  of  the  school 
library  and  the  effects  of  a  former  teacher  and  its  use  for  school  purposes  had 
been  suspended  indefinitely;  Cone  v.  Century  F.  Ins.  Co.  139  Iowa,  210,  117  N. 
W.  307,  on  a  change  -in  the  use  and  occupation  of  premises  as  avoiding  insur- 
ance thereon  where  so  stipulated  in  the  policy. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Moody  v.  Amazon  Ins.  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  313,  which  holds 
nonoccupancy  without  increase  of  risk  or  fraud  insufficient  to  avoid  policy;  Hen- 
derson Trust  Co.  V.  Stuart,  48  L.  R.  A.  49,  which  holds  executor  liable  for  loss  of 
insurance  from  failure  to  apply  for  extension  of  vacancy  permit;  Home  Ins.  Co, 
V.  Hancock,  62  L.  R.  A.  665,  which  holds  house  not  vacant  because  custodian  has 
access  to  only  one  room;  Grerman  Ins.  Co.  v.  Russell,  58  L.  R.  A.  234,  which  holds 
policy  absolutely  forfeited  by  allowing  premises  to  remain  vacant  time  specified 
in  policy;  Hampton  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  344,  which  holds  church 
building  kept  for  use  for  purposes  for  which  designed  not  vacant  and  unoccupied ; 
Brehm  Lumber  Co,  v.  Svea  Ins.  Co.  68  L.R.A.  110,  which  holds  policy  on  shingle 
mill  and  dry  kiln  in  close  proximity  divisible  as  to  amounts  of  indemnity  and 
avoided  in  entirety  by  shutting  down  of  mill  without  permission,  though  shingles 
are  still  transferred  into  and  out  of  the  kiln. 
iBrnorlniT  inatmction  of  court. 

Cited  in  World  Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  v.  Worthing,  59  Neb.  689,  81  N.  W.  620,  hold- 
ing failure  of  jury  to  follow  court's  instructions  reversible  error. 

23  L.  R.  A.  103,  WILKES  v.  DAVIES,  8  Wash.  112,  35  Pac,  611. 
Rlfflits  of  ow^ner  of  Improvements  on  scliool  lands. 

Cited  in  Brummett  v.  Campbell,  32  Wash.  368,  73  Pac.  403,  holding  that  one 
lawfully  in  possession  of  school  lands,  and  having  improvements  thereon,  has 
right  as  against  subsequent  purchaser  to  retain  possession  until  paid  for. 

Cited  in  note    (70  L.R.A.  812)    on  right  of  one  who  buys,  or  makes  lawful 
entry  on,  public  land,  to  crops  and  improvements  placed  thereon  by  another. 
Conclnslvenem  of  prior  decisions  and  Judarments. 

Cited  in  Furth  v.  Snell,  13  Wash.  665,  43  Pac.  935,  holding  that  where  evi- 
dence on  second  trial  is  substantially  same  as  on  first,  law  as  established  on 
facts  on  first  appeal  is  binding;  Isensee  v.  Austin,  15  Wash.  358,  46  Pac.  394, 
holding  assignees  barred  by  rule  of  res  judicata  as  to  defenses  available  to  as- 
signors in  former  action;  Dunsmuir  v.  Port  Angeles,  Gas,  Water,  Electric  Light 
&  P.  Co.  30  Wash.  592,  71  Pac.  9,  holding  action  for  recovery  of  taxes  not  barred 
by  former  action  between  same  parties,  in  which  controversy  was  not  determined 
because  remedy  not  deemed  appropriate;  Clark  v.  Eltinge,  34  Wash.  330,  75  Pac. 
866,  on  the  conclusiveness  of  a  judgment  in  a  former  action  between  the  same 
parties  in  a  subsequent  suit;  Hammock  v.  Tacoma,  44  Wash.  628,  87  Pac.  024, 
holding  on  the  retrial  of  a  cLUse  the  holding  on  a  former  appeal  that  a  notice 
of  injury  due  to  a  defective  sidewalk  was  sufficient,  is  conclusive;  Crooker 
V.  Pacific  Lounge  &  Mattress  Co.  34  Wash.  198,  75  Pac.  632,  holding  where  on  a 
previous  appeal  of  an  action  by  a  servant  for  injuries  the  decision  that  defend- 
ant's motion  for  a  nonsuit  was  improperly  granted  is  conclusive  in  a  subse- 
quent appeal  on  a  different  issue  although  on  the  same  state  of  facts. 
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Cited  in  note  (34  L.  R.  A.  327)  on  conclusiveness  of  prior  decisions  on  sub- 
sequent appeals. 

23  L.  R.  A.  Ill,  ADAMS  v.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK,  113  N.  C.  332,  18  S.  E.  513. 
Settlement  of  accomits  irlth  banks. 

Cited  in  Hodgin  v.  Peoples*  Nat.  Bank,  124  N.  C.  543,  32  S.  E.  887,  holding 
deposit  of  individual  partner  not  applicable  to  indebtedness  of  firm  to  bank. 

Cited  in  note  (111  Am.  St.  Rep.  425)  on  bankers'  liens  not  founded  on  con- 
tract. 

Distinguished  in  Davis  v.  Industrial  Mfg.  Co.  114  N.  C.  333,  23  L.  R.  A.  325, 
19  S.  £.  371,  holding  receiver  of  insolvent  bank  in  settling  with  creditor  en- 
titled to  deduct  all  sums  for  which  he  is  debtor,  as  principal  or  surety. 
Partnership  debts  as  connterclalm  a^ralnst  a  partner  personally. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Bessemer  City  Cotton  Mills,  102  C.  C.  A.  232,  178  Fed. 
794,  holding  the  liability  of  partners  for  the  partnership  debts  being  joint  and 
several,  a  debt  of  the  partnership  founded  on  a  contract  may  be  pleaded  as  a 
counterclaim  in  an  action  by  a  partner  on  a  debt  due  him  individually. 

23  L.  R.  A.  113,  Re  MUNICIPAL  SUFFRAGE  TO  WOMEN,  160  Mass.  586,  36 

N.  E.  488. 
statutes  to  take  effect  upon  acceptance  by  -vote  of  people. 

Cited  in  Owen  v.  Baer,  154  Mo.  509,  55  S.  W.  644,  holding  sewer  tax  law  ap- 
plicable to  cities  of  fourth  class,  upon  two-thirds  vote  in  favor  thereof,  uncon- 
stitutional; Graham  v.  Roberts,  200  Mass.  157,  85  N.  E.  1009,  holding  the  pro- 
visions of  an  act  amending  the  charter  of  a  city  so  as  to  provide  for  the  initia- 
tive and  referendum,  which  makes  the  effectiveness  of  the  act  depend  on  the 
acceptance  of  the  voters  of  the  city  is  not  unconstitutional,  it  being  a  matter  •f 
local  concern. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Witter  v.  Forkner,  28  L.  R.  A.  206,  which 
upholds  statute  requiring  consent  of  city  council  and  majority  of  electors  to 
suspension  of  penalties  of  prohibitory  liquor  law;  State  ex  rel.  Childs  v.  Cope- 
land,  34  L.  R.  A.  777,  which  holds  void,  k)cal-option  law  granting  charter  power 
to  cities  of  certain  class,  to  take  effect  in  city  only  on  adoption  thereby. 

Cited  in  note  (114  Am.  St.  Rep.  319)  on  constitutionality  of  local  option  laws. 

Disapproved  in  Wright  v.  Cunningham,  115  Tenn.  462,  91  S.  W.  293,  holding 
an  act  amending  an  act  prohibiting  the  running  at  large  of  stock,  which  pro- 
vides that  the  act  shall  be  effective  only  on  the  adoption  by  the  voters  of  the 
county  is  unconstitutional  as  a  delegation  of  legislative  power. 
Delegation  of  ponver. 

Cited  in  Brodbine  v.  Revere,  182  Mass.  600,  66  N.  E.  607,  upholding  act  giv- 
ing metropolitan  park  commissioners  power  to  make  rules  for  regulation  of 
boulevards  within  their  care. 

23  L.  R.  A.  120,  CRUMLISH  v.  CENTRAL  IMPROV.  CO.  38  W.  Va.  390,  45 

Am.  St.  Rep.  872,  18  S.  £.  456. 
Payment    of    debt    by   volunteer. 

Cited  in  Schoonover  v.  Osborne,  117  Iowa,  438,  90  N.  W.  844,  holding  grantee 
of  land  redeeming  same  after  execution  sale  on  erroneous  judgment  not  volun- 
teer; S.  M.  Smith  Ins.  Agency  v.  Hamilton  F.  Ins.  Co.  69  W.  Va.  134,  71  S.  E. 
194,  holding  that  stranger  who  pays  another's  debt,  which  payment  is  not  ratified 
by  debtor,  may  sue  debtor  as  equitable  assignee  of  debt. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  United  States  use  of  Fidelity  Nat.  Bank  t.  Bundle.  52. 
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L.  R.  A.  505,  which  holds  money  furnished  to  pay  labor  claims  not  within  bond 
for  paying  persons  supplying  principal  with  labor  or  materials  for  prosecuting 
work;  People's  &  D.  Bank  v.  Craig,  52  L.  R.  A.  872,  which  holds  remittance  to 
owner  of  amount  of  note  by  one  receiving  for  collection,  out  of  his  own  funds, 
constitutes  payment  by  volunteer;  Marshall  v.  Bullard,  54  L.  R.  A.  862,  which 
holds  third  person's  part  payment  of  judgment  sufficient  consideration  for  re- 
lease of  balance;  Jackson  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  87,  which  holds 
accord  and  satisfaction  with  third  person,  authorized  or  ratified  by  debtor,  pre- 
vents action  by  creditor. 

Cited  in  notes   (100  Am.  St.  Rep.  397)   on  accord  and  satisfaction;    (10  Eng, 
Rul.  Cas.  410)  as  to  payment  of  debt  by  stranger. 
Rl^llt  to  anbroigratloii* 

Cited  in  Irvine  v.  Kearney  County,  75  Fed.  707,  holding  purchaser  of  void 
bonds  entitled  to  subrogation  to  rights  of  holders  of  warrants  for  which  bonds 
were  issued;  Bates  v.  Swiger,  40  W.  Va.  429,  21  S.  E.  874,  holding  one  offi- 
ciously paying  debt  of  another  as  stranger  not  entitled  to  subrogation;  Hawker 
V.  Moore,  40  W.  Va.  52,  20  S.  E.  848,  upholding  right  of  cosurety  to  subrogation ; 
Davis  v.  Schlemmer,  150  Ind.  477,  50  N.  E.  373,  holding  that  replevin  bail  sign- 
ing bond  at  request  of  one  not  a  party  may  be  entitled  to  subrogation  on  pay- 
ment of  judgment;  Gray  v.  Zellmer,  66  Kan.  518,  72  Pac.  228,  denying  subro- 
gation to  rights  of  prior  mortgagee,  where  mortgage  paid  without  mortgagor's 
knowledge  out  of  proceeds  of  subsequent  invalid  mortgage;  Charnock  v.  Jones, 
22  S.  D.  135,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  235,  115  N.  W.  1072,  holding  that  one  paying  note 
of  another  by  mistake  is  not  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  rights  of  payee. 

Annotation  cited  in  Potter  v.  Lohse,  31  Mont.  96,  77  Pac.  419,  as  to  what  the 
rights  of  subrogation  and  equitable  assignment  are  founded  upon. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Faires  v.  Cockrill,  28  L.  R.  A.  528,  which  denies  right 
to  contribution  ot  subrogation  between  co-obligors  on  written  contract;  Union 
Mortg.  Bkg.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Peters,  30  L.  R.  A.  829,  which  authorizes  subrogation  of 
one  advancing  money  at  debtor's  instance  for  use  in  paying  prior  security; 
Meeker  v.  Larson,  57  L.  R.  A,  901,  which  denies  right  of  one  furnishing  money 
to  discharge  mortgage,  to  be  subrogated  to  mortgagee's  rights. 

Cited  in  notes  (68  L.R.A.  514)  on  extinction  of  judgments  against  principals 
by  sureties'  payment;  (16  L.R.A.(X.S.)  233)  on  subrogation  of  one  paying 
stranger's  debt;  (16  L.RJi.(N.S.)  474)  on  right  of  assignee  of  equity  of  re- 
demption procuring  discharge  of  mortgage,  to  subrogation  or  revival  as  against 
junior  lien;  (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  494)  on  right  of  subrogation. 
Bffect   to   be   grlven   foreign   Jndgrment. 

Cited  in  Wells-Stone  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Truax,  44  W.  Va.  537,  29  S.  E.  1006, 
holding  loreign  judgment,  in  absence  of  fraud,  conclusive  on  collateral  attack; 
Winham  v.  Kline,  77  Mo.  App.  47,  holding  foreign  judgment,  obtained  on  per- 
sonal service,  binding  on  parties;  American  Mut  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mason,  159  Ind. 
17,  64  N.  E.  625,  holding  judgment  of  foreign  court  having  jurisdiction  of  sub- 
ject-matter and  persons  not  open  to  collateral  attack. 

Cited  in  note   (103  Am.  St.  Rep.  308,  319)   on  judgments  of  courts  of  other 
states. 
ErromeovM  Jadarments. 

Cited  in  Maxwell  v.  Leeson,  50  W.  Va.  369,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  875,  40  S.  E. 
420,  holding  erroneous  judgment  on  scire  facias  not  void  as  original  judgment 
where  it  awarded  execution. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.R.A.  233)  on  validity  of  personal  judgments  rendered 
upon  constructive  service. 


( 
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^aestlon   of   paTineiit    for   Jury. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  School  Dist.  No,  1,  6  Wyo.  491,  46  Pac.  1090,  re- 
fusing to  reverse  verdict  of  payment  of  note,  sustained  by  sufficient  evidence. 
Rlgrht  of  corporation  ofllcera  to  compenMitloii. 

Cited  in  Ravenswood  &  S.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Woodyard,  46  W.  Va.  561,  33  S.  E. 
285,  holding  compensation  for  president  or  director  of  private  joint  stock  cor- 
poration not  allowable  except  by  vote  of  stockholders;  Silverton  Min.  Co.  v. 
Haughwout,  44  Colo.  175,  96  Pac.  976,  on  liability  of  corporation  for  services 
performed  by  officials. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Eaton  v.  Robinson,  29  L.  R.  A.  100,  which  requires  offi- 
cers to  account  for  salaries  voted  and  paid  to  deprive  stockholders  of  rights; 
Huffaker  v.  Germania  Safety  Vault  &  T.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  384,  which  holds  di- 
rectors entitled  to  compensation  for  extraordinary  services  performed  without 
contract,  by  which  company  saved  from  bankruptcy;  Bassett  v.  Fairchild,  52 
L.  R.  A.  611,  which  sustains  director's  right,  without  direct  contract,  to  com- 
pensation for  services  not  connected  with  office. 

Cited  in  notes  (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  916)  on  right  of  corporate  officers  to  com- 
pensation for  services  rendered;  (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  611)  on  service  by,  and  re- 
muneration of,  directors  of  corporation. 

23  L.  R.  A.  135,  COTE  v.  MURPHY,  159  Pa.  420,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  686,  28  All. 

190. 
JLaw^fnl  and  nnla'vrfal  eombinatloms. 

Followed  in  Buchanan  v.  Kerr,  159  Pa.  434,  28  Atl.  196,  upholding  action  of 
association  of  employers  refusing  to  sell  material  to  person  acceding  to  demand 
ior  advance  in  wages. 

Cited  in  Macauley  Bros.  v.  Tierney,  19  R.  I.  263,  37  L.  R.  A.  461,  61  Am.  St. 
Bep.  770,  33  Atl.  1,  holding  agreement  of  members  of  association  not  to  deal 
^vith  wholesalers  selling  to  persons  not  members  of  association  not  conspiracy; 
Patterson  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  11  Kulp,  22,  enjoining  boycott  by  labor 
organization  against  manufacturer  of  building  materials;  Marietta  Casting  Co. 
V.  Thuma,  20  Lane  L.  Rev.  192,  28  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  260,  holding  that  court  will 
•enjoin  organization  of  strikers  from  threatening  or  otherwise  interfering  with 
workmen  taking  their  places;  Westmoreland  Coal  Co.  v.  McCartney,  20  Pa.  Dist. 
R.  59,  holding  that  striking  miners  who  by  threats  and  physical  force  prevent 
others  from  working  will  be  enjoined;  State  Line  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Brown,  11  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  513,  on  it  being  the  indefeasible  right  of  laborers  to  work  for  whom 
they  please  and  for  whatever  wages  they  may  fix;  L.  D.  Willcutt  v.  Sons  Co.  v. 
Driscoll,  200  Mass.  135,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1251,  85  N.  E.  897  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  right  of  labor  unions  to  carry  on  a  successful  strike  by  means  of  fines  and 
withdrawal  of  membership  of  member  who  fail  to  obey  strike  order;  Morris 
Run  Coal  Min.  Co.  v.  Guy,  14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  605,  30  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  649,  holding  the 
members  of  a  union  would  not  be  enjoined  from  attempting  to  persuade  others 
from  working  for  the  petitioner  where  no  acts  of  intimidation  or  threats; 
Marietta  Casting  Co.  v.  Thuma,  12  Pa.  Dist.  R.  566,  holding  the  striking  members 
'Of  a  union  would  be  enjoined  from  interfering  with  others  working  for  the 
employer  by  intimidation  and  threats;  Lefebore  v.  Knott,  32  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec, 
32  C.  S.  449,  holding  an  agreement  of  employers  to  lock  out  members  of  a  union 
in  case  they  strike  is  not  unlawful  as  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade; 
Patterson  v.  Building  Trade  Council,  11  Pa.  Dist.  R.  607,  on  when  combinations 
are  criminal  in  nature;  Wilson  v.  Hey,  232  111.  399,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  97,  122  Am. 
:St.  Rep.  119,  83  N.  E.  928,  13  Ann.  Cas.  82  (dissenting  opinion),  on  it  being 
;proper  for  two  or  more  persons  to  agree  to  refrain  from  dealing  with  another 
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and  giving  notice  to  others  that  they  have  so  agreed;  Parkinson  Co.  v.  Building 
Trades  Council,  164  Cal.  608,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  564,  98  Pac.  1027,  16  Ann.  Cas, 
1165  (opinion  dissenting  in  part),  on  it  being  unlawful  for  one  party  to  attempt 
to  acquire  a  benefit  from  another  by  demanding  that  a  third  party  withdraw^ 
his  patronage  from  the  former  by  threats  of  the  penalty  of  losing  the  latter's 
services;  Patterson  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  11  Pa.  Dist.  R.  505,  holding  that 
a  boycott  notice  sent  out  by  a  labor  union  which  tended  to  deter  others  from 
accepting  employment  with  the  person  boycotted  was  an  illegal  threat;  Erd- 
mann  v.  Mitchell,  10  Pa.  Dist.  R.  711,  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  acts  re- 
lieving workmen  from  criminal  prosecution  for  strikes. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ertz  v.  Produce  Exchange,  48  L.  R.  A.  90,  which  holds 
malicious,  conspiracy  to  injure  dealer  by  inducing  other  people  not  to  deal  with 
him;  Jackson  v.  Stanfield,  23  L.  R.  A.  588,  which  holds  combination  of  retail 
lumber  dealers  to  destroy  business  of  brokers  by  compelling  refusal  of  sales  to 
them,  actionable. 

Cited  in  notes  (62  L.R.A.  711)  on  effect  of  bad  motive  to  make  actionable 
what  would  otherwise  not  be;   (103  Am.  St.  Rep.  494)  on  boycotting. 

Distinguished  in  Temple  Iron  Co.  v.  Carmanoskie,  10  Kulp,  40,  7  Northamp- 
ton Co.  Rep.  261,  and  0*Neil  v.  Behanna,  182  Pa.  245,  38  L.  R.  A.  386,  61  Am. 
St.  Rep.  702,  37  Atl.  843,  holding  display  of  force  by  strikers  to  intimidate 
newly  employed  men,  illegal;  Vegelahn  v.  Gunter,  167  Mass.  99,  35  L.  R.  A- 
724.  J7  Am.  St.  Rep.  443,  44  N.  E.  1077,  holding  maintenance  of  patrol  in  front 
of  factory,  in  connection  with  social  pressure  and  threats,  unlawful;  Brown  v. 
Jacobs'  Pharmacy  Co.  115  Ga.  450,  57  L.  R.  A.  557,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  126,  41 
S.  £.  553,  holding  combination  of  merchants  to  compel  another  dealing  in  simi- 
lar croods  to  sell  at  prices  fixed  by  it,  enjoinable;  Kartell  v.  White,  185  Mass. 
262,  64  L.  R.  A.  264,  69  N.  E.  1085,  holding  action  for  damages  maintainable  by 
quarry  owmer  against  members  of  voluntary  association  imposing  fine  on  any 
member  dealing  with  him. 

23  L.  R.  A.  139,  PEOPLE  ex  rel  BRADLEY  v.  ILLINOIS  STATE  REFORMA- 
TORY, 148  in.  413,  36  N.  E.  76. 
State    reformatories. 

Cited  in  Henderson  v.  People,  165  111.  611,  46  N.  E.  711,  holding  state  re- 
formatory not  a  penitentiary;,  Marshall  v.  Illinois  State  Reformatory,  201  111. 
16,  66  N.  E.  314,  holding  state  reformatory  to  be  penal  institution. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Sanders,  23  L.  R.  A.  603,  which  denies  probate  court's 
power  to  commit  infant  to  reform  school  for  specific  crime  without  previous 
conviction. 
Indeterminate   aentencea. 

Cited  in  Murphy  v.  Com.  172  Mass.  275,  43  L.  R.  A.  169,  70  Am.  St.  Rep. 
266,  52  N.  E.  505«  holding  duration  of  indeterminate  sentence  not  uncertain: 
People  ew  reL  Abrams  v.  Fox,,  77  App.  Div.  250,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  56,  upholding 
vagrancy  law  permitting  prisoner's  earlier  discharge  in  case  of  not  having  been 
previously  convicted;  Miller  v.  State,  149  Ind.  616,  40  L.  R.  A.  112,  49  N.  E, 
894,  holding  that  act  providing  for  indeterminate  sentence  to  reformatory  does 
not  authorize  cruel  and  unusual  punishment;  State  v.  Page,  60  Kan.  667,  57 
Pac.  514,  upholding  act  providing  for  indeterminate  sentence;  People  ex  reL 
Clark  V.  Sing  Sing  Prison,  39  Misc.  117,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  907,  upholding  act  pro- 
viding for  indeterminate  sentence  for  felons,  not  to  exceed  maximum  term ;  Wilson 
V.  Com.  141  Ky.  348,  132  S.  W.  557,  holding  that  statute  of  1910,  providing  for  in- 
determinate sentence  does  not  deprive  defendant  of  his  right  of  trial  by  jury, 
nor  encroach  on  powers  of  judiciary;  People  v.  Deluce,  237  111.  548,  86  N.  E.  1080,. 
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holding  an  indeterminate  sentence  act  is  not  unconstituti6na(l  on  the  grounds  that 
the  punishment  is  not  proportionate  to  the  nature  of  the  offense;  State  t.  Perkins, 
143  Iowa,  60,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  935,  120  N.  W.  62,  holding  where  a  statute  existed 
providing  that  the  term  of  sentence  should  not  be  fixed  but  should  not  exceed  the 
maximum  term  provided  for  such  offense  the  sentencing  of  a  criminal  for  a  definite 
fxeriod  which  was  less  than  the  maximum  provided  by  the  statute  was  harmless 
(error;  Re  Duff,  141  Mich.  625y  105  X.  W.  138,  holding  the  fixing  of  a  maximum 
.aentence  where  the  statute  providei»  for  an  indeterminate  sentence  is  void  and 
(Confers   no   right   on   the   prisoned   to  a   discharge   at   the   expiration   of    such 
/ierjBL  where  the  maximum  for  such  a  crime  is  fixed  by  statute;   Re  Marlow, 
.75  N..  J.  L.  405,  68  Atl.  171,  holding  an  act  providing  for  the  management  of 
:a  xeformatory  is  not  unconstitutional  because  it  provides  for  no  sentence  ex- 
icept  for  the  maximum  term  and  the  discharge  of  prisoners  at  the  discretion  of 
ithe  commissioners  before  the  expiration  thereof. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Lorkowski,  94  Mo.  App.  634,  68  S.  W.  610,  holding  pto- 
vision  in  act  authorizing  indefinite  sentence  of  one  convicted  of  crime  unconsti- 
.tutional. 
JEliflrlit   of   juTY   to    Ail   pnnlabmeiit. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Hamey,  168  Mo.  178,  57  L.  R.  A.  852,  footnote  p.  846,  67 
<S.  W.  620,  denying  right  under  Constitution  to  have  jury  assess  punishment  in 
•criminal  eases. 
Validity  juid  eonatraction  of  reformatory  acta. 

Cited  in  IBartley  v.  People,  156  111.  241,  40  N.  E.  831,  upholding  constitution- 
ality of  Illinois  reformatory  act;  George  v.  People,  167  111.  464,  47  N.  E.  741, 
upholding  right  of  legislature  to  grant  penitentiary  commissioners  discretionary 
power  to  parol  prisoners;  People  ex  rel.  Martin  v.  Mallary,  195  111.  589,  88 
Am.  St.  Rep.  212,  63  N.  E.  508,  holding  section  of  act  authorizing  transfer  of 
prisoner  in  state  reformatory  to  penitentiary,  by  managers  of  reformatory,  un- 
constitutional; Sullivan  v.  People,  156  111-  96,  40  N.  E.  288,  holding  provision 
in  reformatory  act,  requiring  finding  of  age  of  defendant  by  jury,  applicable  only 
to  minors;  People  v.  Smith,  253  111.  286,  97  N.  E.  649,  holding  that  purpose 
•of  Reformatory  act  was  to  give  minor  indeterminate  sentence  and  not  to 
empower  judge  to  fix  term;  People  v.  Huff,  249  III.  166,  94  N.  E.  61,  holding 
that  State  Reformatory  act  is  constitutional  although  it  applies  only  to  minor 
male  offenders  as  difference  between  sexes  is  good  basis  upon  which  to  rest 
clftssiftcation  for  purpose  of  legislation;  People  v.  Joyce,  246  111.  131,  92  X.  E 
<607,  20  Ann.  Cas.  472,  holding  that  parole  act  of  1899,  is  constitutional. 

Cited  in  notes   (18  L.R.A.(X.S.)   891,  894)  on  restraint  on  freedom  as  impair- 
ment of  child's  constitutional  rights;    (120  Am.  St.  Rep.  957,  958)    on  consti- 
tutionality of  statutes  concerning  reformatories  and  juvenile  courts. 
ActB   partly   nnconatitntlonal. 

Cited  in  Noel  v.  People,  187  111.  597,  52  L.  R.  'A.  291,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  238, 
58  N.  E.  616,  upholding  portion  of  pharmacy  act  requiring  registration,  although 
unconstitutional  in  another  respect;  Re  Linden,  112  Wis.  525,  88  N.  W.  645,. 
holding  that  constitutionality  of  provision  of  act  allowing  transfer  of  prisoners- 
irom  one  institution  to  another  may  be  considered  independently  of  general  stat- 
ute relating  to  indeterminate  sentences. 
Validity  of  act  proT^idingr  for  the  impositioB  of  tbe  maxiiiiaa&  penalty. 

Cited  in  Areola  v.  Wilkinson,  233  111.  253,  84  N.  K  264,  holding  an  ordinance 
by  imposing  the  maximum  fine  permitted  by  the  statute  for  the  illegal  sale 
of  intoxicating  liquors  does  not  violate  the  constitutional  provision  that  all 
penalties  shall  be  proportionate  to  the  offence. 
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J)etennlnatlOB  of  constitutionality  of  statute  on  habeas  corpus  proceed- 
InflTS. 

Cited  in  People  ez  rel.  Frank  v.  Pease,  3  111.  C.  C.  129,  holding  the  con- 
-stittttionality  of  statutes   might  be  determined  on  habeas  corpus  proceedings. 

23  L.  R.  A.  144,  SENATE  OF  HAPPY  HOME  CLUB  v.  ALPENA  COUNTY,  99 

Mich.  117,  57  N.  W.  1101. 
Treatment  of  persons  convicted  of  drunkenness. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Baltimore  v.  Keeley  Institute,  27  L.  R.  A.  646,  which 
holds  valid,  act  authorizing  treatment  of  habitual  drunkard  at  expense  of  county 
«r  city  of  residence;  Re  House,  33  L.  R.  A.  832,  which  sustains  right  to  use 
county  funds  to  pay  for  cure  of  indigent  inebriates  in  private  establishment; 
Wisconsin  Keeley  Inst.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  County,  36  L.  R.  A.  55,  which  holds 
invalid,  statute  for  treatment  of  habitual  drunkards  at  private  institution  at 
county  expense. 
Conan&ttment  'of   prisoners    to   private    Institutions    or    Individuals. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Farmer  v.  St.  Paul,  33  L.  R.  A.  199,  which  denies  right 
to  select  as  workhouse,  house  under  control  of  religious  society;    Simmons  v. 
Georgia  Iron  &  Coal  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  739,  which  denies  right  to  work  convicts 
in  private  chain  gangs  controlled  by  private  individuals. 
Deleflration    of   power. 

Distinguished  in  Hurst  v.  Warner,  102  Mich.  245,  26  L.  R.  A.  492,  47  Am. 
St.  Rep.  525,  60  N.  W.  440,  sustaining  right  to  delegate  to  state  board  of  health 
power  to  establish  quarantine  system  with  inspection  of  persons  and  baggage 
from  places  where  contagious  disease  is  known  to  exist. 

23  L.  R.  A.  146,  HOWSMON  v.  TRENTON  WATER  CO.  119  Mo.  304,  41  Am.  St. 

Rep.  654,  24  S.  W.  784. 
Rifflftts  and  liabilities  of  third  persons  on  eontraets. 

Cited  in  Porter  v.  Woods,  138  Mo.  554,  39  S.  W.  794,  holding  action  maintain- 
able against  third  party  by  holder  of  note  made  solely  for  his  benefit;  Harberg 
V.  Arnold,  78  Mo.  App.  239,  and  Hicks  v.  Hamilton,  144  Mo.  500,  66  Am.  St. 
Rep.  641,  46  S.  W.  432,  holding  grantee  assuming  mortgage  debt  not  liable 
for  deficiency,  if  prior  grantor  is  not  liable  therefor;  Crone  v.  Stinde,  156  Mo. 
268,  55  S.  W.  863,  holding  contrary  to  and  overruling  the  preceding  case;  Mc- 
Kay V.  Ward,  20  Utah,  183,  46  L.  R.  A.  633,  57  Pac.  1024  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  assumption  of  mortgage  debt  as  part  consideration  for  purchase 
renders  grantee  personally  yable  on  debt,  although  prior  grantor  was  not;  St. 
Louis  use  of  Glencoe  Lime  &  Cement  Co.  v.  Von  Phul,  133  Mo.  572,  54  Am.  St. 
Rep.  695,  34  S.  W.  843,  holding  person  laboring  in  or  furnishing  material  for 
improvement  of  city  streets  entitled  to  benefit  of  bond  by  contractor  to  city; 
Bevers  v.  Howard,  144  Mo.  678,  46  S.  W.  625,  holding  action  maintainable  by 
material  men  against  contractor's  bondsmen  on  failure  to  pay  for  material  used 
•on  city  work;  Montgomery  v.  Rief,  15  Utah,  500,  50  Pac.  623,  holding  con- 
tractor's bondsmen  not  liable  to  material  men,  where  bond  is  given  for  benefit 
of  state;  United  States  use  of  Dishman  v.  Rundle,  27  Wash.  12,  67  Pac.  395, 
upholding  right  of  action  under  Federal  statute  giving  material  men  right  to 
sue  on  contractor's  bond  in  name  of  United  States;  Carpenter  v.  Reliance  Realty 
Co.  103  Mo.  App.  502,  77  S.  W.  1004,  holding  adjacent  owner  not  entitled  to 
benefit  of  bond  by  contractor  to  protect  adjoining  property  while  excavating; 
Lewis  ▼.  Brookdale  Land  Co.  124  Mo.  685,  28  S.  W.  324,  holding  action  not 
maintainable  for  rescission  by  purchasers  of  lots  on  breach  of  contract  between 
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land  company  and  third  party;  State  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  125  Mo.  617, 
28  S.  W.  1074,  holding  action  not  maintainable  by  third  party  on  agreement  by 
one  to  '*save  harmless"  the  other;  American  Bank  v.  Klock,  68  Mo.  App.  347, 
holding  that  third  party  has  no  greater  right  against  grantee  of  mortgage  debt, 
assuming  to  pay  on  taking  deed,  than  original  grantor;  Street  v.  Groodale,  77 
Mo.  App.  321,  holding  action  by  payee  against  bank  not  warranted  by  promise 
of  bank  to  pay  checks  of  customer;  Roth  well  v.  Skinker,  84  Mo.  App.  177,  hold- 
ing action  maintainable  by  contractor  against  third  person  for  whose  benefit 
contract  sued  upon  was  made;  Leckie  v.  Bennett,  160  Mo.  App.  158,  141  S. 
W.  706,  holding  that  where  person  sold  articles  to  copartnership  which  sub- 
sequently sold  out  to  corporation,  latter  assuming  payment  of  such  person's 
account,  action  is  maintainable  by  such  seller  against  corporation;  White- 
cotton  V.  St.  Louis  &  H.  R.  Co.  104  Mo.  App.  72,  78  S.  W.  318,  holding  that  one 
not  a  party  to  a  contract  nor  for  whose  its  benefit  it  was  made  cannot  set  up 
a  breach  of  such  contract  as  a  defense  in  an  action  by  a  party;  Scheele  v,  La- 
fayette Bank,  120  Mo.  App.  621,  97  S.  W.  621,  holding  where  an  insured  as- 
signed a  policy  of  insurance  to  a  bank  to  secure  certain  notes  on  the  agree- 
ment that  the  bank  should  have  a  certain  part  thereof  with  the  balance  to  the 
daughter  of  the  insured  and  that  the  bank  should  pay  the  premiums,  an  action 
may  be  maintained  by  the  daughter  for  a  failure  of  the  bank  to  do  its  part: 
St.  Louis  f.  G.  H.  Wright  Contracting  Co.  202  Mo.  466,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  810, 
101  S.  W.  6,  holding  where  a  city  contracted  with  a  paving  company  for  the 
paving  of  certain  streets  and  the  company  gave  a  bond  for  the  performance 
of  the  work  which  provided  that  mechanics  and  others  named  could  sue  there- 
on in  their  own  name,  when  the  paving  company  failed  to  perform  the  con- 
tract the  city  could  not  maintain  an  action  on  the  bond  as  trustees  for  the 
property  owners  taxed  for  the  work-  for  the  loss  occasioned  by  the  failure  to 
perform. 

Cited   in   notes    (25   L.R.A.   260,   260)    on   right   of   third    party   to   sue    on 
contract  made  for  his  benefit;    (71  Am.  St.  Rep.  187,  188,  190,  191,  192,  197) 
on  right  of  third  person  to  sue  on  contract  made  for  his  benefit. 
lilabtlltT'  for  failure   to  sapply'  i^ater  or  flrwi* 

Cited  in  Boston  Safe-Deposit  &  T.O.  v.  Salem  Water  Co.  94  Fed.  240;  House^ 
V.  Houston  Waterworks  Co.  88  Tex.  239,  28  L.  R.  A.  633,  footnote  p.  532,  31 
S.  W.  179;  Nichol  v.  Huntington  Water  Co.  53  W.  Va.  354,  44  S.  E.  290;  Bush 
V.  Artesian  Hot  &  Cold  Water  Co.  4  Idaho,  622,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  161,  43  Pac. 
69, — denying  liability  under  contract  with  city,  of  water  company  for  loss  of 
citizen's  property  by  fire;  Ukiah  City  v.  Ukiah  Water  &  Improv.  Co.  142  Cal. 
178,  64  L.  R.  A.  235,  footnote  p.  231,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  107,  75  Pac  773,  •hold- 
ing contract  to  compensate  municipality  for  loss  of  property  by  fire  from  negli- 
gent failure  to  furnish  water  not  shown  by  mere  acceptance  of  payment  for 
furnishing  of  water  for  general   fire  purposes;   Greenville  Water  Co.   v.   Beck- 
ham, 55  Tex.   Civ.  App.   92,   118   S.   W.  889,  holding  that  water  company  is. 
not  liable  to  citizen  for  loss  by  fire  because  of  its  breach  of  contract  to  supply 
water   to   municipality    for   fire   purposes;    Lutz    v.   Tahlequah    Water    Co.    29 
Okla.   180,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)    573,   118   Pac.   128,   holding  that  taxpayer  cannot 
recover  against  waterworks  company  for  loss  by  fire  resulting  from  failure  of 
company  to   perform  contract  with   city   to   furnish   water   for   fire   purposes; 
German  Alliance  Ins.  Co.  v.  Home  Water  Supply  Co.  42  L.R.A.(NJS.)   1006,  99" 
C.  C.  A.  268,  174  Fed.  766;   Metropolitan  Trust  Co.  v.  Topeka  Water  Co.  132 
Fed  703;  Peck  v.  Sterling  Water  Co.  118  111.  App.  636;  Allen  &  C.  Mfg.  O.  v. 
Shreveport  Waterworks  Co.  113  La.  1112,  68  L.R.A.  660,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  525. 
37  So.  980,  2  Ann.  Cas.  471;  Hone  v.  Presque  Iflle  Water  Co.   104  Me.  228.. 
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21  L.ILA.(N'.S.)  1027,  71  Atl.  769;  Metz  v.  Cape  Giwdeau  Waterworks  & 
Electric  Light  Co.  202  Mo.  338,  100  S.  W.  651;  Houck  v.  Cape  Girardeau 
Waterworks  &  Electric  Light  Co.  215  Mo.  476,  114  S.  W.  1098;  Ancrum  v. 
Camden  Water,  Light  &  Ice  Co.  82  S.  C.  299,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1034,  64  S. 
E.  151;  Lovejoy  v.  Bessemer  Waterworks  Co.  146  Ala.  379,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
431,  41  So.  76,  9  Ann.  Cas.  1068, — ^holding  no  right  of  action  exists  on  the  part 
of  a  resident  against  a  water  company  for  damages  for  a  \o?s  by  fire  on  the 
failure  of  the  water  company  to  furnish  an-  adequate  supply  under  a  contract 
with  city;  Holloway  v.  Macon  Gaslight  &  Water  Co.  132  Ga.  304,  64  S.  E. 
330,  holding  a  tort  action  would  not  lie  on  behalf  of  a  resident  of  a  city 
for  a  loss  by  fire  due  to  the  failure  of  a  water  company  to  furnish  an  ade- 
quate supply  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  its  contract  with  the  city; 
Woodbury  v.  Tampa  Waterworks  Co.  67  Fla.  262,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1042,  49 
So.  559,  on  the  right  of  an  individual  to  recover  for  damage  to  property  from 
fire  due  to  the  failure  of  a  water  company  to  furnish  an  adequate  supply  of 
water  under  contract  wnth  the  city  as  not  being  founded  on  such  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Watson  v.  Needham,  24  L.  R.  A.  287,  which  holds  mu- 
nicipality liable  for  failure  to  furnish  water  supply  according  to  contract  for 
steam  heating  in  green  house;  Capital  City  Water  Co.  v.  State,  29  L.  R.  A.  743, 
which  upholds  right  to  forfeit  warer-works  charter  for  failure  to  supply  water 
according  to  contract;  Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Keeseville,  30  L.  R.  A.  660, 
which  denies  liability  of  city  for  damage  by  fire  due  to  its  failure  to  maintain 
sufficient  water  works;  Du  Bois  v.  Du  Bois  City  Waterworks  Co.  34  L.  R.  A. 
92,  which  holds  cancelation  of  contract  by  city  for  water  supply  not  justified 
by  inadequacy  of  supply;  Coy  v,  Indianapolis  Gas  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  535,  which 
holds  sickness  and  death  of  children  from  failure  to  furnish  gas  for  fuel,  ele- 
ment of  damages;  Gorrell  v.  Greensboro  Water  Supply  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  513, 
which  sustains  right  of  action  by  citizen  for  breach  of  water  company's  con- 
tract to  supply  sufficient  water  to  prevent  loss  by  fire;  Middlesex  Water  Co.  v. 
Knappmann  Whiting  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  572,  which  holds  water  company  failing  to 
supply  sufficient  water  for  fire  purposes  liable  to  consumer  for  loss  of  property 
by  fire;  Ukiah  City  v.  Ukiah  Water  &  Improv.  Co.  64  L.R.A.  231,  which  holds 
contract  by  water  company  to  compensate  municipality  for  loss  of  property 
by  fire  due  to  negligent  failure  to  furnish  water  not  established  by  mere 
acceptance  of,  and  payment  for,  service  of  such  company  in  the  furnishing  of 
water;  Allen  &  Currey  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Shreveport  Waterworks  Co.  68  L.R.A.  650, 
which  denies  citizen's  right  of  action  against  water  company  for  destruction 
of  property  by  fire  because  of  failure  to  keep  fire  hydrants  in  good  condition. 

Cited  in  notes  (61  L.R.A.  96,  98)  on  establishment  and  regulation  of  munici- 
pal water  supply;  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  469)  on  liability  for  damages  from  shut- 
ting off  water  or  gas;  (21  L.RA-(N.S.)  1021)  on  right  of  action  of  property 
owner  against  water  company  for  breach  of  contract  obligation  to  municipal- 
ity to  supply  sufficient  water  for  fire  purposes;  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  590)  on  loss 
of  profits  as  element  of  damages  for  cutting  off  heat,  water,  or  gas;  (25  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  241)  on  municipal  liability  for  tort  in  connection  with  waterworks; 
(30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  527)  on  liability  of  water  company  for  burning  of  municipal 
property  in  consequence  of  insufficient  pressure;  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1046)  on 
duty  under  contract  with  consumer  to  supply  water  for  extinguishing  fires; 
(81  Am.  St.  Rep.  480,  481,  482)   on  liability  of  water  companies. 

Disapproved  in  Mugge  v.  Tampa  Waterworks  Co.  52  Fla.  378,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1176,  42  So.  81,  holding  a  water  company  which  has  entered  into  a  contract 
with  a  municipality  to   furnish  an  adequate  supply  of   water   for  the   extin- 
guishment of  fires  in  consideration  of  a  grant  of  special  privileges  and  fran- 
L.RA.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 68. 
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^hises  18  liable  to  a  priTate  citizen  whose  property  is  destroyed  because  of  the 
inadequate  water  supply. 

^3  L.  R.  A.  162,  ODOM  ▼.  ST.  LOUIS  SOUTHWESTERN  R.  CO.  45  La.  Ann. 

J201,  14  So.  734. 
jlnji|rie«  received   in   boarding  a,nd  leavlnff  trains. 

Cited  in  Caruth  y.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  45  La.  Ann.  1231,  14  So.  736,  holding  car- 
rier liable  for  injuries  received  by  passenger  while  alighting  from  train  suddenly 
starting;  Brashear  v.  Houston  C.  A.  &  N.  R.  Co.  47  La.  Ann.  738,  28  L.  R.  A 
812,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  382,  17  So.  260,  holding  action  maintainable  for  injury  to 
.passenger  alighting  from  moving  train  at  station  called,  at  which  train  did  not 
stop;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Hughes,  55  Kan.  500,  40  Pac.  919,  holding 
^question  of  plaintifTs  contributory  negligence  in  alighting  from  moving  train 
upon  invitation,  for  jury. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Distler  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  762,  which  holds 
stepping  from  station  platform  onto  slowly  moving  train  not  negligence  per  Me; 
Jones  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  490,  which  denies  right  of  one 
/ittempting  to  enter  car  of  mixed  train  at  distance  from  station,  to  recover  for 
injury  from  sudden  jolting  of  car  in  coupling;  Brashear  v.  Houston  C.  A.  &  K. 
R.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  811,  which  sustains  right  of  recovery  of  passenger  going  on 
platform  with  intent  to  get  off,  when  thrown  off  by  sudden  increase  of  speed. 
ppntribntorT^  nefflisrence  a»  a  defense. 

Cited  in  Chretien  v.  New  Orleans  R.  Co.  113  La.  766,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  519, 
37  So.  716,  holding  the  fact  that  a  decedent  jumped  from  a  moving  car  in  the 
erroneous  belief  that  to  remain  was  dangerous  because  a  live  wire  had  fallen 
on  the  car,  plunging  it  into  darkness  and  causing  loud  explosions  did  not 
make  him  not  contributorily  negligent. 

.23  L.  R,  A.  155,  JONES  v.  MILLS  APS,  71  Miss.  10,  14  So.  440. 
Maintenance  and  care   of  bnildinirs  and  premises. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Canandaigua  v.  Foster,  41  L.  R.  A.  554,  which  holds  les- 
sor required  to  Jkeep  sidewalk  grate  in  repair,  though  tenant  has  exclusive  right 
ix>  use  same;  Olson  v.  Schultz,  36  L.  R.  A.  790,  which  holds  lessor  liable,  without 
notice,  for  defects  in  elevator  which  he  covenants  to  keep  in  repair. 

Cited  in  notes   (25  L.  R.  A.  34)   on  liability  for  injury  to  elevator  passenger; 
<34  L.  R.  A.  558)   on  individual  liability  for  falling  walls  or  buildings;    (34  L 
R.  A.  616)    on  liability  of  landlord  for  injury  to  tenant's  guests  and  servants 
from  defects  in  premises. 
liiabilitr  for  condition  of  prenaises  in  control  of  landlord. 

Cited  in  Kulu^t  v.  Sol  Heavenrich  Co.  115  Wis.  452,  60  L.  R.  A.  587,  footnote  p. 
585,  denying  implied  contract  obligation  of  one  leasing  building  in  sections,  to 
keep  in  repair  part  remaining  in  his  possession. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  McGinley  v.  Alliance  Trust  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  334,  which 
holds  lessor  of  apa^^ment  house  retaining  control  of  stairways  liable  for  injuiy 
io  tenants  from  lack  of  repair  of  stair  railing;  Rail  ton  v.  Taylor,  39  L.R.A. 
246,  which  holds  lajidlord  not  exempt  by  lease  from  liability  for  damage  result- 
ing from  negligence  in  use  of  heating  apparatus  remaining  under  his  own  control. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  317)  on  liability  of  landlord  for  injury  i« 
common  passageway;  <15  L,R.A.(N.S.)  786)  on  liability  of  master  to  servant 
injured  by  elevators  not  inclosed  as  required;  (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  457,  45?^^ 
/on  implied  obligation  of  landlord  to  repair,  and  implied  warranty  of  fitness  of 
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premises  for  purposes  for  which  they  are  let;    (1  Brit.  Rul.  Cas.  110)  on  land- 
lord's duty  to  light  common  hall  or  stairway. 
-— — *  Fire  e»ca.pe». 

,  -Cited  in  footnotes  to  Schmalzried  t.  White,  32  L.  R.  A.  782,  which  holds  land- 
lord not  required  to  provide  fire  escapes  for  safety  of  tenant;  Arms  v.  Ayer,  58 
L.  R.  A.  277,  which  sustains  statute  requiring  fire  escapes  on  certaia  kinds  of 
buildings,  giving  factory  inspector  discretion  as  to  their  number,  location,  etc.; 

.  Oarrigan  v.  Stillwell,  61  L.  R.  A.  163,  which  holds  owner  of  rented  building  liable 
for  injury  from  lack  of  fire  escapes;  Carrigan  v.  Stillwell,  68  L.R.A.  386,  which 
denies  necessity  for  fire  escape  for  building  having  above  first  fioor  a  restaurant 
kitchen  containing  three  employees. 
Sasement  of  Ufflit  and  air. 

.;;  Oited  in  footnotes  to  Kennedy  v.  Burnap,  40  L.  R.  A.  476,  which  holds  ease- 
meiii  of  light  and  air  does  n6t  pass  by  implication  on  conveyance  of  building 
with  windows  looking  over  vacant  lot;  Baker  v.  Willard,  40  L.  R.  A.  754,  which 
denies  application  to  easement  of  light  and  air  of  doctrine  that  easement  appurte- 
nant to  close  is  appurtenant  to  every  portion  of  same ;  Townsend  v.  Epstein,  52  L. 
R.  A.  409,  which  sustains  abutter's  righb  to  relief  against  diminution  of  light 
'and  air  by  bridge  over  stre^rt^ 
Implied  coT^enanta  of  leases. 

Cited  in  Charlie's  Transfer  Co.  t.  Maldtie,  159  Ala.  334,  48  So.  705,  on  no  im- 
plication of  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  landlord  that  the  premises  are  suitable 
or  fit  for  occupation. 

S3  L.  R.  A.  161,  TYSON  V.  WESTERN  ITAT.  BANK,  77  Md.  412,  26  Atl.  620. 
ladorsement   tor   collection   and   for   deposit. 

Cited  in  National  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Johnson,  6  N.  D.  184,  69  N.  W.  49, 
holding  title  not  passed  by  indorsement  of  certificate  of  deposit  for  collection 
and  credit;  Dirnfeld  v.  Fourteenth  Street  Sav.  B'rtnfc,  37  App.  D.  C.  15,  holding 
that  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  arises  where  check  fs  deposited  in  bank  en- 
dorsed in  blank;  Murchison  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dunn  Oil  Mills  Co.  150  N.  C.  721,  64 
S.  E.  885,  holding  that  where  draft  is  transferred  to  bank  by  restrictive  endorse- 
ment instrument  is  taken  and  held  as  agent  for  endorser,  and  for  purpose  indi- 
cated; T.  S.  Reed  Grocery  Co.  v.  Canton  Nat.  Bank,  100  Md.  304,  70  L.R.A.  903, 
59  Atl.  716,  holding  on  the  deposit  by  the  payee  of  a  draft  atid  receiving  credit 
at  the  bank  as  a  depositor,  the  proceeds  of  the  draft  become  the  property  of  the 
bank  and  cannot  be  recovered  by  the  drawer  on  a  failure  of  consideration. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.R.A.  716)  on  trust  in  proceeds  of  collection  made  by  bank 
when  insolvent;    (77  Am.  St.  Rep.  614)   on  duties  of  banks  acting  as  collecting 
agents;   (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  785)  on  title  of  bank  to  money  deposited  with  or  col- 
lected by  it;   (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  800)  on  right  to  recover  money  deposited  with  or 
collected  by  bank  upon  its  insolvency. 

:     Distinguished  in  Ditch  v.  Western  Nat.  Bank,  79  Md.  204,  23  L.  R.  A,  1(J7, 
-47  Am.  St.  Rep.  376,  29  Atl.  72,  holding  title  to  check  indorsed  for  deposit  passes 
to  subsequent  indorsee  for  value. 
Jndflrntent  on  asreed  ease. 

Cited  in  Baltimore,  C.  &  A.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Wicomico  County,  93  Md.  128,  48  Atl.  853, 
holding  provision  prohibiting  court  of  appeal  from  deciding  any  question  not 
decided  below  not  applicable  to  case  tried  on  agreed  statement  of  facts;  SalHuer 
V.  State,  84  Md.  302,  35  Atl.  885,  holding  submission  on  agreed  statement  of  fact 
should  be  accompanied  by  agreement  permitting  court  to  enter  judgment. 
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Cited  in  Baltimore  v.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  99  Md.  545,  58  Atl.  216,  holding 
where  a  cause  was  submitted  to  the  court  for  its  opinion  on  the  facts,  the  judg- 
ment will  not  be  reversed  because  the  statement  of  the  facts  was  not  in  the 
proper  form;  Hamburger  v.  Baltimore,  106  Md.  483,  68  Atl.  23,  on  mere  findings 
of  fact  as  not  reviewable  on  appeal. 

23  L.  R.  A.  164,  DITCH  v.  WESTERN  NAT.  BANK,  79  Md.  192,  47  Am.  St.  Rep. 

376,  29  Atl.  72,  138. 
Indorsement  of  commercial  paper  for  collection  and  depoait. 

Cited  in  Winfield  Nat.  Bank  v.  McWilliams,  9  Okla.  508,  60  Pac  229,  holding 
that  upon  proof  that  check  indorsed  in  blank  was  deposited  with  bank  for  "col- 
lection," one  receiving  it  from  bank  must  as  against  one  claiming  to  be  real 
owner,  show  that  he  received  it  in  good  faith  and  for  value;  Dimfeld  v.  Four- 
teenth Street  Sav.  Bank,  37  App.  D.  C.  15,  holding  that  relation  of  debtor  and 
creditor  arises  where  check  is  deposited  in  bank,  endorsed  in  blank;  Barker  t. 
Denton,  150  N.  C.  723,  64  S.  E.  774,  holding  that  bank  receiving  draft  in  due 
course,  without  knowledge  of  agreement  restricting  negotiability,  is  not  affected 
by  such  restriction. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tyson  v.  Western  Nat.  Bank,  23  L.  R,  A.  161,  which  holds 
that  title  to  commercial  paper  does  not  pass  to  bank  by  depositing  with  indorse- 
ment "for  collection;"  Averell  v.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  25  L.  R.  A.  761,  which  holds 
bank  receiving  post-dated  check  on  itself  for  collection  liable  to  depositor  where 
drawer  had  sufficient  funds  on  morning  of  date  of  check. 

Cited  in  notes  (7  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  696)  on  title  of  bank  to  check  on  another, 
credited  to  depositor;  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  785)  on  title  of  bank  to  money  depoaited 
with  or  collected  by  it. 

23  L.  R.  A.  173,  EXCHANGE  BANK  v.  SUTTON  BANK,  78  Md.  577,  28  Atl.  563. 
Nature   of   cashier'*   check. 

Cited  in  Fidelity  &  D.  Co.  v.  National  Bank,  48  Tex.  Civ.  App.  306,  106  8.  W. 
782,  on  the  qualities  necessary  to  constitute  an  instrument  a  check. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Phillips  v.  Mercantile  Nat.  Bank,  23  L.  R.  A.  584,  which 
holds  payment  by  drawee  of  cashier's  checks  on  forged  indorsements  by  cashier  of 
payees'  names,  good  as  against  his  bank. 

23  L.  R.  A.  177,  CREED  v.  SUN  FIRE  OFFICE,  101  Ala.  622,  46  Am.  St  Rep. 

134,  14  So.  323. 
MlMitateinent*  in  application  for  insurance  -with  aarent'»  Icno-vrledse* 

Cited  in  Pope  v.  Glens  Falls  Ins.  Co.  130  Ala.  360,  30  So.  496;  Triple  link 
Mut.  Indemnity  Asso.  v.  Williams,  121  Ala.  145,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  34,  26  So.  19; 
Sellers  v.  Commercial  F.  Ins.  Co.  105  Ala.  290,  16  So.  798,— holding  policy  not 
avoided  by  misstatements  in  application  written  by  agent  of  company;  Straiue 
v.  Palatine  Ins.  Co.  128  N.  C.  65,  38  S.  E.  256,  holding  that  agent's  knowledge 
of  facts  estops  defense  of  lack  of  sole  ownership  of  premises  by  insured. 

Cited  in  notes   (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1235)   on  fraud  or  mistake  of  agent  prepar- 
ing application  from  correct  answers  by  applicant;    (107   Am.  St.  Rep.   109) 
on  false  answers  inserted  in  applications  by  agents  and  medical  examiners, 
Inanrable  interest. 

Cited  in  note  (13  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  278)  on  insurable  interest. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  181,  SLATER  v.  CAPITAL  INS.  CO.  89  Iowa,  628,  57  N.  W.  422. 
Effect  of  affent   exceedinfl:  hi»  aathority. 

Cited  in  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Green,  164  Ind.  357,  73  N.  E.  707, 
liolding  on  the  making  of  a  contract  by  an  agent  who  does  not  disclose  the  extent 
of  his  authority,  the  validity  of  the  contract  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the 
agent  exceeded  his  authority. 

23  L.  R.  A.  184,  KEEPERS  v.  FIDELITY  TITLE  &  DEPOSIT  CO.  56  N.  J.  L. 

302,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  397,  28  Atl.  685. 
Crifts   Inter  vl-Foa  and   cansa  n&ortl*. 

Cited  in  Buecker  v.  Carr,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  305,  47  Atl.  34,  and  Snyder  v.  Harris, 
61  N.  J.  Eq.  486,  48  Atl.  329,  refusing  to  declare  transaction  a  gift  causa  mortis, 
where  sought  to  be  proved  mainly  on  testimony  of  donee;  Knight  v.  Tripp,  121 
Cal.  681,  54  Pac.  267,  holding  delivery  of  key  to  receptacle  which  is  itself  capable 
of  delivery  not  sufficient  to  constitute  delivery  of  its  contents;  Whalen  v.  Milhol- 
land,  89  Md.  211,  44  L.  R.  A.  213,  43  Atl.  45,  holding  deposit  in  joint  name  of 
depositor  and  sister,  payable  to  order  of  either  or  survivor,  not  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute gift,  depositor  retaining  bank  book. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Royston  v.  McCulley,  52  L.  R.  A.  899,  which  holds  gift 
<xiusa  mortis  of  bank  certificates  made  by  donor  asking  to  have  trunks  unlocked 
and  certificates  indorsed;  Lord  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  597,  which 
sustains  gift  of  policy  found  among  papers  of  insured  at  his  death,  on  proof  of 
his  declarations  that  it  was  donee's;  Hawn  v.  Stoler,  65  L.R.A.  813,  which  holds 
parol  instructions  by  one  giving  money  to  another  for  safe  keeping  which  the 
latter's  husband  has  deposited  in  bank  in  his  own  name  as  to  the  persons  to 
whom  such  money  is  to  be  paid  after  donor's  death,  insufficient  to  affect  valid 
gift  causa  mortis. 

Cited  in  notes   (99  Am.  St.  Rep.  899)   on  gifts  causa  mortis;    (9  Eng.  Rul. 
Cas.  865)  on  requisites  of  donatio  causa  mortis. 
SuAcfency  of  a  delivery. 

Cited  in  Foley  v.  Harrison,  233  Mo.  554,  136  S.  W.  354,  holding  that  valid  gift 
causa  mortis  may  be  made  of  unendorsed  choses  in  action,  in  safety  derposit 
vault,  by  delivery  of  key  to  box  to  donee  accompanied  by  appropriate  words; 
Tompkins  v.  Leary,  134  App.  Div.  122,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  810,  holding  a  gift 
failed  for  a  want  of  a  delivery  where  the  donor  gave  the  donee  a  key  stating  it 
was  to  his  desk  and  that  he  would  find  certain  securities  there,  no  good  reason 
being  shown  why  the  donor  could  not  have  the  securities  brought  to  him. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Collins,  G8  L.R.A.  119,  which  sustains  as  gift  causa 
mortis  drawing  of  check  for  part  of  deposit  under  fear  of  impcp-^'ng  death  and 
delivered  to  drawee  with  directions  to  forward  it  to  the  bank  witli  statement 
that  it  is  to  become  the  drawee's  property  in  case  of  drawer's  death. 
•  Cited  in  note  (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  903)  on  transfer  of  key  to  receptacle  as  sus- 
taining gift  of  contents. 

Interests  created  by  a  will. 

Cited  in  Matlock  v.  Lock,  38  Ind.  App.  301,  73  N.  E.  171,  holding  a  will  de- 
vising lands  to  the  granddaughter  of  the  testator  on  condition  that  she  pay  all 
the  taxes  make  repairs  and  not  encumber  or  sell  before  she  should  arrive  at  a 
certain  age  with  a  remainder  over  in  case  of  her  death  created  a  conditional  fee. 

71me  to  which  continsrency  of  death  Mrithont  iMiae  1»  referable. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1150)  on  time  to  which  contingency  of  death  of 
legatee  or  devisee  without  child  or  issue,  upon  which  gift  conditioned  is  refer- 
able. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  187,  WATTS  v.  WATTS,  160  Mass.  464,  ^9  Am.  Stw  Rep.  509,  36  N.- 

E.  479. 
Former  action  as  1>ar  to  sabaeQuent  »alt. 

Cited  in  Clement  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wood,  162  Mass.  175,  38  N.  E.  444,  holding  parties 
bound  by  finding  as  to  height  of  dam,  necessarily  involved  in  issues  tried ;  Gilmore 
V.  Williams,  162  Mass.  352,  38  N.  E.  976,  holding  judgment  by  consent  on  note 
for  purchase  price  of  chattels,  and  payment  of  same  not  bar  to  action  for  breach 
of  warranty;  Cobb  v.  Fogg,  166  Mass.  477,  44  N.  E.  534,  holding  judgment  in 
former  action  between  same  parties  not  bar  to  subsequent  action  on  entirely 
dififerent  issues;  W^alker  v.  Walker,  172  Mass.  84,  51  N.  E.  455,  holding  wife's 
desertion  not  bar  to  her  libel  for  husband's  adultery  committed  before  desertion 
by  her;  Nashua  &.  L.  K.  Corp.  v.  Boston  &  L.  R.  Corp.  164  Mass.  226,  49  Am. 
St.  Rep.  454,  41  N.  E.  268  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  former  action 
between  same  parties  not  conclusive  as  to  issue  in  pleadings  on  which  record  is 
silent;  Waterhouse  v.  Levine,  182  Mass.  409,  65  N.  E.  822,  holding  judgment  on 
action  because  prematurely  brought  not  bar  to  subsequent  action  between  same 
parties  involving  same  subject-matter;  Berman  v.  Henry  B.  Clark  Co.  194  Mass. 
249,  80  N.  E.  480,  holding  a  recovery  in  an  action  for  the  purchase  price  of  a 
heater  where  the  defendant  set  up  that  there  was  a  breach  of  warranty  is  a 
bar  to  a  subsequent  action  by  the  purchaser  for  a  breach  of  warranty;  Harring- 
ton V.  Harrington,  189  Mass.  283,  75  N.  E.  632,  holding  the  decree  of  the  probate 
court  on  a  petition  by  the  wife  for  separate  maintenance  is  conclusive  in  a  bill 
for  divorce  on  all  matters  put  in  issue  on  the  hearing  of  the  petition. 
CoBClaaf-Feneaa  of  Jadmnent. 

Cited  in  Everett  v.  Everett,  215  U.  S.  214,  54  L.  ed.  163,  30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  70,, 
holding  that  decision  of  court  of  state  that  no  marriage  existed  made  in  separa- 
tion  action,  must  be  regarded  as  final  in  another  state;  Re  Butrick,  185  Mass. 
113,  69  N.  E.  1044,  holding  with  reference  to  collateral  rights  not  included  in  the 
suit  a  judgment  is  conclusive  only  as  to  matters  which  were  in  issue  and  ad- 
judicated; Cotter  v.  Boston  &  N.  Street  R.  Co.  190  Mass.  303,  76  N.  E.  910,  hold- 
ing a  judgment  rendered  on  the  merits  is  a  bar  to  all  issues  that  might  have 
been  tried  in  the  action;  Corbett  v.  Craven,  193  Mass.  36,  78  N.  E.  748,  on  a 
judgment  on  the  merits  as  including  everything  that  was  litigated  or  might 
be  litigated. 
Necessity  that  a  defease  allefire  a  K^od  caase  of  actloa  ta  Itself. 

Cited  in  Cushman  v.  Cushman,  194  Mass.  39,  79  N.  E.  809,  holding  that  re- 
crimination to  be  effective  must  be  sufficient  to  be  in  itself  a  legal  ground  for 
divorce. 

23  L.  R.  A.  190,  BANK  OF  COMMERCE  v.  GOOS,  89  Neb.  437,  58  N.  W.  84. 
Damasres    recoverable. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Railsback  Bros.  58  Neb.  251,  78  N.  W.  512,  holding 
assessment  of  damages  for  wrongful  refusal  to  pay  check  proper,  although  no 
special  damages  were  proved;  Svendsen  v.  State  Bank,  64  Minn.  42,  31  L.  R.  A. 
553,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  522,  65  N.  W.  1086,  holding  general  compensatory  damages 
recoverable  for  wrongful  refusal  of  banker  to  honor  check;  J.  M.  James  Co.  v. 
Continental  Nat.  Bank,  105  Tenn.  12,  51  L.  R.  A.  259,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  857>  58 
S.  W.  261,  holding  that  law  conclusively  presumes  damages  from  wrongful  dis- 
honor of  check;  American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Morey,  113  Ky.  863,  58  L.  R,  A.  958, 
69  S.  W.  759,  holding  punitive  damages  not  recoverable  for  wrongful  refusal  to 
honor  check;  American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Morey,  113  Ky.  863,  58  L.  R.  A.  958,  101 
Am.  St.  Rep.  379,  69  S.  W.  759,  holding  one  whose  cheek  is  wrongfully  dishonored 
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entitled  to  compensatory  damages,  but  not  to  damages  for  humiliation  and 
mortification;  Ellison  v.  Brown,  43  Neb.  71,  61  N.  W.  97,  holding  instruction  iir 
effect  leaving  determination  of  general  damages  from  malicious  prosecution  to- 
jury,  proper;  Jensen  v.  Hallam,  51  Neb.  494,  70  N.  W.  1121,  holding  $500  dam- 
ages for  loss  of  reputation  and  humiliation  for  wrongful  attachment,  excessive; 
Harvard  v.  Stiles,  54  Neb.  28,  74  N.  W.  399,  holding  damages  for  future  and 
permanent  effect  of  personal  injuries  recoverable  under  general  ad  damnum 
clause ;  Hier  v.  Hutchings,  58  Neb.  335,  78  N.  W.  638,  holding  amount  of  general 
damages  of  wrongful  rearrest  of  prisoner  after  discharge  in  habeas  corpus  liqui- 
dated at  $500  by  statute;  Peabody  v.  Citizens'  State  Bank,  98  Minn.  311,  lOa 
N.  W.  272,  holding  the  drawer  of  a  bank  check  which  has  been  wrongfully  pro- 
tested is  entitled  to  recover  compensatory  damages  without  allegation  or  proof  of 
special  damage;  O'Grady  v.  Stotts  City  Bank,  106  Mo.  App.  370,  80  S.  W.  696, 
holding  the  refusal  of  a  bank  to  pay  the  check  of  a  depositor  who  had  on  de- 
posit sufficient  to  pay  the  check  entitles  him  to  recover  compensatory  damages; 
Weller  v.  Western  State  Bank,  18  Okla.  497,  90  Pac.  877,  on  the  damages  re- 
coverable by  a  depositor  for  a  refusal  of  a.  bank  to  honor  his  check. 

Cited  in  notes  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  872)  on  action  by  depositor  against  bank 
wrongfully  refusing  to  honor  check;  (80  Am.  St.  Rep.  868),  on  liability  of  bank 
for  refusing  to  honor  cheeks. 

23  L.  R.  A.  194,  STATE  ex  rel  ROBB  v.  STONE,  120  Mo.  428,  25  S.  W.  376. 
9f  andamaa  to  executive  and  lefflalatlire  offlcera. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  North  &  South  R.  Co.  v.  Meier,  143  Mo.  443,  45  S.  W. 
306,  Reversing  72  Mo.  App.  620,  holding  that  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  presi- 
dent of  city  council  to  perform  ministerial  duty;  Albright  v.  Fisher,  164  Mo» 
62,  64  S.  W.  106,  holding  court  powerless  to  restrain  municipal  assembly  from 
passage  of  ordinance  granting  right  of  way  to  railway;  Shipman  v.  State  Live- 
stock Sanitary  Commission,  115  Mich.  491,  73  N.  W.  817,  denying  mandamus  to 
compel  state  live  stock  commission  to  appraise  condemned  cattle  at  market  value; 
State  ex  rel.  State  Pub.  Co.  v.  Smith,  23  Mont.  49,  57  Pac.  449,  holding  that 
governor  cannot  be  compelled  by  mandamus  to  exercise  duty  not  ministerial; 
People  ex  rel.  Broderick  v.  Morton,  156  N.  Y.  141,  41  L.  R,  A.  233,  footnote  p.  231, 
66  Am.  St.  Rep.  647,  50  N.  E.  791,  denying  right  of  mandamus  to  compel  per- 
formance of  act  by  governor;  State  ex  rel.  Wright  v.  Savage,  64  Neb.  698, 90  N.  W. 
898.  holding  that  court  may  issue  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  governor  to  per- 
from  ministerial  duty.  Rice  v.  The  Governor  (Rice  v.  Draper)  207  Mass.  579,  32 
Li.R.A.(N.S.)  358,  93  N.  E.  821,  holding  that  mandamus  does  not  lie  to  compel 
governor  to  pay  over  money  placed  in  his  hands  by  federal  government  to  be 
paid  to  officers  who  served  under  federal  government  in  war;  State  ex  rel.  Atty. 
Gen.  V.  Huston,  27  Okla.  612,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  385,  113  Pac.  190,  holding  that  dis- 
trict courts  have  no  jurisdiction  to  control  action  for  governor;  State  ex  rel. 
See  V.  Allen,  180  Mo.  31,  79  S.  W.  164,  holding  mandamus  would  not  lie  against 
the  state  auditor  to  compel  the  payment  of  the  fees  of  a  messenger  appointed  by 
the  governor,  until  the  governor  has  determined  the  amount  allowable;  Huide- 
koper  V.  Hadley,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  606,  100  C.  C.  A.  395,  177  Fed.  12,  holding  man- 
damus would  not  lie  to  control  the  action  of  the  governor  while  acting  as  a 
member  of  the  state  board  of  equalization. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  L.R.A. (N.S.)  767)  on  mandamus  to  governor;  (16  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  787)  on  right  to  mandamus  against  a  public  officer. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Barricelli  v.  Noonan,  59  Mo.  App.  526,  holdings 
that  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  performance  of  duty  by  mayor  of  city. 
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Independenee  of  different  brandies  of  ffOT^ernment* 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Shepherd,  177  Mo.  236,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  624,  76 
8.  W.  79,  holding  that  legislature  cannot  abridge  power  of  court  to  punish  for 
contempt;  State  ex  rel.  Rawlinson  v.  Ansel,  76  S.  C.  407,  57  S.  E.  185,  11  Ann. 
Cas.  613,  holding  the  governor  being  endorsed  with  power  to  remove  dispensary 
commissioners,  the  supreme  court  has  no  power  to  require  him  to  certify  to  the 
record  on  which  his  act  was  based  for  review;  State  ex  rel.  McNamee  v.  Stobie, 
194  Mo.  113,  92  S.  W.  191  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  acts  of  the  executive  in 
the  exercise  of  his  functions  as  not  being  subject  to  review  by  the  courts. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Heimburger  v.  Wells,  210  Mo.  612,  109  S.  W. 
758,  holding  a  mayor  in  hearing  charges  against  a  commissioner  of  public  build- 
ings and  dismissing  him  from  office  does  not  act  in  a  judicial  capacity. 

23  L.  R.  A.  196,  WRIGHT  v.  WRIGHT,  99  Mich.  170,  68  N.  W.  54. 
Adoption  of  children. 

Cited  in  Re  Susman,  28  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  103,  holding  child  adopted  by  parol 
agreement  entitled  to  share  in  distributipn  of  estate;  Hood  v.  McGehee,  189  Fed. 
208,  holding  that  ineffective  adoption  proceedings  accompanied  by  promise  to 
leave  property  to  adopted  child,  may  amount  to  contract  binding  as  against 
heirs,  when  such  child  fully  performs  conditions;  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  75  Kan. 
126,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  233,  88  Pac.  743;  Chehak  v.  Battles,  133  Iowa,  110,  8  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1133,  110  N.  W.  330,  12  Ann.  Cas.  140,— holding  equity  would  enforce  a 
contract  by  a  stranger  to  give  a  child  rights  as  his  heir  in  consideration  of  the 
surrender  of  the  child  to  him;  Pemberton  v.  Pemberton,  76  Neb.  674,  107  N.  W. 
996,  holding  a  contract  for  the  adoption  of  a  child  although  ineffective  as  a 
legal  adoption  may  be  enforced  in  equity;  Starnes  v.  Hatcher,  121  Tenn.  342, 
117  S.  W.  219,  holding  where  a  person  agreed  to  adopt  children  and  leave  them 
his  property  and  for  years  they  lived  with  him  believing  him  their  father,  on  his 
death  without  adopting  them,  the  contract  to  leave  them  his  property  would  be 
enforced;  Jordan  v.  Abney,  97  Tex.  303,  78  S.  W.  486,  on  right  to  specific  per- 
formance of  verbal  contract  to  adopt;  Waters  v.  Cline,  121  Ky.  618,  123  Am.  St. 
Rep.  215,  85  S.  W.  209,  holding  where  a  child  went  to  live  with  her  uncle  under 
an  oral  agreement  that  in  return  for  her  services  he  would  devise  to  her  a  cer- 
tain farm,  on  his  death  she  might  recover  the  value  of  the  farm;  Starnes  v. 
Hatcher,  121  Tenn.  343,  117  S.  W.  219,  as  weakened  by  later  opinions  though  the 
rule  as  to  enforcement  of  contracts  of  adoption  not  affected. 

Distinguished  in  Renz  v.  D'.ury,  57  Kan.  88,  45  Pac.  71,  holding  rights  of  in- 
heritance acquired  by  adopted  children  only  by  substantial  compliance  with  stat- 
utes relating  to  adoption,  where  such  statutes  exist;  Sarazin  v.  Union  R.  Co. 
153  Mo.  486,  55  S.  W.  92,  holding  that  foster  parent  cannot  recover  for  death  of 
child,  where  deed  of  adoption  is  defective  for  want  of  acknowledgment;  Albring 
v.  Ward,  137  Mich.  356,  100  N.  W.  609,  holding  a  plaintiff  adopted  under  an  un- 
constitutional statute  could  not  recover  a  share  of  the  real  estate  of  the  adopter 
where  no  such  contract  between  plaintiff  and  her  foster  parents. 
Oral  contract  to  con-Fey-  property  on   dentlty   or  make  -vrlll. 

Cited  in  Svanburg  v.  Fosseen,  75  Minn.  359,  43  L.  R,  A.  431,  footnote  p.  427, 
74  Am.  St.  Rep.  490,  78  N.  W.  4,  holding  oral  agreement  to  leave  entire  prop- 
erty at  death  to  members  of  promisor's  family  rendered  valid  by  their  services 
and  by  selling  land  at  sacrifice  for  promisor's  benefit;  Weeks  v.  Lund,  60  N.  H. 
S3,  45  Atl.  249,  holding  performance  by  personal  services  insufficient  to  take  oral 
contract  to  convey  land  out  of  statute  of  frauds;  Quinn  v.  Quinn,  5  -S.  D.  336, 
49  Am.  St.  Rep.  875,  58  N.  W.  808,  holding  foster  parent  without  power  to  de- 
prive adopted  child  of  property  agreed  to  be  given  as  consideration  of  adoption; 
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Koflca  ▼.  Rosicky,  41  Neb.  347,  26  L.  R.  A.  213,  43  Am.  St  Rep.  686,  69  N.  W. 
788,  holding  parol  agreement  by  foster  parents  to  leave  adopted  child  all  their 
property,  enforceable;  Owens  v.  McNally,  113  Cal.  449,  33  L.  R.  A.  372,  footnote 
p.  360,  45  Pac.  710,  holding  oral  contract  to  give  niece  property  at  death,  en- 
forceable after  performance  of  services  by  her;  Kofka  v.  Rosicky,  41  Neb.  347, 
43  Am.  St.  Rep.  685,  59  N.  W.  788,  holding  executed  parol  contract  of  foster 
parents  to  adopt  and  rear  child  and  leave  her  their  property  upon  death,  en- 
enforceable;  McCabe  v.  Healy,  138  Gal.  86,  70  Pac.  1008,  holding  executed  oral 
contract  to  make  will  enforceable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bryson  v.  McShane,  49  L.  R.  A.  527,  which  holds  specifi- 
cally enforceable,  executed  oral  contract  to  give  entire  property  for  support  dur- 
ing life  and  burial  after  death;  Clancy  v.  Flusky,  52  L.  R.  A.  277,  which  author- 
izes specific  performance  of  executed  oral  contract  to  convey  land  to  son  for 
taking  care  of  father  for  life,  though  father  left  before  death. 

Distinguished  in  Buhler  v.  Trombly,  139  Mich.  568,  102  N.  W.  647,  holding  the 
mere  occupancy  of  a  dwelling  and  the  making  of  repairs,  paid  for  out  of  partner- 
ship funds  are  not  sufficient  part  performance  to  take  oral  promise  out  of  stat- 
ute of  frauds. 

Disapproved  in  Martin  v.  Martin,  108  Wis.  289,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  895,  84  N.  W. 
439,  holding  oral  contract  to  convey  property  to  adopted  child  void  under  statute 
of  frauds. 

23  L.  R.  A.  200,  WILLIAMSON  v.  LOUISVILLE  INDUSTRIAL  SCHOOL  OF 

REFORM,  95  Ky.  251,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  243,  24  S.  W.  1065. 
Bxemptlona  and  Ifabllitle*  of  »t«te  and  cltarltable  ln«tltntloa«. 

Cited  in  Herr  v.  Central  Kentucky  Lunatic  Asylum,  97  Ky.  463,  28  L.  R.  A. 
395,  footnote  p.  394,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  414,  30  S.  W.  971,  authorizing  injunction 
against  nuisance  maintained  by  charitable  organization;  Deaconess  Home  &  Hos- 
pital v.  Bontjes,  104  111.  App.  492,  sustaining  injunction  against  continuance 
of  charitable  hospital  next  door  to  private  residence  on  ground  of  nuisance,  and 
referring  particularly  to  annotation  in  23  L.  R.  A.  200;  State  v.  Laramie 
County,  8  Wyo.  134,  55  Pac.  461,  holding  state  penitentiary  not  charitable  insti- 
tution within  constitutional  provision  relating  to  exemption  from  taxation; 
Nicholson  v.  Detroit,  129  Mich.  256,  56  L.  R.  A.  605,  88  N.  W.  695,  holding  city 
not  liable  for  death  of  employee  from  smallpox  contracted  in  tearing  down  small- 
pox hospital;  Hearns  v.  Waterbury  Hospital,  66  Conn.  121,  31  L.  R.  A.  231, 
footnote  p.  224,  33  Atl.  695,  denying  liability  of  charitable  hospital  for  wrongful 
neglect  of  servants;  Powers  v.  Massachusetts  Homeopathic  Hospital,  47  C.  C.  A. 
128,  109  Ffid.  300,  holding  charitable  hospital  not  liable  to  pay  patient  for  negli- 
gence of  nurse;  Williams  v.  Indianapolis,  26  Ind.  App.  630,  60  X.  E.  367,  hold- 
ing action  not  maintainable  against  city  by  patient  of  city  hospital  for  damages 
for  malpractice  of  hospital  physician;  White  v.  Alabama  Insane  Hospital,  138 
Ala.  483,  35  So.  464,  holding  state  insane  hospital  public  charity  not  suable  in 
tort  under  statute  providing  in  general  terms  that  it  may  be  sued;  Hordern  v. 
Salvation  Army,  199  N.  Y.  235,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  64,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  889,  92 
N.  E.  626,  holding  that  religious  or  charitable  corporation  is  not  immune  from 
liability  for  injuries  to  persons  performing  services  upon  property  caused  by 
unsafe  condition  of  premises;  Schwalk  v.  Louisville  (Columbia  Finance  &  T» 
Co.  V.  Louisville)  135  Ky.  575,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  95,  122  S.  W.  860,  holding  no 
cause  of  action  will  lie  against  city  for  a  death  resulting  through  the  negligent 
operation  of  an  elevator  in  the  city  hall;  Board  of  Park  Comrs.  v.  Prinz,  127 
Ky.  467,  106  S.  W.  948,  holding  a  park  board  elected  by  voters  of  city  will  not 
be  liable  for  injuries  received  through  the  negligence*  of  employees   operating 
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steam  roller;  Woman's  Christian  Nat.  Library  Asso.  v.  Fordyce,  79  Ark.  539,  7 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  499,  &6  S.  W.  417,  on  charitable  organizations  as  not  being  liable  for 
the  negligence  of  officers  and  employees ;  Farrigan  v.  Pevear,  193  Mass.  149,  7  UR. 
A.(N.S.)  483,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  484,  78  N.  E.  855,  8  Ann.  Cas.  1109,  holding  the 
trustees  of  an  imincorporated  home  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  indi- 
gent boys  are  not  Hable  for  injuries  received  by  inmates  through  the  negligence 
of  servants;  Lynle  v.  National  Home,  170  Fed.  845,  holding  defendant  organiza- 
tion maintained  by  the  federal  government  for  disabled  soldiers  was  not  liable 
for  the  negligent  acts  of  its  agents  in  polluting  the  waters  of  a  stream  situated  on 
plaintiff's  land;  Powers  v.  Massachusetts  Homoepathic  Hospital,  65  L.R.A.  377, 
47  C.  C.  A.  122,  109  Fed.  294;  Adams  v.  University  Hospital,  122  Mo.  App. 
686,  99  S.  W.  453, — holding  a  hospital  was  not  liable  for  injuries  received  by  a 
patient  through  the  negligence  of  nurses;  Whittaker  v.  St.  Luke's  Hospital,  137 
Mo.  App.  119,  117  S.  W.  1189,  holding  no  liability  on  the  part  of  a  hospital  for 
injuries  received  by  an  employee  through  the  negligence  of  the  managers;  Plant 
System  Relief  &  Hospital  Dept.  v.  Dickerson,  118  Ga.  660,  45  S.  E.  483,  hold- 
ing a  hospital  association  maintained  by  several  railroads  for  the  benefit  of 
their  employees  was  not  liable  for  injuries  resulting  from  the  negligence  or 
want  of  skill  on  the  part  of  physicians  employed;  Leavell  v.  Western  Kentucky 
Asylum,  122  Ky.  215,  4  L.R.A.('n.S.)  271,  91  S.  W.  671,  12  Ann.  Cas.  827,  hold- 
ing an  asylum  for  insane  created  by  act  of  the  state  is  not  liable  for  injuries 
received  by  a  servant  when  assaulted  by  a  lunatic;  Kettwewe  v.  State  Bd.  of 
-Control,  131  Ky.  293,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  276,  116  S.  W.  200,  holding  same  in 
action  for  death  of  lunatic  caused  by  acts  of  employees;  Hopkins  v.  Clenson 
Agri.  College,  77  S.  C.  37,  67  S.  E.  551,  holding  an  agricultural  college  is  not 
liable  for  damages  negligently  caused  by  changing  the  current  of  the  river,  with- 
•out  the  consent  of  the  state  it  being  an  agensy  thereof;  Abston  v.  Waldon 
Academy,  118  Tenn.  37,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1182,  102  S.  W.  351,  holding  defendant 
academy  is  not  liable  for  injuries  received  by  students  because  of  a  failure  to 
maintain  fire  escapes  as  required  by  ordinance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Artist,  23  L,  R.  A.  681,  which  holds 
railroad  company  not  liable  for  malpractice  of  physician  at  hospital  maintained 
for  employees;  Eighmy  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  296,  which  holds  railroad 
company  not  liable  for  negligence  of  physicians  in  hospitals  voluntarily  main- 
tained for  injured  employees;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Sullivan,  27 
L.  R.  A.  840,  which  holds  corporation  gratuitously  furnishing  medical  services 
to  employees  liable  only  for  care  in  selecting  physician;  Hannon  v.  Siegel-Cooper 
Oo.  52  L.  R.  A.  420,  which  holds  department  store  estopped  to  deny  responsibility 
for  malpractice  of  dentist;  Downs  v.  Harper  Hospital,  25  L.  R.  A.  602,  which 
denies  liability  of  insane  hospital  for  injury  to  inmate  by  negligence  or  tort  of 
employees;  Powers  v.  Massachusetts  Homoepathic  Hospital,  65  L.R.A.  372,  which 
holds  charitable  hospital  not  liable  for  injury  to  patient  by  negligence  of  care- 
fully selected  nurse. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  270)  on  liability  of  state  or  municipal  elee- 
mosynary institution  for  personal  tort  of  agent  or  servant;  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
306)  on  liability  of  proprietor  of  private  sanitarium  or  hospital  for  negligence 
of  nurse;  (54  Am.  St.  Rep.  92)  on  nonliability  of  municipal  and  private  corpo- 
rations; (139  Am.  St.  Rep.  906)  on  liability  of  charitable  institution  for  torta 
of  servants  and  agents. 

Distinguished  in  Gross  v.  Kentucky  Bd.  of  Managers,  105  Ky.  846,  43  L.  R.  A. 
704,  49  S.  W.  458,  holding  Kentucky  Board  of  Managers  of  World's  Columbian 
Exposition  liable  for  breach  of  contract;  Texas  &  P.  CJoal  Co.  v.  Connaughten, 
20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  645,  50  S,  W.  173,  and  Haggerty  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  &  N.  W.  R. 
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'O).  100  Mo.  App.  443,  74  S.  W.  456,  holding  master  liable  to  servant  for  negli- 
\gfence  of  physician  paid  from  compulsory  fund  raised  by  deduction  from  servants* 
wages;  Bruce  v.  Central  M.  E.  Church,  147  Mich.  238,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  78,  110  N. 
^V.  951,  11  Ann.  Cas.  150,  holding  a  church  was  liable  for  injuries  received  by 
«.n  employee  of  the  contractor  employed  for  injuries  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
breaking  of  a  defective  scaffold  furnished  by  agents  of  the  church. 

Disapproved  in  Hewett  v.  Woman's  Hospital  Aid  Asso.  73  N.  H.  565,  7  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   409,  64  Atl.  190,  holding  a  hospital  was  liable  for  injuries  to  servants 
l)ecause  of  a  failure  to  give  warning  concerning  certain  dangers. 

:23  L.  R.  A.  203,  ANDERSON  v.  CHICAGO,  ST.  P.  M.  &  O.  R,  CO.  87  Wis.  196, 
68  N.  W.  79. 

S^idence  of  prefsaatlons  to  preT^ent  repetition  of  accident. 

Cited  in  Georgia  Southern  &  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Cartledge,  116  Ga.  167,  59  L.  R.  A. 
120,  footnote  p.  118,  42  S.  E.  405,  and  Green  v.  Ashland  Water  Co.  101  Wis.  269, 
43  L.  R.  A.  121,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  911,  77  N.  W.  722,  holding  evidence  of  pre- 
cautions to  prevent  repetition  of  injuries  inadmissible;  Kreider  v.  Wisconsin 
River  Paper  &  Pulp  Co.  110  Wis.  650,  86  N.  W.  662,  holding  evidence  as  to 
remedying  of  defects  in  machinery  after  accident  incompetent  on  question  of 
negligence;  Lind  v.  Uniform  Stave  &  Package  Co.  140  WMs.  188,  120  N.  W.  839, 
holding  evidence  that  after  an  accident  defendants  placed  guards  about  an  open- 
ing was  not  competent  to  show  negligence  in  not  having  it  guarded  before. 

Cited  in  notes   (32  L.R.A. (N.S.)   1130)   on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  condi- 
tion before  and  after  accident  of  property  whose  defects  alleged  to  have  caused 
injury;    (11  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  245)   on  admissibility  of  fact  collateral  to  issue. 
Contributory  nesrliflrcnce. 

Cited  in  Vant  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  101  Wis.  367,  77  N.  W.  713,  holding 
it  contributory  negligence  to  cross  railroad  by  much-frequented  private  way  with- 
out looking. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Price  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  213, 
which  holds  negligence  of  trespasser  in  sitting  down  on  railroad  track  not 
.excuHed  by  drunkenness. 

Cii«d  in  note  (40  L.  R.  A.  133)  on  intoxication  as  affecting  negligence. 
Implted   licensees  and   trespassers   on   railroads. 

Cited  in  Miug  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  102  Wis.  521,  78  N.  W.  1090, 
holding  unlawful  use  of  tracks  by  pedestrians  not  proof  of  license  by  company; 
Felton  V.  Aubrey,  20  C.  C.  A.  446,  43  U.  S.  App.  278,  74  Fed.  361,  holding  higher 
degree  of  evidence  requisite  to  establish  license  to  walk  on  trestle  or  railroad 
bridge  than  on  less  dangerous  place;  Sheehan  v.  St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Co.  22  C.  C.  A. 
125,  46  U.  S.  App.  498,  76  Fed.  204,  holding  locomotive  engineer  not  boimd  to  be 
on  lookout  for  trespassers;  Moody  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  89  Ark.  107,  131 
Am.  St.  Rep.  75,  115  S.  W.  400,  holding  a  license  to  use  a  railroad  track  as  a 
foot-path  would  be  implied  where  the  railroad  had  permitted  its  road  bed  to  so 
obstruct  the  drainage  of  water  as  to  wash  away  the  sidewalk  and  the  tracks  had 
been  used  as  a  result  for  a  foot-path  for  a  long  time;  Dotta  v.  Northern  P.  R. 
Co.  36  Wash.  513,  79  Pac.  32,  holding  a  license  was  not  acquired  by  user  to  a 
right  of  way  along  a  trestle  constructed  for  a  storage  track  and  containing  no 
-way  for  foot  passengers,  though  used  by  such ;  Palmer  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co. 
34  Utah,  478,  98  Pac.  689,  16  Ann.  Cas.  229,  on  no  duty  as  resting  upon  rail- 
road company  to  keep  a  lookout  for  trespassers  on  the  tracks ;  Anderson  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  16  Idaho,  524,  99  Pac.  91,  on  a  railroad  as  bound  to  exercise 
special  care  and  watchfulness  at  any  point  where  people  may  be  expected  on  the 
iracks. 
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Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ward  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  23  L.R.A.  715,  which  holds 
knowledge  of  frequent  trespassing  on  railroad  track  without  taking  steps  to  pre 
vent  same  not  license  to  use  track;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Hammill,  24  L.  R.  A. 
531,  which  holds  duty  owed  to  one  using  footway  alongside  railroad  bridge  in 
accordance  with  recognized  custom;  Neal  v.  Carolina  C.  R.  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  6S4, 
which  denies  liability  for  death  of  person  on  track  by  train  running  at  exoessire 
speed  without  ringing  bell ;  Atchison,  T.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Potter,  56  L.  R.  A.  575, 
as  to  what  constitutes  license  to  cross  railroad  track  at  place  other  than  public 
crossing;  Matthews  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  65  L.R.A.  286,  which  holds  rail- 
road company  permitting  public  to  use  well  beaten  path  on  right  of  way,  bound 
to  use  ordinary  care  not  to  maintain  pitfalls  or  unsafe  condition;  Williamson  x. 
Southern  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  1007,  which  holds  that  invitation  to  use  railroad  right 
of  way  as  footpath  does  not  arise  from  merely  permitting  such  use  where  sign 
is  conspicuously  posted  warning  persons  not  to  do  so. 

Cited  in  notes  (69  L.R.A.  526)  on  duty  to  avoid  injury  to  persons  walking  on 
railroad  trestle;   (69  L.R.A.  544)  on  duty  to  avoid  injury  to  trespassers. 

Distinguished  in  Mason  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  89  Wis.    156,  61 
N.  W.  300,  holding  act  making  it  unlawful  to  walk  on  railroad  track  inappli- 
cable to  licensed  path  about  railroad  grounds.    , 
Laat  clear  chance. 

Cited  in  notes  (55  L.R.A.  463)  on  doctrine  of  last  clear  chance;  (31  LJtA. 
(N.S.)  1043)  on  intoxication  of  persons  on  track  as  affecting  applicability  of 
doctrine  of  last  clear  chance. 

23  L.  R.  A.  208,  ELLIOTT  v.  NEWPORT  STREET  R.  CO.  18  R.  I.  707,  28  Atl, 

338,  31  Atl.  694. 
Negrllfrence   caaaingr  Injury  to  pamienflrer. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  City  &  Suburban  R.  Co.  42  Or.  509,  71  Pac.  659,  holding 
it  usually  question  for  jury  whether  it  is  negligence  in  carrier  to  permit  per- 
manent obstructions  to  remain  so  close  to  tracks  as  to  endanger  safety  of  pss- 
sengers;  Mason  v.  Boston  &  N.  Street  R.  Co.  190  Mass.  257,  76  N.  £.  717,  hold- 
ing a  street  railway  company  negligent  in  so  placing  a  trolley  pole  that  a  p&»- 
senger  moving  along  the  running  board  is  struck  in  the  head  by  it. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Budd  v.  United  Carriage  Co.  27   L.  R.  A.  279,  which 
holds  burden  of  proving  freedom  from  negligence  on  carrier  on  proof  of  injurv" 
to  passenger  from  running  and  kicking  of  team  on  public  carriage. 
Dntr  of  carrier. 

Cited  in  Bosworth  v.  Union  R.  Co.  25  R.  I.  202,  55  Atl.  490;  Brunnchow  t. 
Rhode  Island  Co.  26  R.  I.  214,  68  Atl.  656;  Bosworth  v.  Union  R.  Co.  26  R.  I. 
316,  58  Atl.  982,  3  Ann.  Cas.  1080  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Colorado  &  Southern  R. 
Co.  V.  McGeorge,  46  Colo.  19,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  43,  102  Pac.  747,  17  Ann.  Cas. 
880, — on  the  d^ree  of  care  required  to  be  exercised  by  a  carrier  for  the  safety  of 
passengers ;  Dunham  v.  Public  Service  Corp.  76  N.  J.  L.  454,  69  Atl.  1012,  holding 
the  acceptance  of  person  as  a  passenger  on  a  crowded  car  created  the  duty  aris- 
ing out  of  such  relation. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  163)  on  duty  of 'street  car  company  to  pas- 
senger on  running  board. 

Contrlbntory    neflrllsence. 

Cited  in  Watson  v.  Portland  &  C.  E.  R.  Co.  91  Me.  592,  44  L.  R.  A.  159,  foot- 
note p.  157,  holding  riding  on  front  platform  of  electric  car  not  negligence  per 
sc;  Citizens  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Hoffbauer,  23  Ind.  App.  621,  56  N.  E.  54,  holding 
v|uestion  of  passenger's  negligence  in  going  upon  rimning  board  at  night  to  get 
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cransfer^  while  car  was  on  wrong  track,  for  jury;  Gununings  v.  Worcester,  L- 
&  6.  Street  R.  Go.  166  Mass.  223,  44  N.  £.  126,  holding  that  passenger  on  front 
platform  of  closed  car,  deliberately  leaning  oiit  beyond  car,  cannot  recover  for 
injuries  received  thereby;  Nicholas  v.  Peck,  21  R.  I.  406,  43  Atl.  1038,  holding 
it  contributory  negligence,  as  matter  of  law,  knowingly  to  walk  over  unsafe  por- 
tion of  sidewalk;  San  Antonio  Traction  Co.  v.  Bryant,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  440, 
70  S.  W.  1015,  holding  passenger  using  nmning  board  of  crowded  open  car, 
instead  of  aisle,  to  get  to  seat,  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  matter 
of  law;  Union  Traction  Co.  v.  Sullivan,  38  Ind.  App.  626,  76  N.  E.  116,  holding 
it  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  whether  a  passenger  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  in  riding  on  the  running  board  of  a  street  car  facing  backward; 
Huber  v.  Cedar  Rapids  &  M.  C.  R.  Co.  124  Iowa,  558,  100  N.  W.  478,  holding  a 
X>assenger  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law  where  he  leaned 
from  the  platform  and  was  struck  in  the  head  by  a  trolley  pole  nineteen  to 
twenty  inches  from  the  side  of  the  car;  Cameron  v.  Lewiston,  B.  &  B.  Street  R. 
Co.  103  Me.  489,  18  L.R.A.(X.S.)  500,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  315,  70  Atl.  534,  holding 
it  not  negligence  per  se  for  a  passenger  riding  on  the  running  board  not  to  antici- 
pate danger  from  poles  placed  near  the  tracks;  Kreimelmann  v.  Jourdan,  107 
Mo.  App.  68,  80  S.  W.  323,  holding  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  a 
passenger  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  passing  along  an  inside 
running  board  to  a  seat  where  another  was  accessible  and  it  was  impossible  to 
^tand  on  such  running  board  without  danger  from  passing  cars;  Georgetown  & 
T.  R.  Co.  V.  Smith,  25  App.  D.  C.  270,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  279,  holding  it  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury  whether  a  passenger  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in 
sticking  his  arm  out  of  the  window;  Verrone  v.  Rhode  Island  Suburban  R.  Co. 
27  R.  I.  372,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  41,  62  Atl.  512,  holding  it  was  not  negligence  per 
se  to  occupy  a  position  on  the  running  board  of  a  car  where  no  seats  vacant  or 
standing  room  in  car;  Oliver  v.  Ft.  Smith  Light  &  Traction  Co.  89  Ark.  230,  131 
Am.  St.  Rep.  86,  116  S.  W.  204,  on  contributory  negligence  of  injured  party  as 
relieving  railroad  company  from  liability  though  negligent;  Crandall  v.  Stafford 
Mfg.  Co.  24  R.  I.  560,  54  Atl.  52,  on  when  question  of  contributory  negligence  one 
of  fact  for  the  jury;  Lebeau  v.  Dyerville  Mfg.  Co.  26  R.  I.  36,  57  Atl.  1092, 
on  what  necessary  to  warrant  the  court  to  set  aside  a  verdict  on  the  grounds 
of  contributory  negligence;  Nick  v.  Jersey  City,  H.  &  P.  Street  R.  Co.  75  N.  J. 
L.  646,  68  Atl.  158,  on  the  duty  resting  upon  a  passenger  riding  upon  the  plat- 
form of  a  car. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fisher  v.  West  Virginia  &  P.  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  69, 
which  holds  riding  on  car  platform  and  refusing  to  go  inside  at  request,  neg- 
ligence; North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Baur,  45  L.  R.  A.  108,  which  holds 
-standing  on  street  car  platform  with  back  against  dash-board  not  necessarily 
negligent;  Sweetland  v.  Lynn  &  B.  R.  Co.  51  L.  R.  A.  783,  which  sustains  rule 
forbidding  passenger's  riding  on  front  platform  of  electric  car;  Third  Ave.  R. 
•Co.  V.  Barton,  52  L.  R.  A.  471,  which  denies  right  of  passenger  on  running 
board  of  street  car  to  recover  for  injuries  by  contact  with  pillar  near  track, 
while  passing  around  conductor,  who  was  also  on  running  board. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1192;  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  353)  on  negligence  of 
passenger  riding  or  standing  on  running  board  of  street  car. 

Dlreettoit  of  verdict. 

Cited  in  Hutchinson  v.  Clarke,  26  R.  I.  308,  58  Atl.  948,  on  what  necessary  to 
warrant  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  in  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case  for  neg- 
ligence; Gallowshaw  v.  Lonsdale  Co.  25  R.  I.  384,  55  Atl.  932,  on  when  there 
is  no  question  for  the  jury  in  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case  for  negligence. 
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Amount  of  damagre*. 

Cited  in  Blackwell  v.  O'Gorman  Co.  22  R.  I.  642,  49  Atl.  28,  holding  $10,000 
verdict  for  severe  and  permanent  injuries  to  woman  not  excessive;  Welch  v, 
Greene,  24  R.  I.  519,  54  Atl.  54,  on  when  court  will  set  aside  verdict  on 
ground  of  excessive  damages. 

23  L.  R.  A.  210,  SINGER  MFG.  CO.  v.  FLEMING,  39  Neb.  679,  42  Am.  St. 
Rep.  613,  58  N.  W.  226. 

Followed  without  special  discussion  in  Bishop  v.  Middleton,  43  Neb.  12,  26. 
L.R.A.  447,  footnote  p.  445,  61  N.  W.  129;  and  Gordon  Bros.  v.  Wageman,  77. 
Xeb.  192,  108  N.  W.  1067,  upon  validity  of  statute  in  question. 
Title  of  act. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Green  v.  Power,  63  Neb.  499,  88  N.  W.  769,  holding 
title  of  act  for  "better  protection  of  earnings  of  laborers,  etc.,"  comprehensive 
enough  to  permit  provisions  for  punishment  of  violations  thereof;  Van  Du»r 
V.  Mellinger,  66  Neb.  514,  92  N.  W.  738,  holding  the  title  of  an  act  "to  amend'' 
a  specifically  described  statute  justified  legislation  in  the  nature  of  a  remedy  for 
the  enforcement  of  the  original  statute. 

Cited  in  note  (64  Am.  St.  Rep.  106)  on  sufficiency  of  title  of  statute. 
Laivs    partly   nnconatltntlonal. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Wheeler  v.  Stuht,  52  Neb.  217,  71  N.  W.  941,  refusiag 
to  oust  councilraen  elected  under  act  providing  for  government  of  metropolitan 
cities,  on  ground  that  detatched  portions  were  unconstitutional. 
Rlgrhta  of  nonresident  creditors. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  &  0.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  McDonald,  112  111.  App.  402,  holding 
foreign  garnishment  judgment  obtained  without  personal  service  or  appearance 
of  debtor  not  bar  to  recovery  of  wages,  exempt  by  law  of  state  where  earned; 
Dodge  County  v.  Burns,  89  Neb.  536,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  878,  131  N.  W.  922,  on 
comity  between  states  as  to  judgments  requiring  resident  debtor  to  pay  creditor's 
creditor  debt  payable  in  sister  state;  McCormack  v.  Tincher,  77  Neb.  860,  110 
N.  W.  547,  holding  a  nonresident  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  an  act  provid- 
ing for  the  better  protection  of  the  earnings  of  employees  of  corporations  doing 
an  interstate  business. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ward  v.  Boyce,  36  L.  R.  A.  549,  which  holds  trustee 
process  in  other  state  to  reach  note  held  by  nonresident  not  personally  served,, 
ineffectual;  Hawley  v.  Hurd,  52  L.  R.  A.  195,  which  sustains  discrimination 
between  banks  in  and  out  of  state  as  to  attachment  of  negotiable  paper;  Tootle 
v.  Coleman,  57  L.  R.  A.  120,  which  holds  right  to  garnish  debtor  not  limited  to 
situs  of  chose  in  action. 

Cited  in  notes   (36  L.  R.  A.  583)   on  debtor's  right  of  action  against  creditor 
for  debt  in  another  jurisdiction  in  evasion  of  exemption  laws  of  their  domicil; 
(47  L.  R.  A.  134)   on  effect  of  judgment  against  garnishee  to  merge  or  satisfj" 
liability  of  principal  debtor. 
Sltns  of  debts  for  the  pnrpose  of  attadtment. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  146  Fed.  413,  on  the  situs  of 
debts  for  the  purpose  of  attachment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  National  Broadway  Bank  v.  Sampson,  66  LJLA.  606, 
which  holds  liability  of  nonresident  to  nonresident  corporation  not  subject  to 
attachment  within  state  when  debtor  is  temporarily  within  jurisdiction  as  situs 
of  debt  is  at  place  of  residence  either  of  debtor  or  of  creditor. 

Cited  in  notes  (67  L.R.A.  223)  as  to  where  debt  garnishable;  (69  Am.  St 
Rep.  115)    on  situs  of  debts  for  purposes  of  garnishment  and  of  property  in 


1087  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [23  L.R.A.  215 

transit  in  bands  of  carriers;   (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  212)  on  garnishment  of  debt  due 
to  nonresident. 

'Valldltr  of  mtAtntory  proT^lslon  for  attorney's  fee. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  914)  on  validity  of  statutory  provision  for  at- 
torney's fee. 

GArnlsliinent  a«  aatlBfactlon  of  debt. 

Cited  in  note  (77  Am.  St.  Rep.  545)  on  garnishment  as  satisfaction  of  prin- 
cipal debt, 

23  L.  R.  A.  215,  WOLCOTT  v.  HOLCOMB,  97  Mich.  361,  56  N.  W.  837. 
Charitable    Inatltntlons. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel,  Olsen  v.  Board  of  Control,  86  Minn.  193,  88  N.  W.  533 
(dissenting   opinion),   majority   holding  state   normal   schools   charitable   insti- 
tutions within  meaning  of  title  to  act. 
Residence  as  allectlner   electoral   and   property   rlirbts. 

Cited  in  Lawrence  v.  Leidigh,  68  Kan.  599,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  631,  50  Pac.  600, 
and  Re  Registration  of  Voters,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  478,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  17,  holding  that 
inmates  of  soldiers'  home  vote  only  in  districts  where  they  last  resided;  People 
ex  rel.  Saxmders  v.  Hanna,  98  Mich.  516,  57  N.  W.  738,  and  Powell  v.  Spackman, 
7  Idaho,  706,  54  L.  R.  A.  383,  65  Pac.  503,  holding  inmates  of  soldiers'  home 
from  other  townships  not  legal  voters  in  township  of  home;  Powell  v.  Spackman, 
7  Idaho,  705,  54  L.  R.  A.  383,  footnote  p.  378,  65  Pac.  503,  holding  residence  as 
voter  not  acquired  by  inmate  of  soldiers'  home;  Hale  v.  Stimson,  198  Mo.  155,  95 
8.  W.  885,  holding  a  statute  providing  that  no  person  while  kept  at  any  poor 
house  or  other  asylum  at  public  expense  except  at  the  soldier's  home,  shall  be  en- 
titled to  vote  is  not  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  v.  Cady,  25  L.  R.  A.  399,  which  denies  power  to 
gain  residence  as  voter  while  irregularly  committed  to  prison;  Langhammer  v. 
Munter,  27  L.  R.  A.  330,  which  denies  necessity  of  voter  having  any  particular 
**home;"  Re  Barry,  52  L.  R.  A.  831,  which  denies  power  of  student  for  priest- 
hood at  Roman  Catholic  seminary  to  acquire  residence  as  voter;  Montgomery  v. 
Lebanon,  54  L.  R.  A.  914,  which  holds  farmer  retaining  country  house  as  home 
not  taxable  in  town  where  he  goes  to  give  children  school  privileges;  Cory  v. 
Spencer,  63  L.R.A.  275,  which  holds  that  a  member  of  a  national  home  for  volun- 
teer soldiers  may  acquire  a  residence  there  for  voting  purposes. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.  480)  on  how  far  right  to  vote  is  absolute;  (48  Am. 
St.  Rep.  717)  on  residence  and  loss  or  change  thereof. 

Distinguished  in  Cory  v.  Spencer,  67  Kan.  657,  63  L.  R.  A.  279,  73  Pac.  920, 
holding  that  inmate  of  soldiers'  home  may  acquire  residence  there  for  voting 
purposes;  State  ex  rel.  Lyle  v.  Willett,  117  Tenn.  350,  97  S.  W.  299,  holding  the 
residents  of  a  national  soldier's  home  were  not  residents  of  the  state  and  entitled 
to  vote  at  the  elections  therein  the  constitution  of  the  state  not  providing  that 
inmates  of  such  institutions  did  not  lose  their  residence  for  the  purpose  of 
voting. 
Ministerial    dntles   of   Inspectors   of  election. 

Cited  in  State  ea  rel.  McMillan  v.  Sadler,  25  Nev.  175,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  573, 
58  Pac.  284,  holding  inspectors  of  election  wichout  power  to  refuse  to  receive 
vote  of  elector  whose  name  is  on  check  list,  except  on  failure  to  prove  identity; 
Lane  v.  Mitchell,  153  Iowa,  142,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  973,  133  N.  W.  381,  holding  that 
election  officers  have  no  right  to  refuse  to  administer  oath  or  to  receive 
ballot  after  oath  is  taken,  under  statute  providing  that  if  challenged  voter  takes 
oath  his  vote  shall  be  received. 
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Cited  in  note  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  969,  970)  on  duty  of  election  officer  to  accept 
sworn  vote. 

23  L.  R.  A.  221,  PEOPLE  v.  SHELDON,  139  N.  Y.  251,  54  N.  Y.  S.  R.  513,  36 

Am.  St.  Rep.  690,  34  N.  E.  785. 
Comblnatlonsy  «grreenient«>  and  lai^a  relatlngr  to  trade. 

Cited  in  Judd  v.  Harrington,  139  N.  Y.  110,  34  N.  E.  790,  holding  void,  agree- 
ment for  purpose  of  controlling  market  and  suppressing  competition  in  sale  of 
meat;  Cummings  v.  Union  Blue  Stone  Co.  164  N.  Y.  405,  52  .  L. 
R.  A.  263,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  655,  58  N.  E.  525,  Affirming  15 
App.  Div.  604,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  787,  holding  agreement  to  sell  all 
manufactured  products  of  wholesale  blue  stone  dealers  and  apportion  profits 
void;  People  v.  Milk  Exchange,  145  N.  Y.  272,  27  L.  R.  A.  440,  45  Am.  St.  Rep. 
609,  39  N.  E.  1062,  Affirming  77  Hun,  437,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  259,  holding  incor- 
porated milk  exchange,  a  combination  of  dealers  and  creamery  men  to  control 
price  of  milk,  illegal;  People  ex  rel.  Tyroler  v.  City  Prison,  157  N.  Y.  133,  43 
L.  R.  A.  271,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  763,  51  N.  E.  1006,  holding  act  prohibiting  sale 
of  tickets  by  scalpers  unconstitutional;  Re  Davies,  168  N.  Y.  101,  56  L.  R.  A. 
860,  61  N.  E.  118,  holding  that  act  of  1899  relating  to  suppression  of  monopolies 
authorized  proceedings  against  illegal  combinations  formed  before  its  passage; 
Drake  v.  Siebold,  81  Hun,  181,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  697,  holding  agreement  by  associa- 
tion of  retailers  to  fix  uniform  price  of  coal,  followed  by  overt  acts,  criminal 
conspiracy;  Cohen  v.  Berlin  &  J.  Envelope  Co.  38  App.  Div.  500,  56  N.  Y.  Supp. 
588,  holding  agreement  to  insure  protection  against  ruinous  competition  valid; 
John  D.  Park  &  Sons  Co.  v.  National  Wholesale  Druggists'  Asso.  175  N.  Y. 
34,  62  L.  R.  A.  647,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  578,  67  N.  E.  136  (dissenting  opinion). 
Affirming  54  App.  Div.  231  note.  Which  Affirmed  30  Misc.  679,  64  N.  Y.  Supp. 
276,  majority  upholding  agreement  between  manufacturers  of  proprietary  drugs 
and  wholesalers,  to  fix  prices  and  refrain  from  selling  to  dealers  who  would  not 
comply  with  terms;  Export  Lumber  Co.  v.  South  Brooklyn  Sawmill  Co.  54  App. 
Div.  521,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  626,  upholding  contract  between  lumber  dealers  to  ac- 
oount  for  and  divide  profits  of  their  export  business;  Re  Atty.  Gen.  21  Misc. 
106,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  20,  upholding  constitutionality  of  act  to  prevent  monopolies 
in  articles  of  general  necessity;  Excelsior  Quilting  Co.  v.  Creter,  36  Misc.  700, 
74  N.  Y.  Supp.  361,  holding  valid,  agreement  to  make  no  more  of  certain  kind 
of  machine,  patents  having  all  expired;  Booth  v.  Seibold,  37  Misc.  103,  74  N.  Y 
Supp.  776,  upholding  agreement  for  discontinuance  of  fish  business,  limited  as 
to  territory  and  time;  Brown  v.  Jacobs'  Pharmacy  Co.  115  Ga.  435,  57  L.  R.  A. 
551,  footnote  p.  548,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  126,  41  S.  E.  553,  sustaining  right  to  in- 
junction against  combination  of  merchants  to  prevent  sales  to  other  dealers 
unless  selling  at  fixed  prices;  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Firemen*s  Fund  Ins.  Co. 
162  Mo.  47,  45  L.  R.  A.  377,  62  S.  W.  595,  upholding  constitutionality  of  law 
forbidding  combinations  to  fix  insurance  rates;  West  Virginia  Transp.  Co.  v. 
Standard  Oil  Co.  60  W.  Va.  620,  66  L.  R.  A.  809,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  895,  40  S.  E. 
691,  holding  combination  of  several  to  do  lawful  act  not  actionable,  although 
injury  result;  State  ex  rel.  Durner  v.  Huegin,  110  Wis.  253,  62  L.  R.  A.  742, 
86  N.  W.  1046,  upholding  power  of  legislature  to  make  civilly  or  criminally 
liable,  participants  in  malicious  combination  to  injure  another;  Continental  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Fire  Underwriters,  67  Fed.  318,  upholding  legality  of  combination  of  un- 
derwriters for  regulation  of  premium  rates,  rebates,  and  compensation  of  agents; 
United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  134,  29  C.  C.  A.  157, 
54  U.  S.  App.  723,  85  Fed.  288,  holding  agreement  between  iron  pipe  manufac- 
turers, reserving  territory  to  different  members  of  association  free  from  competi- 
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tion,  illegal;  People  v.  McFarlin,  43  Misc.  601,  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  527,  holding  agree- 
ment to  purchase  materials  only  from  factories  approved  of  by  labor  unions,  ille- 
gal; Walsh  V.  Association  of  Master  Plumbers,  97  Mo.  App.  294,  71  S.  W.  455, 
holding  agreement  between  plumbers'  association  and  aealers  and  manufacturers 
for  purpose  of  fixing  prices  and  limiting  production,  illegal;  Ferd  Heim  Brew- 
ing C5o.  V.  Belinder,  97  Mo.  App.  70,  71  S.  W.  691,  holding  illegal,  agreement  by 
breweries  not  to  sell  beer  to  anyone  in  debt  to  any  other  member  of  the  com- 
bination; State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Armour  Packing  Co.  173  Mo.  387,  61  L.  R.  A. 
473,  footnote  p.  464,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  515,  73  S.  W.  645,  holding  unlawful  com- 
bination to  fix  prices  shown  by  acts  of  competing  dealers;  State  v.  Glenn  Lumber 
Co.  83  Kan.  404,  111  Pac.  484,  holding  that  charges  made  under  anti  trust  act 
may  be  properly  united,  prosecution  being  for  misdemeanor;  Dr.  Miles  Medical 
Co.  V.  John  D.  Park  &  Sons  Co.  220  U.  S.  408,  55  L.  ed.  519,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  376, 
holding  that  combinations  between  dealers,  having  for  purpose  destruction  of 
competition  are  injurious  to  public  interests  and  void;  Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  United 
States,  221  U.  S.  97,  55  L.  ed.  660,  34  L.R.A. (X.S.)  870,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  502, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  734,  69  Pittsb.  L.  J.  306  (dissenting  opinion),  on  reasonable- 
ness of  statute  intended  to  prohibit  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade  as  fatal 
to  their  effectiveness;  McCarter  v.  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  74  N.  J.  Eq.  401,  29  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1209,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  708,  73  Atl.  80,  18  Ann.  Cas.  1048  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), as  to  what  corporations  are  engaged  in  business  which  affects  public  inter- 
ests; State  ex  rel.  Hadley  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  218  Mo.  450,  116  S.  W.  902,  on  the 
illegality  of  combinations  to  restrain  competition;  Kellogg  v.  Sowerby,  190  N.  Y. 
373,  83  N.  E.  47,  on  illegality  of  combinations  preventive  of  competition  regard- 
less of  the  motive  of  parties;  Hunt  v.  Riverside  Co-op.  Club,  140  Mich.  547,  112 
Am.  St.  Rep.  420,  104  N.  W.  40,  holding  that  it  is  not  material  that  in  fact 
lowered  prices  resulted  from  a  forbidden  combination  tending  to  monopolize; 
People  V.  American  Ice  Co.  120  App.  Div.  236,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  858,  holding  evi- 
dence of  profits  made  or  as  to  unreasonableness  of  prices  not  material  on  dis- 
covery and  inspection  before  trial  for  monopolistic  combination;  Rex  v.  Elliott,  9 
Ont.  L.  Rep.  662,  holding  that  if  illegal  combination  affected  local  trade  it  is  im- 
material that  it  was  primarily  operative  in  a  foreign  country ;  People  v.  American 
Ice  Co.  135  App.  Div.  186,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  41,  holding  allegations  as  to  past 
monopolistic  acts  proper  either  to  characterize  the  intent  and  support  an  injunc- 
tion against  further  like  acts  or  to  make  out  case  for  cancelling  permit  to  do 
business;  Chicago,  W.  &  V.  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  214  III.  443,  73  N.  E.  770  (Affirm- 
ing 114  III.  App.  106,  holding  averment  that  coal  dealers  conspired  to  combine 
and  regulate  prices  was  good  as  stating  a  common  law  conspiracy  without  aver- 
ment of  unlawfulness  of  means;  Territory  v.  Long  Bell  Lumber  Co.  22  Okla.  905, 
99  Pac.  911,  holding  combination  to  suppress  competition  in  lumber  trade  was 
within  statutory  definition  of  nuisance  enjoinable  at  suit  of  public;  John  D. 
Park  &  Sons  Co.  v.  Hartman,  12  L.R.A.  (X.S.)  150,  82  C.  C.  A.  158,  153  Fed.  45, 
holding  system  of  sale  and  resale  contracts  with  serial  numbers  was  unlawful; 
Cleland  v.  Anderson,  66  Neb.  264,  5  L.R.A(N.S.)  142,  92  N.  W.  306,  holding 
combination  to  prevent  wholesalers  from  selling  lumber  except  to  "regular"  re- 
tailers was  against  free  competition  within  statute;  State  v.  Eastern  Coal  Co.  29 
R.  I.  259,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  817,  70  Atl.  1,  17  Ann.  Cas.  96,  holding  that  merely 
fixing  coal  prices  in  combination  without  capacity  thereby  to  restrain  or  monopo- 
lize trade  or  conspiring  to  monopolize  without  power  to  accomplish  is  not  a  crime ; 
People  V.  Klaw,  55  Misc.  91,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  341,  on  "prime  necessities"  of  life 
as  object  of  unlawful  trade  monopolies  and  holding  theatrical  monopoly  not  one 
in  trade;  State  v.  Duluth  Bd.  of  Trade,  107  Minn.  530,  23  L.R.A.(X.S.)  1273, 
121  N.  W.  395,  holding  that  a  rule  of  The  Duluth  Board  of  Trade  which  provides 
L.R.A.  An.  Vol.  III.— 69. 
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that  all  members  of  the  board  shall  charge  a  uniform  commiasion  for  selling  grain 
for  nonmembers,  and  provides  penalties  for  violation  of  such  rule,  is  not  a  com- 
bination and  does  not  violate  anti-trust  statute  of  Minnesota. 

Cited  in  notes  (35  L.R.A.{N.S.)  1054,  1065)  on  combination  by  dealers  not  to 
patronize  wholesalers  selling  to  undesirable  persons;  (78  Am.  St.  R^.  243)  on 
acts  which  legislature  may  declare  criminal. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Consolidated  Gas  Co.  56  Misc.  60,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  407, 
holding  out  and  out  purchase  of  stock  of  competing  gas  companies  under  permis- 
sion of  statute  was  not  a  combination  suppressive  of  trade  competition;  Locker 
V.  American  Tobacco  Co.  121  App.  Div.  453,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  115,  holding  tobacco 
wliolesaler's  appointment  of  an  exclusive  selling  agent,  and  consequent  inability 
of  plaintiff  to  purchase  its  goods  as  agreed  by  it  was  not  enjoinable  aa  an  unlaw- 
ful restraint  of  trade. 
Conspiracy. 

Cited  in  Green  v.  Davies,  100  App.  Div.  359,  01  N.  Y.  Supp.  470,  34  N.  Y.  CSv. 
Pro.  Rep.  4,  on  the  conspiracy  and  not  the  overt  acts  as  the  gravamen  of  the 
crime;  Purington  v.  Hinchliff,  120  111.  App.  531,  on  the  unlawfulness  of  the 
purpose  of  combination  as  the  gravamen  of  the  offense  rather  than  the  mere  fact 
of  business  association;  Franklin  Union  No.  4  v.  People,  220  111.  376,  4  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  1013,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  248,  77  N.  £.  176,  holding  combination  of  strikers 
in  a  union  to  intimidate,  threaten  or  force  others  not  to  accept  work  was  a  con- 
spiracy; Knight  &  J.  Co.  v.  Miller,  172  Ind.  35,  87  N.  E.  823,  18  Ann.  Cas.  1146, 
holding  contract  forbidding  contracts  which  of  their  nature  must  suppress  compe- 
tition is  germane  to  a  title  covering  such  as  are  "intended"  to  do  so. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  428,  which 
holds  monopoly  not  involved  in  control  of  business  of  refining  and  selling  sugar; 
Hawarden  v.  Youghiogheny  &  L.  Coal  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  828,  which  sustains  retail 
coal  dealer's  right  of  action  against  wholesalers  and  favored  retailers,  com- 
bining to  drive  other  retailers  out  of  business;  Com.  v.  Grinstead,  56  L.  R.  A. 
709,  which  holds  agreement  not  to  resell  goods  at  less  than  specified  price  not 
with  statute  for  suppression  of  conspiracies. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  798)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting 
contracts  and  business;  (64  L.  R.  A.  731)  on  illegal  trusts  under  modern  anti- 
trust laws. 

23  L.  R.  A.  227,  MEAD  v.  STIRLING,  62  Conn.  586,  27  Atl.  591. 

RlgrhtB  of  membera   of  volmntary   awioclatlona   to  Invoke  aid   of  oomrte. 

Cited  in  Lawson  v.  Hewell,  118  Cal.  619,  49  L.  R.  A.  402,  50  Pac.  763,  holding 
that  courts  will  not  restrain  voluntary  society  from  trial  of  member  according 
to  its  rules  for  breach  of  discipline;  Crutcher  v.  Eastern  Division,  No.  321,  0.  R. 
C.  A.  151  Mo.  App.  630,  132  S.  W.  307,  holding  that  courts  will  not  adjudicate 
affairs  of  voluntary  association  until  remedies  within  associaticm  have  been  ex- 
hausted^ Mustin  V.  Grand  Fraternity,  12  Pa.  Dist.  R.  470,  holding  member  of 
lodge  should  exhaust  the  remedies  provided  within  the  organization  before  ap- 
pealing to  the  courts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Supreme  Lodge,  0.  G.  C.  v.  Simering,  41  L.  R»  A.  720. 
which  sustains  right  to  injunction  against  excluding  representative  from  right 
to  vote  in  supreme  lodge  of  benefit  society. 

Cited  in  notes  (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  204)  on  remedies  of  members  of  associations; 
( 68  Am.  St.  Rep.  863,864 )  on  jurisdiction  of  equity  over  voluntary  unincorporated 
associations. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  231,  CHICAGO  &  I.  COAL  R.  CO.  v.  HALL,  136  Ind.  91,  34  N. 

E.  704. 
lilabllltlea  of   consolidated   and   other  corporations. 

Cited  in  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Robbins,  144  Ind.  678,  42  N.  E.  916,  holding 
corporation  assuming  liability  of  anotlier  to  specified  amount  not  bound  beyond 
such  amount;  New  York  Security  &  T.  Co.  v.  Louisville,  E.  &  St.  L.  Consol. 
R.  Co.  102  Fed.  393,  holding  that  effect  of  consolidation  of  railroad  corporation 
is  to  bind  consolidated  company  for  indebtedness  of  all  constituent  companies; 
Midland  R.  Co.  v.  Galey,  141  Ind.  486,  39  N.  E.  940,  holding  consolidated  cor- 
poration liable  for  damages  for  appropriation  of  land  for  right  of  way  by  old 
company;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Gregg,  101  Va.  315,  43  S.  E.  570,  holding  corpora- 
tions purchasing  railroad  liable  for  unpaid  award  in  condemnation  proceedings 
instituted  by  company  building  road. 

Annotation  cited  in  Swing  v.  American  Gluocose  Co.  123  HI.  App.  162,  as  collat- 
ing the  cases  on  the  liability  of  a  corporation  upon  judgments  binding  another 
corporation  which  it  has  absorbed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  ISouthern  R.  Co.  v.  Bouknight,  30  L.  R,  A.  823,  which 
authorizes  holding  consolidated  railroad  company  responsible  for  acts  and 
neglects  of  constituent  members;  Austin  v.  Tecumseh  Nat.  Bank,  35  L.  R.  A. 
444,  which  holds  new  corporation  liable  for  obligations  of  predecessor  only 
when  transaction  fraudulent;  Lamkin  v.  Baldwin  &  L.  Mfg.  Co.  44  L.  R.  A. 
786,  which  holds  taxes  against  partnership  not  payable  from  assets  of  corporation 
subsequently  formed,  till  corporate  debts  paid;  Morgan  v.  Randolph-Clowes  Co. 
51  L.  R.  A.  653,  which  denies  right  of  firm  creditor  to  sue  corporation  assuming 
firm  debts;  Capita]  Traction  Co.  v.  Offutt,  53  L.  R.  A.  390,  which  denies  liability 
of  street  railway  company  for  debts  of  other  company  whose  property  and  fran- 
chises bought;  Combes  v.  Milwaukee  &  M.  R.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  369,  which  denies 
right  to  sue  corporation  devested  of  property  and  franchises  by  judicial  sale; 
Busell  Trimmer  Co.  v.  Coburn,  69  L.R.A.  821,  which  holds  claim  by  president 
manager  of  corporation  for  subsequent  salary  not  covered  by  covenant  by  pur- 
chaser of  its  business  and  effects  to  indemnify  it  against  existing  contracts  and 
engagements. 

Cited  in  note  (52  L.  R.  A.  391)  on  right  of  corporations  to  consolidate. 

Claim   for  payn&ent  In  conden&natlon  proceedl.^f(. 

Cited  in  Coburn  v.  Sands,  150  Ind.  146,  48  N.  E.  780.  holding  claim  for  pay- 
ment of  appropriated  land  superior  to  any  subsequent  lien. 
Remedies  of  owner  after  taking  of  land. 

Cited  in  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Harper,  11  Ind.  App.  487,  37 
N.  E.  41,  holding  owner  acquiescing  in  appropriation  of  land  by  railroad  com- 
pany not  bound  to  proceed  under  special  statute  for  assessment  of  damages; 
Chicago,  I.  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Patterson,  26  Ind.  App.  298,  59  N.  E.  688,  holding 
appearance  in  statutory  proceeding  and  exception  to  award  not  waiver  of  right 
of  independent  action;  Indianapolis  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Shea,  45  Ind.  App.  611,  90 
N.  E.  329,  holding  that  abutting  owner  is  entitled  to  damages  to  his  property 
caused  by  construction  of  railroad  in  street  even  though  he  consented  to  such 
construction. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rodefer  v.  Pittsburg  0.  V.  &  C.  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  844, 
which  holds  siding  or  switch  constructed  by  railroad  company  to  manufactory 
at  expense  of  and  over  land  of  manufacturer  for  sole  purpose  of  affording  facili- 
ties for  receiving  and  shipping  freight  and  silent  as  to  period  it  is  to  remain  not 
maintainable  by  railroad  company  against  manufacturer's  objection. 


( 


23  L.R.A.  231]  L.  R,  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  1092 

Revocabllltr   of   Ilcenae. 

Cited  in  note  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  360)  on  right  to  revoke  so-called  lioeoM  which 
is  in  nature  of  lease. 

23  L.  R.  A.  239,  ROSHOLT  v.  MEHUS,  3  N.  D.  613,  57  N.  W.  783. 
Rlgrht  to  homestead. 

Approved  in  Bedel  v.  Sake,  10  Idaho,  285,  66  LJI.A.  67,  77  Pac.  638,  holding 
wife  who  abandoned  home  and  procured  a  divorce  where  there  was  no  jurisdiction 
to  dissolve  the  community  property  rights  loses  homestead. 

Cited  in  Brady  v.  Kreuger,  8  S.  D.  470,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  771,  66  N.  W.  1083, 
holding  wife's  homestead  righta  extinguished  by  divorce;  Moore  v.  Ward,  107 
Tenn.  734,  64  S.  W.  1087,  denying  right  of  wife  after  divorce  to  assert  right  of 
homestead  in  independent  suit;  Barkman  v.  Barkman,  209  III.  275,  70  N.  £. 
662,  holding  that  homestead  estate  remains  in  husband  where  divorce  decree 
is  silent  as  to  its  disposition;  Zanone  v.  Sprague,  16  Cal.  App.  341,  116  Pac.  989, 
holding  that  homestead  vests  in  husband  on  his  divorce,  unless  assigned  to  wife 
under  section  146,  of  civil  code;  Goldsborough  v.  Hewitt,  23  Okla.  71,  99  Pac 
907,  on  cessation  of  prospective  homestead  rights  on  divorce  of  wife. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Stern  v.  Lee,  26  L.  R.  A.  814,  which  holds  exemption  of 
homestead  continues  after  conveyance  in  fee  during  minority  of  youngest  child; 
Duffy  V.  Harris,  40  L.  R.  A.  750,  which  holds  homestead  rights  of  widow  not 
forfeited  by  her  previous  abandonment  of  husband  and  living  with  other  man. 

Cited  in  notes   (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)    786)   on  partition  of  homestead;    (16  L.R.A 
(N.S.)   114)   on  continuance  of  family  as  condition  of  continuance  of  homestead 
where  a  condition  of  inception. 
Blndlagr  effect  of  decree  of  divorce  on  propertr  risMt*. 

Cited  in  Baird  v.  Connell,  121  Iowa,  291,  96  N.  W.  863,  holding  adjudication 
of  property  rights  between  husband  and  wife  in  divorce  action,  bar  to  subsequent 
action  by  wife  to  recover  part  of  property. 

Cited  in  note  (11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  104)  on  effect  of  divorce  on  community  prop- 
erty in  absence  of  adjudication. 

23  L.  R.  A.  244,  SPRINGER  v.  BYRAM,   137  Ind.   15,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.   159, 

36  N.  E.  361. 
Rlgrht  to  affirm  correct  Jmdgrment  on  Independent  grronnds. 

Cited  in  Abbitt  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  W.  Co.  160  Ind.  512,  60  N.  E.  729, 
holding  that  decision  of  general  term   may   be  followed  on  appeal,   if  correet, 
although  reasons  given  below  be  insufficient. 
Snfficlency   of  appeal   paper*. 

Cited  in  Dunn  v.  State,  162  Ind.  179,  70  N.  E.  621,  holding  an  assignment  of 
error  in  admitting  an  answer  to  a  question  set  out  verbatim  which  question 
was  also  described  as  in  reUuttal  was  sufficient. 
Privileged  comn&nnlcatlons. 

Cited  in  Warsaw  v.  Fisher,  24  Ind.  App.  48,  65  N.  E.  42,  holding  plaintiff  not 
deprived  of  benefit  of  rule  against  admission  of  confidential  communications  to 
physician,  by  suing  corporation  for  damages;  Masons  Union  L.  Ins.  Asso.  v. 
Brockman,  26  Ind.  App.  188,  59  N.  E.  401,  holding  conversations  between 
patient  and  physician  in  presence  of  third  persons  not  privileged;  Indiana  Union 
Traction  Co.  v.  Thomas,  44  Ind.  App.  475,  88  X.  E.  356,  holding  that  person  suing 
for  injuries  cannot  be  required  to  divulge  her  declarations  to  her  physician,  made 
in  presence  of  third  person  as  to  how  injury  occurred,  unless  such  third  person's 
presence  is  necessary  to  enable  physician  and  patient  to  communicate;  Chicago, 
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I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Gorman,  47  Ind.  App.  434,  94  N.  E.  730,  holding  that  under 
statute  communication  between  physician  and  patient  are  privileged. 
Admlwilbllltr  of  statenients  made  In  presence  of  another. 

Cited  in  Leach  v.  Dickerson,  14  Ind.  App.  376,  42  N.  E.  1031,  holding  state- 
ment made  in  presence  of  another  not  admissible  unless  made  in  his  hearing. 
Injnry  to  elevator  paMtengrers. 

Cited  in  Ferguson  v.  Truax,  132  Wis.  496,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  356,  112  N.  W.  613, 
13  Ann.  Cas.  1092,  holding  one  riding  in  elevator  after  he  was  permanently  for- 
bidden to  do  so  was  not  a  passenger. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  33)  on  liability  for  injury  to  elevator  passengers; 
(14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  350)  on  rights  of  one  who,  after  being  prohibited,  enters  pas- 
senger elevator,  for  purpose  of  business  with  tenant;  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  407)  on 
liability  of  owner  of  elevator  to  trespassers  or  licensees;  (66  Am.  St.  Rep.  808) 
on  liability  of  owners  of  elevators  used  for  passengers  or  employees. 
Servant's  disobedience  of  rule. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Coyer,  163  Ind.  638,  72  N.  E.  876,  holding  railroad 
company  not  bound  to  know  that  its  servants  permitted  persons  to  ride  on  work 
trains  contrary  to  orders. 

Cited  in  note  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  83)  on  liability  to  passenger  invited  to  ride 
by  employee  without  authority. 

23  L.  R.  A.  250,  SCHMITZ  v.  ST.  LOUIS,  L  M.  &  S.  R.  CO.  119  Mo.  256,  24 
S.  W.  472. 
Second  appeal  in  56  Mo.  App.  577. 
Decree  of  care  reqinlred  to  prevent  accidents  on  railroad  track. 

Cited  in  Covell  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  82  Mo.  App.  186,  holding  witness  properly 
allowed  to  testify  that  no  whistle  was  blown  near  crossing,  although  not  re- 
quired by  ordinance. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A. (X.S.)  790)  on  care  required  of  railroad  companies  to 
prevent  injuring  small  children  on  track;  (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  409,  413,  427)  on 
negligence  in  dealing  with  children. 

Distinguished  in  Melton  v.  St  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  99  Mo.  App.  287,  73  S.  W. 
231,  holding  carrier  not  bound  to  give  warning  of  approaching  train  to  one 
driving  in  highway  parallel  to  railway. 

Admlsslbllltr   pf    depositions. 

Cited  in  Benjamin  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  133  Mo.  287,  34  S.  W.  590, 
holding  fact  that  nonresident  witness  is  within  jurisdiction  of  court  not  groimd 
for  exclusion  of  deposition;  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  Ullman,  137  Mo. 
671,  38  S.  W.  458,  holding  deposition  of  witness  present  in  courtroom  properly 
excluded;  Lanza  v.  Le  Grand  Quarry  Co.  124  Iowa,  662,  100  N.  W.  488,  holding 
shorthand  notes  of  testimony  taken  on  former  trial  are  inadmissible  when  the 
witness  who  gave  the  testimony  contained  in  the  notes  is  in  court;  State  v.  Cole- 
man, 199  Mo.  120,  97  S.  W.  674,  holding  that  the  testimony  of  a  witness  copied 
in  bill  of  exceptions  is  same  as  if  in  a  deposition  and  if  when  it  is  offered  in  evi- 
dence the  witness  is  personally  present  in  court  it  is  inadmissible;  Valleroy  v. 
Knights  of  Columbus,  135  Mo.  App.  578,  116  S.  W.  1130,  on  the  admission  of 
depositions  when  deponent  is  present  in  court. 
Contrlbntorr    nesrllsence    of    children. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Union  Terminal  R.  Co.  161  Mo.  424,  61  S.  W.  874,  holding 
ehild  of  eleven  not  negligent  in  crossing  tracks,  if  acting  as  might  be  rea- 
sonably expected  of  one  of  his  age  and  capacity;  Krenzer  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  & 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  151  Ind.  600,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  252,  62  N.  £.  220  (dissenting  opin- 
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ion),  majority  holding  boy  aged  seven  and  a  half  years,  going  to  sleep  on  rail- 
road tracks,  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  matter  of  law;  Rogers  v.  Meyer- 
son  Printing  Co.  103  Mo.  App.  688,  78  S.  VV.  79,  holding  lesser  degree  of  care 
required  of  child  than  of  adult;  Fink  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  161  Mo. 
App.  330,  143  S.  W.  568,  holding  that  it  is  capacity  of  infant  and  not  age  alone 
that  is  criterion  of  his  responsibility;  Fry  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  Ill  Mo.  App. 
333,  85  S.  W.  960,  holding  the  test  of  a  minor's  responsibility  for  conduct  charged 
to  have  been  negligent  is  the  caution  usually  displayed  by  ordinary  children  of 
same  age  and  capacity;  Lange  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  116  Mo.  App.  589,  91  8.  W. 
989,  holding  it  proper  to  consider  inexperience  of  youth  and  absence  of  knowledge 
of  danger  on  the  question  of  contributory  negligence;  Lange  t.  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.  208  Mo.  478,  106  S.  W.  660,  approving  an  instruction  on  degree  of  care  re- 
quired of  a  child. 
Erroneous    inatrnetton    Invited    by   appellant. 

Cited  in  Horgan  v.  Brady,  155  Mo.  670,  66  S.  W.  294;  Seckinger  v.  Philibert 
&  J.  Mfg.  Co.  129  Mo.  602,  31   S.  W.  967,  holding  that  appellant  cannot  com- 
plain of  erroneous  instruction  invited  by  himself. 
Ilarn&lesii  Instructions. 

Cited  in  Green  v.  Cole,  127  Mo.  615,  30  S.  W.  136,  dissenting  opinion  by 
Barclay,  J.,  who  holds  erroneous  instruction  not  ground  for  reversal,  where 
more  favorable  to  appellant  than  he  was  entitled  to;  Blackwell  v.  Hill,  76  Mo. 
App.  62,  holding  that  no  ground  for  reversal  exists  where  instructions,  taken 
together,  state  correct  principle  of  law. 
Mental  ansnlsli  as  element  of  damaires. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  Trust  Co.  v.  Murmann,  90  Mo.  App.  561,  holding  person 
entitled  to  recover  for  mental  anguish  caused  by  physical  injury;  Merrill  v. 
Los  Angeles  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  158  Cal.  512,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  565,  139  Am.  St 
Rep.  134,  111  Pac.  534,  holding  that  mental  suffering  for  which  allowance  may  be 
made  in  personal  injury  action  includes  mental  worry,  distress,  grief,  and  mortifi- 
cation which  may  be  shown  to  exist  because  of  injury;  Shortridge  v.  Scarritt 
Estate  Co.  145  Mo.  App.  305,  130  S.  W.  126;  Coombs  v.  King,  107  Me.  382,  78 
Atl.  468,  Ann,  Cas.  1912  C,  1121, — holding  that  recovery  may  be  had  for  mental 
chagrin,  mortification  and  discomfort  at  physical  disfigurement,  when  they  are 
direct  natural  consequence  of  physical  injury;  Prescott  v.  Robinson,  74  N.  H.  462, 
17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  594,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  987,  69  Atl.  522,  holding  that  pregnant 
woman  can  recover  damages  from  worry  previous  to  child's  birth  due  to  appre- 
hension that  injury  inflicted  will  cause  deformity. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Maynard  v.  Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  68  L.R.A.  477,  which 
holds  mental  anguish  from  inability  to  work  and  properly  support  child  not 
proper  element  of  damages  for  personal   injury. 

Cited  in  note   (15  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   779)   on  mental  suffering  from  disfigurement 
or  mutilation  as  element  of  damages. 
Prospective   damages. 

Cited  in  Schmitz  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  55  Mo.  App.  677,  sustaining 
verdict  for  loss  of  services  of  minor  on  proof  of  loss  of  earning  capacity  by  in- 
jury; Blackwell  v.  Hill,  76  Mo.  App.  55,  holding  direct  evidence  not  necessary  to 
establish  amount  parent  entitled  to  for  loss  of  services  of  child;  Dunn  v.  North- 
east Electric  R.  Co.  81  Mo.  App.  44,  holding  value  of  boy's  earning  capacity 
after  reaching  maturity,  question  for  jury,  without  direct  proof;  Pryor  v. 
Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  85  Mo.  App.  373,  holding  loss  of  prospective  profits 
of  contractor  not  element  of  damages  resulting  from  injury;  Ferrier  v.  Schoen- 
berg  Mercantile  Co.  158  Mo.  App.  537,  138  S.  W.  893;  Buckry-Ellis  v.  Missouri 
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P.  R.  Co.  158  Mo.  App.  506,  138  S.  W.  912,— holding  that  in  action  for  injury  to 
child  of  tender  years,  loss  on  account  of  impairment  of  future  earning  capacity, 
may  be  left  to  jury  without  proof  thereof;  Shaw  y.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  157  Cal. 
244,  107  Pac.  108,  holding  that  in  action  for  personal  injuries  jury  may  consider 
permanent  loss  from  fact  that  injury  renders  him  less  capable  of  continuing  form- 
er business;  McDermott  v.  Severe,  25  App.  D.  C.  290,  allowing  loss  of  earning 
capacity  of  seven  year  old  child  as  an  element  of  damage,  the  extent  of  which  is 
to  be  left  to  sound  judgment  of  jury;  Stotler  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  200  Mo.  142, 
98  S.  W.  509,  holding  loss  of  earning  power  as  an  element  of  damages  for  injury 
to  child  of  tender  years  is  to  be  left  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  jury  though  the 
infant  never  worked  or  might  never  need  to  work;  Brown  v.  St.  Louis  &  Suburban 
R.  Co.  127  Mo.  App.  508,  106  S.  W.  83,  holding  loss  of  earning  capacity  of  child 
an  element  of  damage  the  amount  of  which  is  for  determination  of  jury  and  dis- 
allowing evidence  of  probability  of  promotion  as  too  speculative. 

Cited  in  note   (6  L.R.A.  (X.S.)   553)   on  right  of  infant  to  recover  for  loss  of 
services  or  diminished  earning  capacity,  during  minority,  from  personal  injury. 
Inatractlona  on  elemeatB  of  damagre. 

Followed  in  Lange  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  208  Mo.  478,  106  S.  W.  660,  approving 
instruction  on  mental  anguish  and  decreased  earning  capacity,  couched  in  lan- 
guage of  cited  case. 
Practice  aa  to  objection   to   ezcesfllvenewi  of   verdtct   on   llndlngr. 

Cited  in  Minton  v.  Steele,  125  Mo.  196,  28  S.  W.  746,  holding  objection  to  ex- 
cessive verdict  in  ejectment  must  be  taken  in  trial  court  to  be  available  on  ap- 
peal; Lilly  V.  Menke,  126  Mo.  231,  28  S.  W.  994,  dissenting  opinion  by  Bar- 
clay, J.,  who  holds  objection  to  excessive  award  in  petition  not  available  unless 
assigned  on  ground  of  motion  for  new  trial;  Corrigan  v.  Kansas  City,  93  Mo. 
App.  176,  holding  that  excessive  finding  as  to  damages  must  be  called  to  trial 
court's  attention  to  be  available  on  appeal. 
Crosalngr  bet^>veen  cam  extendlnar  over  public  "vray. 

Cited  in  Littlejohn  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  49  S.  C.  16,  26  S.  E.  967,  holding 
person  injured  while  attempting  to  climb  between  cars  at  crossing,  to  be  "per- 
son injured  in  his  person  or  property  by  collision  with  engines  or  cars"  at 
crossing. 

23  L.  R.  A.  268,  POLLEY  v.  JOHNSON,  52  Kan.  478,  35  Pac.  8. 
Rlffbta  In  grroTrlngr  crop*. 

Cited  in  Voils  v.  Battin,  6  Kan.  App.  743,  50  Pac.  940,  and  Mabry  v.  Harp,  53 
Kan.  400,  36  Pac.  743,  holding  growing  crops  to  be  personal  property;  Straw- 
hacker  V.  Ives,  114  Iowa,  663,  87  N.  W.  669,  holding  that  leasehold  interest  of 
judgment  debtor  may  be  levied  on  after  assignment  of  growing  crops;  Sims  v. 
Jones,  54  Neb.  772,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  749,  75  X.  W.  150,  holding  that  interest  of 
landlord  and  tenant  in  growing  crops,  where  portion  is  reserved  for  rent,  may 
be  levied  on;  Phillips  v.  Keysaw,  7  Okla.  681,  56  Pac.  695,  holding  one  holding 
land  by  adverse  possession  entitled  to  growing  crops  harvested  before  ouster; 
Johns  V.  Kamard,  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  158,  96  N.  W.  118,  holding  growing  crops 
subject  to  levy  irrespective  of  stage  of  growth;  Simanek  v.  Neraetz,  120  Wis. 
47,  97  N.  W.  508,  holding  it  not  a  breach  of  warranty  in  deed  for  grantor  to.  pur- 
chase crop  of  his  tenant  and  hold  same  as  against  his  grantee. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bagley  v.  Columbus  Southern  R.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  286, 
which  holds  growing  crops  part  of  land  for  purposes  of  jurisdiction;  Riddle  v. 
Dow,  32  L.  R.  A.  811,  which  holds  rights  of  mortgagee  of  lessor's  interest  in 
crops  raised  by  tenant  superior  to  subsequent  garnishment  proceedings;  Cannon 
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V.  MathewB,  69  L.R.A.  827,  which  holds  that  replevin  lies  for  growing  straw- 
berry plants. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.  R.  A.  477)  on  sale  or  mortgage  of  future  crops;  (5  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  136;  10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  476)  on  same  point. 

Distinguished  in  Tipton  v.  Martzell,  21  Wash.  274,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  838,  57 
Pac.  806,  holding  growing  crop  planted  hj  tenant  under  contract  with  landlord 
to  harvest  and  deliver  one  third,  not  subject  to  levy  under  execution. 
FoUoivliigr  tmst  property. 

Cited  in  Poole  v.  French,  71  Kan.  400,  80  Pac.  997,  holding  that  land  held  by 
equitable  title  may  be  sold  in  execution  as  the  property  of  the  real  owner  though 
he  never  had  legal  title. 

23  L.  R.  A.  264,  LEEP  v.  ST.  LOUIS,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  CO.  58  Ark.  407,  41  Am. 

St.  Rep.  109,  25  S.  W.  76. 
Statntea  affectlnsr  property  rlgrhts  and  rtslit  to  contract. 

Followed  in  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.  Brown,  75  Ark.  139,  86  S.  W.  994, 
upholding  statute  requiring  immediate  payment  of  employees. 

Approved  in  Arkansas  Stave  Co.  v.  State,  94  Ark.  32,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  267,  140 
Am.  St.  Rep.  103,  125  8.  W.  1001,  upholding  statute  compelling  domestic  corpo- 
ration to  make  semi-monthly  payments  to  employees. 

Cited  in  Ritchie  v.  People,  155  III.  105,  29  L.  R.  A.  82,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  315, 
40  N.  E.  454,  holding  statute  forbidding  women  to  work  more  than  eight  hours 
a  day  unconstitutional;  Re  Morgan,  26  Colo.  447,  47  L.  R.  A.  65,  77  Am.  St. 
Rep.  269,  58  Pac.  1071,  and  Low  v.  Rees  Printing  Co.  41  Neb.  146,  24  L.  R.  A. 
710,  43  Am. 'St.  Rep.  670,  59  N.  W.  362,  declaring  eight-hour  law  unconstitu- 
tional; State  ex  rel.  Zillmer  v.  Kreutzberg,  114  Wis.  542,  58  L.  R.  A.  754,  91 
Am.  St.  Rep.  934,  90  N.  W.  1098,  holding  legislature  without  power  to  forbid 
discharge  of  employee  because  member  of  labor  organization;  Dugger  v.  Me- 
chanics' &  T.  Ins.  Co.  95  Tenn.  252,  28  L.  R.  A.  798,  32  S.  W.  5,  holding  act 
making  void,  stipulations  limiting  insurance  liability  to  three  fourths  of  loss 
not  interference  with  freedom  to  contract;  McFadden  v.  Blocker,  3  Ind.  Terr.  233, 
58  L.  R.  A.  896,  54  S.  W.  873,  upholding  chattel  mortgage  registry  act  applicable 
to  residents  of  territory  only;  Carson  v.  St.  Francis  Levee  District,  59  Ark. 
528,  27  S.  W.  590,  upholding  constitutionality  of  delegation  to  levee  board  of 
power  to  tax  property  specially  benefited  by  levee;  Dennis  v.  Moses,  18  Wash. 
592,  40  L.  R.  A.  314,  32  Pac.  333,  holding  act  requiring  mortgaged  property 
to  be  appraised,  and  forbidding  sale  at  less  than  80  per  cent  of  appraised  value, 
constitutional;  Callahan  v.  St.  Louis,  Merchants'  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  170 
Mo.  492,  60  L.  R.  A.  254,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  746,  71  S.  W.  208,  upholding  fellow- 
servant  act  imposing  liability  on  railroads  for  injury  to  servants  by  negligenc* 
of  fellow  servants  in  operating  railroad;  Kansas  City,  P.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Moon. 
66  Ark.  413,  50  S.  W.  996,  reaffirming  constitutionality  of  act  requiring  rail- 
road corporations  to  pay  employee  wages  due  upon  discharge;  Woodson  v.  State, 
69  Ark.  528,  65  S.  W.  465,  upholding  constitutionality  of  act  requiring  cor- 
porations to  weigh  coal  before  screening;  Com.  v.  Brown,  8  Pa.  Super.  Ot.  355, 
43  W.  N.  C.  75,  8  Atl.  339,  holding  act  requiring  weighing  of  coal  before  screen- 
ing unconstitutional;  Bienville  Water  Supply  Co.  v.  Mobile,  186  U.  S.  221,  46 
L.  ed.  1136,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  820,  upholding  right  of  legislature  to  amend  or 
revoke  charter  not  granting  exclusive  water  privileges;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R. 
Co.  v.  Pritchard,  97  Ark.  102,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  181,  133  S.  W.  176,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912  C,  1175,  holding  that  statute  imposing  certain  per  cent  upon  every  judgment 
entered  in  court  of  record  is  void ;  Pulaski  Heights  Sewerage  Co.  ▼.  Loughborough, 
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95  Ark.  266,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  320,  129  S.  W.  536,  holding  that  corporation  with 
franchise  to  construct  sewer  and  to  rent  or  sell  right  to  use  it  may  be  compelled 
to  permit  anyone  to  connect  with  it  upon  paymebt  of  fee  approved  by  court; 
Avondale  Land  Co.  V.  Shook,  170  Ala.  389,  54  So.  268  (dissenting  opinion),  on 
power  of  legislature  to  alter,  amend  or  revoke  charter  of  corporation;  Lawrence 
V.  Rutland  R.  Co.  80  Vt.  379,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  353,  67  Atl.  1091,  13  Ann.  Cas. 
475,  on  right  to  regulate  corporate  contracts  based  on  reservation  of  right  in 
legislature  to  amend  charter  when  public  interest  is  involved;  Ozan  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Biddie,  87  Ark.  592,  113  S.  W.  796,  holding  that  the  local  constitution  gives 
the  legislature  the  power  to  amend  charters  of  corporations  with  the  limitation 
that  it  cannot  take  away  the  power  to  contract  i hough  it  may  regulate  such 
power  for  public  good;  Union  Sawmill  Co.  v.  Felsenthal,  85  Ark.  354,  108  S.  W. 
217,  holding  an  act  compelling  corporations  to  redeem  script  and  store  orders 
with  lawful  money  for  face  value  to  be  within  right  of  legislature  to  regulate  con- 
tracts and  powers  of  corporation  in  favor  of  public  interests;  Seelyville  Coal  & 
Min.  Co.  V.  McClosson,  166  Ind.  568,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  396,  77  N.  E.  1044,  9  Ann. 
Cas.  234,  on  the  validity  of  laws  regulating  absolutely,  the  time  of  payment  of 
employees  in  lawful  coin  by  certain  class  of  employers;  Lewis  v.  Northern  P.  R. 
Co.  36  Mont.  221,  92  Pac.  469,  holding  act  regulating  corporation's  payment  of 
employees  not  invalid  for  failure  to  expressly  apply  to  natural  persons  in  same 
business  where  they  can  be  included  by  inference ;  State  v.  Missouri  Tie  &  Lumber 
Co.  181  Mo.  559,  65  L.R.A.  595,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  614,  80  S.  W.  933,  2  Ann.  Cas. 
119,  holding  a  statute  requiring  payment  of  employees  in  lawful  money  and  pro- 
hibiting payment  by  store  orders  is  invalid  where  no  element  of  public  interest 
is  involved;  Jordon  v.  State,  61  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  539,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  608,  103 
6.  W.  633,  14  Ann.  Cas.  616,  holding  statute  prohibiting  employer  to  pay  employees 
in  script  store-orders  and  other  paper  is  invalid  where  no  question  of  fraud  or 
coercion  of  employees  or  public  interest  is  involved;  People  v.  Marcus,  110  App. 
Div.  261,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  322,  holding  an  act  prohibiting  an  employer  from  re- 
quiring an  applicant  for  work  to  join  a  labor  union  as  a  condition  to  employment 
to  be  a  denial  of  equal  protection  of  the  law. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  ex  rel,  Nechamcus  v.  City  Prison,  27  L.  R.  A. 
718,  which  upholds  act  requiring  examination  of  and  certificate  from  employing 
or  master  plumbers. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.  R.  A.  344)  on  validity  and  effect  of  statutes  regulating 
time  of  payment  of  wages;  (60  L.  R.  A.  323)  on  constitutional  equality  in 
United  States  in  relation  to  corporate  taxation;  (5  L.R.A. (N.S.)  454)  on  statu- 
tory provisions  as  to  right  of  wrongfully  discharged  servant  to  wages  for  contract 
period  subsequent  to  discharge;  (5  L.R.A. (N.S.)  530)  on  amount  recoverable  by 
servant  discharged  for  cause;  (35  L.R.A. (N.S.)  550)  on  validity  and  effect  of 
statute  regulating  time  of  payment  of  wages;  (139  Am.  St.  Rep.  868)  on  constitu- 
tionalify  of  statutes  relating  to  wages;  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  177)  on  protection  of 
corporations  from  special  and  hostile  legislation. 

Distinguished  in  Opinion  of  Justices,  163  Mass.  591,  28  L.  R.  A.  345,  40  N.  E. 
713,  holding  that  legislature  may  require  employers  to  pay  employees  weekly; 
Tullis  V.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  175  U.  S.  351,  44  L.  ed.  194,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
136,  upholding  constitutionality  of  Indiana  employers'  liability  act  of  1893; 
State  V.  Haun,  61  Kan.  176,  47  L.  R.  A.  379,  59  Pac.  340  (dissenting  opinion), 
Reversing  7  Kan.  App.  520,  54  Pac.  130,  majority  holding  act  requiring  payment 
of  employees  in  money,  draft,  or  check,  unconstitutional;  St.  Ix>uis,  I.  M.  & 
S.  R.  Co.  V.  Paul,  17.3  U.  S.  406,  Affirming  64  Ark.  85,  37  L.  R.  A.  505,  62  Am. 
St.  Rep.  154,  40  8.  W.  705,  holding  equal  protection  of  law  not  denied  by  act 
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imposing  penalty  on  railroad  corporation  for  failure  to  pay  employees  on  day 
of  discharge. 
Constltatlonal  rigtktm. 

Cited  in  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Gibson,  135  111.  App.  298,  holding  that  the  right  to 
labor  is  a  property  right  the  malicious  interference  with  which  gives  rise  to  cause 
of  action;  Taylor  v.  Pullman  Co.  1  111.  C.  C.  48,  holding  that  the  right  to  hold 
property  and  contract  with  respect  thereto  comes  within  protection  of  state  consti- 
tution. 
Laiva    partly   good    and    partly   bad. 

Cited  in  Verdin  v.  St.  Louis,  131  Mo.  138,  33  S.  W.  480,  holding  ordinance 
providing  for  paving  and  maintenance  thereof,  though  void  as  to  maintenaoce 
should  be  upheld  as  to  paving;  Exparte  Byles,  93  Ark.  621,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  778. 
126  S.  W.  94,  to  the  point  that  statutes  valid  in  part  and  void  in  part  may  be. 
in  proper  care,  separated  and  valid  part  enforced  and  void  part  disregarded; 
Title  Guaranty  &  Surety  Co.  v.  Bank  of  Fulton,  89  Ark.  471,  117  S.  W.  537,  hold- 
ing that  partial  invalidity  of  statute  does  not  invalidate  the  whole  even  though 
the  exact  line  of  divisibility  is  not  pointed  out;  Words  v.  Carl,  75  Ark.  335,  87 
S.  W.  621,  3  Ann.  Cas.  423,  holding  that  a  statute  containing  a  regulation  of 
sale  of  patent  rights  may  be  enforced  as  to  that  regulation  though  containing  an 
invalid  exemption  therefrom;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Shore,  89  Ark,  423,  117 
S.  W.  515,  16  Ann.  Cas.  939,  holding  statute  valid  as  applying  to  fires  started 
by  locomotive  operated  by  railway  company  although  void  as  applying  to  fires 
started  in  another  manner  and  as  to  persons  operating  railroads,  such  later  points 
not  being  in  question;  Lackey  v.  Fayetteville  Water  Co.  80  Ark.  137,  96  S.  W. 
(S22,  holding  an  ordinance  providing  for  municipal  water  supply  not  void  in  toto 
l>ecau8e  certain  separable  provisions  therein  in  favor  of  water  company  are  void: 
Ex  parte  Deeds,  75  Ark.  545,  87  S.  W.  1030,  holding  that  a  statute  containing  an 
invalid  proviso  is  invalid  in  toto  where  such  proviso  is  inseparable  from  rest  of 
enactment  for  any  reason. 

Disapproved  in  Ballard  v.  Mississippi  Cotton  Oil  Co.  81  Miss.  572,  62  L.  R.  A. 
417,  34  So.  633,  holding  court  only  authorized  to  sever  parts  of  statute,  where 
constitutional    and    unconstitutional    provisions,    not    interdependent,    exist    on 
its  face. 
Repeal  by  implication. 

Cited  in  Porter  v.  Waterman,  77  Ark.  386,  91  S.  W-.  754,  holding  that  a  subse- 
quent act  is  valid  as  a  repeal  of  a  prior  act  on  same  subject  to  the  extent  of  con- 
flict although  the  prior  is  not  mentioned  therein  where  such  later  act  is  not  by 
attempt  at  repeal  "by  reference  to  title  only." 
Reaiionable  doabt  as  to  validity  of  statute. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Foster,  22  R.  I.  172,  50  L.  R.  A.  343,  46  Atl.  833,  holding 
that  reasonable  doubt  as  to  validity  of  statute  must  be  resolved  in  favor  of  its 
validity;  St.  Louis,  I.  M,  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  99  Ark.  14,  139  S.  W.  938,  hold- 
ing that  statute  is  presumed  to  be  constitutional*  and  will  not  be  declared  un- 
constitutional unless  it  is  forbidden  by  state  or  Federal  constitution  in  expr&s 
terms  or  by  necessary  implication. 
Actions   for  statutory   damagres. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Pickett,  70  Ark.  228,  67  S.  W.  870, 
holding  separate  action  maintainable  by  railway  employee  to  recover  statutory 
damages  for  failure  of  company  to  pay  wages  on  day  of  discharge;  St.  Lonis,  I. 
M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  V.  \\'alah,  86  Ark.  149,  110  S.  W.  222,  holding  statutory  sum  re- 
coverable for  failure  to  pay  wages  promptly  on  discharge,  being  damages  and  not 
penalty  may  be  sued  for  in  action  for  wages  proper. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  278,  FLORER  v.  SHERIDAN,  137  Ind.  28,  36  N.  E.  365. 
Collection  of  omitted  peraonalty  taxes. 

Cited  in  Reynolds  v.  Bowen,  138  Ind.  451,  36  N.  E.  756,  refusing  cancelation 
of  taxes  against  decedent*s  estate  under  act  permitting  assessments  of  omitted 
property;  Clark  v.  Schindler,  43  Ind.  App.  275,  87  N.  E.  44,  holding  failure  of 
petition  to  collect  back  tax,  to  allege  that  property  omitted  was  of  value  to  be 
fatal  and  not  cured  by  general  allegation  of  ''money  loaned  and  credits." 
Deduction  of  debts  from  credits. 

Approved  in  Stumpf  v.  Storz,  156  ^viich.  234,  23  L.R.A.(K.S.)  157,  132  Am.  St. 
Rep.  521,  120  N.  W.  618,  holding  the  word  "credits"  in  the  constitution  tax  pro- 
visions to  mean  net  credits  allowing  deduction  of  debits  from  choses  in  action. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Turner,  154  Ind.  405,  57  N.  E.  110,  holding  bona 
fide  indebtedness  of  national  bank  stockholder  not  deductible  from  assessed 
value  of  stock  for  taxation;  State  ew  rel.  Lewis  v.  Smith,  158  Ind.  553,  63  L.  R. 
A.  121,  63  N.  E.  25,  holding  statute  authorizing  deduction  of  mortgage  indebt- 
edness not  exceeding  $700,  from  assessed  valuation  of  real  estate  for  purpose 
of  taxation,  constitutional;  Johnson  County  v.  Johnson,  173  Ind.  90,  89  N.  £. 
590,  holding  that  statute  providing  that  banks  shall  be  valued  for  taxation  by 
deducting  total  indebtedness  from  total  assets,  is  not  invalid  because  of  discrimi- 
nation; Lancaster  County  v.  McDonald,  73  Neb.  455,  103  N.  W.  78,  holding  the 
true  value  of  credits  for  assessment  to  be  the  extent  thereof  after  deduction  of 
indebtedness  of  taxpayer;  State  ex  rel.  Breckenridge  v.  Fleming,  70  Neb.  535,  97 
N.  W.  1063,  construing  word  "credits"  in  tax  statute  to  mean  net  credits  allow- 
ing deduction  therefrom  of  bona-fide  indebtedness;  Ager  v.  State,  162  Ind.  538,  70 
N.  £.  808,  holding  that  a  bona  iide  indebtedness  should  be  deducted  from  credits 
although  not  claimed  at  time  of  listing  credits. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Lewis  v.  Smith,  63  L.R.A.  116,  which  upholds 
statutory  provision  for  deduction  of  specified  amount  of  debts  from  assessed  value 
of  real  estate. 

Cited  in  notes  (60  L.R.A.  321)  on  constitutional  equality  in  United  States  in 
relation  to  corporate  taxation;  (38  L.R.A. (N.S.)  138)  on  shares  of  stock  in 
building  and  loan  association  as  "credits"  within  taxing  statute. 

Distinguished  in  Deniston  v.  Terry,  141  Ind.  684,  41  N.  E.  143,  holding  paid- 
up  stock  in  building  association  taxable. 

23  L.  R.  A.  283,  BITTLE  v.  CAMDEN  &  A.  R.  CO.  55  N.  J.  L.  615,  28  Atl.  305. 
Itiahility   for   frlflrbtenins   horses   by   operation   of   mllroad. 

Approved  in  Stewart  v.  Cary  Lumber  Co.  146  N.  C.  49,  59  S.  E.  546,  holding 
railroad  company  liable  for  actual  but  not  exemplary  damages  as  result  of 
frightening  plaintiff's  mule  by  wanton  blowing  of  locomotive  wiiistle  by  engineer. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  107  Ky.  183,  53  S.  W.  269,  holding 
carrier's  continuing  to  blow  whistle  after  noticing  horses  would  thereby  be 
frightened  not  justified  when  statute  permitted  ringing  of  bell;  Weil  v.  St. 
Louis  S.  W.  R.  Co.  64  Ark.  638,  43  S.  W.  967,  holding  railroad  compay  liable 
for  frightening  horse  by  needless  and  negligent  blowing  of  whistle;  Race  v. 
Easton  &  A.  R.  Co.  62  N.  J.  L.  538,  41  Atl.  710,  holding  that  in  case  of  indirect 
injury  resulting  from  blowing  of  whistle,  facts  showing  negligence  should  be 
pleaded. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mitchell  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  426, 
which  holds  blowing  locomotive  whistle  under  much  used  bridge,  negligence; 
Omaha  &  R.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Clarke,  23  L.  R.  A.  504,  which  holds  railroad  com- 
pany not  lable  for  frightening  horse  by  escape  of  steam  from  engine;  McCann 
V.  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  236,  which  holds  running  tank  car  on 
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street  railway  track,  with  black  coats  waving  from  it,  frightening  horse,  negli- 
gence; Kentucky  &  I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Montgomery,  57  L.  R.  A.  781,  which  requires 
railroad  company  operating  railroad  bridge  as  toll  bridge,  to  keep  lookout  to 
prevent  frightening  teams  by  trains;  Hinchman  v.  Pere  Marquette  R.  Co.  6.5 
L.R.A.  553,  which  sustains  liability  of  railroad  company  for  injury  due  to  emis- 
sion  of  steam  from  engine  in  highway  at  a  railroad  crossing  while  a  traveler  was 
attempting  to  drive  across  the  track. 
Wben  question  of  nesllsence  Is  for  Jury. 

Cited  in  State  Consolidated  Traction  Co.,  Prosecutor,  v.  Reeves,  58  N.  J.  h, 
57 7 j  34  Atl.  128,  holding  proper,  trial  court's  refusal  to  take  disputable  question 
of  negligence  from  jury;  Day  v.  Donohue,  62  N.  J.  L.  382,  41  Atl.  934,  holding 
nonsuit  improper  where  conclusion  of  fact  one  about  which  reasonable  men  miglit 
honestly  differ;  Tier  v.  Miller,  80  N.  J.  L.  693,  79  Atl.  417,  holding  that  master's 
negligence  was  for  jury  where  boy  was  injured  by  being  jerked  from  wagon  be- 
cause of  sudden  start  of  horses  caused  by  stroke  of  whip  wielded  by  driver;  Mum- 
ma  V.  Easton  &  A.  R.  Co.  73  N.  J.  L.  059,  65  Atl.  208,  holding  that  non-suit  is 
erroneously  granted  where  plaintiff  made  out  prima  facie  case  of  injury  caused 
by  blowing  of  whistle  under  highway  bridge  and  defendant  introduced  no  ex- 
planatory evidence. 
Proximate  en  use  of  Injury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Snyder  v.  Philadelphia  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  896,  which  holds 
negligent  blowing  off  of  gas  well  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  teamster  whose 
horses  were  frightened,  although  one  of  his  lines  broke  because  of  insufficiencf. 
I^lablllty  for  servant's  torts. 

Cited  in  note  (10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  372,  383,  385,  388,  395,  400,  401,  403)  on 
liability  for  injury  by  servant  to  third  person  in  use  of  dangerous  agency. 

Distinguished  in  Evers  v.  Krouse,  70  N.  J.  L.  655,  66  L.R.A.  594,  58  AtL  181, 
holding  person  employing  small  boy  to  water  lawn  not  liable  for  damage  to  horse 
by  act  of  boy  in  throwing  water  on  it  across  the  street,  causing  it  to  run  away. 

23  L.  R.  A.  287,  ELLIS'S  APPEAL,  55  Minn.  401,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  514,  56 

N.  W.  1056. 
Foreign    divorces. 

Cited  in  Andrews  v.  Andrews,  176  Mass.  95,  57  N.  E.  333,  holding,  under  stat- 
ute, that  Dakota  decree  of  divorce  may  be  held  void  on  collateral  attack;  Star- 
buck  V.  Starbuck,  173  N.  Y.  508,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  631,  66  N.  E.  193,  holding  that 
plaintiff  in  action  for  dower  cannot  impeach  decree  of  divorce,  obtained  by  her 
in  another  state,  husband  not  appearing;  Re  Swales,  60  App.  Div.  603,  70  N.  Y. 
Supp.  220,  holding  decree  of  divorce  obtained  by  woman  in  court  of  another 
state  not  impeachable  by  her  to  obtain  administration  on  former  husband's^ 
estate;  Sammons  v.  Pike,  108  Minn.  299,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1259,  133  Am.  St.  Rep, 
425,  122  N.  W.  168,  on  question  of  whether  divorce  granted  in  state  of  which 
neither  plaintiff  nor  defendant  was  resident  at  any  time  could  be  validated  by 
subsequent  conduct;  Aldrich  v.  Steen,  71  Neb.  55,  98  N.  W.  445.  holding  that  a 
divorce  obtained  without  collusion  in  a  county  where  neither  party  resided, 
but  by  a  resident  of  the  state,  and  who  contested  its  allowance,  is  not  sub- 
ject to  collateral  attack  by  heirs  claiming  his  property. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Clutton  v.  Clutton,  31  L.  R.  A.  160,  which  authorizes 
divorce  on  cross-bill  to  nonresident  defendant  in  suit  by  resident;  Lynde  v. 
Lynde,  48  L.  R.  A.  679,  which  holds  binding  judgment  authorized  against  de- 
fendant voluntarily  appearing  without  reservation  in  divorce  proceeding;  Ar- 
rington  v.  Arrington,  52  L.  R.  A.  201,  which  holds  foreign  decree  for  alimony 
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after  defendant's  appearance  entitled  to  full  faith  and  credit;  Kempaon  v. 
Kempson,  58  L.  R.  A.  484,  which  sustains  jurisdiction  in  state  where  parties 
married  and  wife  resides,  of  suit  to  enjoin  fraudulent  divorce  suit  bj  husband 
in  other  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (57  L.  R.  A.  593)  on  right  to  contest  validity  of  divorce  decree 
after  death  of  one  or  both  of  parties;    (59  L.  R.  A.  144,  183,  185)   on  conflict 
of  laws  on  subject  of  divorce. 
Domicll   of   ^vlfe    for   purpose   of   divorce. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Atherton  v.  Atherton,.  40  L.  R.  A.  291,  which  holds 
matrimonial  domicil  of  wife  leaving  husband  for  cruelty  may  be  changed  by  re- 
moval  to   other   state. 

~—  Voluntary  appearance  in  courts  of  another  state  as  conferring  Jurlfl^ 
diction. 

Cited  in  Bledsoe  v.  Seaman,  77  Kan.  685,  95  Pac.  576,  holding  that  where  both 
parties  appeared  in  the  courts  of  another  state  and  consented  to  its  jurisdiction 
the  parties  will  thereafter  be  estopped  to  deny  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to- 
allow  the  decree  of  divorce. 

Cited  in  (53  Am.  St.  Rep.  183)  on  jurisdiction  over  absent  citizens  in  divorce 
suits. 
Collateral  attack  on  Jndflnment. 

Cited  in  Schmertz  Wire  Glass  Co.  v.  Western  Glass  Co.  178  Fed.  987,  holding 
that  decree  allowing  person  claim  of  priority  of  invention  upon  which  patent  i» 
issued  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked  on  ground  of  collusion  by  one  subsequently 
charged  with  infringement  of  patent;  Hamilton  v.  McNeill,  1^0  Iowa,  481,  129  N. 
W.  480,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  604,  holding  that  spouse  adjudged  "guilty  party"  in 
divorce  decree,  cunnot  in  suit  of  alienation  of  affections  of  other  spouse  show  that 
decree  was  obtained  bv  collusion. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.R.A. (N.S.)  981,  985)  on  character  and  kinds  of  judgments 
and  orders  not  collaterally  assailable  for  fraud  not  affecting  jurisdiction;  (133 
Am.  St.  Rep.  434,  436,  439,  451 )  as  to  when  estoppel  exists  against  urging  invalid- 
itv  of  void  or  voidable  divorce. 

Distinguished  in  Holt  v.  Holt,  23  Okla.  660,  102  Pac.  187,  holding  that  wnere 
decree  of  divorce  is  granted  and  it  appears  in  subsequent  application  for  increase 
in  alimony  that  husband  induced  bringing  of  action,  wife  was  not  estopped  from 
showing  that  subsequent  agreement  was  unfair  merely  because  she  received  benefit 
under  it. 
Conclusiveness  of   enrolled   bill. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   7,  16)  on  conclusiveness  of  enrolled  bill 

23  L.  R.  A.  294,  SHAW  v.  DAVIS,  78  Md.  308,  28  Atl.  819. 
Poiprer    of    courts    OT-er    corporations    or   associations. 

Cited  in  DuPuy  v.  Transportation  &  Terminal  Co.  82  Md.  426,  33  Atl.  889, 
upholding  power  of  courts  to  protect  stockholder  from  fraudulent,  illegal,  and 
ultra  virea  acts  of  corporation  officers;  Dailey  v.  Wight,  94  Md.  276,  51  Atl. 
38,  refusing  to  remove  trustee  of  stock,  because  he  was  voted  salary  as  presi- 
dent of  corporation;  Ryan  v.  Williams,  100  Fed.  174,  refusing  preliminary  in- 
junction to  restrain  measures  for  consolidation  in  anticipation  of  statute  au- 
thorizing it;  Supreme  Lodge,  O.  G.  C.  v.  Simering,  88  Md.  288,  41  L.  R.  A.  722, 
71  Am.  St.  Rep.  409,  40  Atl.  723,  upholding  power  of  court  to  enjoin  supireme 
lodge  of  fraternal  association  from  excluding  qualified  representatives  from 
right  to  vote;  United  States  Steel  Corp.  v.  Hodge,  64  N.  J.  Eq.  816,  60  L.  R.  A. 
748,  footnote  p.  742,  54  N.  E.  1,  holding  all  stockholders  bound  by  all  proceed* 
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ingA  sanctioned  by  vote  of  majority  stot^kholders,  taken  and  ascertained  accord- 
ing to  law;  Bond  v.  Gray  Improv.  Co.  102  Md.  433,  62  Atl.  827,  holding  that  equit.-' 
will  not  intervene  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  mortgaged  corporate  property  at  instance 
of  one-eighth  of  shareholders  where  sale  is  not  ultra  vires,  illegal  or  fraudulent 
and  satisfactory  to  majority  who  voted  thereon;  Sloan  v.  Clarkson,  105  Md.  181, 
66  Atl.  18,  holding  that  equity  will  require  an  accounting  from  i^nt  of  foreign 
corporation  at  instance  of  resident  stockholder  where  majority  of  directors  refuse 
to  have  such  an  accounting,  the  agent  being  president  of  corporation  also  secretary 
treasurer  and  chief  stockholder;  Fi^ge  v.  Bergenthal,  130  Wis.  617,  109  N.  W.  581, 
holding  that  equity  will  not  interfere  with  business  policy  of  corporation  sanc- 
tioned by  large  majority  of  stockholders,  at  the  instance  of  a  minority  shareholder 
Keeking  to  further  his  own  personal  interests;  Theis  v.  Spokane  Falls  Gas  Light 
Co.  49  Wash.  497,  95  Pac.  1074,  holding  that  because  one  corporation  is  con- 
trolled by  anotlier  owning  majority  of  capital  stock  is  not  ground  for  equitable 
interference  in  behalf  of  a  minority  stockholder  unless  the  control  is  used  to  an 
unlawful  or  illegal  purpose. 

Distinguished  in  Umer  v.  Sollenberger,  89  Md.  333,  43  Atl.  810,  holding  de 
fense  of  fraudulently  created  debts  not  available  on  suit  against  stockholder  for 
unpaid  subscription. 
Peraonal  Interest  of  stockboldeni  in  matters  -voted  on. 

Cited  in  Worth  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bingham,  54  C.  C.  A.  125,  116  Fed.  791,  holding 
stockholder  not   forbidden   to   vote   upon   propriety  of   sale  of  property   merely 
because  interested  in  it. 
Directors  and  stockholders  as  trustees. 

Cited  in  Emerson  v.  Gaither,  103  Md.  580,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  746,  64  Atl.  26,  7 
Ann.  Cas.  1114,  holding  that  directors  of  a  bank  who  have  ceased  to  be  such  may 
plead  limitations  as  defense  to  action  for  recovery  of  losses  caused  by  their 
misfeasance,  such  directors  are  not  technical  trustees. 

23  L.  R.  A.  301,  ATLANTA  v.  WARNOCK,  91   Ga.  210,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  17, 

18  S.  E.  135. 
Nuisances. 

Cited  in  Holmes  v.  Atlanta,  113  Ga.  962,  39  S.  E.  458,  holding  discharge  of 
polluted  surface  waters  by  city  drainage  system  upon  premises  of  private  citi- 
zen, actionnble;  Waycross  v.  Houk,  113  Ga.  965,  39  S.  E.  577,  holding  nuisance 
by  discharge  of  sewage  from  sewerage  system  of  city,  actionable;  Carmichael 
v.  Texarkana,  94  Fed.  572,  holding  municipal  corporation  liable  for  discharge 
of  sewage  on  land  of  individual;  Pierce  v.  Gibson  County,  107  Tenn.  233,  55 
L.  R.  A.  481,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  946,  64  S.  W.  33,  holding  that  county  may  be 
enjoined  from  construction  and  operation  of  sewer  system  discharging  upon  pri- 
vate property;  Fuchs  v.  St.  Louis,  167  Mo.  637,  57  L.  R.  A.  141,  67  S.  W.  610, 
holding  city  not  bound  to  open  vents  leading  to  sewers  to  permit  escape  of  gases; 
Hayes  v.  Vancouver,  61  Wash.  540,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  112  Pac.  498,  holding  that 
city  is  liable  for  damages  resulting  from  flooding  premises  by  pumping  water  into 
sewer,  to  remove  obstruction,  and  cannot  depend  on  ground  that  act  was  of 
governmental  nature;  Towaliga  Falls  Power  Co.  v.  Sims,  6  Ga.  App.  758,  65  S. 
£.  844,  on  the  liability  in  damages  of  a  public  corporation  to  a  private  individual 
for  maintenance  of  a  nuisance  to  his  injury;  Knoxville  v.  Klasing,  111  Tenn.  139, 
76  S.  W.  814,  holding  that  a  city  after  construction  of  a  sewer  as  properly  pro- 
vided for  can  be  held  liable  for  the  negligent  use  thereof  causing  injury  to  private 
individual;  Klob  v.  Knoxville,  111  Tenn.  315,  76  S.  W.  823,  holding  city  liable 
for  sickness  and  discomfort  caused  people  dwelling  near  man-hole  of  sewer  into 
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which  all  kinds  of  filth  was  dumped  resulting  in  very  disagreeable  and  unwhole- 
some effluvia. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lowe  v.  Prospect  Hill  Cemetery  Asso.  46  L.  R.  A.  237, 
which  authorises  injunction  against  interment  in  cemetery  when  likely  to  pol- 
lute and  poison  water  in  wells  in  vicinity;  Hughes  v.  Auburn,  46  L.  R.  A. 
636,  which  denies  city's  liability  for  disease  due  to  neglect  of  proper  sani' 
tary  precautions  as  to  sewer  system. 

Cited  for  note   (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  485)   on  injunction  against  corporation  for 
nuisance. 
~-^  Public  antborlsatlon  of. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Detienne  v.  Vandalia,  119  Mo.  App.  417,  94  S.  W.  1009, 
holding  that  city  has  no  power  to  license  the  private  occupancy  of  a  public  street 
amounting  to  a  nuisance  as  an  interference  with  the  rights  of  the  public. 
Imjiinotloii   to   prevent   dlvemloii  of  streani. 

Cited  in  Goodrich  v.  Georgia  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  115  Ga.  345,  41  S.  E.  659,  holding 
that  injunction  may  issue  to  prevent  wrongful  diversion  of  stream  by  upper 
proprietor;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Americus  Constr.  Co.  133  Ga.  397,  65  S.  E.  855, 
sustaining  an  injunction  against  maintaining  and  continuing  a  culvert  diverting 
stream  from  natural  cause  causing  overtlow  on  plaintiff's  property,  though  it 
compels  the  doing  of  a  positive  act. 

23  L.  R.  A.  305,  BRADLEY  v.  THOMPSON  SMITH'S  SONS,  98  Mich.  449,  39 

Am.  St.  Rep.  565,  57   N.  W.   576. 
Rlgrbt  of  aet-olf. 

Cited  in  Koegel  v.  Michigan  Trust  Co.  117  Mich.  544,  76  N.  W.  74,  holding 
assignment  of  rent  to  become  due  in  future,  not  subject  to  have  debt  due  from 
assignor  before  assignment  set  off  against  it;  Farmers'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Woodell, 
38  Or.  313,  61  Pac.  837,  holding  instalment  due  on  contract  for  rasing  sugar  beets 
subject  to  set-off  of  damages  at  maturity  of  instalment  for  failure  to  care  for 
crop. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bacon  v.  Reich,  49  L.  R.  A.  311,  which  holds  original 
cause  of  action  for  breach  of  contract  not  merged  in  judgment  preventing 
set-off. 

Cited  in  note  (23  L.  R.  A.  313)  on  right  to  set  off  insolvent's  obligation  on 
claim   in  hands  of  his  receiver,  assignee,  or  trustee  for  creditors. 

Distinguished  in  Johnston  v.  Humphrey,  91  Wis.  81,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  873, 
64  N.  W.  317,  allowing  debtor  of  insolvent  bank  set-off  of  certificates  pur- 
chased after  bank  had  closed  doors. 

23  L.  R.  A.  313,  MERRILL  v.  CAPE  ANN  GRANITE  CO.   161  Mass.  212,  36 

N.   E.   797. 
Rlflrlat    of   set-oil    or    coanterclftlm. 

Cited  in  Colton  v.  Drovers'  Perpetual  Bldg.  k  L.  Asso.  90  Md.  91,  46  L.  R.  A. 
391,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  431,  45  Atl.  23,  holding  depositor  entitled  to  set  off 
amount  of  deposit  against  indebtedness  on  note  after  appointment  of  receiver 
of  bank. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Davis  v.  Industrial  Mfg.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  322,  which  re- 
quires receiver  of  insolvent  bank  to  give  debtor  credit  for  sums  due  from  bank; 
Fidelity  &  D.  Co.  v.  Haines,  23  L.  R.  A.  652,  which  denies  right  to  inter- 
pose existing  counterclaim  against  assignor  for  creditors,  to  subsequent  claim 
in  favor  of  assignee;  Niblack  v.  Park  Nat.  Bank,  39  L.  R.  A.  159,  which  de- 
nies bank's  right  to  appropriate  fund  to  own  claim  against  deposit  after  pre* 
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sentation  by  holder  of  check  constituting  equitable  assignment  of  fund;  Re  Hatch 
40  L.  R.  A.  664,  which  holds  claim  accruing  in  favor  of  assignee  for  creditors 
on  contract  with  assignor  subject  to  set-off  against  claim  due  from  assignor 
before  assignment;  Lauraglenn  Mills  v.  Ruff,  49  L.  R.  A.  448,  which  denies 
stockholder's  right  to  set  off  corporate  obligation  against  liability  as  share- 
holder in  action  at  law;  Meherin  v.  Ambrose,  54  L.  R.  A.  272,  which  denies  right 
of  creditor  bidding  in  debtor's  property  at  execution  sale  to  set  off  claim  against 
amount  of  bid;  Fidelity  Ins.  Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.  v.  Mechanics'  Say.  Bank,  56  L. 
R.  A.  228,  which  sustains  stockholder's  right  to  set  off,  in  action  to  enforce 
liability  in  Federal  court  in  other  state,  debt  due  him  from  corporation. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  548)  on  exceptions  to  prohibition  of  preferences  by 
insolvent  national  banks;  (55  L.R.A.  77)  on  set-off  in  bankruptcy  cases;  (25 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  394)  on  effect  of  immaturity  of  claim  at  time  of  insolvency  proceed- 
ings upon  right  of  set-off;  (27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  811)  on  right  of  bank  to  set  off  un- 
matured claim  against  deposit;  (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  588)  on  equitable  set^iff  after 
insolvency. 

23  L.  R.  A.  322,  DAVIS  v.  INDUSTRIAL  MFG.  CO.  114  N.  C.  821,  19  S.  E.  371. 
Necessity    of    notice    or    demand. 

Cited  in  Arnold  v.  Hart,  75  111.  App.  172,  holding  right  to  notice  or  demand 
by  depositors  for  deposit  waived  by  discontinuance  of  bank;  Meadowcroft  v. 
People,  163  HI.  83,  35  L.  R.  A.  186,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  447,  45  K.  £.  303,  hold- 
ing proof  of  demand  not  necessary  in  criminal  prosecution  of  banker  receiving 
deposit  with  knowledge  of  insolvency. 
Rlgphts   adjustable   In   slnffle   action. 

Cited  in  Parrish  v.  Graham,  129  N.  C.  231,  39  S.  £.  825,  holding  that  issue 
whether  indorsers  were  cosureties  should  be  submitted  in  action  against  maker 
and  indorser  of  note. 
Rlflrbt    to   set-oll. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Union  Trust  Co.  130  Mich.  513,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  494, 
90  N.  W.  294,  upholding  right  of  depositor  to  set  off  deposit  against  his  unma- 
tured notes  to  insolvent  bank;  Edmondson  v.  Thomasson,  112  Va.  328,  71  S.  E. 
536,  holding  that  indorser  of  note  held  by  receiver  of  insolvent  bank  is  not  en- 
titled to  set-off  against  such  note  amount  of  deposit  due  him  by  bank,  when 
makers  of  note  are  solvent;  Brown  v.  Sheldon  State  Bank,  139  Iowa,  89,  117 
N.  W.  289,  holding  that  bank  of  deposit  may  hold  deposit  of  insolvent  bank  as 
set  off  against  indebtedness. 

Cited  in  notes    (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)    395)    on  effect  of  immaturity  of  claim  at 
time  of  insolvency  proceedings  upon  right  of  set-off;   (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  584,  586) 
on  equitable  set-off  after  insolvency. 
Actions  maintainable  by  receivers. 

Cited  in  Smathers  v.  West  Carolina  Bank,  135  N.  C.  418,  47  S.  E.  893,  holding 
action  maintainable  by  receiver  to  enforce  double  liability  of  stockholders  of 
corporation. 

23  L.  R.  A.  326,  VANN  v.  MARBURY,  100  Ala.  438,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  70,  14  So. 

273. 
Negotiable  paper  beld  as  collateral. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Birket  v.  Elward,  64  L.  R.  A.  568,  which  holds  indorsee 
of  negotiable  note  taken  as  collateral  security  for  pre-existing  debt,  holder  for 
value  in  due  course  of  business. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  292)  on  holder  of  bill  or  note  as  collateral  as 
bona  fide  holder. 
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Pmreluuie  of  property  mortvaved  to  Bcenre  payment  of  no^es. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sproull,  105  Ala.  281,  16  So.  879,  holding  buyer 
of  part  of  property  mortgaged  to  secure  payment  of  notes,  without  inquiry  as  to 
ownership  or  payments  of  notes  and  mortgage,  not  bona  fide  purchaser. 

Cited  in  note   (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1031)   on  rights  of  assignee  of  mortgage  as 
against  subsequent  bona  fide  purchasers  relying  on  apparent  discharge. 
Rlsbt  to  set-oil. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Adams  v.  Spokane  Drug  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  334,  which  holds 
bank  receiver  takes  immature  notes  subject  to  maker's  right  to  set  off  deposit; 
Niblack  v.  Park  Nat.  Bank,  39  L.  R.  A.  159,  which  denies  bank's  right  to  appro- 
priate fund  to  own  claim  against  deposit  after  presentation  by  holder  of  check 
constituting  equitable  assignment  of  fund. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.  R.  A.  300)  on  set-off  against  assigned  claim  of  debtor's 
demand  against  assignor;   (23  L.  R.  A.  320)  on  right  to  set  off  insolvent's  obliga- 
tion on  claim  in  hands  of  his  receiver  or  assignee  or  trustee  for  creditors. 
Proteetlon  of  transferee  of   note  TP^ltbont   Indorsement. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1109)  on  transferee,  without  indorsement,  of 
bill  or  note  payable  or  indorsed  "to  order"  as  bona  fide  purchaser;  (4  Eng.  Rul. 
Cas.  408)   on  effect  of  payment  to  payee  of  note  assigned  without  indorsement. 

23  L.  R.  A.  334,  ADAMS  v.  SPOKANE  DRUG  (X).  57  Fed.  888. 
Rlflrlat  to  set-oil. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Union  Trust  Co.  130  Mich.  513,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  494, 
90  N.  W.  294,  upholding  right  of  depositor  to  set  off  deposit  against  his  unma- 
tured notes  to  insolvent  bank;  Robinson  v.  Aird,  43  Fla.  40,  29  So.  633,  allowing 
the  crediting  of  deposits  on  depositor's  note  to  bank  after  insolvency  of  bank  and 
before  appointment  of  receiver. 

Cited  in  notes  (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  591)  on  equitable  set-off  after  insolvency; 
(109  Am.  St.  Rep.  148)  on  setting  off  one  judgment  against  another. 

23  L.  R.  A.  335,  BENSON  v.  HAYWOOD,  86  Iowa,  107,  53  N.  W.  85. 
Rnle  as  to  parol  evidence  offered  to  viury  written  Instmment. 

Distinguished  in  De  Goey  v.  Van  Wyk,  97  Iowa,  496,  66  N.  W.  787,  holding 
rule  prohibiting  patol  evidence  to  vary  consideration  shown  by  written  instru- 
ment not  applicable  to  third  persons  not  parties  thereto. 
Attorneys'  liens  nnd   rlarbt   of  set-off  nffnlnst   Jndsments. 

Cited  in  De  Laval  Separator  Co.  v.  Sharpless,.  134  Iowa,  30,  111  N.  W.  438, 
holding  judgment  assigned  to  attorneys  for  compensation  for  services  is  subject 
to  set  off  of  amount  due  judgment  debtor  from  assignor  greater  than  amount  of 
judgment  and  existing  at  time  judgment  was  rendered. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Roberts  v.  Mitchell,  29  L.  R.  A.  705,  which  holds  right 
to  set  off  independent  judgments  subject  to  attorney's  liens;  Cleveland  v.  Mc- 
Canna,  41  L.  R.  A.  852,  which  denies  set-off  of  judgment,  where  entire  property 
of  one  debtor  less  than  statute  exempts  from  seizure;  Bacon  v.  Reich,  49  L.  R.  A. 
311,  which  holds  original  cause  of  action  for  breach  of  contract  not  merged  in 
judgment  preventing  set-off;  Loofbourow  v.  Hicks,  55  L.  R.  A.  874,  which  holds 
lien  for  attorney's  fees  allowed  by  judgment  of  foreclosure  enforceable  against 
land  bid  in  by  mortgagee  or  assignee. 

23  L.  R.  A.  340,  STATE  «r  rel.  REED  v.  JONES,  6  Waah.  452,  34  Pac  201. 

Conclnslireness  of  enrolled  bills  nnd  elections. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Bray  v.  Long,  21  Mont.  35,  62  Pac.  645,  holding  that 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 70. 
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courts  will  not  gp  behind  enrolled  bill  to  ascertain  whether  le^lative  forms  have 
been  observed;  Narregang  v.  Brown  County,  14  S.  D.  365,  85  N.  W.  602;  State 
ex  reZ.  Osbum  v.  Beck,  25  Nev.  81,  56  Pac.  1008;  LafTerty  v.  Huffman,  99  Ky. 
90,  32  L.  R.  A.  206,  footnote  p.  203,  35  S.  W.  123,— holding  duly  enrolled  bill 
not  impeachable  by  reference  to  house  journals;  Coler  v.  Stanly  County,  89  Fed. 
263,  holding,  under  constitutional  provision,  fact  that  legislative  jounutls  contain 
yea  and  nay  vote  on  tax  law  must  be  affirmatively  shown;  Parmeter  v.  Bourne, 
8  Wash.  56,  35  Pac  586  (distinguished  in  dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding 
court  without  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  removal  of  county  seat  on  gpround  of  fraud 
in  election;  Krieschel  v.  Snohomish  County,  12  Wash.  440,  41  Pac.  186  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  majority  upholding  court's  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  county  commis- 
sioners from  declaring  result  of  election  contrary  to  law ;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  State,  28  Okla.  97,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  9,  113  Pa.  921,  holding  that  it  is  not 
competent  to  show  from  journals  of  House  that  enrolled  bill  properly  authen- 
ticated and  deposited  in  office  of  secretary  of  state  did  not  pass  in  form  in  which 
was  authenticated;  Stern  v.  Spokane,  60  Wash.  329,  111  Pac.  231,  holding  that 
legislative  discretion  in  matters  within  constitutional  limit  of  legislative  au- 
thority, will  not  be  controlled  by  courts;  State  v.  Twin  City  Teleph.  Co.  104 
Minn.  284,  116  N.  W.  835,  holding  that  the  enrolled  form  of  proposed  amend- 
ment is  conclusive  as  against  the  amendment  as  published  and  distributed  among 
voters  for  their  adoption  also  citing  annotation  to  same  point;  Harwood  v.  Went- 
worth,  4  Ariz.  401,  42  Pac.  1025,  on  the  inadmissibility  of  the  house  journals 
to  question  an  enrolled  bill;  Home  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Nashville,  118  Tenn.  10,  101 
S.  W.  770,  11  Ann.  Cas.  824,  upholding  act  bearing  signature  of  speak- 
ers of  House  and  Senate  and  approval  by  Governor  though  House  journal  does 
not  show  that  it  was  signed  in  open  session  by  speaker  as  required  by  constitu- 
tion; Times  Printing  Co.  v.  Star  Pub.  Co.  51  Wash.  675,  99  Pac.  1040,  16  Ann. 
Cas.  414  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  verity  and  finality  of  the  acts  and  records 
of  the  legislature. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Carr  v.  Coke,  28  L.  R.  A.  737,  which  denies  power  of 
court  to  interfere  with  printing  statute  on  ground  of  fraud  in  procuring  enroll- 
ment of  bill  and  signature  thereto;  Cohn  v.  Kingsley,  38  L.  R.  A.  74,  which  re- 
quires journals  to  show  compliance  with  mandatory  provision  as  to  enacting  bills 
by  yea  and  nay  vote  after  three  several  readings;  Stanly  County  v.  Snuggs,  39 
L.  R.  A.  439,  which  holds  fatal,  omission  to  enter  yeas  and  nays  in  journal  on 
second  and  third  readings  on  bill  authorizing  tax;  State  ew  rel.  Cheyenne  v. 
Swan,  40  L.  R.  A.  195,  which  sustains  court's  right  to  examine  journals  to  de- 
termine whether  alleged  statutes  properly  passed;  People  v.  Dettenthaler,  44 
L.  R.  A.  164,  which  holds  void,  bill  in  which  enacting  clause  added  without  au- 
thority by  clerk  of  one  branch  of  legislature;  Montgomery  Beer  Bottling  Works 
V.  Gaston,  51  L.  R.  A.  396,  which  holds  permanent  record  delivered  to  secretary 
of  state  to  be  legislative  journal. 

Cited  in  notes  (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  13,  24,  27)  on  conclusiveness  of  enrolled  bill; 
(47  Am.  St.  Rep.  820)  on  proof  of  enactment  of  statute. 

Distinguished   in  Scouten  v.  Whatcom,   33  Wash.  280,   74  Pac.   389,  holding 
that  resort  may  be  had  to  the  process  of  enactment  of  a  statute  for  the  purpose 
of  arriving  at  intention  of  legislature,  the  wording  of  enrolled  bill  not  being 
conclusive  thereon. 
UmcoiiMtitiitlonalitr  of  statute  «•  defense  to  n&andamus. 

Cited  in  note  (47  L.  R.  A.  519)  on  unconstitutionality  of  statute  at  defense 
against  mandamus  to  compel  its  enforcement. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  354,  ATTY.  GEN.  ex  rel,  WERTS  v.  ROGERS,  66  N.  J.  L.  480,  28 

Atl.  726,  29  Atl.  173. 
«Iiidlcl«I  poorer*. 

Cited  in  Wanser  v.  Hoos,  60  N.  J.  L.  524,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  600,  38  Atl.  449, 
holding  construction  and  force  to  be  given  constitutional  provisions,  question  for 
<jourt;  Bott  v.  Wurts,  63  N.  J.  L.  294,  45  L.  R.  A.  254,  43  Atl.  744,  881,  uphold- 
ing power  of  court  to  consider  whether  legislative  department  and  agencies  have 
observed  requirements  of  Constitution  in  attempting  amendments;  State  ex  rel. 
McClurg  v.  Powell,  77  Miss.  671,  48  L.  R.  A.  656,  27  So.  927,  holding  question 
whether  submission  or  adoption  of  amendment  to  Constitution  is  legal,  for  the 
court;  Kadderly  v.  Portland,  44  Or.  133,  74  Pac.  710,  holding  that  the  question 
as  to  whether  an  amendment  has  been  properly  proposed  adopted  and  ratified 
is  one  for  the  judiciary. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Norwalk  Street  R.  Co.*s  Appeal,  39  L.  R.  A.  794,  which 
holds  approval  and  adoption  or  modification  of  plan  for  street  railway  not  a 
judicial  power. 
Comtliiiioiis   body. 

Cited  in  Gulnac  v.  Bergen  County,  74  N.  J.  L.  544,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  405,  64 
Atl.  998,  holding  by  analogy  that  a  board  of  chosen  freeholders  is  not  a  continu- 
ous body  although  only  a  portion  of  the  members  go  out  of  office  each  year. 
Reavniptlon  of  proceedlnsr*  of  preceding  bodjr. 

Cited  in  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  Paterson,  74  N.  J.  L.  740,  68  Atl.  76,  holding  that 
an  ordinance  partially  enacted  before  term  of  board  of  aldermen  expired  fails 
and  may  not  be  completed  by  board  consisting  of  one  half  newly  elected  members. 

23  L.  R.  A.  388,  LEVEE  DIST.  NO.  9  v.  FARMER,  101  Cal.  178,  35  Pac.  589. 
Proceedlnara  and  Jvdipnientii   not   open    to   collateral   attack. 

Cited  in  Re  Camp,  131  Cal.  470,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  371,  63  Pac.  736,  holding  pro- 
ceedings and  order  of  adoption  not  open  to  collateral  attack  upon  conte3t  for 
letters  of  administration;  Sutter  County  v.  Tisdale,  136  Cal.  478,  69  Pac.  141, 
holding  determination  of  supervisors  as  to  necessity  of  road  not  open  to  collateral 
attack  in  condemnation  proceedings;  Sacramento  County  v.  Glann,  14  Cal.  App. 
786,  113  Pac.  360,  holding  that  findings  of  viewers  and  board  of  supervisors  pre- 
liminary to  taking  land  for  road  that  certain  person  was  entitled  to  damages 
as  owner  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked  in  subsequent  condemnation  proceedings. 
Nature   of   vacation   proceedlnss. 

Cited  in  Belser  v.  Hoffschneider,  104  Cal.  460,  38  Pac.  312,  holding  that  city 
council  having  entertained  appeal  and  vacated  assessment  can  not  subsequently 
set  aside  order  of  vacation  and  overrule  objections  their  action  of  vacation  being 
judicial. 

Cited  in  note   (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  913)   on  vacation  of  street  as  "damage"  to 
property   within   provision   that   property   shall  not  be   taken   or  damaged   for 
public  use  without  compensation. 
Riflrbts  of  abnttera  In    blsta^rajr* 

Cited  in  Long  v.  WiUon,  119  Iowa,  271,  60  L.  R.  A.  722,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  315, 
93  N.  W.  282,  holding  abutter  who  is  not  made  party  not  bound  by  decree  in  suit 
against  city  to  change  and  fix  boundaries  of  highway;  Swift  v.  Santa  Barbara 
County,  16  Cal.  App.  76,  116  Pac.  317,  holding  that  abutting  owner  has  no  prop- 
erty right  in  country  highway  and  is  not  entitled  to  damages  because  closed  by 
authorities;  Marietta  Chair  Co.  v.  Henderson,  121  Ga.  404,  104  Am.  St.  Rep. 
156,  49  S.  E.  312,  on  the  application  of  damnum  absque  injuria  to  loss  occasioned 
by  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  vacate  street;  Pence  v.  Bryant,  54  W.  Va.  270, 
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46  S.  £.  275,  raising  but  not  deciding  question  as  to  right  of  action  in  abutting 
lot  owner  for  vacation  of  street  cutting  off  access  to  lot. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Buhl  v.  Fort  Street  Union  Depot  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  392, 
which  denies  recovery  for  inconvenience  to  abutter  by  discontinuing  other  portions 
of  street;  Van  Witsen  v.  Gutman,  24  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  denies  right  to  take  away 
for  private  use  abutter's  easement  in  public  alley;  Re  Melon  Street,  38  L.  R.  A. 
275,  which  holds  abutting  owners  entitled  to  recover  for  vacating  other  portion 
of  street,  leaving  remaining  portion  a  cul  de  boo;  Cram  v.  Laconia,  57  L.  R.  A. 
282,  which  denies  right  to  recover  for  injury  by  discontinuing  part  of  street  on 
which  property  abuts;  Borghart  v.  Cedar  Rapids,  68  L.R.A.  306,  which  sns- 
tains  property  owner's  right  of  action  for  vacation  of  public  square  cutting  off 
only  means  of  access  to  his  property. 

Cited  in  note  (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  269)  on  right  of  property  owner  whose  access 
from  one  direction  is  shut  off  or  interfered  with  by  closing  of  street. 

23  L.  R.  A.  392,  BUHL  v.  FORT  STREET  UNION  DEPOT  CO.  98  Mich.  596,  57 

N.  W.  829. 
Obstruction  or  dlacontlnvaace  of  laifflaway. 

Cited  in  Dantzer  v.  Indianapolis  Union  R.  Co.  141  Ind.  609,  34  L.  R.  A.  772, 
50  Am.  St.  Rep.  347,  39  N.  E.  223,  holding  action  not  maintainable  for  obstruc- 
tion not  substantially  impairing  or  depriving  lot  owner  of  access  to  property; 
Cram  v.  Laconia,  71  N.  H.  48,  57  L.  R.  A.  286,  51  Atl.  635,  holding  action  not 
maintainable  for  obstruction  of  highway  not  depriving  lot  owner  of  access  to 
general  system  of  streets;  Baudistel  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  113  Mich.  688,  71 
N.  W.  1114,  holding  that  vacation  of  street  under  authorizing  statute,  on  notice 
to  persons  interested,  requires  notice  to  only  such  as  have  right  to  compensation; 
Henry  v.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  116  Mich.  319,  75  N.  W.  886,  holding  that  railroad 
cannot  be  restrained  by  private  individuals  from  discontinuance  of  track,  injury 
not  being  specific  to  them;  Kinnear  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Beatty,  66  Ohio  St.  283,  87  Am. 
St.  Rep.  600,  62  N.  E.  341,  holding  abutting  owner  without  remedy  for  obstruc- 
tion of  highway  not  in  front  of  premises,  access  not  being  cut  off;  Dennis  v. 
Mobile  &  M.  R.  Co.  137  Ala.  659,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  69,  35  So.  30,  holdinjr 
abutting  owner  not  entitled  to  injunction  against  maintenance  of  freight  depot 
across  street  by  railroad  company,  access  to  lot  not  being  cut  off;  Albes  v.  South- 
ern R.  Co.  164  Ala.  363,  51  So.  327,  holding  that  only  abutting  owners  can  object 
to  city's  requiring  railroad  to  erect  depot  in  vacated  street  as  condition  precedent 
to  vacating  street  through  which  railroad  ran;  Choctaw,  0.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Castanien,  23  Okla.  742,  102  Pac.  88,  holding  that  inconvenience  and  injury  from 
excavation  by  railroad  across  alley,  where  no  part  of  abutter's  property  is  taken 
and  which  imposes  no  additional  burden  is  not  ground  for  recovery  of  damages 
by  abutter;  Board  of  Education  v.  Brown,  159  Mich.  162,  123  N.  W.  562,  holding 
that  damaging  effect  of  public  improvement  on  any  portion  of  public  is  compe- 
tent to  affect  question  of  public  necessity;  Butt  v.  Iffert,  171  Ind.  556,  86  N.  E. 
961,  upon  proceedings  to  vacate  public  highways;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Abies,  153 
Ala.  535,  46  So.  234,  holding  bill  for  compensation  for  discontinuance  of  street 
insufficient  for  failure  to  allege  that  complainant  is  an  abutting  owner  on  those 
particular  parts  of  street  vacated ;  Beutel  v.  West  Bay  City  Sugar  Co.  132  Mich. 
590,  94  N.  W.  202,  holding  that  failure  to  show  ownership  of  property  abutting 
closed  street  or  rights  connecting  property  with  such  street,  defeats  recovery 
of  compensation  for  its  discontinuance;  Dean  v.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  137  Mich.  465. 
100  N.  W.  773,  on  damage  not  common  to  the  public  caused  by  vacation  of  a 
street  as  being  necessary  to  right  of  action  therefor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Van  Witsen  v.  Gutman,  24  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  denies 
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Ti^t  to  take  away  for  private  use  abutter's  easement  in  public  alley;  Jackson- 
Tille,  T.  &  K.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  26  L.  R.  A.  410,  which  denies  right  to 
maintain  private  action  for  inconvenience  from  obstruction  of  highway  in  com- 
mon with  others;  O'Brien  v.  Central  Iron  A  Steel  Co.  67  L.  R.  A.  508,  which 
authorizes  private  action  for  permanent  obstruction  of  street  within  200  feet 
•of  abutter. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.(N.6.)  270)  on  right  of  property  owner  whose  access 
from  one  direction  is  shut  off  or  interfered  with  by  closing  of  street;    (9  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  497)  on  right  of  landowner  to  damages  for  obstruction  of  street  or  high- 
way by  railroad  not  adjacent  to  property. 

^3  L.  R.  A.  396,  HICKEY  v.  LAKE  SHORE  &  M.  S.  R.  CO.  51  Ohio  St.  40,  46 

Am.  St.  Rep.  545,  36  N.  E.  672. 
•Covenants  rannlngr  ^pvltb  land. 

Cited  in  Borgman  v.  Spellmire,  4  Ohio  N.  P.  418,  holding  last  grantee 
<of  leasehold  and  immediate  grantee  liable  to  assignee  of  reversion  on  covenant 
to  pay  taxes,  etc.;  Sexaur  v.  Wilson,  186  Iowa,  366,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  185,  113 
N.  W.  941,  15  Ann.  Oas.  54,  holding  that  the  covenanter  to  maintain  division 
fence  by  conveyance  of  deed  passes  the  obligation  to  his  grantee  and  becomes 
Absolved   from   all   obligation  thereunder. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bald  Eagle  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Nittany  Valley  R.  Co.  29 
L.  R.  A.  423,  which  holds  intention  of  parties  controlling  in  determining  whether 
covenant  runs  with  land;  Brown  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  409,  which  holds 
covenant  by  grantors  for  railroad  to  build  fences,  or  not  hold  company  liable 
for  injury  to  stock,  personal  only;  Doty  v.  Chattanooga  Union  R,  Co.  48  L.  R.  A. 
160,  which  holds  covenant  for  running  certain  trains  binding  on  subsequent  pur- 
chaser of  railroad. 

Cited  in  notes   (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  668,  677)   on  what  covenants  run  with  the 
land;    (15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  252)   on  right  of  assignee  to  sue  covenantor  in  cove- 
nant running  with  land. 
Restrict  lire  covenants. 

Cited  in  Johnson  Co.  v.  Kaszas,  8  Ohio  N.  P.  679,  11  Ohio,  S.  ft  C.  P.  Dec. 
483,  holding  grantor  in  deed  prohibiting  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  upon  prem- 
ises conveyed  may  enjoin  such  sale;  Kuebler  v.  Cleveland  Short  Line  Ry.  10 
Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  397,  20  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  535,  holding  interest  arising 
from  covenant  against  use  of  land  for  other  than  residence  purposes  constitutes 
an  interest  in  land. 

Liability  of  arrantee  on  covenants  and  conditions  In  deed. 

Cited  in  note   (126  Am.  St.  Rep.  360,  366,  370)   on  liability  of  grantee  on 
covenants  and  conditions  in  deed. 
Acceptance   of   deed   as   acceptance  of   conditions. 

Cited  in  Silver  Springs,  0.  &  G.  Ry.  v.  Van  Ness,  45  Fla.  572,  34  So.  884, 
holding  that  where  railway  company  took  a  grant  of  right  of  way,  agreeing 
in  deed  to  remove  tracks  on  60  days  notice  for  mining  purposes  by  grantor  the 
company  will  be  deemed  to  have  expressly  agreed  to  such  removal  though  it  did 
not  sign  the  deed;  Sexauer  v.  Wilson,  136  Iowa,  364,  14  IaR.A.(N.S.)  185,  113 
N.  W.  941,  15  Ann.  Cas.  54,  holding  that  acceptance  by  grantee  of  deed  poll 
containing  covenants  to  maintain  division  fence  in  consideration  of  grant  binds 
him  to  its  performance,  and  also  citing  annotation  on  same  point. 

Cited  in  note  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  437)  on  creation  of  covenant  running  with  land 
1^  acceptance  of  deed  poll  with  stipulations  purporting  to  bind  grantee. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  402,  BEARD  v.  HOPKINSVILLE,  96  Ky.  239,  44  Am.  St  Rep.  222. 

24  8.  W.  872. 

CoBstltvtlonal  Ilmltatloms  mm  to  mimlclpal  fndebtedneaai  mmileliMfcl  cob- 
tracts. 

Cited  in  Covington  v.  McKenna,  99  Ky.  513,  36  S.  W.  518,  holding  bond  issue 
in  anticipation  of  collection  of  future  local  assessments,  indebtedness,  within  mean- 
ing of  Constitution;  La  Porte  v.  Gamewell  Fire  Alarm  Teleg.  Co.  146  Ind.  469. 
35  L.  R.  A.  688,  footnote  p.  686,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  359,  45  N.  £.  588,  holding  that 
city  contract  for  water  or  light  does  not  create  indebtedness  for  aggregate  snm 
of  all  instalments;   Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Spates,  41  W.  Va.  30,  56  Am.  St. 
Rep.  828,  23  S.  E.  681,  holding  county  court  without  power  to  bind  tax  levies  for 
future  years  for  courthouse  repairs  without  submission  to  vote  of  people;  Wind- 
sor V.  Des  Moines,  110  Iowa,  194,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  280,  81  N.  W.  476,  holding  sums 
due  from  city  on  contract  for  erection  of  electric  light  plant,  not  provided  for  in 
levy,  indebtedness  within  meaning  of  Constitution;  State  ex  rel.  Helena  Water- 
works Co.  V.  Helena,  24  Mont.  532,  55  L.  R.  A.  341,  footnote  p.  336,  81  Am.  St. 
Rep.  453,  63  Pac.  99,  holding  contract  for  water  supply  for  term  of  years  within 
provision  as  to  limitation  of  city  indebtedness;   Earles  v.  Wells,  94  Wis.  298, 
59  Am.  St.  Rep.  885,  68  N.  W.  964,  holding  contract  by  city  indirectly  assuming 
payment  of  waterworks  bonds  to  amount  beyond  constitutional  debt  limit,  void; 
Ottumwa  V.  City  Water  Supply  Co.  56  C.  C.  A.  233  note,  119  Fed.  315  note,  hold- 
ing indebtedness  within  meaning  of  Constitution  created  by  ordinance  authorizing 
issuance  of  bonds  to  build  water-works  plant  and  referring  particularly  to  anno- 
tation in  23  L.  R.  A.  402;  Walla  Walla  v.  Walla  Walla  Water  Co.  172  U.  S.  1!>, 
43  L.  ed.  349,   19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.   77,  holding  contract  for  supply  of  water  for 
twenty -five  years,   payable  in   instalments,  not  objectionable  because  aggregate 
of  indebtedness  exceeded  constitutional  limit;   Swanson  v.  Ottumwa,    118  Iowa, 
176,   59   L.   R.   A.   626,   91    N.   W.    1048,   holding  issuance  of  bonds   for  water 
supply,  payable  out  of  sinking  fund   provided   for  by  special   tax,  not  indebt- 
<>dnes8  within  meaning  of  Constitution;    Crogster  v.  Bayfield  County,   99   Wis. 
16,  74  N.  W.  635,  holding  contract  to  bond  county  to  aid  in  construction  of  rail- 
road upon  performance  by  railroad  of  its  part  of  agreement,  contract  for  indebted- 
ness within  Constitution;  Chicago  v.  Galpin,  183  111.  406,  65  N.  E.  731,  holding 
that  contract  for  specified  number  of  street  lamps,  more  or  less,  fixes  amount  of 
city's  liability  from  its  date;  McAleer  v.  Angell,  19  R.  I.  694.  36  Atl.  588,  holding 
judgment  for  damages  for  defective  highways  not  debt  within  statutory  provision 
limiting  indebtedness  of  town;  Eaton  v.  Mimnaugh,  43  Or.  470,  73  Pac.  754,  hold- 
ing void  act  to  compel  county  to  create  indebtedness  beyond  constitutional  limit; 
Mayfield  Woolen  Mills  v.  Mayfleld,  111  Ky.  177,  61  S.  W.  43,  holding  indebted- 
ness within  Constitution  created  by  contract  by  city  with  water  company  for  pay- 
ment of  water  rent;   Allison  v.  Chester,  69  W.  Va.  539,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1045. 
72  S.  E.  472,  holding  that  contract  of  municipality  with  waterworks  company  for 
stipulated  number  of  years,  at  fixed  price  per  year,  payable  quarterly  is  not  void 
under  provision  of  constitution  limiting  municipal  indebtedness,  because  aggre- 
gate of  such  payments  exceeds  limit;  Audit  Co.  v.  Louisville,  107  C.  C.  A.  467.  185 
Fed.  355,  holding  that  city  which  owned  all  stock  of  private  water  company  had 
power  to  authorize  mayor  to  employ  experts  to  examine  accounts  of  corporation 
preliminary  to  formal  taking  over  of  plant;   Epping  v.  Columbus,  117  Ga,  276, 
43  S.  E.  803,  holding  that  the  word  '*debt"  as  limited  for  municipalities  by  con- 
stitution means  the  principal  of  all  outstanding  indebtedness  together  with  all 
accrued  interest  past  due  and  payable  at  time  of  computation;  Hagan  v.  Con^ 
missioner's  Ct.  160  Ala.  563,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1034,  49  So.  417,  including  amount 
of  county  contract  in  aggregation  of  sums  in  determination  of  whether  oountr 
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debt  exceeds  constitutional  limitation;  Ramsey  v.  Shelbyville,  119  Ky.  187,  68 
L.R.A.  302,  83  S.  W.  116,  holding  ordinance  binding  succeeding  councils  to  pay 
certain  sum  per  year  to  maintain  a  library  to  violate  constitutional  provision 
against  municipal  authorities  in  one  year  creating  obligations  beyond  the  revenues 
provided  for  that  year;  Campbell  v.  State,  23  Okla.  118,  99  Pac.  778,  holding  a 
4  statute  attempting  to  bind  court  fund  to  be  levied  in  future  years  to  expenditure 
for  erection  of  county  jails  is  invalid;  Voss  v.  Waterloo  Water  Co.  Mi'^  Ind. 
84,  66  L.R.A.  101,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  201,  71  N.  E.  208,  2  Ann.  Cas.  978;  Denver  v. 
Hubbard,  17  Colo.  App.  354,  68  Pac.  993,— on  whether  contract  to  pay  annual 
rental  can  be  included  in  municipal  indebtedness;  Hopkins  County  v.  St.  Bernard 
Coal  Co.  114  Ky.  168,  70  S.  W.  289,  holding  constitutional  provision  limiting 
municipal  indebtedness  to  amount  of  j^early  revenne  unless  exceeded  by  two 
thirds  vote  of  people  not  to  apply  to  indebtedness  occasioned  by  maintenance 
of  posse  for  public  necessity  by  order  of  circuit  judge. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brooke  v.  Philadelphia,  24  L.  R.  A.  781,  which  holds 
certificates  of  indebtedness  placed  in  sinking  fund  not  part  of  city  indebtedness; 
Linn  v.  Burgess,  25  L.  R.  A.  217,  which  holds  burden  of  showing  municipal  in- 
debtedness exceeded,  on  one  seeking  to  enjoin  incurring  further  indebtedness; 
Howard  v.  Huron,  20  L.  R.  A.  493,  which  denies  right  to  set  up  invalidity  of 
alleged  city  indebtedness  to  defeat  mandamus  to  enforce  judgment;  Kelly  v. 
Minneapolis,  30  L.  R.  A.  281,  which  requires  deduction  of  amount  of  sinking 
fund  from  total  apparent  debt  to  ascertain  actual  debt;  McBean  v.  Fresno,  31 
L.  R.  A.  794,  which  holds  limitation  of  city  indebtedness  not  violated  by  con- 
tract to  pay  annual  sum  for  term  of  years,  if  annual  sum  within  limit;  Lamar 
Water  &  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Lamar,  32  L.  R.  A.  167,  which  holds  con- 
tract for  term  of  years,  with  annual  payments,  creates  indebtedness  for  only 
amount  falling  due  yearly;  Grand  Island  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Baker,  34  L.  R.  A. 
836,  which  requires  compulsory  obligations  imposed  by  legislature  to  be  in- 
cluded in  determining  whether  limitation  of  county  indebtedness  exceeded; 
Kiehl  V.  South  Bend,  36  L.  R.  A.  228,  which  holds  indebtedness  for  hydrant 
rentals  invalid  where  limitation  of  indebtedness  exceeded  when  rentals  become 
due;  Ranch  v.  Chapman,  36  L.  R.  A.  407,  which  holds  necessary  expenditures  im- 
posed by  Constitution  not  within  limitation  of  county  indebtedness;  Nati6nal 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Mead,  48  L«  R.  A.  785,  which  holds  new  indebtedness  not  cre- 
ated by  refunding  bonds;  South  Bend  v.  Reynolds,  49  L.  R.  A.  795,  which  holds 
limitation  of  city  debt  not  exceeded  by  contract  for  erection  of  city  hall,  for 
which  yearly  rent  to  be  paid  with  option  to  purchase;  Barber  Asphalt  Paving 
Co.  v.  Harrisburg,  29  L.  R.  A.  401,  which  holds  city  liable  under  contract  for 
cost  of  paving  streets,  when  assessment  proves  invalid;  Indianapolis  v.  Wann, 
31  L.  R.  A.  743,  which  holds  contract  for  street  lights  for  five  years,  payable 
monthly,  void;  Brashear  v.  Madison,  33  L.  R.  A.  474,  which  authorizes  ap- 
propriation to  buy  fire  alarm  apparatus  when  sufficient  on  hand  appropriated 
for  fire  purposes,  though  city  already  indebted  beyond  constitutional  limit;  Mc- 
Gillivray  v.  Joint  School  Dist.  No.  1,  58  L.  R.  A.  100,  which  denies  dis- 
tract's  liability  as  on  implied  contract  for  material  used  in  building  school- 
house,  if  express  contract  void  because  debt  limit  exceeded;  Ramsey  v.  Shelbyville, 
68  L.R.A.  300,  which  holds  obligation  beyond  revenue  for  year  created  by  ordi- 
nance obligating  city  to  raise  each  year  $1,000  to  maintain  library  if  it  should  be 
donated  to  city. 

Cited  in  notes  (59  L.R.A.  614)  on  effect  of  limitation  of  municipal  indebted- 
ness on  acquisition  of  water  supply  or  sewer  system;  (36  L.R.A. (N.S.)  9,  21)  on 
taxpayer's  right  to  enjoin  unlawful  municipal  expenditures;  (37  L.R.A. (X.S.) 
1060,  1070)  on  creation  of  indebtedness  within  meaning  of  debt  limit  provisions; 
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(44  Am.  St.  Rep.  237,  242)  on  what  is  municipal  indebtedness  within  pro^ibitioD 
against;  (51  Am.  St.  Rep.  833,  856)  on  municipal  bonds  in  hands  of  bona  tide 
holders. 

Disapproved  in  Saleno  v.  Neosho,  127  Mo.  640,  27  lu  R.  A.  773,  footnote  p. 
769,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  653,  30  S.  W.  190,  holding  contract  by  city  to  pay  fixed 
price  annually  for  water  supply  not  a  debt  for  aggregate  amoimt. 
Self-execntlmflT  constitntloital  proirUilOBs. 

Cited  in  O'Mahoney  v.  Bullock,  97  Ky.  779,  31  S.  W.  878,  holding  constitu- 
tional limit  of  indebtedness  of  counties  and  taxing  districts,  self -executing;  Rus- 
sell V.  Ayer,  120  N.  C.  196,  37  L.  R.  A.  251,  27  S.  £.  133  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  that  revenue  act  fixing  poll  tax,  being  unconstitutional,  execu- 
tive department  cannot  levy  poll  tax  at  constitutional  rates. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Anderson  v.  Whatcom  County,  33  L.  R.  A.  137,  which 
holds  constitutional  provision  for  justices  of  peace  receiving  salary  instead  of 
fees,  self -executing;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Ihlenberg,  34  L.  R.  A.  393,  which 
holds  constitutional  provision  that  employee's  knowledge  of  defect  shall  be  no 
defense  to  action  for  injury,  self -executing ;  Criswell  v.  Montana  C.  R.  Go. 
33  L.  R.  A.  554,  which  holds  act  imposing  liability  on  domestic  railroad  oomps- 
nies  for  fellow  servant's  negligence  abrogated  by  adopting  Constitution  against 
special  privileges  to  foreign  corporations;  State  v.  Kyle,  56  L.  R.  A.  115,  which 
holds  self -operating,  constitutional  amendment  for  criminal  prosecution  by  in- 
dictment or  information  only. 
Special    lefflslatlon. 

Cited  in  Pearce  v.  Mason  County,  99  Ky.  365,  35  S.  W.  1122,  holding  spe- 
cial acts  already  in  operation  not  affected  by  adoption  of  Constitution  forbid- 
ding special  legislation. 
Coacrvalvenesfli   of   ceaana. 

Distinguished  in  O'Bryan  v.  Owensboro,  113  Ky.  686,  68  S.  W.  858,  holding 
census  taken  by  city  under  statute,  conclusive,  in  absence  of  fraud  or  mist-ake. 

23  L.  R.  A.  410,  McCULLOUGH  v.  BROWN,  41  S.  C.  220,  19  S.  E.  468. 
Police    poorer    of    atate. 

Cited  in  Darlington  v.  Ward,  48  S.  C.  578,  38  L.  R.  A.  337,  26  S.  E.  906  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  upholding  ordinance  prohibiting  keeping  of  hogs 
within  corporate  limits  of  town. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bennett  v.  Pulaski,  47  L.R.A.  278,  which  sustains  ordi- 
nance for  closing  saloons  between  10  p.  H.  and  4  a.  m.  and  on  Sundays,  but  not 
requirement  for  removing  curtains  on  front  doors  and  windows;  State  ex  rel. 
Galle  V.  New  Orleans,  67  L.R.A.  70,  which  denies  right  to  refuse  liquor  license  on 
objection  of  minority  property  holders  or  on  ground  that  no  more  barrooms  are 
needed. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  922,  933,  948)  on  constitutional  right  to  pro- 
hibit sale  of  intoxicants. 

Overruled  in  State  ex  rel.  George  v.  Aiken,  42  S.  C.  225,  26  L.  R.  A.  349,  foot- 
note p.  345,  20  S.  E.  221,  holding  valid,  act  giving  state  exclusive  control  of  li- 
quor traffic. 

Rl^bt  to  attack  constitutionality  of  la^r. 

Cited  in  Butler  v.  EUerbe,  44  S.  C.  283,  22  S.  E.  425,  dissenting  opinion  by 
Mclver,  Ch.  J.,  who  upholds  right  of  taxpayer  to  test  constitutionality  of  law 
relating  to  application  of  moneys  arising  from  taxation. 


1113  L.  It  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [23  L.R.A.  435 

Rlflrbt  of  atate  or  uoniclpallty  to  embark  la  trade. 

Cited  in  Lowenstein  v.  Evans,  69  Fed.  911,  holding  state  assuming  monopoly 
of  sale  of  liquor  not  violation  of  Federal  anti- trust  law  of  1890. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Farmville  v.  Walker,  61  L.  R.  A.  125,  which  sustains 
legislative  power  to  permit  town  to  establish  dispensary  for  exclusive  sale  of 
liquor;  Lofton  v.  Collins,  61  L.  R  A.  150,  which  denies  municipal  authority  to 
organize  dispensary  by  appointing  commissioners  authorized  to  sell  liquor. 
Poller  to  arrant  llanor  llcensea  after  dlspenaarr  act. 

Cited  in  Barringer  v.  Florence,  41  S.  C.  503,  19  S.  E.  745,  holding  no  author* 
ity  in  state  vested  with  power  to  grant  liquor  licenses  after  passage  of  dispen- 
sary act  of  1892. 
I  a  Junction    to   reatrala   flroiremn&ental   or   political   action. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ea  rel.  Taylor  v.  Lord,  31  L.  R  A.  473,  which 
denies  power  of  court  to  interfere  with  location  by  governor  of  site  for  public 
institution;  State  ex  rel.  Cranmer  v.  Thorson,  33  L.  R.  A.  582,  which  denies 
right   to    enjoin    certifying    of    proposed    constitutional    amendment. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  126)  on  right  to  enjoin  enforcement  of  uncon- 
Btitutional  revenue  excise  and  tax  statutes,  as  affected  by  other  remedies  in  case 
such  acts  are  done;  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1157)  on  right  of  citizen  or  taxpayer  to 
maintain  proceedings  in  aid  of  enforcement  of  liquor  laws. 

23  L.   R.  A.  435,  ELLERBE  v.   BARNEY,   119  Mo.   632.  25   S.   W.   384. 
EtiabllitT  of  membera  of  mntnal  Inanrance  companiea  on  aaaeaamenta. 

Cited  in  Fulton  v.  Stevens,  99  Wis.  316,  74  N.  W.  803,  holding  member 
of  benefit  association  liable  under  contract  for  assessments  made  before  mem- 
bership ceased;  Provident  Mut.  Relief  Asso.  v.  Pelissier,  69  N.  H.  608,  46  Atl. 
562,  holding  member  of  mutual  insurance  company  liable  for  assessments  lev- 
ied after  suspension,  but  during  continuance  of  membership;  Calkins  v.  Angell, 
123  Mich.  82,  81  N.  W.  977,  holding  member  of  mutual  benefit  association  lia- 
ble for  assessments  for  death  claims  during  membership;  L'Union  St.  Jean  Bap- 
tiste  V.  Ostiguy  25  R.  I.  480,  64  L.  R.  A.  159,  footnote  p.  158,  56  Atl.  681,  de- 
nying right  of  benefit  society  to  sue  former  member  for  dues  for  nonpayment  of 
which  he  had  been  expelled;  Moran  v.  Franklin  L.  Ins.  Co.  160  Mo.  App.  423, 
140  S.  W.  955,  holding  that  holder  of  policy  in  assessment  insurance  company  is 
liable  for  assessments  regularly  made  while  his  membership  continues. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  L'Union  St.  Jean  Baptiste  v.  Ostiguy,  64  L.R.A.  158, 
which  holds  assessments  by  mutual  benefit  society  not  debts  recoverable  by  action 
at  law,  where  right  to  benefit  depends  on  good  standing  in  the  society;  Cochran 
T.  Boleman,  65  L.R.A.  516,  which  holds  members  of  mutual  benefit  society  not 
subject  to  suit  by  beneficiary  of  deceased  member  for  their  part  of  the  benefit. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.R.A.  481)  on  liability  of  members  of  mutual  fire  insur- 
ance companies;  (52  Am.  St.  Rep.  554,  573)  on  liability  of  members  of  mutual  or 
membership  life  or  accident  insurance  companies  on  assessments. 

Distinguished  in  Lehman  v.  Clark,  174  111.  289,  43  L.  R.  A.  653,  footnote  p. 
648,  51  N.  E.  222,  Reversing  65  III.  App.  251,  denying  liability  of  member  of 
mutual  benefit  association  to  pay  assessment  after  policy  lapses;  Ellerbe  v. 
Faust,  119  Mo.  656,  25  L.  R.  A.  150,  25  S.  W.  390,  holding  action  not  maintain- 
able against  expelled  member  of  association  for  assessment  after  expulsion;  Re 
Ontario  Insurance  Act,  31  Ont.  Rep.  160,  holding  that  membership  in  beneficiary 
society  raises  no  implied  agreement  to  pay  assessments  which  are  to  become  due. 

Disapproved  in  Gibson  v.  Megrew,  154  Ind.  285,  48  L.  R  A.  367,  footnote  p. 
362,  56  N.  E.  674,  holding  assessments  of  mutual  benefit  association  not  collect- 
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able  by  suit;  Faurot  v.  Swan,  155  Mich.  201,  118  N.  W.  955,  holding  that  an  obli- 
gation to  pay  assessments  imposed  by  lodge  on  member  not  so  contracting  to  par 
on  joining  will  not  be  implied  where  there  is  no  such  statutory  obligatioo; 
L'Union  St.  Jean  Baptiste  v.  Ostiguy,  25  R.  I.  480,  64  L.R.A.  158,  105  Am.  St  Rep. 
899,  56  Atl.  681,  1  Ann.  Cas.  401,  holding  that  a  discharged  member  of  an  insur- 
ance society  is  not  liable  for  dues  for  the  nonpayment  of  which  he  waa  expelled. 
ConstructloA   of  contraet. 

Cited  in  D.  M.  Osborne  &  Co.  v.  Henry,  70  Mo.  App.  27,  holding  defense  of 
oreach  of  warranty  in  action  on  notes  for  purchase  price  of  harvesting  machine 
not  defeated  by  its  retention,  under  contract  for  its  purchase;  Folkena  v.  North- 
western Nat.  L,  Ins.  Co.  98  Mo.  App.  486,  72  S.  W.  720,  holding  policy  of  life 
insurance  not  providing  for  assessments  on  persons  holding  similar '  policies, 
old  line  contract. 

23  L.  R.  A.  442,  GALLOWAY  v.  CHICAGO,  M.  &  ST.  P.  R,  CO.  56  Minn.  34(1 

45  Am.  St.  Rep.  468,  57  N.  W.  1058. 
Liability  of  carriers  for  acts  of  persons  not  employees  or  aflrenta.* 

Cited  in  McGrath  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  74  Minn.  365,  77  N.  W.  136,  holding 
carrier  not  liable  to  person  on  platform  of  station  struck  by  bundle  thrown  from 
moving  train  by  news  agent;  West  Memphis  Packet  Co.  v.  White,  99  Tcnn.  270, 
38  L.  R.  A.  432,  41  S.  W.  583,  holding  ferry  company  liable  to  passenger  negli- 
gently shot  by  fellow  passenger;  Shaw  v.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  Co.  123  Mich.  635, 
49  L.  R.  A.  310,  footnote  p.  308,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  230,  82  N.  W.  618,  denying  rail- 
road company's  liability  for  mail  agents'  unknown  practice  of  throwing  mail 
from  moving  train;  Williams  v.  Louisville  A  N.  R.  Co.  98  Ky.  262,  41  S.  W.  1100, 
holding  carrier  liable  to  person  assisting  shipper,  for  injury  by  being  struck 
by  mail  pouch  thrown  from  passing  train;  St.  Louis,  C.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Waggoner,  90  111.  App.  558,  holding  railroad  liable  only  for  negligent  act  of 
mail  clerk  which  is  so  frequent  as  to  charge  it  with  notice;  Carver  v.  Minneap- 
olis &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  120  Iowa,  348,  94  N.  W.  862,  holding  railroad  liable  for  in- 
jury due  to  negligent  throwing  of  mail  bag  from  train  by  mail  clerk,  where  prac- 
tice known  to  it;  Huddleston  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  90  Ark.  382,  119  S. 
W.  280,  holding  that  presumption  of  negligence  arises  where  passenger  at  rail- 
way station  was  hit  by  mail  sack  thrown  by  mail  clerks  from  moving  train; 
Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Richardson,  40  Ind.  App.  607,  82  N,  K  636, 
holding  it  the  duty  of  railroad  company  to  protect  its  passengers  from  injuries 
from  third  persons,  where  it  has  reasons  of  suspecting  dangers  therefrom;  Clif- 
ford V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  Ill  App.  Div.  811,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  954,  holding 
railway  company  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  throwing  bundle  of  newspapers 
from  train. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cleghorn  v.  Western  R.  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  269,  which  holds 
railroad  liable  for  frightening  of  horse  by  mail  crane  erected  in  or  beside  high- 
way; Poling  V.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  215,  which  holds  carrier  not  liable 
to  bystander  for  postal  clerk^s  negligence  in  catching  mail  pouch  from  crane; 
Pennsylvania  R.  Uo.  v.  Russ,  26  L.  R.  A.  283,  which  denies  carrier's  liability 
foi*  mail  agent's  negligence  in  throwing  off  mail  bag. 
Bzcesslve  damages. 

Cited  in  Kitman  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  113  Minn.  355,  129  N.  W.  844,  up- 
holding verdict  of  $11,000,  in  action  for  damages  for  injury  of  fireman  on  rail- 
road, as  not  excessive. 
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lleiTPce  of  «are  to-vrard  paaaenirer  at  station. 

Cited  in  notes   (33  L.R.A.(K.S.)   862)   on  degree  of  care  toward  passenger  at 
station ;  ( 42  L.  ed.  U.  S.  494 )  on  duty  to  protect  persons  about  to  take  train 

^3  li.  R.  A.  445,  ROOT  v.  DAVIS,  51  Ohio  St.  29,  36  N.  E.  669. 

Followed  without  comment  in  National  Bank  v.  Lawler,  62  Ohio  St.  649,  58 
N.  E.  1100. 

SabJectlniT  credits  of  nonresident   defendant  to  attaclinient   or  garnish- 
meat. 

Cited  in  Goebel  v.  Kanauha  Valley  Bank,  3  Ohio  N.  P.  110,  holding  credits  of 
nonresident  debtor,  served  by  publication,  attachable  in  garnishment  proceeding: 
Olcott  V.  Guerinck,  19  Ohio  C.  C.  A.  35,  10  Ohio  C.  D.  131,  holding  situs  of  attach- 
4ible  debt  owed  to  nonresident,  to  be  state  where  writ  of  attachment  is  given ; 
Ashley  v.  Quintard,  90  Fed.  97,  holding  that  stock  of  foreign  corporation  owned 
by  nonresident  cannot  be  reached  by  service  of  garnishment  on  corporation  agent 
juid  of  summons  on  defendant  stockholder  by  publication;  Baltimore  &  O.  Ry.  v. 
Allen,  68  W.  Va.  391,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  608,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  975,  52  S.  E.  465, 
on  the  situs  of  a  debt  for  attachment  or  garnishment  purposes;  Boyd  v.  Hewitt, 
5  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  335,  18  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  11,  holding  where  both  creditor 
And  debtor  are  nonresidents  creditor  cannot  come  into  state  and  maintain  action 
in  attachment  by  attempt  to  garnish  wages  presumably  due  debtor  from  nonresi- 
dent corporation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Tootle  v.  Coleman,  57  L.  R.  A.  120,  which  holds  right 
to  garnish  debtor  not  limited  to  situs  of  chose  in  action. 

Cited  in  note  (69  Am.  St.  Rep.  117,  118)  on  situs  of  debts  for  purposes  of 
garnishment  and  of  property  in  transit  in  hands  of  carriers. 

Distinguished  in  Rainey  v.  Jefferson  Iron  Works,  8  Ohio  C.  C.  676,  4  Ohio  C.  D. 
232,  where  action  was  brought  under  statute  providing  for  action  against  nonresi- 
dent debtors  and  foreign  corporations,  and  suit  could  be  brought  in  any  county 
-where  debts  were  owing  defendant. 

Doubted  in  Ofcott  v.  Guerinck,  19  Ohio  C.  C.  35,  10  Ohio  C.  D.  133,  holding 
•where  state  gives  right  to  creditor,  living  within  its  boundaries,  to  attach  debt, 
although  evidence  of  such  debt  is  held  in  another  state,  situs  of  such  property  is 
in  state  where  attachment  is  given. 

Denied  in  Goebel  v.  Kanawha  Valley  Bank,  3  Ohio  N.  P.  110,  4  Ohio  S.  &  C. 
P.  Dec.  127,  holding  credits  of  nonresident  defendant  may  be  reached  in  attach- 
ment by  serving  defendant  by  publication  and  garnishing  his  debtor;  Louisville 
Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Pocahontas  Co.  17  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  152,  holding  garnish- 
anent  proceeding  lies  against  property  or  credits  of  nonresident  debtor. 
Oarnlniintent  of  snrplns  on  chattel  mortfraffe. 

Cited  in  note  in  59  L.R.A.  370,  on  garnishment  of  unliquidated  claims  to  sur- 
plus or  chattel  mortgage. 
Presumption  of  validity  of  Jndlctal  acts. 

Cited  in  Cleveland  Co-op.  Stove  Co.  v.  Mehling,  21  Ohio  C.  C.  67,  11  Ohio  C.  D. 
404,  holding  where  court  rendered  judgment  against  defendant  in  attachment  and 
record  was  silent  as  to  whether  garnishee  had  been  ordered  to  pay  money  into 
court,  it  would  be  presumed  court  found  it  had  reached  property  of  defendant; 
McLane  v.  Colburn,  2  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  259,  15  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  154,  on 
liberal  construction  of  justices'  proceedings  after  jurisdiction  has  attached. 
Rlflrbts  of  mortfraaree  after  condition   broken. 

Cited  in  note  (96  Am.  St.  Rep.  692)  on  title  and  rights  of  holder  of  chattel 
mortgi^e  after  condition  broken. 


{ 
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23  L,  R.  A.  448,  McMULLEN  v.  CARNEGIE  BROS.  158  Pa.  518,  27  Atl.  1043. 
JjimhilitT  for  Injuries  due  to  defeetlve  ears  or  appliances. 

Followed  in  McGinley  v.  Lehigh  Coal  &  Nav.  Co.  224  Pa.  410,  73  Atl.  552, 
holding  that  duty  to  inspect  cars  received  from  other  companies  does  not  apply 
to  a  mining  company  on  whose  sidings  cars  of  other  companies  have  been  placed 
for  unloading. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Pittsburgh  ft  L.  E.  R.  Co.  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  402,  26  Pittdb. 
L.  J.  N.  S.  472,  holding  carrier  not  liable  to  employee  of  furnace  company, 
injured  by  collision  due  to  defective  brakes  of  cars  delivered  on  tracks  of  fur- 
nace company;  Rehm  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  164  Pa.  94,  30  Atl.  356,  holding 
neither  railroad  nor  coal  company  liable  for  killing  of  employee  of  latter  througb 
negligence  of  coservant  in  placing  defective  car  on  trestle;  Louisville,  N.  A.  k 
C.  R.  Co.  v.  Bates,  146  Ind.  570,  45  N.  E.  108,  holding  carrier  not  required 
to  make  impracticable  or  unreasonable  inspection  of  foreign  cars;  McGill  r, 
Maine  &  N.  H.  Granite  Co.  70  N.  H.  127,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  618,  46  Atl.  684,  hold- 
ing shipping  company  not  liable  for  death  of  employ (»e,  due  to  defective  ap- 
pliance on  cars  delivered  on  its  tracks  by  railroad  company;  Haskell  &  B.  Car 
Co.  v.  Przezdziankowski,  170  Ind.  5,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  974,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  352, 
83  N.  E.  626,  holding  that  a  railroad  company  not  engaged  in  transportation, 
does  not  owe  to  employees  duty  to  inspect  cars  of  other  companies  on  its  track 
merely  for  unloading. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Crawford  v.  United  R.  &  E.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  489,  which 
holds  street  car  company  liable  for  injury  to  employees  by  defect  in  car  due  to 
custom  in  leaving  it  for  several  hours  of  night  in  public  street  after  inspection, 
without  rule  or  regulation  for  guarding  from  negligent  or  wanton  injury. 

Cited  in  notes  (41  L.R.A.  102)  on  knowledge  as  element  of  employer's  liability 
to  injured  servant;  (14  L.R.A. (N.S.)  972)  on  duty  of  consignor  or  consignee  to 
his  employees,  as  to  condition  of  car. 

23  L.  R.  A.  449,  DICKEY  v.  WALDO,  97  Mich.  255,  56  N.  W.  608. 
Mortaraares  of  personal  property « 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Riddle  v.  Dow,  32  L.  R.  A.  811,  which  holds  rights  of 
mortgagee  of  lessor's  interest  in  crops  raised  by  tenant  superior  to  subsequent 
garnishee  proceedings;  Wilson  v.  Donaldson,  43  L.  R.  A.  524,  which  denies 
superiority  of  statutory  lien  for  harvesting  grain  over  chattel  mortgage  given 
before  grain  ripe;  Jones  v.  Adams,  50  L.  R.  A.  388,  which  holds  purchaser  of 
land  on  foreclosure  entitled  to  growing  crops  covered  by  chattel  mortgage: 
Battle  Creek  Valley  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  56  L.  R.  A.  124,  which  holds  pro- 
vision in  mortgage  giving  mortgagee  lien  on  increase  thereafter  begotten,  agree- 
ment only  for  lien. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  912)  on  validity  of  chattel  mortgage  on  crops 
to  be  grown  on  land  in  which  mortgagor  has  no  present  interest;    (20  L.R.A. 
( N.S. )  506 )  on  chattel  mortgage  of  future  earnings  of  threshing  outfit. 
Potential    existence. 

Cited  in  Dorris  v.  Rice,  145  Mich.  218,  108  N.  W.  700,  holding  contract  giving 
plaintiff  one  half  interest  in  colt  to  be  raised  in  consideration  of  payment  of 
stud  service  not  invalid  on  the  ground  that  subject  matter  of  contract  had  no 
potential  existence;  I^wson  v.  Lyon,  136  Ga,  220,  71  S.  E.  149,  holding  that 
order  on  fraternal  society  for  amount  of  claim  under  certificate  after  claim  was 
approved,  is  not  invalid  on  ground  that  claim  was  "bare  contingency  or  possi- 
bility" and  not  subject  o'  sale. 


1117  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [23  L.R.A.  481 

fiSzemptlons  ayalnst  clAlm   for  rent. 

Cited  in  note   (24  L.  R.  A.  812)   on  availability  of  exemptions  against  claim 
for   rent. 
CroiHi   as   personal    property    for    purposes    of   levy    aad   sale. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bagley  v.  Columbus  Southern  R.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  286, 
which  holds  growing  crops  part  of  land  for  purposes  of  jurisdiction. 
Con-reyanee  of  lioniestead  by  one  spouse. 

Cited  in  notes  (133  Am.  St.  Rep.  339)  on  lease  of  homestead  by  one  spouse 
only;  (96  Am.  St.  Rep.  927)  on  effect  of  conveyance  or  encumbrance  of  home- 
stead by  one  spouse  only. 

23  L.  R.  A.  479,  MEADE  v.  CLARK,  159  Pa.  159,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  669,  28  Atl. 

214. 
Contracts  of  married  ^romen. 

Cited  in  Erdelyi  v.  Bemat,  27  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  175,  rescinding  contract  of 
married  ^voman  for  exchange  of  real  estate,  without  separate  acknowledgment, 
and  induced  by  fraud;  Simon's  Estate,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  469,  holding  deed  by 
married  woman,  executed  without  husband  joining,  satisfied  after  she  was  de- 
clared feme  sole  trader,  by  her  becoming  party  to  partition  action  involving 
land  conveyed  by  such  deed;  Donatelli  v.  Casciola,  10  North.  Co.  Rep.  157,  hold- 
ing that  receipt  of  consideration  by  married  woman,  entry  of  purchaser  and 
knowledge  of  improvements  will  not  estop  married  woman  from  regaining  pos- 
session of  land  conveyed  by  deed  signed  by  her  alone  in  another  state. 

23  L.  R.  A.  481,  PEOPLE  ew  rel.  COPCUTT  v.  BOARD  OF  HEALTH,  140  N.  Y. 
1,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  522,  35  N.  E.  320. 

Referred  to  historically  in  Prime  v.  Yonkers,  192  N.  Y.  108,  84  N.  E.  571. 
Sammary  action  on  vronnd  of  pnbllo  neeessltr* 

Cited  in  Health  Department  v.  Trinity  Church,  145  N.  Y.  48,  27  L.  R.  A. 
713,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  579,  39  N.  £.  833,  upholding  act  of  board  of  health  requir- 
ing owner  of  tenement  to  provide  sufficient  water  facilities;  Egan  v.  Health 
Department,  20  Misc.  40,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  325,  upholding  power  of  health  board  to 
order  unsanitary  buildings  vacated  without  notice  to  owner;  Cartwright  v.  Co- 
hoes,  39  App.  Div.  73,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  731,  holding  that  health  board  had 
power  to  order  privy-vault  nuisance  abated,  without  notice  or  hearing;  Gunning 
System  v.  Buffalo,  62  App.  Div.  499,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  155,  restraining  destruction 
of  high  signboards  until  termination  of  action  determining  reasonableness  of 
ordinance  authorizing  such  destruction;  Stone  v.  Heath,  179  Mass.  387,  60  N.  E. 
975,  refusing  injunction  to  prevent  board  of  health  from  abating  alleged  nui- 
sance; Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Buffalo,  158  N.  Y.  271,  53  N.  E,  44,  Affirm- 
ing 4  App.  Div.  568,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  510,  holding  city  had  right  summarily  to 
remove,  at  their  peril,  railroad  bridge  abutments  as  obstruction  to  street;  Berry 
V.  De  Maris,  76  N.  J.  L.  308,  70  Atl.  337,  holding  that  the  legislature  may  au- 
thorize the  summary  seizure  or  destruction,  of  property  which  it  has  stamped 
with  the  character  of  a  nuisance;  North  American  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
211  U.  S.  317,  53  L.  ed.  200,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  101,  15  Ann.  Cas.  276,*holding 
a  statute  providing  for  summary  seizure  and  destruction  of  food  in  cold  storage 
unfit  for  human  consumption  without  a  preliminary  hearing  not  to  be  violation 
of  due  process  clause;  Valentine  v.  Englewood,  76  N.  J.  L.  520,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
267,  71  Atl.  344,  16  Ann.  Cas.  731,  holding  that  posting  of  scarlet  fever  quar- 
antine notice  is  not  a  deprivation  of  liberty  of  persons  in  place  quarantined  with- 
out due  process  of  law  done  without  hearing;  People  ex  rel.  Lodes  v.  Health 
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Dept.  189  N.  Y.  193,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  899,  82  N.  E.  187,  reversing  116 
App.  Div.  891,  102  N.  Y.  Supjf.  1145  which  affirms  51  Misc.  191,  100  N.  Y.  Supp. 
788,  holding  milk  distributor  not  entitled  to  a  hearing  by  board  of  health  be- 
fore revocation  of  his  permits  to  sell  milk;  Morton  v.  St.  Patrick's  Roman  Cath- 
olic Church  Soc.  56  Misc.  73,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  1100,  holding  an  order  prohibiting 
use  of  lands  for  cemetery  purposes  on  grounds  of  public  health  to  be  unwarranted 
where  land  is  of  large  area  on  which  only  2  bodies  are  buried  in  sparsely  settled 
community. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Board  of  Health  v.  Copcutt,  23  L.  R.  A.  485,  whieh  au- 
thorizes board  of  health  to  enjoin  maintenance  of  malarious  pond  in  city;  Val- 
paraiso V.  Bozarth,  47  L.  R.  A.  487,  which  holds  notice  or  request  to  remove 
building  encroaching  on  street  unnecessary  before  action  to  abate  it;  Western 
&  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Atlanta,  54  L.  R.  A.  294,  which  holds  power  to  abate  nuisance 
in  city  in  police  court  only. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.  R.  A.  598,  613)  on  power  of  municipal  corporations  to 
define,  prevent,  and  abate  nuisances;  (38  L.  R.  A.  166,  168)  on  municipal  power 
over   buildings   and   other    structures   as   nuisances. 

Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  Ordway  v.  St.  Saviour's  Sanitarium,  34  App, 
Div.  372,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  431,  holding  summary  commitment  of  inebriate  femalf^ 
to  institution  for  treatment  and  reformation,  not  due  process  of  law. 
Redremi  of   pemon   siiinimarily  proceeded   asa^lnst. 

Cited  in  Fire  Department  v.  Gilmour,  149  N.  Y.  459,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  747,  44 
N.  E.   177,  upholding  right  of  defendant  in  action  for  penalty,  to  contest  rea- 
sonableness of  order  of  fire  department  as  to  storage  of  combustibles;  Eckhardt 
v.  Buffalo,  19  App.  Div.  15,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  204,  holding  owner  of  premises  en- 
titled to  contest  reasonableness  of  health  board  order  to  abate  nuisance  in  action 
to  set  aside  assessment,  the  result  thereof;   Smith  v.  Irish,  37  App.  Div.  222. 
55   N.   Y.   Supp.   837,   reversing  judgment   for   plaintiff   in   action   for   damage^ 
for  removal  of  top  story  of  building  by  order  of  board  of  health,  as  against 
weight  of  evidence;  Westchester  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Angevine,  52  App.  Div.  241, 
65  N.  Y.  Supp.  376,  affirming  judgment  for  plaintiff  for  killing  of  three  horse? 
by  officer  of  society  for  prevention  of  cruelty  to  animals;   Sahr  v.  Scholle,  89 
Hun,  43,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  97,  holding  common-law  action  for  damages  open  to 
owner  of  horse  killed  by  officer  of  society  for  prevention  of  cruelty  to  animals, 
if  imwarranted;  Golden  v.  Health  Department,  21  App.  Div.  424,  47  N.  Y.  Supp. 
623,  upholding  action  in  equity  to  restrain  health  department  from  interfering 
with  plaintiff's  use  of  buildings,  and  for  damages  for  ordering  same  vacated 
and  demolished;  State  v.  Morse,  84  Vt.  395,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)    193,  80  Atl.  189. 
holding  that  burden  is  upon  person  who  asserts  illegality  of  health  regulation 
to  show  illegality;  Williams  v.  Rivenburg,  145  App.  Div.  100,  129  N.  Y.  Supp. 
473,  holding  that  agent  of  state  commissioner  of  agriculture,  is  personallv  liable 
where  he  seizes  and  destroys  calves  over  four  weeks  of  age,  though  on  mistaken 
belief  as  to  age;  Lowe  v.  Conroy,  120  Wis.  157,  66  L.R.A.  910,  102  Am.  St.  Rep. 
983,  97  N.  W.  942,  1  Ann.  Cas.  341,  holding  that  where  health  authority  sum- 
marily destroys  meat  and  hides  supposed  to  be  infected  with  disease,  the  owner 
thereof  may  recover  therefor  on  a  finding  that  they  were  not  in  fact  infected; 
Richter  v.  State,  16  Wyo.  446,  95  Pac.  51,  holding  that  the  fact  of  quarantine 
does  not  preclude  subsequent  proof  that  it  is  unwarranted  and  plea  of  not  guilty 
to  breach  of  sheep  quarantine  requires  state  to  prove  that  quarantine  was  neces- 
sary under  the  circumstances;   Kirk  v.  Board  of  Health   (Kirk  v.  Wyman)  83 
S.  C.  381,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1193,  65  S.  E.  387,  holding  that  an  injunction  will 
lie  against  the  isolation  of  an  leprosy  victim  in  a  pest  house  where  the  disease 
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ifi  yery  slightly  contagious  and  victim  submits  to  quarantine  at  home  until  special 

plaee  be  built  for  her. 

Lilmlt   of   po-vrem   of   health    boards. 

Cited  in  Re  Smith,  146  N.  Y.  77,  28  L.R.A.  823,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  769,  40 
N.  £.  497,  holding  health  commissioner  without  power  to  quarantine  person 
for  refusal  to  be  vaccinated;  White  Plains  v.  Tarrytown,  W.  P.  &  M.  R.  Co. 
117  App.  Div.  842,  102  X.  Y.  Supp.  1039,  holding  that  a  declaration  of  nuisance 
by  board  of  health  is  not  conclusive  of  the  fact. 

Cited  in  notes  (5  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  635)  on  personal  liability  of  health  authorities; 
(47  Am.  St.  Rep.  545,  546,  549)  on  quarantine  and  health  laws  and  reulations; 
(53  Am.  St.  Rep.  572)  on  definition  of  police  power;    (80  Am.  St.  Rep.  217,  218, 
221,  222,  223)   on  powers  which  may  be  delegated  to  boards  of  health. 
ReT-le^r  by  certiorari. 

Cited  in  Chittenden  v.  Wurster,  152  N.  Y.  398,  37  L.  R.  A.  826,  46  N.  E.  857, 
dissenting  opinion  by  O'Brien,  J.,  who  held  erroneous  civil  service  classifica- 
tion not  reviewable  by  certiorari;  People  ex  reL  Kennedy  v.  Brady,  166  N.  Y. 
47,  59  N.  E.  701,  holding  removal  of  subordinate  in  department  of  public  build- 
ings on  written  charges,  with  opportunity  for  hearing,  not  reviewable  by  certio- 
rari; People  ex  rel.  Mack  v.  Burt,  65  App.  Div.  159,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  667,  hold- 
ing action  of  municipal  civil  service  commissioners  in  classifying  positions  not 
reviewable  by  certiorari;  People  ex  rel.  Howe  v.  Conway,  69  App.  Div.  331,  69 
N.  Y.  Supp.  837,  holding  removal  of  school  commissioner  of  city  by  mayor,  with- 
out charges  or  hearing,  not  reviewable  by  certiorari;  People  ex  rel.  Greenleaf  v. 
Board  of  Health,  83  App.  Div.  574,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  21,  holding  action  of  board 
of  health  in  imposing  fine  on  person,  without  notice,  not  reviewable  by  certiora- 
ri; Re  Donovan,  89  App.  Div.  58,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  406  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  decision  of  municipal  civil  service  commission  as  to  character 
of  duties  of  newly  created  position  not  reviewable  by  mandamus;  People  ex  rel. 
ScUau  V.  McWilliams,  185  N.  Y.  96,  77  N.  E.  785,  holding  that  determination  of 
municipal  civil  service  commission  in  class-ifying  positions  is  not  reviewable 
bj'  certiorari;  Re  Ryan,  66  Misc.  484,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  94,  holding  that  certiorari 
issues  only  to  review  judicial  action;  People  ex  rel.  Schau  v.  McWilliams,  185 
N.  Y.  95,  77  N.  E.  785,  holding  action  of  civil  service  commission  in  classifying 
certain  office  in  competitive  class  without  hearing,  not  subject  to  review  by  cer- 
tiorari ;  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Stevens,  172  Fed.  606,  holding  that  certiorari 
will  not  issue  to  review  an  order  of  Public  Service  Commission,  requiring  certain 
interstate  trains  to  stop  at  specified  stations;  People  ex  rel.  McXulty  v.  Maxwell, 
123  App.  Div.  594,  108  K.  Y.  Supp.  49,  holding  that  certiorari  will  not  issue 
to  review  action  of  board  of  examiners  refusing  to  issue  certificate  of  teachers 
experience,  where  statute  gives  no  such  right  and  the  action  not  being  judicial 
affords  no  common-law  riffht. 
Compnlaory    holdlnir    over    under    quarantine. 

Cited  in  Regan  v.  Fosdick,  19  Misc.  495,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  1102,  holding  renewal 
of  lease  not  implied  by  compulsory  holding  over  under  quarantine  ordered  by 
health  board. 
Povrer  of   niitnlclpalltles   as   to   nnlsancea. 

Cited  in  Waters  Pierce  Oil  Co.  v.  New  Iberia,  47  La.  Ann.  867,  17  So.  343. 
upholding  power  of  municipality  to  regulate  storage  of  petroleum  and  other 
highly  inflammatory  substances;  New  York  v.  De  Peyster,  120  App.  Div.  765, 
105  N.  Y.  Supp.  612,  holding  that  city  can  obtain  injunction  against  encroach- 
ment on  public  street  of  a  permanent  nature,  where  it  is  of  long  standing  and  a 
right  to  maintain  it  is  asserted. 
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Distinguished  in  Flushing  v.  Carraher,  87  Hun,  64,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  961,  holding 
health  ordinance  of  village,  requiring  permit  for  keeping  cows  within  200  feet  of 
dwelling,  invalid. 

23  L.  R.  A.  485,  BOARD  OF  HEALTH  v.  COPCUTT,  140  N.  Y.  12,  55  N.  Y.  S. 

R.  422.  35  N.  E.  443. 
Poorer    to    remedy    conditions    alfectlnir    safetyy    healtlt,    and    personal 
comfort. 

Cited  in  Health  Department  v.  Trinity  Church,  145  N.  Y.  48,  27  K  R.  A.  716, 
45  Am.  St.  Rep.  579,  39  N.  E.  833,  upholding  act  authorizing  health  boards  to 
require  tenement  houses  to  be  properly  supplied  w^ith  water;  Golden  v.  Health 
Department,  21  App.  Div.  424,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  623,  upholding  right  of  action  in 
equity  to  restrain  demolition  of  building  by  order  of  health  department,  and  for 
damages  for  loss  of  rents  by  ordering  same  vacated;  Cartwright  v.  Coboes,  39 
App.  Div.  72,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  731,  holding  rule  of  health  board  prohibiting  pri\7 
vaults  within  25  feet  of  door  or  window  of  residence,  reasonable;  Waterloo  v. 
Waterloo,  C.  F.  &  N.  R.  Co.  149  Iowa,  336,  126  N.  W.  819,  holding  that  city 
has  power  to  abate  as  nuisance  dam  which  obstructs  stream,  thereby  increas- 
ing flow  of  flood  water  over  portion  of  city  and  its  streets;  Houlton  v.  Titcom'j. 
102  Me.  286,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  683,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  492,  66  Atl.  733,  holding 
that  city  may  enjoin  a  breach  of  building  ordinance  within  fire  zone  as  affect- 
ing matters  over  which  state  has  confided  control  to  city. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  ex  rel.  Copcutt  v.  Board  of  Health,  23  L.  R.  A. 
481,  which  holds  board  of  health  liable  for  destroying  private  property  in  abat- 
ing, as  nuisance,  what  is  not  such;  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Atlanta,  54  L.  R.  A. 
294,  which  holds  power  to  abate  nuisance  in  city  in  police  court  only. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.  R.  A.  613)  on  power  of  municipal  corporation  to  define, 
prevent,  and  abate  nuisance;  (38  L.  R.  A.  168)  on  municipal  power  over  build- 
ings and  other  structures  as  nuisances;  (38  L.  R.  A.  327)  on  municipal  power 
over  nuisances  affecting  safety,  health,  and  personal  comfort;  (51  L.  R.  A.  662) 
on  right  of  municipality  to  maintain  suit  to  enjoin  or  abate  public  nuisance; 
(59  L.R.A.  849)  on  liability  for  damming  back  water  of  stream;  (22  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1261,  1262)  on  criminal  responsibility  for  nuisance  to  health  by  dam  in 
non-navigable  stream. 
NecesBlty    of    notice    and    hearins* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Valparaiso  v.  Bozarth,  47  L.  R.  A.  487,  which  holds  notice 
or  request  to  remove  building  encroaching  on  street  unnecessary  before  action  to 
abate  it. 

23  L.  R.  A.  488,  BUCHANAN  v.  BARRE,  66  Vt.  129,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  829,  28 

Atl.  878. 
ESJectment  action  affalnst  to^rn. 

Cited  in  Lynch  v.  Rutland,  66  Vt.  573,  29  Atl.  1015,  holding  ejectment  not 
maintainable  against  town  to  recover  land  within  limits  of  highway. 
Pnbllc   and    private   use. 

Cited  in  Stiles  v.  Newport,   76  Vt.   166,  56  Atl.   662,  holding  that  a  water 
system  of  a  municipality  used  for  municipal  purposes  and  for  supply  of  private 
persons  for  compensation  is  exempt  from  taxation. 
Liability  for  obstmetlons  In  streets. 

Cited  in  Mixer  v.  Herrick,  78  Vt.  351,  62  Atl.  1019,  holding  that  person  caus- 
ing unauthorized  obstruction  in  street  is  liable  to  person  who  without  his  fault 
is  injured  thereby. 
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Cited  in  note  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  516)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  defects 
or  obstructions  in  streets. 

23  L.  R.  A.  490,  FOSTER  v.  CHARLES  BETCHER  LUMBER  CO.  5  S.  D.  67, 

49  Am.  St.  Rep.  859,  58  N.  W.  9. 
Actions    Airalnst    forelirn    corporations    and    serT-lce    of    process. 

Cited  in  Lubrano  v.  Imperial  Council,  O.  U.  F.  20  R.  I.  30,  38  L.  R.  A.  548, 
footnote  p.  546,  37  Atl.  345,  denying  jurisdiction  of  foreign  insurance  company 
acquired  by  service  on  insurance  commissioner;  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Roller, 
49  L.  R.  A.  81,  41  C.  C.  A.  26,  100  Fed.  742,  holding  service  in  state  on  general 
passenger  and  freight  agent  of  foreign  railroad  valid ;  Mars  v.  Oro  Fino  Min. 
Co.  7  S.  D.  611,  65  N.  VV.  19,  holding  service  upon  attorney  in  fact  to  apply  for 
patent  not  service  upon  '^managing  agent"  of  corporation;  Modern  Woodmen  v. 
Noyes,  158  Ind.  506,  64  N.  E.  21,  holding  service  of  chief  officers  of  local  lodge 
of  foreign  fraternal  corporation  sufHcient,  where  corporation  failed  to  file  con- 
sent that  service  might  be  made  on  state  auditor;  Whitehurst  v.  Kerr,  153  X. 
C.  79,  68  S.  E.  913,  holding  that  service  made  in  state  on  officers  or  agents  of 
foreign  corporations  enumerated  in  section  440,  of  the  Revisal  is  binding  although 
corporation  has  no  property  in  state:  Christiernson  v.  Hendrie  &  H.  Mfg.  & 
Supply  Co.  26  S.  D.  522,  128  X.  W.  608,  on  sufficiency  of  service  upon  "manag- 
ing agent"  of  foreign  corporation;  Brown  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  12  N.  D. 
65,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  564,  95  X.  W.  153,  holding  that  station  agent  of  foreign 
corporation  authorized  to  sell  and  collect  for  tickets  and  receive  freight  and 
collect  for  shipment  is  such  a  managing  agent  as  is  meant  by  statute  providing 
for  services  on  foreign  corporations;  Ord  Hardware  Co.  v.  Case  Threshing  Mach. 
Co.  77  Neb.  852,  8  L.R.A.(X.S.)  773,  110  K.  W.  551,  holding  that  an  agent  of  a 
foreign  corporation  whose  contract  of  agency  demands  an  exercise  of  judgment 
in  business  affairs  of  his  principal  and  who  has  charge  of  all  business  of  prin- 
cipal in  his  district  is  such  an  agent  as  is  contemplated  by  service  statute; 
Central  R.  Co.  v.  Eichberg,  107  Md.  370,  14  LJl.A.(X.S.)  391,  68  Atl.  690, 
as  holding  that  a  foreign  corporation  could  not  be  sued  in  personam  outside 
limits  of  state  under  whose  laws  it  was  created  and  wherein  it  resided. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rothrock  v.  Dwelling-House  Ins.  Co.  23  L.  R.  A.  863, 
which  holds  unauthorized  service  on  auditor  of  state  in  action  against  foreign 
insurance  company;  Sullivan  v.  Sullivan  Timber  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  543,  which  holds 
corporation  not  doing  business  in  county,  so  as  to  subject  it  to  suit  by  having 
agent  therein,  who  pays  taxes  on  unemployed  railroad  and  machinery;  Craig  v. 
Gunn,  27  L.  R.  A.  511,  which  holds  foreign  corporation  with  principal  office  in 
other  state  not  subject  to  garnishment;  Hilary  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  32  L. 
R.  A.  448,  which  authorizes  service  of  process  on  assistant  ticket  agent  in  union 
<iepot;  George  v.  American  Ginning  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  764,  which  denies  right  to 
serve  foreign  corporation  by  serving  papers  on  officer  who  is  in  fact  plaintiff  or 
plaintiff's  attorney;  Carstens  &  Earles  v.  Leidigh  &  H.  Lumber  Co.  39  L,  R.  A. 
548,  which  holds  service  of  process  on  officer  of  foreign  corporation  temporarily 
in  state  will  not  authorize  personal  judgment  against  corporation;  Hammond 
Beef  &  Provision  Co.  v.  Best,  42  L.  R.  A.  528,  which  holds  foreign  corporation 
not  bound  by  discharge  of  debtor  by  state  insolvency  proceedings,  although  stat- 
utory service  made  upon  it;  Xational  Bank  v.  Furtick,  44  L.  R.  A.  115,  which 
requires  service  on  foreign  insurance  company  as  garnishee  to  be  made  on  presi- 
dent, treasurer,  cashier,  or  paying  clerk;  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sprat- 
ley,  44  L.  R.  A.  442,  which  authorizes  service  on  agent  of  foreign  insurance  com- 
pany coming  into  state  to  examine  conditions  under  which  death  occurred;  ^Tu- 
tual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  v.  Boyer,  50  L.  R,  A.  538,  which  denies  right  to 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 71. 
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serve  process  on  state  officer  designated  by  foreign  insurance  company  which  has 
ceased  to  do  business  in  state;  Abbeville  Electric  Light  &'  P.  Ck>.  ▼.  Western 
Electrical  Supply  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  146,  which  authorizes  service  on  traveling 
salesman  of  foreign  corporation,  sent  to  investigate  controversy  ont  of  which 
cause  of  action  ajrose;  Buie  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  861,  which 
authorizes  service  of  railroad  company  by  serving  in  other  state,  officers  of  com- 
aany  organized  to  construct  extension  of  system. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  297)  on  recognition  or  exclusion  of  foreign  cor- 
porations; (50  L.  R.  A.  589,  590)  on  what  service  of  process  is  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute due  process  of  law;  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  461,  462)  as  to  who  is  managing 
agent  of  foreign  corporation  for  purposes  of  service  of  process;  (85  Am.  St. 
Rep.  930,  931,  932,  937)  on  jurisdiction  of  foreign  corporations. 
ISIfeet   of   failure   of   foreign   corporation   to   comply   tv-ith    statates. 

Cited  in  Barricklow  v.  Stewart,  31  Ind.  App.  451,  68  N.  E.  316,  holding  bond 
of  foreign  surety  company  not  invalid  because  of  failure  of  corporation  to  comply 
with  statutes  authorizing  it  to  do  business  in  state. 

23  L.  R-  A.  504,  OMAHA  &  R.  VALLEY  R.  CO.  v.  CLARKE,  36  Neb.  867,  53  N. 

W.  970. 
Injary  dae  to  blo'vrlagr  of  ^rlilstle  or  escape  of  •team. 

Cited  in  (Chicago  A  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Cummings,  24  Ind.  App.  199,  63  N.  E.  1026, 
and  Rodgers  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  150  Ind.  401,  49  N.  E.  453,  holding 
complaint  alleging  unnecessary,  negligent,  and  reckless  blowing  of  whistle,  result- 
ing in  injury  to  person  without  his  fault,  sufficient. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mitchell  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  426, 
which  holds  blowing  locomotive  whistle  under  much  used  bridge,  negligence; 
Kentucky  &  I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Montgomery,  57  L.  R.  A.  781,  which  requires  rail- 
road company  operating  railroad  bridge  as  toll  bridge,  to  keep  lookout  to  pre- 
vent frightening  teams  by  trains;  Hinchman  v.  Pere  Marquette  R.  Co.  65  L.R.A. 
553,  which  sustains  liability  of  railroad  company  for  injury  due  to  emission  of 
steam  from  engine  in  highway  at  a  railroad  crossing  while  a  traveler  was  at- 
tempting to  drive  across  the  track. 

Cited  in  note   (23  L.R.A.(N.S.)    947,  949)   on  liability  for  discharge  of  steam 
near  street  or  highway  frightening  horses. 
inference  of  neg'Ilg'ence  from  facts. 

Cited  in  Omaha  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Craig,  39  Neb.  614,  58  N.  W.  209,  holding 
question  whether  plaintiff  was  negligent  in  stepping  on  platform  of  moving  car, 
preparatory  to  alighting,  for  jury;  Dunn  v.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co.  124  N.  C. 
261,  32  S.  E.  711  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  unnecessary  keeping 
of  engine  in  close  proximity  to  highway,  strong  evidence  of  negligence;  Van- 
dalia  R.  Co.  v.  McMains,  42  Ind.  App.  535,  85  N.  E.  1038,  holding  that  negli- 
gence could  be  inferred  from  the  loud  escape  of  steam  caused  by  full  pressure 
10  minutes  before  train  was  due  to  start  when  4  minutes  would  have  been 
time  enough  and  there  were  other  ways  of  relieving  pressure. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  McCann  v.  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  236, 
which  holds  running  tank  car  on  street  railway  track,  with  black  coats  waving 
from  it,  frightening  horse,  negligence. 

General    alleffatlons    of    nearllsence. 

Cited  in  Balding  v.  Andrews,  12  N.  D.  277,  96  N.  W.  305,  holding  a  general 
allegation  of  negligence  causing  fire  not  supported  by  evidence  negativing  cau8« 
of  fire  by  other  means  is  insufficient  to  take  case  to  jury. 
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Cited  in  note  (59  L.  R.  A.  230)  on  sufficiency  of  general  allegations  of  negli- 
gence. 
Proximate    cause    of    InJurT-. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Snyder  t.  Philadelphia  Co.  63  L.  R,  A.  896,  which  hold? 
negligent  blowing  off  of  gas  well,  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  teamster  whose 
horses  were  frightened,  although  one  of  his  lines  broke  because  of  insufficiency, 

23  L.  R,  A.  510,  LEWIS  v.  LEWELLING,  53  Kan.  201,  36  Pac.  351. 
Unconstitutional    tenure    of    office. 

Cited  in  White  v.  Mears,  44  Or.  220,  74  Pac.  931,  as  to  tenure  of  office  whea 
legislature  has  not  validly  provided  for  same;  Wulf  v.  Kansas  City,  77  Kaiu 
361,  94  Pac.  207,  holding  that  park  commissioners  holding  office  under  pro' 
vision  void  as  to  length  of  tenure  of  office,  hold  merely  subject  to  pleasure  of 
the  appointing  power. 

Disapproved  in  Indianapolis  Brewing  Co.  v.  Claypool,  149  Ind.  202,  48  N.  E. 
228,  holding  provision  in  act  fixing  term  of  park  commissioners  at  five  years  un- 
constitutional. 
Lia^r  partly  ffood  and  partly  bad. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel,  Wheeler  v.  Stuht,  52  Neb.  220,  71  N.  W.  941,  upholding 
act  creating  municipal  corporation,  although  detached  portions  were  unconstitu- 
tional. 
state    militia. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Poole  v.  Peake,  18  N.  D.  113,  120  N.  W.  47,  holding 
that  officers  of  national  guard  may  be  removed  at  pleasure  of  appointing  power. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Nixon  v.  Reeves,  33  L.  R.  A.  606,  which  denies  right  of 
captain  of  company  of  National  Guard  summarily  to  imprison  member  for  dis- 
obedience; Devlin  v.  Dalton,  41  L.  R,  A.  379,  which  holds  unreviewable  on  cer- 
tiorari, decision  of  military  examining  board  as  to  competency  of  militia  officer. 

23  L.  R.  A.  513,  DAY  v.  H.  C.  AKELEY  LUMBER  CO.  54  Minn.  522,  56  N.  W. 

243. 
Liability  for  injuries  by  Are  or  nuisance. 

Cited  in  Shute  v.  Princeton  Twp.  58  Minn.  339,  59  N.  W.  1050,  holding  town 
not  liable  for  negligence  of  contractor  in  destroying  brush  by  fire  under  its  au- 
thority. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cook  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  40  L.  R. 
A.  457,  which  denies  liability  of  one  negligently  causing  fire,  for  property  burned 
after  joinder  with  other  fire;  Owen  v.  Cook,  47  L.  R.  A.  646,  which  holds  one 
starting  back  fire  to  protect  own  property  not  liable  for  loss  which  would  have 
resulted  from  original  fire. 

Distinguished  in  Berger  v.  Minneapolis  Gaslight  Co.  60  Minn.  300,  62  N.  W. 
336,  holding  corporation  liable  without  proof  of  negligence  for  escape  of  crude 
petroleum,  creating  nuisance  upon  premises  of  another. 
Evidence   as    to   cbanares   after   accident. 

Cited  in  Hanmiargrcn  v.  St.  Paul,  67  Minn.  7,  69  N.  W.  470;  Lally  v, 
Crookston  Lumber  Co.  82  Minn.  410,  85  N.  W.  157, — holding  erroneous,  admission 
of  evidence  as  to  changes  after  accident. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1136)  on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  condi- 
tion before  and  after  accident  of  property  whose  defects  alleged  to  have  caused 
injury. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  517,  DILLINGHAM  v.  HAWK,  9  C.  C.  A.  101,  23  U.  S.  App.  273, 

60  Fed.  494. 
Actlonii  and  Jndin>^«nts  airalnst   receivers. 

Followed  in  St.  Louis  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Holbrook,  19  C.  C.  A.  387,  41  U.  S.  App. 
33,  73  Fed.  114,  holding  judgment  in  state  court  against  Federal  receiver  for 
personal  injuries  conclusive  as  to  plaintiff's  right  therein  and  amount  of  claim. 

Cited  in  New  York  Security  &  T.  Co.  v.  Equitable  Mortg.  Co.  71  Fed.  560,  hold- 
ing that  Missouri  court  could  properly  determine  amount  of  creditor's  claim 
•AgainBt  corporation  under  New  York  receivership;  State  v.  Port  Royal  &  A.  R 
'Co.  84  Fed.  68,  holding  judgment  against  one  receiver  binding  on  successor; 
Fidelity  Ins.  Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  114  Fed.  391,  holding 
Judgment  for  tort  against  railroad  company  after  receivership  in  suit  to  fore- 
close mortgage  not  entitled  to  preference  over  claims  of  mortgage  bondholders; 
JReinhart  v.  Sutton,  58  Kan.  728,  51  Pac.  221,  holding  judgment  in  state  court 
against  Federal  receiver  conclusive,  except  as  to  time  and  manner  of  satisfac- 
tion; Garrison  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  137,  30  S.  W.  725,  holding 
judgments  in  state  courts  against  Federal  receivers  conclusive  as  to  amount: 
Malott  V.  Shinier,  153  Ind.  41,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  278,  54  N.  E.  101,  upholding  right 
of  action  for  tort  against  Federal  receiver  of  railroad  in  state  court,  without 
previous  leave  of  appointing  court;  Cowen  v.  Merriman,  17  App.  D.  C.  199,  hold- 
ing plaintiff  entitled  to  proceed  at  law  for  judgment  against  receivers  for  tort 
After  order  directing  return  of  property  to  road,  but  not  finally  discharging  re- 
-ceivers;  Manhattan  Trust  Co.  v.  Chicago  Electric  Traction  Co.  188  Fed.  1010, 
holding  tliat  judgment  a;»ainst  receiver  of  railroad  is  establishment  of  liability 
against  assets  in  his  hands,  and  is  conclusive  against  lienors  or  purchasers  of  as- 
sets; Rogers  v.  (  ircuit  Judge,  135  Mich.  84,  07  N.  W.  154,  3  Ann.  Cas.  114,  hold- 
ing that  state  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  a  receiver  of  a  telephone  company 
appointed  by  federal  court  from  withdrawing  service  from  a  patron  such  suit  be- 
ang  subject  only  to  equity  jurisdiction  of  appointing  court  under  statute;  Meyer 
Rubber  Co.  v.  Georgetown  &  W.  R.  Co.  174  Fed.  733,  holding  that  judgment  of 
state  court  against  receiver  appointed  by  Federal  court,  for  death  of  an  employe 
is  conclusive  on  Federal  court  as  to  existence  and  amount  of  claim  but  time  and 
manner  of  payment  tl'.ereof  is  controlled  by  appointing  court;  Davis  Coal  &  Coke 
•Co.  V.  Hess,  30  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  196,  holding  that  a  state  court  judgment  against 
property  in  hands  of  receiver  must  be  recognized  by  appointing  court  but  the 
appointing  court  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  as  to  the  equities  between  claims 
against  such  property;  Willcox  v.  Jones,  101  C.  C.  A.  84,  177  Fed.  874,  on  con- 
•clusiveness  of  judgment  in  state  court  as  to  amount  and  right  to  recover  claim 
■against  Federal  receiver;  Hanlon  v.  Smith.  175  Fed.  1{)9.  holding  purchaser  at 
FYderal  receiver  sale  who  has  agreed  to  pay  established  claims  is  a  proper  party 
to  a  personal  injury  action  against  receiver  in  state  court  since  judgment  if 
authorized  will  establish  the  claim. 

Cited  in  notes  (74  Am.  St.  Rep.  293,  298)  on  action  without  leave  of  court 
againet  receiver  or  person  for  whom  he  is  appointed;  (94  Am.  St.  Rep.  55,  57) 
on  effect  of  judgments  against  receivers. 

23  L.  R.  A.  620,  STATE  v.  EASON,  114  N.  C.  787,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  811,  19  S. 

£.  88. 
NaTliral>le   utreaiiia. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Baum,  128  N.  C.  605,  38  S.  E.  900,  holding  public  cove  used 
by  fishing  boats,  some  from  18  to  20  feet  long,  navigable  stream;  State  v. 
Twiford,  136  N.  C.  606,  48  S.  K.  586,  holding  the  capability  of  being  used  for 
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purpose  of  trade  and  travel  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  modes  is  the  test  of 
navigability,  and  not  the  extent  and  manner  of  such  use. 

Cited  in  notes  (42  L.R.A.  322)  on  navigable  waters;  (126  Am.  St.  Rep.  714, 
718,  722)  on  what  waters  are  navigable. 

23  L.  R.  A.  525,  STATE,  ALEXANDER,  PROSECUTOR,  v.  ELIZABETH,  56  N. 

J.  L.  71,  28  Atl.  51. 
Special    IminonltieB    and    prlvlleerea. 

Cited  in  Burlington  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  56  N.  J.  Eq.  264,  38  Atl.  849,  hold- 
ing act  discriminating  between  railroads  already  located  in  cities  and  roads  to 
be  located  in  future,  as  to  consent  of  abutting  owners  to  laying  of  tracks,  uncon- 
stitutional; Schmalz  v.  Wooley,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  653,  39  Atl.  539,  hmolding  act  pro- 
viding special  remedies  to  associations  and  unions  of  workingmen  against  per- 
sons counterfeiting  their  trade  labels  unconstitutional. 
Raolnar  and  race  conrsen. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Matthews  v.  Forsyth,  33  L.  R.  A.  221,- 
which  holds  unlawful,  race  meeting  continued  on  other  track  near  first,  after 
holding  thereon  for  time  allowed;  State  v.  Walsh,  35  L.  R.  A.  231,  which  holds- 
void,  statute  against  bookmaking,  etc.,  containing  proviso  exempting  person* 
within  limits  of  regular  race  course;  People  ex  rel.  Lawrence  v.  Fallon,  37  L. 
R.  A.  227,  which  holds  test  of  speed  or  endurance  of  horses  for  prizes  not  lottery 
or  gambling;  State  v.  Thompson,  54  L.  R.  A.  950,  which  sustains  statute  pro- 
hibiting pool  selling  elsewhere  than  where  races  run,  or  by  other  than  licensed 
persons. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  906)  on  power  of  state  to  prohibit  or  regulate 
horse  racing. 
Clamilllcatlon    hy    lefflslatnre. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sutton  v.  State,  33  L.  R.  A.  589,  which  holds  classification 
of  counties  according  to  previous  census,  without  respect  to  actual  population^ 
void. 
Deleicatlon     of    po^wer. 

Cited  in  Albright  v.  Sussex  County  Lake  &  Park  Commission,  68  N.  J.  L.  637, 
63   Atl.   612,  holding  act  authorizing,   subject   to   referendum,   the  acquiring  of 
lands  for  public  fisheries,  to  be  under  control  of  park  commissioners,  not  uncon- 
stitutional delegation  of  power. 
Special  and   local   IcgrlMlation. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Board  of  Health  v.  Diamond  Mills  Paper  Co.  63  N.  J.  Eq. 
113,  51  Atl.  1019,  holding  statute  prohibiting  discharge  of  sewage  into  river 
used  by  cities,  etc.,  for  water  supply,  not  special  and  local  legislation. 

Distinguished  in  Meehan  v.  Board  of  Excise,  75  N.  J.  L.  .jGO,  70  Atl.  363,  hold- 
ing law   dividing  liquor   dealers   jnto   different   classes   according   to  nature   of 
resort  not  special  law  granting  exclusive  privileges  and  franchises. 
Internal    alTafrM    of    ninnlclpalltleM. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Braun,  141  Cal.  211,  74  Pac.  780,  upholding  power  of  city 
to  impose  license  tax  on  liquor  dealers  under  charter  conferring  power  of  tax- 
ation for  revenue. 

23  L.  R.  A.  531,  WHITNEY  v.  HANOVER  NAT.  BANK,  71  Miss.  1009,  15  So.  33. 
RecelTerslilpii    of    Individuals   and    corporations. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Finney,  145  Tnd.  551,  42  N.  E.  816,  holding  ap- 
pointment of  receiver  of  all  property  of  individual  upon  complaint  of  holder  of 
chattel  mortgage,  invalid;   State  ex  rel.  Johnston  v.  District  Courts  21   Mont. 
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160,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  645,  53  Pac.  272,  holding  stranger  not  punishable  for  con- 
tempt for  interfering  with  invalid  order  of  receivership;  Taber  v.  Royal  Ins.. 
Co.  124  Ala.  689,  26  So.  252,  holding  court  of  equity  cannot  exempt  assets  of  in- 
solvent corporation  under  receivership,  from  actual  debts,  duly  established;  John 
H.  McGowan  Co.  v.  Ingalls,  60  Fla.  121,  53  So.  932,  holding  that  court  of  equity 
has  power  to  appoint  receiver  of  corporation,  even  though  fraud  or  mismanage- 
ment is  not  alleged;  Benjamin  v.  Staples,  93  Miss.  515,  47  So.  425,  holding  ap- 
pointment of  receiver  upon  ex  parte  pejtition  which  did  not  ask  for  process  could 
not  be  attacked  collaterally  by  one  not  a  defendant  in  the  receivership  proceeding 
after  receiver  had  taken  possession  of  the  property;  Slover  v.  Coal  Creek  Coal  Co. 
113  Tenn.  436,  68  L.R.A.  852,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  851,  82  S.  W.  1131,  holding 
receivership  a  purely  auxiliary  remedy  and  cannot  be  maintained  In  a  proceeding 
solely  for  that  purpose. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Merriam  v.  Ross,  23  L.  R.  A.  534,  which  up- 
holds right  of  receiver  duly  appointed,  collaterally  to  attack  void  appointment  by 
other  court;  Sternberg  v.  Wolff,  39  L.  R.  A.  762,  which  authorizes  appointment 
of  receiver  of  trading  corporation  in  case  of  deadlock  from  dissensions  of  stock- 
holders; Phillips  V.  Providence  Steam  Engine  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  560,  which  refuses 
to  appoint  receiver  in  suit  by  minority  stockholder  for  corporation  unable  to 
continue  business;  Vila  v.  Grand  Island  E.  L.  I.  &  C.  S.  Co.  63  L.R.A.  791,  which 
denies  right  to  appoint  receiver  for  corporation  in  an  independent  action  where 
that  is  the  only  relief  asked  for;  Slover  v.  Coal  Creek  Coal  Co.  68  L.R.A.  852, 
which  holds  that  equity  will  not  appoint  a  receiver  for  assets  of  a  mining  corpo- 
ration at  suit  of  plaintiff  in  action  against  it  for  damages  on  ground  that  it  in 
exhausting  the  mine. 

Cited  in  note  (72  Am.  St.  Rep.  32,  46)  as  to  when  appointment  of  receiver  is 
proper. 
Intervention. 

Cited  in  Doke  v.  Williams,  45  Fla.  250,  34  So.  669,  holding  complainant  in 
equity  cannot  be  compelled  by  a  third  person,  to  make  him  defendant  to  the 
bill. 

Cited  in  note  (123  Am.  St.  Rep.  201)  on  intervention. 

23  L.  R.  A.  534,  STATE  ew  rel.  MERRIAM  v.  ROSS,  122  Mo.  435,  25  S.  W.  947. 

Contempt  proceeding  in  136  Mo.  265,  31  S.  W.  600. 
Recelverslilpii  of  Individuals  and  corporations. 

Cited  in  Merriam  v.  St.  Louis,  C.  G.  &  Ft.  S.  R.  Co.  126  Mo.  447,  29  S.  W.  152, 
holding  order  appointing  receiver  and  directing  delivery  of  property  to  him  pend- 
ing suit  not  appealable;  Miller  Bros.  v.  Perkins,  154  Mo.  637,  55  S.  W.  874. 
holding  void,  appointment  of  receiver  in  action  at  law  to  recover  money  judg- 
ment; Steele  Lumber  Co.  v.  Laurens  Lumber  Co.  98  Ga.  348,  24  S.  E.  755,  hdld- 
ing  that  corporation  cannot,  as  party  plaintiff,  file  petition  in  equity  to  mar- 
flhal  its  own  assets;  State  v.  Union  Nat.  Bank,  145  Ind.  551,  57  Am.  St.  Rep. 
209,  44  N.  E.  585,  holding  appointment  of  receiver  over  all  of  individual's  prop- 
erty, upon  complaint  of  <:;hattel  mortgage  holder,  void;  Hay  v.  McDaniel,  26  Ind. 
App.  687,  60  N.  E.  729,  holding  action  not  maintainable  by  owner  of  real  estate 
against  life  tenant  for  appointment  of  receiver;  Wallace  v.  Pierce- Wallace  Pub. 
Co.  101  Iowa,  332,  38  L.  R.  A.  128,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  389,  70  N.  W.  216,  holding 
mere  dissentions  between  equal  owners  of  corporation  stock,  also  corporation  oflS- 
cers,  not  ground  for  receivership;  Cronan  v.  District  Ct.  15  Idaho,  210,  96  Pac. 
768,  holding  under  statute  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  appoint  receiver  unless 
it  appears  from  the  application  that  the  corporation  has  been  dissolved,  or  is 
insolvent  or  imminent  danger  of  insolvency  or  has  forfeited  its  corporate  rights; 
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Slover  V.  Coal  Creek  C  oal  Co.  113  Tenn.  436,  68  L.R.A.  856,  106  Am.  St.  Rep. 
851,  82  S.  W.  1131,  holding  receivership  is  purely  auxiliary  remedy  and  cannot 
be  maintained  in  a  proceeding  instituted  solely  for  that  purpose;  Waters-Pierce 
Oil  Co.  V.  State,  47  Tex.  Civ.  App.  72,  103  S.  W.  836,  holding  court  acquires 
jurisdiction  of  property  of  a  corporation  in  receivership  action  when  corporation 
is  properly  served  and  appears. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Whitney  v.  Hanover  Nat.  Bank,  23  L.  R.  A.  531,  denying 
right  collaterally  to  attack  appointment  of  receiver  in  suit  by  general  cred- 
itors; Sternberg  v.  Wolff,  39  L.  R.  A.  762,  which  authorizes  appointment  of  re- 
ceiver of  trading  corporation  in  case  of  deadlock  from  dissensions  of  stock- 
holder; Phillips  v.  Providence  Steam  Engine  Co.  45  L.  R.  A.  560,  which  refuses 
to  appoint  receiver  in  suit  by  minority  stockholder  for  corporation  unable  to 
continue  business;  Vila  v.  Grand  Island  E.  L.  I.  &  C.  S.  Co.  63  L.R.A.  791,  which 
denies  right  to  appoint  receiver  for  corporation  in  an  independent  action  where 
that  is  the  only  relief  asked  for;  Slover  v.  Coal  Creek  Coal  Co.  68  L.R.A.  852, 
which  holds  that  equity  will  not  appoint  a  receiver  for  assets  of  a  mining  corpo- 
ration at  suit  of  plaintiff  in  action  against  it  for  damages  on  ground  that  it  is 
exhausting  the  mine. 

Cited  in  notes  (72  Am.  St.  Rep.  29,  32,  49,  50)  as  to  when  appointment  of 
receiver  is  proper;  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  199,  203)  as  to  when  and  at  whose  instance 
a  receiver  of  a  corporation  may  be  appointed. 

Distinguished  in  John  H.  McGowan  Co.  v.  Ingalls,  60  Fla.  121,  53  So.  932, 
holding  that  court  of  equity  has  power  to  appoint  receiver  of  foreign  corporation 
even  though  no  fraud  or  mismanagement  is  alleged  and  winding  up  of 
affairs  is  prayed  for;  Underground  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Owsley,  99  C.  C.  A.  500,  176 
Fed.  34,  holding  court  of  equity  has  power  to  appoint  a  receiver  where  there  is 
a  controversy  over  admission  of  will  to  probate  although  no  other  litigation 
pending. 

Disapproved  in  McNary  v.  Bush,  35  Or.  121,  56  Pac.  646,  holding  appointment 
of  receiver  of  corporation  by  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  not  open  to  collat- 
eral attack. 
Preroflrative  Trrlts  and  superlntendlnir  control. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  McNamee  v.  Stobie,  194  Mo.  101,  92  S.  W.  191  (dissent- 
ing opinion);  State  ex  rel.  Sullivan  v.  Reynolds,  209  Mo.  185,  15  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
971,  123  Am.  St.  Rep.  468,  107  S.  W.  487,  14  Ann.  Cas.  198,— as  to  office  of  writ 
of  prohibition. 

Cited  in  note  (51  L.  R.  A.  59)  on  superintending  control  and  supervisory  ju- 
risdiction of  superior  over  inferior  and  subordinate  tribunal. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel,  Hofmann  v.  Scarritt,  128  Mo.  340,  30  S.  W.  1026, 
holding  that  writ  of  prohibition  will  not  issue  to  stop  investigation  of  alleged 
contempt,  because  of  defect  in  petition  for  receivership,  court  having  jurisdic- 
tion. 
iMiiKanee  of  "vrrlt  of  prohibition. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Terminal  R.  Asso.  v.  Tracy,  237  Mo.  124,  37  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
454,  140  S.  W.  888,  holding  that  because  informations  against  railroad  company 
for  alleged  violation  of  ordinance,  fail  to  state  cause  of  action,  will  not  justify 
issuance  of  writ  of  prohibition  against  prosecutions,  though  number  is  great; 
State  ex  rel.  American  Lead  k  Baryta  Co.  v.  Dearing,  184  Mo.  659,  84  S.  W.  21, 
as  ease  where  supreme  court  issued  writ  of  prohibition  in  vacation  returnable  in 
term  time. 

Cited  in  note  (111  Am.  St.  Rep.  933,  935)  on  writ  of  prohibition. 
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Coimuencement  of  action. 

Cited  in  Moore  v.  Ruxlow,  83  Mo.  App.  53,  holding,  under  statatee,  suit  com- 
menced in  court  of  record  on  filing  petition  therein;  Vila  v.  Grand  Island  Elci: 
trie  Light,  lee  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  68  Neb.  226,  63  L.R.A.  796,  97   X.  W.  61  . 
holding  action  not  commenced  by  filing  of  petition  containing  no  prayer  for  ii\>. 
cific  relief,  other  than  appointment  of  receiver;  People  v,  Hasbrouck,  57  Mi»c. 
135,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  257,  holding  same. 
Jurisdiction  of  courts. 

Cited  in  Rodney  v.  Gibba,  184  Mo.  16,  82  S.  W.  187,  holding  act  giving  common 
pleas  court  of  Cape  Giradeau  county  "concurrent  original  jurisdiction  in  all  civil 
actions  at  law  with  circuit  court"  included  suits  in  equity  as  well  as  actions  at 
law. 

23    L.    R.   A.   645,    PHILADELPHIA   v.   MASONIC    HOME,    160    Pa.    572,  40 

Am.  St.  Rep.  736,  28  Atl.  954. 
Public  charities  and   exemption   froni   taxation. 

Cited  in  Grubb  v.  Weaver,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  611,  holding  school  founded  as  pub- 
lic charity  not  exempt  from  taxation  after  ceasing  to  be  maintained  as  such; 
Foulke  V.  Long  Institute,  26  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  562,  holding  institute  supporting  orphan 
girls  generally,  public  charity  exempt  from  taxation;  Re  Blair  County,  8  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  42,  holding  land  leased  by  county  commissioners  for  industrial  home  for 
poor  children  not  exempt  from  taxation;  Philadelphia  v.  Franklin  Cemetery,  2 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  571,  holding  cemetery  property  not  exempt  from  municipal  as- 
sessments of  water  pipe;  Mullen  v.  Juenet,  6  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  7,  holding  Roman 
Catholic  school  not  exempt  from  taxation;  Haverford  College  v.  Rhoads,  6  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  80,  holding  nonsectarian  college  a  public  charity  exempt  from  taxa- 
tion; Kentucky  Female  Orphan  School  v.  Bell,  100  Ky.  505,  40  L.  R.  A.  127, 
36  S.  W.  921,  holding  school  primarily  for  education  of  orphan  girls  exempt  from 
taxation;  Louisville  v.  Southern  Baptist  Theological  Seminary,  100  Ky.  517,  36 
S.  W.  995,  holding  free  theological  seminary  not  refusing  young  men  from  any 
denomination  exempt  from  taxation;  Fitterer  v.  Crawford,  157  Mo.  59,  50  L. 
R.  A.  193,  footnote  p.  191,  57  S.  W.  532,  denying  exemption  of  Masonic  lodge 
building,  first  and  second  stories  of  which  are  rented  to  pay  debt  and  current  ex-  . 
penses  of  lodge;  Mason  v.  Perry,  22  R.  I.  490,  48  Atl.  671,  holding  lodge  of 
ancient  free  and  accepted  Masons  not  charitable  institution;  Newport  v.  Masonic 
Temple  Asso.  108  Ky.  338,  49  L.  R.  A.  253,  footnote  p.  252,  56  S.  W.  405,  deny- 
ing exemption  of  charity  confined  exclusively  to  members  of  Masonic  order 
and  their  families;  Troutman  v.  De  Boissiere  Odd  Fellows'  Orphans'  Home,  66 
Kan.  44,  71  Pac.  286,  holding  gift  to  provide  orphan  home  and  school  for  children 
of  members  of  secret  society  not  one  for  public  charity;  Hastings  v.  Long, 
19  Lane.  L.  Rev.  74,  holding  asylum  for  indigent  white  women,  either  single  or 
widows,  public  charity;  dissenting  opinion  in  Widow's  &  Orphans'  Home  v.  Com. 
126  Ky.  401,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  847,  103  S.  W.  354;  Troutman  v.  De  Boissiere 
Odd  Fellows'  Orphans'  Home,  66  Kan.  16,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  709,  71  Pac.  286,— 
as  to  school  for  maintenance  of  children  of  deceased  members  of  secret  society 
not  being  public  charity;  Mason  v.  Zimmerman,  81  Kan.  808,  106  Pac.  1005, 
holding  lodge  building  not  a  public  charity  so  as  to  be  exempt  from  taxation; 
Supreme  Lodge  M.  A.  F.  0.  v.  Effingham  County,  223  III.  57,  79  N.  E.  23,  7  Ann. 
Cas.  38,  holding  that  money  of  a  fraternal  society  is  not  used  for  charitable 
purposes  so  as  to  be  exempt  from  taxation;  Plattamouth  Lodge  No.  6,  A.  F.  & 
A.  M.  V.  Cass  County,  79  Neb.  466,  113  N.  W.  167,  holding  under  constitution 
masonic  home  for  needy  and  afilicted  members  exempt  from  taxation;  Hastings 
V.  Long,  11  Pa.  Dist.  R.  371,  holding  a  home  for  white  women,  either  single  or 
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widows,  in  indigent  circumstances,  is  a  purely  public  charity  under  section  of 
constitution  exempting  such  from  taxation;  Mercersburg  College  v.  Poffenberger, 
33  Pa.  Co.  Ot.  152,  36  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  106,  as  to  what  constitutes  a  public  charity; 
Philadelphia  v.  Masonic  Home,  33  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  383,  holding  where  an  institu- 
tion has  been  adjudged  in  1894  as  not  a  purely  public  charity  exempt  from 
taxation,  a  change  in  the  by-laws  made  in  1899  will  not  relieve  it  from  the 
judgment  of  taxes  assessed  against  it  for  year  1894. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Webster  v.  Wiggin,  28  L.  R.  A.  510,  which  holds  chari- 
table, gift  to  promote  efficiency  of  public  schools;  Alden  y.  St.  Peter's  Parish,  30 
L.  R.  A.  232,  which  holds  gift  to  rector,  etc.,  of  unincorporated  religious  so- 
ciety, for  church  purposes,  for  charitable  use;  Gray  Street  Infirmary  v.  Louis- 
ville, 55  L.  R.  A.  270,  which  denies  exemption  of  infirmary  maintained  by  pro- 
prietors of  medical  college. 

Cited  in  notes  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  830,  837,  845;  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  697)  on  effect 
of  devotion  of  property  otherwise  nontaxable  to  purposes  of  particular  society. 

Distinguished  in  Hibernian  Benev.  Soc.  v.  Kelly,  28  Or.  190,  30  L.  R.  A. 
169,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  769,  42  Pac.  3,  holding  benevolent  society  organized  for 
paying  sick  and  death  benefits,  ''charitable  institution;"  Morrow  v.  Smith,  145 
Iowa,  523,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  701,  124  N.  W.  316,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  1183,  holding 
devise  to  masonic  lodge  for  charitable  purposes  exempt  from  inheritance  tax 
under  statute  exempting  charitable  institutions. 

Disapproved  in  Kansas  Masonic  Home  v.  Sedwick  County,  81  Kan.  864,  28 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  705,  106  Pac.  1082,  holding  if  the  property  is  exclusively  used  for 
charitable  purposes  the  exemption  is  not  defeated,  although  only  the  members  of 
certain  societies  and  their  relatives  are  eligible  to  become  recipients  of  the  chari- 
ties dispensed;  Troutman  v.  De  Boissiere  Odd  Fellows*  Orphans'  Home,  —  Kan. 
— ,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  698,  64  Pac.  33,  holding  an  absolute  conveyance  of  property  to 
trustees  "in  trust  to  provide  a  home  upon  said  premises  for  orphan  children  of 
deceased  odd  fellows  of  state  of  Kansas"  creates  a  legal  public  trust  or  charity. 
Poller  of  atate  to  arrant  monopoly. 

Cited  in  note  (53  L.R.A.  764)  on  constitutionality  of  statute  attempting  to 
grant  monopoly. 

23  L.  R.  A.  652,  PARKER  v.  PENNSYLVANIA  CO.  134  Ind.  673,  34  N.  E.  604. 
Negrliffent  and   Dvllful   Injnry. 

Cited  in  Evans  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  142  Ind.  269,  41  N.  E. 
537,  holding  allegation  in  complaint  that  brakeman  signaled  engineer  to  stop, 
insufficient  to  show  engineer's  knowledge  of  plaintifT's  peril;  Conner  v.  Citizens* 
Street  R.  Co.  146  Ind.  436,  45  N.  E.  602,  holding  knowledge  by  driver  of  plain- 
tiff's dangerous  position  essential  to  charge  carrier  with  wilful  injury  to  plain- 
tiff by  sudden  starting  of  car;  Fisher  v.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  146  Ind. 
562,  45  N.  E.  689,  holding  finding  of  wilful  killing  not  warranted  by  mere  fact 
that  deceased  could  be  seen  from  cab  for  half  a  mile,  and  that  no  signals  were 
given;  Ullrich  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  151  Ind.  362,  51  N.  E.  95,  hold- 
ing mere  allegation  that,  as  deceased  was  on  trestle,  he  could  be  seen  from  train 
for  2,000  feet,  and  was  run  down  before  he  could  escape,  insufficient  to  charge 
wilful  killing;  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Young,  153  Ind.  165,  54  N.  E. 
791,  holding  complaint  charging  engineer  with  failure  to  stop  engine  by  revers- 
ing, after  seeing  plaintiff's  danger  at  crossing,  insufficient  all^ation  of  wil- 
fulness; McCollum  V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  154  Ind.  100,  55  N.  E. 
1024,  holding  that  wilfulness  signifies  presence  of  intention  to  injure,  and  neg- 
ligence signifies  its  absence;  Linton  Coal  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Persons,  15  Ind.  App. 
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75,  43  N.  £.  651,  holding  punitive  damages  not  recoverable  for  mere  negligence 
not  wilful;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Brafford,  15  Ind.  App.  663,  43  N.  E.  882, 
holding  finding  of  wilful  intent  to  injure  justified  by  evidence  of  continuance 
of  train  at  unlawful  speed  after  engineer  saw  men  signaling  deaf  mute  to  get 
off  track;  Hancock  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  21   Ind.  App.  IP,  51  N.  E.  369, 
holding  complaint  for  wilful  injury  insufficient  in  failing  to  allege  that  injury 
itself  was  wilfully  inflicted;  Dull  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  21  Ind. 
App.  578,  52  N.  E.  1013,  holding  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  wilful  negli- 
gence; Huff  V.  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  24  Ind.  App.  496,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  274,  56 
N.  E.  932,  holding  wilfulness  not  constituted  by  mere  unlawful  speed  and  omis- 
sion of  signals;   Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.   Schmitt,   100  111.  App.   503,  holding  act 
done  through  mistake  in  judgment  not  negligent;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Meyers, 
136   Ind.  258,   36  N.   E.   32,   holding  that  there  is   no  middle  ground  between 
negligent  injury  and  wilful  injury;  Brooks  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
158  Ind.  70,  62  N.  E.   694,  holding  carrier  not  guilty  of  wilful   injury  where 
no  opportunity  waa  offered  engine  crew  after  discovery  of  decedent's  peril,  to 
change  from  attitude  of  heedlessness  to  that  of  vigilance;  Indianapolis  Street  R. 
Co.  V.  Taylor,    158   Ind.   277,  63   N.   E.   456,  holding  that  intention  to  injure 
one  after  falling  under  fender  of  car  must  be  shown  to  render  company  lia- 
ble for  wilful  injury;  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  v.  O'Brien,  160  Ind«  273, 
65  N.  E.  918,  holding  negligence  and  wilfulness  inconsistent  and  incompatible 
with  each  other;  Walker  v.  Wehking,  29  Ind.  App.  66,  63  N.  E.  128,  holding  com- 
plaint charging  "reckless  disregard  of  human  life,"  and  "wilful  intent  to  injure" 
by  refusing  to  place  proper  guards,  insufficient  to  support  claim  of  wilful  injury; 
Manlove  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  29  Ind.  App.  700,  65  N.  E.  212,  hold- 
ing wilful  injury  of  licensee  not  established,  where  carrier's  knowledge  of  his 
presence  in  place  of  danger  not  shown;  McGuire  v.  Vicksburg,  S.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
46  La.  Ann.   1559,   16  So.  457    (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  distinction  between 
wilfulness  and  negligence;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Starks,  174  Ind. 
350,  92  N.  E.  54,  holding  that  wilfuUness  cannot  be  established  by  merely  show- 
ing intention,  it  being  necessary  to  show  also  that  injury  must  reasonably  have 
been  anticipated  as  probable  consequence  of  act;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  McNeelev, 
44  Ind.  App.  134,  88  N.  E.  710,  holding  that  complaint  alleging  that  railroad 
"wilfully"  did  certain  acts  causing  injury,  without  alleging  that  it  "intended 
wilfully  and  purposely  to  inflict  injury"  is  bad  on  demurrer;   Southern  R.  Co. 
V.  Davis,  132  Ga.  818,  65  S.  E.  131,  as  to  meaning  of  "wilful  or  wanton  negli- 
gence;" Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferrell,  39  Ind.  App.  518,  78  N.  E.  988; 
Memphis  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Roe,  118  Tenn.  614  102  S.  W.  343;  Baltimore  &  0.  S. 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Reynolds,  33  Ind.  App.  228,  71  N.  E.  250,— holding  to  constitute 
wilful  injury  there  must  be  either  actual  or  constructive  intent  to  commit  the 
injury;  Rideout  v.  Winnebago  Traction  Co.  123  Wis.  301  69  L.R.A.  612,  101  X. 
W.  672,  holding  the  term  "negligence"  by  itself  suggests  only  inadvertence  or 
want  of  ordinary  care,  and  however  great  may  b«  the  degree  of  such  want  of 
care,  so  long  as  inadvertence  remains,  willfulness  is  excluded. 

Cited   in   note    (69  L.R.A.  601)    on  right  to  recover  for  ordinary  negligence 
under  allegation  of  gross,  wilful,  or  wanton  negligence,  or  vice  versa. 
TrespaMsera    and    llcenseea    on    railroad    property.  * 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Adair,  12  Ind.  App.  594,  40 
N.  E.  822,  holding  that  railroad  company  owed  boy  trespasser  on  tracks  no  duty 
to  protect  him  from  negligence;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Cronbach,  12  Ind.  App. 
673,  41  N.  E.  15,  holding  carrier's  servants  have  right  to  presume  that  person 
walking  in  front  of  moving  train  will  leave  track  in  time  to  avoid  danger; 
Citizens  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Merl,  26  Ind.  App.  292,  59  N.  E.  491,  holding  that  car- 
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rier  owes  trespasser  only  reasonable  care  against  injury  after  inability  to  avoid 
danger  is  known;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Stephenson,  139  Ind«  643, 
37  N.  E.  720,  holding  that  carrier  owes  no  duty  of  protection  against  its  neg- 
ligence to  licensee  loading  hogs  on  car;  Baltimore  &  O.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Paul,  143 
Ind.  27,  28  L.  R.  A.  218,  40  N.  £.  519,  holding  carrier  not  liable  for  injuries 
to  brakeman  of  another  road  by  negligence  of  fellow  servant  while  operating 
master's  train  on  defendant's  road. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Tartt,  49  L.  R.  A. 
99,  which  denies  duty  towards  trespassers  on  track  before  discovery;  Becker  v. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  268,  which  requires  stopping  to  enable  tres- 
passer discovered  on  railroad  bridge  to  escape. 

Cited  in  note   (69  L.R.A.  546)   on  duty  of  railroad  to  trespassers. 
Proximate  cause  of  Injury. 

Cited  in  Cleveland  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Stewart,  24  Ind.  App.  380,  56  N. 
E.  917,  holding  damages  not  recoverable  for  nervous  shock  to  woman,  caused  by 
impending  danger  to  daughter. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Schreiner  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  76, 
which  holds  failure  to  build  fence  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  one  pushed 
on  track  by  cow. 

23  L.  R.  A.  555,  HAYES  v.  O'BRIEN,  149  111.  403,  37  N.  E.  73. 
Soft*    Involving    freehold. 

Cited  in  McDole  v.  Kingsley,  62  111.  App.  30,  holding  freehold  involved  in  suit 
for  specific  performance  of  contract  to  sell  land;  Rosenbaum  v.  Evans,  63  Wash. 
509,  115  Pac.  1054,  holding  that  action  to  reform  deed  is  transitory;  Bevans 
V,  Murray,  251  111.  625,  96  N.  E.  546,  holding  that  where  it  is  necessary  to  act 
directly  upon  real  estate  itself  in  order  to  do  justice,  it  is  indispensable  that 
real  estate  be  within  jurisdiction  of  court;  McDonald  v.  Dexter,  234  111.  522, 
85  N.  £.  209,  holding  agreement  allowing  person  one  half  net  profits  of  sale  of 
land  did  not  create  a  ti'ust  or  freehold  interest  in  land  itself;  Munger  v.  Crowe, 
219  111.  15,  76  N.  E.  50,  Affirming  115  111.  App.  193,  holding  proceeding  to  re- 
strain removal  of  part  of  court  house  from  one  part  of  grounds  to  another  is 
a  suit  which  may  afifect  real  estate  under  the  code  and  must  be  brought  in 
'county  where  court  house  is  located;  State  ex  rel.  Barrett  v.  District  Ct.  94 
Minn.  372,  102  N.  W.  869,  3  Ann.  Cas.  725,  holding  an  action  to  cancel  a  con- 
tract for  sale  of  land  is  transitory. 
Conatroction  aad  enforcement  of  contracts. 

Cited  in  Guyer  v.  Warren,  175  111.  336,  51  N.  E.  580,  holding  optional  con- 
tract to  convey  land  enforceable  when  optional  vendee  accepts  within  time  limit 
therefor;  Gibbs  v.  People's  Nat.  Bank,  198  111.  311,  64  N.  E.  1060,  construing 
word  "net"  in  contract  of  sale  as  used  in  its  ordinary  sense;  Hardesty  v.  For- 
est City  Ins.  Co.  77  111.  App.  418,  holding  policy  not  avoided  by  change  of  title 
in  premises  by  death  of  insured;  Manning  v.  Ayres,  23  C.  C.  A.  412,  46  U.  S. 
App.  537,  77  Fed.  697,  refusing  specific  performance  of  optional  contract  for 
sale  of  land,  no  price  having  been  fixed  or  terms  agreed  on;  Fowler  v.  Fowler, 
204  m.  104,  68  N.  £.  414,  holding  service  by  publication  not  sufficient  to  au- 
thorite  decree  of  specific  performance  for  sale  of  land  against  nonresident  vendor ; 
Forthman  v.  Deters,  206  111.  167,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  69  N.  E.  97,  holding 
that  contract  under  seal  to  convey  land  must  be  regarded  as  having  been  made 
upon  sufficient  consideration;  Kipp  v.  Laun,  146  Wis.  603,  131  N.  W.  418,  hold- 
ing that  contract  definite  in  main  features  and  in  most  details  is  enforceable, 
although  as  to  one  particular  there  is  such  doubt  that  inquiry  as  to  reasonable- 
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value  or  reasonable  time  for  performance  is  essential;  Anderson  v.  Anderson, 
251,  111.  422,  96  N.  E.  265,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  556,  holding  that  unilateral  con- 
tract to  sell  land  may  be  specifically  enforced  if  otherwise  valid,  and  based 
upon  sufficient  consideration;  Reeves  v.  Chandler,  113  111.  App.  169,  holding 
that  in  construing  contract  court  will  so  far  as  practicable,  view  it  from  posi- 
tion of  parties  at  time  it  was  made;  Reed  v.  Light,  138  111.  App.  611;  Gage 
V.  Cameron,  212  111.  162,  72  X.  E.  204, — holding  in  arriving  at  the  intention  of 
ihe  parties  in  construing  a  contract  effect  must  be  given  to  each  clause,  word 
fOT  term  employed  by  the  parties,  rejecting  none  as  meaningless  or  surplusage: 
Richmond  v.  Brandt,"  118  111.  App.  626;  Westfall  v.  Albert,  212  111.  72,  72  N.  E. 
4, — liolding  a  construction  will  be  adopted  if  possible  as  will  render  the  whole 
jcontract  operative. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Dyer  v.  Duffy,  24    L.  R.  A.  339,  which  holds  proposal  to 
-sell  land  not  sale,  till  notice  of  acceptance  given. 
Indellnlte  contracts. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hoffman  v.  Maffioli,  47  L.  R.  A.  427,  which  holds  that 
agreement  to  furnish  paving  contractor  crushed  stone  in  "such  quantities  as 
may  be  desired"  does  not  require  furnishing  of  all  stone  needed;  Hickey  v. 
O'Brien,  49  L.  R.  A.  594  which  sustains  contract  by  sellers  of  ice  to  purchase 
all  ice  necessary  to  carry  on  business  for  five  years. 
Optional  contracts. 

Cited  in  Olympia  Bottling  Works  v.  Olympia  Brewing  Co.  56  Or.  91,  107  Pac. 
969,  holding  that  optional  agreement  is  enforceable  when  founded  upon  proper 
consideration;  Cothran  v.  Witham,  123  Ga.  193,  51  S.  E.  285,  holding  contract 
whereby  purchaser  of  stock  agrees  not  to  sell  same  until  he  has  first  offered  it 
to  person  from  whom  he  purchased,  optional  contract;  Corbett  v.  Cronkhite, 
239  111.  17,  87  N.  E.  874,  holding  promise  made  to  continue  an  offer  for  specified 
time  made  without  consideration  void;  Watford  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  v.  Shipman,  233 
111.  14,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  144,  84  X.  E.  53,  holding  lease  of  land  for  prospecting 
purposes  providing  that  upon  payment  of  one  dollar  lessee  may  surrender  lease 
is  not  void  for  want  of  mutuality,  but  reservation  of  right  to  cancel  deprives 
party  for  whose  benefit  it  is  made  of  relief  in  nature  of  specific  performance; 
Bates  V.  Woods,  225  111.  131,  80  N.  E.  84,  affirming  126  111.  App.  182,  holding  con- 
tract whereby  one  for  a  consideration  leaves  offer  open  for  sale  of  wheat  for 
future  delivery  until  a  certain  time  contract  for  option  to  enter  into  contract 
for  purchause  of  wheat  and  void  under  statute;  Adams  v.  Peabody  Coal  Co.  230 
111.  473,  82  N.  E.  645,  holding  where  contract  for  option  is  under  seal  con- 
sideration is  imported. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Booth  v.  People,  50  L.  R.  A.  762,  which  sustains  stat- 
ute making  unlawful,  options  for  sale  of  commodities  which  have  been  subject  of 
gambling  operations;  Cold  Blast  Transp.  Co.  v.  Kansas  City  Bolt  &  Nut  Co. 
57  L.  R.  A.  696,  which  holds  void,  accepted  offer  to  deliver  at  specified  prices 
during  specified  period,  articles  in  such  amounts  as  acct^ptor  may  desire;  Louden- 
back  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Tennessee  Phosphate  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  402,  which  sustains 
contract  for  purchase  of  entire  consumption  for  term  of  years  of  phosphate 
rock  in  manufacturing  fertilizer,  estimated  at  specified  amount,  with  right  to 
demand   double. 

Cited  in  notes  (53  L.R.A.  294)  on  effect  on  contract  of  leaving  price  indefinite; 
(6  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  404)  on  right  to  specific  performance  of  option  as  affected  by 
lack  of  mutuality;  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  594,  699)  on  specific  performance  of 
options. 

Distinguished  in  Folsom  v.  Harr,  218  111.  372,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  297,  75  N.  E. 
987,  denying  specific  performance  of  option  contract  uncertain  as  to  price. 
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Constntctlon  of  statutes. 

Cited  in  People  ex  reL  Akin  v.  LoeflBer,  175  111.  696,  51  N.  E.  785,  holding  sub- 
ordinates in  offices  of  city  clerk,  city  comptroller,  and  city  treasurer  subject  to 
civil  service  classification;  Davison  v.  Hough,  165  Mo.  578,  65  S.  W.  731,  hold- 
ing statute  prohibiting  injunction  except  in  county  where  judgment  is  rendered 
or  suit  pending  applicable  only  where  main  purpose  of  suit  is  annulling  judgment 
or  enjoining  suit  at  law. 
Option    to   rene-w   lease^   or   pnrcluuie. 

Cited  in  Hawes  v.  Favor,  161  III.  446,  43  N.  E.  1076,  holding  coverture  not  bar 
to  specific  performance  of  agreement  to  sell  at  expiration  of  lease,  lessee  having 
performed  conditions;  Thompson  v.  Seavor,  91  111.  App.  504,  construing  option  to 
renew  lease  according  to  plain  intent  thereof,  where  language  admitted  of  two 
interpretations;  Martens  v.  Reilly,  109  Wis.  477,  84  N.  W.  840,  holding  agree- 
ment in  lease  giving  lessees  first  right  to  purchase,  nugatory;  Pearson  v.  Millard, 
150  N.  C.  308,  63  S.  E.  1053,  holding  lease  suflicient  consideration  for  option  to 
purchase. 
Defective  description  of  land. 

Cited  in  Marske  v.  VVillard,  68  111.  App.  85,  holding  defective  description  cured 
by  proof  that  vendor  put  purchaser  in  possession  of  premises  defectively  de- 
scribed; Fowler  v.  Fowler,  204  111.  100,  68  N.  E.  414,  holding  contract  not  void 
if,  from  words  employed,  description  can  be  made  certain  by  extrinsic  evidence 
of  facts,  physical  conditions,  measurements,  or  monuments  referred  to  in  deed; 
Cumberledge  v.  Brooks,  235  111.  254,  85  N.  E.  197,  holding  same;  Koch  v. 
Streuter,  218  111.  557,  2  L.R.A.(X.S.)  216,  75  N.  E.  1049,  holding  contract  for 
sale  of  "a  certain  fruit  farm,  known  as  the  *Ideal  Fruit  Farm,*  and  containing 
about  199^  acres  situated  about  one  and  one  quarter  miles  northwest  of  West 
Salem,  Edwards  county,  Illinois,"  is  not  void  for  uncertainty. 
Pollers   of   mnnldpalitlea. 

Cited  in  Park  Ridge  v.  Robinson,  198  111.  585,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  276,  65  N.  E. 
104,  upholding  power  of  municipality  to  limit  liability  for  improvement  to  par- 
ticular fund  raised  therefor. 
Venne  of  suit   for  Injunctions  to   stay  proceedings* 

Cited  in  Worthy  v.  Day>  143  111.  App.  277,  holding  where  the  injunction  prayed 
to  restrain  the  collection  of  a  judgment  at  law  is  incidental  to  main  relief  sought,, 
the  action  need  not  be  instituted  in  the  county  wherein  such  judgment  at  law 
was  rendered;  State  ex  rel.  Fenn  v.  Riley,  127  Mo.  App.  478,  105  S.  W.  696^ 
holding  under  statute  where  the  purpose  of  the  injunction  is  primary  and  not 
incidental  to  some  other  relief  suit  for  injunction  must  be  brought  in  county 
where  proceedings  are  pending. 

23  L.  R.  A.  561,  FORD  v.  UNITY  CHURCH  SOC.  120  Mo.  498,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 

711,  25  S.  W.  394. 
Description   of  land   In   deeds  and   vrllls. 

Cited  in  Briant  v.  Garrison,  150  Mo.  667,  52  S.  W.  361,  construing  word  "be- 
tween." used  in  describing  land,  to  mean  "through;"  Mudd  v.  Dillon.  166 
Mo.  121,  65  S.  W.  973,  holding  that  court  will  not  enforce  deed  of  gift,  town- 
ship and  range  being  omitted  in  description. 

fiffect  of  conveyance  an  to  Rfter-acqnired  Interests. 

Cited  in  Ely  v.  Pingry,  66  Kan.  27,  42  Pac.  330,  holding  purchase-money  mort- 
gage superior  to  prior  mortgage  by  purchaser  before  acquiring  title;   Wilson  v. 
Fisher,  172  Mo.  22,  72  S.  W.  665,  holding  that  sheriff's  deed  does  not  pass  an- 
after-acquired  interest  of  defendant  in  execution;   Hendricks  v.  Musgrover,  183- 
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Mo.  309,  81  S.  W.  1265,  holding  doctrine  that  after-acquired  title  inures  to  benefit 
of  grantee  does  not  apply  to  deed  of  married  woman. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  New  England  Nat.  Bank  v.  Northwestern  Nat  Bank,  60 
L.  R.  A.  256,  which  holds  mortgage  of  chattels  to  be  acquired  invalid  against  one 
taking  possession  under  other  mortgage  executed  by  mortgagor  after  acquiring. 
Record*  aa  constructive  notice. 

Cited  in  King  v.  St.  Louis  Union  Trust  Co,  226  Mo.  366,  126  S.  W.  415,  hold- 
ing that  recitals  in  deed  as  to  restrictions  in  use  of  property,  are  sufficient  to  put 
purchaser  upon  notice,  and  require  him  to  examine  records  for  restrictions  im- 
posed; Bernardy  v.  Colonial  k  U.  S.  Mortg.  Co.  17  S.  D.  654,  106  Am.  St  Rep. 
791,  98  N.  W.  166  (dissenting  opinion),  as  to  recorded  deed  outside  chain  of  title 
not  being  constructive  notice. 

23  L.  R.  A.  571,  CARPENTER  v.  UNITED  STATES  L.  INS.  CO.  161  Pa.  9,  41 
Am.  St.  Rep.  880,  28  Atl.  943. 
Report  of  second  appeal  in  174  Pa.  639,  34  Atl.  211. 
Persona  Drho  may  take  proceeds  of  life  Insurance  policies. 

Cited  in  McGraw  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  5  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  490,  28  Pittsb. 
L.  J.  N.  S.  171,  41  W.  N.  C.  62,  holding  insurable  interest  of  niece  in  -life  of  uncle 
by  whom  she  was  brought  up,  proper  question  for  jury;  Clement  v.  New  York 
L.  Ins.  Co.  101  Tenn.  36,  42  L.  R.  A.  251,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  650,  46  S.  W.  561. 
holding  assignment  of  policy  by  insured  to  persons  not  creditors,  and  not  having 
insurable  interest  in  his  life,  mere  wager;  Grand  Lodge,  A.  O.  U.  W.  v.  Mc- 
Kinstry,  67  Mo.  App.  88,  holding  that  infant,  delivered  to  stranger  on  promise 
to  adopt,  and  reared  and  educated  by  him,  may  be  designated  as  beneficiary  of 
fraternal  benefit  certificate;  Kopctovsko  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  Ill  C.  C.  A.  265, 
187  Fed.  505,  holdiing  that  moral  obligation  resting  on  insured  to  render  pecu- 
niary aid  to  assignee  of  life  policy  was  sufficient  to  confer  on  assignee  insurable 
interest;  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Elison,  72  Kan.  204,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  943, 
115  Am.  St.  Rep.  189,  83  Pac,  410,  7  Ann.  Cas.  909,  holding  an  uncle  of  one  whose 
life  is  insured  has  no  insurable  interest  in  life  of  insured  by  reason  of  kinship; 
Supreme  Lodge,  0.  M.  P.  v.  Dewey  (Supreme  Lodge,  0.  M.  P.  v.  Nevins)  142 
Mich.  671,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  338,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  596,  106  N.  W.  140,  7  Ann.  Cas. 
681,  holding  stepfather,  not  a  member  of  one's  household,  nor  maintaining  the 
usual  family  relations  toward  him,  is  not  a  member  of  his  family,  within  mean- 
ing of  statute  permitting  payment  of  a  mutual  benefit  fund  to  family  of  holder 
of  certificate. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Adams  v.  Reed,  35  L.  R.  A.  692,  which  holds  woman  has 
insurable  interest  in  life  of  son-in-law. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  630)  on  right  to  take  life  insurance  for  benefit  of 
rstranger. 

Distinguished  in  Foster  v.  Preferred  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  125  Fed.  538,  holding  that 
insured  paying  his  own  premiums  may  have  policy  payable  to  any  beneficiary. 
Testimony  am  to  transaction  ^vrlth  dead  pemon. 

Cited  in  Danner  v.  Hess,  8  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  317,  holding  payee,  in  ac- 
tion against  maker,  competent  to  testify  that  deceased  person  who  furnished 
consideration  made  him  present  of  the  note;  Ramble  v.  Pennsylvania  Coal  Co. 
47  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  40,  holding  that  assignee  of  contract  who  reassigns  same,  ia 
competent  witness  for  himself  in  action  against  other  party  to  contract  for  work 
done,  although  original  contractor  is  dead. 
Competency    of    'witnesaeii. 

Cited  in  Danner  v.  Hess,  12  Pa.  Dist.  R.  246,  holding  under  statute  an  assignee 
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of  a  promissory  note  from  one  who*  died  before  the  suit  was  brought  is  a  compe- 
tent witness,  to  prove  title  in  himself  in  a  suit  against  maker. 

23  L.  R.  A.  574,  McHUGH  v.  SCHLOSSER,  159  Pa.  480,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  699, 

28  Atl.  291. 
Damagres  for  personal  Injury. 

Cited  in  Goodhart  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  177  Pa.  16,  38  W.  N.  C.  548,  55 
Am.  St.  Rep.  705,  35  Atl.  191,  holding  that  age,  health,  business  habits,  and 
manner  of  living  should  be  considered  on  question  of  earning  capacity;  O'Reilly 
V.  Monongahela  Street  R.  Co.  17  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  629,  and  Wallace  v.  Pennsylva- 
nia R.  Co.  195  Pa.  129,  52  L.  R.  A.  34,  45  Atl.  685,  holding  that  evidence  of 
impairment  of  earning  capacity  must  be  produced  to  entitle  jury  to  fix  dam- 
ages therefor;  McKenna  v.  Citizens'  Natural  Gas  Co.  198  Pa.  40,  47  Atl.  990, 
holding  erroneous,  instruction  to  allow  for  earning  power,  in  absence  of  evi- 
dence as  to  such  power;  Waters  v.  Atlantic  Ref.  Co.  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  352,  9  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  473,  setting  aside  verdict  of  $47,000  for  loss  of  eyes  by  boy,  no  evidence 
having  been  given  as  to  earning  power;  Aiken  v.  Philadelphia,  9  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
507,  43  W.  N.  C.  503,  holding  refusal  to  charge  that  profits  from  business  are 
not  earnings  not  erroneous,  court  having  instructed  jury  to  compensate  for  loss 
of  earning  power;  Birkel  v.  Chandler,  26  Wash.  247,  66  Pac.  406,  holding  that 
in  action  for  loss  of  services  of  minor,  evidence  as  to  past  earnings  and  as  to 
what  they  would  have  been  worth  in  future  properly  admitted;  Martachowski 
V.  Orawitz,  14  Pa.  Super,  Ct.  186,  holding  instruction  in  action  in  trespass  for 
false  representation,  leaving  amount  of  damages  to  caprice  of  jury,  erroneous; 
Davidson  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  211  Mo.  349,  109  S.  W.  583,  holding  where 
there  was  no  evidence  of  eiirning  capacity  of  plaintiff  before  injury  it  was  error 
for  court  to  instruct  jury  that  they  might  take  into  consideration  in  estimating 
her  damages  the  impairment  of  her  earning  capacity  in  the  future;  Simpson  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  210  Pa.  104,  59  Atl.  693,  holding  the  age  of  a  person,  his 
situation  in  life,  his  condition  of  health  and  habits  of  industry,  and  profits  de- 
rived from  the  management  of  a  business  resulting  from  personal  attention  and 
labor  of  the  owner  may  be  considered  in  determining  earning  power;  McCabe  v. 
Narragansett  Electric  Lighting  Co.  27  R.  I.  280,  61  Atl.  667,  holding  in  action 
for  death  by  wrongful  act  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  pecuniary  interest 
the  plaintiff  had  in  the  life  of  deceased. 

Cited  in  notes  (55  L.R.A.  259)  on  liability  for  ejecting  sick  tenant,  lodger, 
or  other  occupant  from  building,  when  right  of  occupancy  has  terminated; 
(17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  511)  on  liability  of  property  owner  "compelling  removal  of 
sick  person;  (8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  426)  on  measure  of  damages  for  death  of 
relative;  (2  Brit.  Rul.  Cas.  693)  on  duty  of  innkeeper  as  to  shelter  and  enter- 
tainment of  traveler. 

23  L.  R.  A.  576,  MINNEAPOLIS  THRESHING  MACH.   CO.  v.   FIREMEN'S 

INS.  CO.  57  Minn.  35,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  572,  58  N.  W.  819. 
Conntmction    of    Insurance    policies. 

Cited  in  Slinkard  v.  Manchester  Fire  Assur.  Co.  122  Cal.  597,  55  Pac.  417, 
holding  that  policy  on  combined  harvester  "while  in  use"  does  not  cover  same, 
while  dismantled   and   stored. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Thurston  v.  Burnett  &  B.  D.  Farmers'  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co. 
41  L.  R.  A.  316,  which  denies  liability  on  policy,  where  wood  was  used  with  coal 
in  running  threshing  engine. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.  R.  A.  241)  on  location  of  movable  property  as  affecting 
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fire  insurance  thereon;   (30  L.  R.  A.  636)  on -effect  of  riders  or  slips  attached  to 
insurance  policj'. 

23  L.  R,  A.  578,  LOUCHEIMER  v.  WEIL,  113  N.  C.  181,  18  S.  E.  103. 

23  L.  R.  A.  581,  UNION  P.  R,  CO.  v.  ARTIST,  9  C.  C.  A.  14,  19  U.  S.  App.  612, 
60  Fed.  365. 

Followed  without  comment  in  Pierce  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  13  C.  C.  A.  324,  32 
U.  S.  App.  48,  66  Fed.  45. 
Release   of   damaKrea. 

Cited  in  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  McCarty,  94  Tex.  303,  53  L.  R.  A.  510,  86 
Am.  St.  Rep.  854,  60  S.  W.  429,  Reversing  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  572,  54  S.  W.  421, 
holding  release  of  damages  for  personal  injuries  not  avoidable  for  mistake: 
United  States  Exp.  Co.  v.  Ball,  36  App.  D.  C.  274,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  331,  hold- 
ing that  general  words  in  release  are  to  be  limited  and  restrained  by  particular 
words  in  recital. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Och  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  442.  which 
holds  release  by  woman  while  dazed  and  nervous  from  shock  in  railway  accident 
binding  on  her,  though  obtained  by  misrepresenting  contents:  Quebe  v.  Gulf,  C. 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  734,  which  holds  knowledge  of  injuries  which  may  de- 
velop in  future  from  accident  not  necessary  to  support  intention  to  release  pro- 
spective as  well  as  present  liability. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1035)  on  specification  of  particular  claim  as 
limiting  import  of  general  release;  (55  Am.  St.  Rep.  510)  on  ignorance  of  one's 
rights  as  a  ground  of  relief  from  release. 

Distinguished  in  Green  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  36  C.  C.  A.  74,  92  Fed.  870, 
holding  parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  modify  terms  of  release. 
Limitation    of    greneral    hy    particular    'words. 

Cited  in  Board  of  Education  v.  McLean,  45  C.  C.  A.  659,  106  Fed.  819,  hold- 
ing general  words  in  bond  act  limited  by  preceding  particular  recital  of  pur- 
pose of  act;  Hoffman  v.  Eastern  Wisconsin  R.  &  Light  Co.  134  Wis.  607;^  115 
N.  \Y.  383.  as  to  effect  of  particular  words  following  general  in  a  release  of 
damages  for  personal  injuries;  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Dashiell,  198  U.  S.  527, 
49  L.  ed.  1153,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  737,  holding  general  words  in  release  for  dam- 
ages are  to  be  limited  and  restrained  to  the  particular  words  in  the  recital. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Russell,  100  C.  C.  A.  77,  176  Fed.  266,  holding  general 
words  in  a  release  not  limited  by  particular  words  where  it  appears  that  such 
was  not  the  intention  of  the  parties;  Quebe  v.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  98  Tex. 
13,  66  L.R.A.  737,  81  S.  W^  20,  4  Ann.  Cas.  545,  holding  the  rule  restricting  the 
effect  of  general  words  releasing  claims  to  the  particular  subject  matter  recited 
or  under  consideration  confines  the  release  to  the  cause  of  action  so  contemplated, 
negligence  causing  the  accident  and  injury,  but  will  not  limit  a  general  release 
to  particular  damages  recited  or  contemplated  as  resulting  from  such  cause. 
Liability  for  neslifirence  of  medical  or  nurirical  attendants  charitably 
fnrniahed. 

Cited  in  Powers  v.  Massachusetts  Homeopathic  Hospital,  47  C.  C.  A.  126,  101> 
Fed.  204,  Affirming  101  Fed.  898,  denying  right  of  patient  in  charitable  hospital 
to  recover  for  negligence  of  nurse;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Foard,  104  Ky.  463, 
47  S.  W.  342;  Quinn  v.  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  94  Tenn.  718,  28  L.'r.  A. 
555,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  767,  30  S.  W.  1036;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Zeiler, 
54  Kan.  351,  38  Pac.  282, — holding  railroad  company  not  liable  to  employee  for 
mistake  of  surgeons  furnished  by  it;  Texas  &  P.  Coal  Co.  v.  Connaughten,  20  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  645,  50  S.  W.  173,  and  Haggerty  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  100 
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Mo.  App.  445,  74  S.  W.  456,  holding  railroad  company  making  compulsory  re^ 
duction  in  employee's  wages  for  support  of  hospital  liable  for  negligence  of 
physician  thereof;  Richardson  v.  Carbon  Hill  Coal  Co.  10  Wash.  666,  39  Pac.  95, 
holding  corporation  maintaining  hospital  out  of  money  retained  from  wages  of 
employees  not  liable  for  malpractice  or  negligence  of  physician;  Pittsburgh,  C. 
C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Sullivan,  141  Ind.  91,  27  L.  R.  A.  843,  footnote  p.  840,  50 
Am.  St.  Rep.  313,  40  N.  E.  138,  holding  corporation  gratuitously  furnishing 
medical  services  to  employees  liable  only  for  care  in  selecting  physician;  Downes 
V.  Harper  Hospital,  101  Mich.  560,  25  L.  R.  A.  604,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  427,  60  N. 
VV.  42,  and  Hearns  v.  Waterbury  Hospital,  66  Conn.  122,  31  L.  R.  A.  232,  foot- 
note p.  224,  33  Atl.  595,  denying  liability  of  charitable  hospital  for  wrongful 
neglect  of  servants;  Collins  v.  New  York  Post  Graduate  Medical  School,  59  App. 
Div.  68,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  106,  holding  post  gpraduate  school  and  hospital  not  liable 
for  negligence  in  operating  on  patient  paying  only  for  board  and  attendance; 
Ijong  V.  Rosedale  Cemetery,  84  Fed.  136,  holding  cemetery  companies,  under  stat- 
ute, not  exempt  from  liability  for  negligence  of  servants;  Brown  v.  La  Societe 
Francaise  De  Bienfaisance  Mutuelle,  138  Cal.  478,  71  Pac.  516,  holding  private 
hospital  run  by  mutual  benefit  society  liable  to  pay  patient  not  member  of  so- 
ciety, for  negligence  of  surgeon;  Arkansas  Midland  R.  Co.  v.  Pearson,  98  Ark. 
411,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  322,  135  S.  W.  917;  Texas  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Zumwalt,  103  Tex. 
606,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1209,  132  S.  W.  113,— holding  that  railroad  which  retains 
from  wages  of  employees,  out  of  which  it  employs  physician  is  not  liable  to  em- 
ployee for  malpractice  of  physician  if  it  uses  ordinary  care  in  his  selection; 
Zumwalt  V.  Texas  C.  R.  Co.  66  Tex.  Civ.  App.  571,  121  S.  W.  1133,  holding  that 
liability  of  railroad  for  negligence  of  physician  in  treating  servant,  was  for  jury 
where  hospital  was  maintained  by  railroad  from  deductions  from  wages;  Plant 
System  Relief  k  Hospital  Dept.  v.  Dickerson,  118  Ga.  650,  45  S.  E.  483 ;  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Buchanan,  126  Ky.  293,  11  L.R.A.(N.i3.)  713,  103  S.  W.  272;  Mac  Rae 
V.  Small,  48  Or.  139,  85  Pac.  503;  Poling  v.  San  Antonio  &  A.  P.  R.  Co.  32  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  491,  75  S.  W.  69;  Barden  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  152  N.  C.  328, 
—  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  — f  67  S.  E.  971, — holding  corporation  maintaining  hospital  out 
of  money  retained  from  wages  of  employees  liable  only  in  case  of  want  of  ordi- 
nary care  in  selecting  physician;  Kellogg  v.  Church  Charity  Foundation,  128 
App.  Div.  216,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  566,  holding  charitable  institution  liable  for 
injury  to  person,  not  a  patient,  for  negligence  of  driver  of  its  ambulance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Eighmy  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  296,  whieh  holds 
railroad  company  not  liable  for  negligence  of  physicians  in  hospitals  voluntarily 
maintained  for  injured  employees;  Hannon  v.  Siegel-Cooper  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  429, 
which  holds  department  store  estopped  to  deny  responsibility  for  malpractice  of 
dentist;  Powers  v.  Massachusetts  Homoepathic  Hospital,  65  L.R.A.  372,  which 
holds  charitable  hospital  not  liable  for  injury  to  patient  by  negligence  of  care- 
fully selected  nurse. 

Cited  in  notes    (28  L.R.A.  549)    on  master's  duty  to  furnish  medical  aid  to 
servant;   (4  L.R.A. (N.S.)   58,  66,  67,  68)   on  duty  to  provide  medical  assistance 
for  servant;    (17  L.R.A. (N.S.)    1168,   1169),  on  liability  for  negligence  of  at- 
tendants furnished  by  relief  department  toward  which  employees  contribute. 
Liability  of  rellflrlona  and  charitable  Inatitntiona  for  tortM. 

Cited  in  Powers  v.  Massachusetts  Homoepathic  Hospital,  65  L.RA..  376,  47  C. 
C.  A.  122,  109  Fed.  298,  holding  patient  in  a  public  charitable  hospital  cannot 
recover  for  negligence  of  carefully  selected  nurse;  Womans'  Christian  Nat. 
Library  Asso.  v.  Fordyce,  79  Ark.  539,  7  L.R.A. (N.S.)  494,  86  S.  W.  417,  holding 
charitable  corporations  are  not  liable  for  the  negligence  of  their  officers,  agents, 
or  trustees;  Fordyce  v.  Woman's  Christian  Nat.  Library  Asso.  79  Ark.  558,  7 
L.R.A.  Au.  VoL  in.— -72. 
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L.R.A.(N.S.)  488,  96  S.  W.  165,  holding  property  of  a  public  charity  cannot  be 
sold  under  execution  issued  on  a  judgment  rendered  for  the  nonfeasance,  mis- 
feasance or  malfeasance  of  its  agents  or  trustees;  Farrigan  v.  Pevear,  193  Mass. 
152,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  485,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  484,  78  X.  E.  855,  8  Ann.  Cas.  1109, 
holding  the  trustees  of  an  unincorporated  home  maintained  for  the  free  edu- 
cation and  maintenance  of  indigent  boys  if  they  have  used  reasonable  care  in 
the  selection  of  their  servants  are  not  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  such  servants. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  557)  on  what  are  charitable  institutions  with- 
in rule  exempting  from  liability  for  negligence;  (54  Am.  St.  Rep.  93;  139  Am. 
St.  Rep.  904)  on  liability  of  charitable  institution  for  torts  of  servants  and 
agents. 

Distinguished  in  Bruce  v.  Central  M.  E.  Church,  147  Mich.  251,  10  L.RA. 
(N.S.)   78,  110  N.  W.  951,  11  Ann.  Cas.  150,  holding  church  liable  to  employee 
of  a  contractor  engaged  in  decorating  the  church  building  for  injuries  sustained 
by  reason  of  breaking  of  defective  scaffolding  furnished  by  agents  of  church. 
Statute*  reqnirlnff  payment  of  'vrnsrea  In  la'wfnl  money. 

Cited  in  note  (28  L.  R.  A.  275)  on  validity  and  effect  of  statutes  requiring 
wages  to  be  paid  in  lawful  money. 

23  L.  R.  A.  684,  PHILLIPS  v.  MERCANTILE  NAT.  BANK,  140  N.  Y.  556,  37 

Am.  St.  Rep.  596,  35  N.  E.  982. 
Commercial  paper  and  frands  npon  bank*. 

Cited  in  Goshen  Nat.  Bank  v.  State,  141  N.  Y.  388,  36  N.  E.  316,  refusing  to 
compel  comptroller  to  refund  money  received  for  taxes  paid  by  county  treasurer, 
by  misappropriation  of  funds  of  bank  of  which  he  was  cashier;  Nassau  Bank 
V.  National  Bank,  159  N.  Y.  459,  54  N.  E.  66,  upholding  right  of  bank  receiving 
money  in  restitution  for  undetected  fraud  to  retain  it  as  against  bank  from 
which  fraudulently  obtained;  Kelley  v.  Chenango  Valley  Sav.  Bank,  21  Misc.  244, 
79  N.  Y.  S.  R.  654,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  651,  holding  savings  bank  liable  for  misappro- 
priation of  deposits  by  treasurer  who,  when  taking  same,  exchanged  depositor's 
books  for  pass  books  of  national  bank;  Wiggins  v.  Stevens,  33  App.  Div.  87,  53 
N.  Y.  Supp.  90,  holding  giving  of  check  by  bank  cashier  upon  fund  in  bank  in 
his  name  as  assignee,  to  correct  cash  account,  not  payment  of  deposit;  Bartlett 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  247  111.  499,  93  N.  E.  337,  Affirmin;:^  156  Til.  App.  422, 
holding  that  where  grain  company  allows  agent  to  draw  drafts  on  company  in 
favor  of  farmers  dealing  with  company  and  endorse  their  names  thereon  must 
stand  loss  resulting  from  agent's  misconduct;  Boles  v.  Harding,  201  Mass.  187, 
87  N.  E.  481,  holding  under  statute  a  note  or  check  payable  to  order  of  non- 
existing  person  cannot  be  treated  as  payable  to  bearer  unless  maker  knew  when 
he  delivered  the  instrument  that  name  of  payee  waa  fictitious;  Trust  Co.  ▼. 
Hamilton  Bank,  127  App.  Div.  520,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  84,  holding  where  name 
of  drawer  of  check  is  forged  and  the  indorsement  of  the  payee  is  also  forged 
payee  is  a  fictitious  or  nonexistent  person  within  negotiable  instrument  law 
and  the  check  becomes  payable  to  bearer,  even  though  payee  named  was  an 
actual  person;  Snyder  v.  Corn  Exchange  Nat.  Bank,  221  Pa.  607,  128  Am.  St 
Rep.  780,  70  Atl.  876,  holding  where  firm  gives  clerk  a  power  of  attorney  to 
draw  checks  against  its  account,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  power  of  attorney 
to  limit  the  purpose  for  which  the  checks  may  be  drawn  or  to  prohibit  the 
checks  from  being  drawn  to  bearer  and  the  clerk  draws  a  check  to  a  person  hav- 
ing no  business  relations  whatever  with  the  firm,  and  forges  the  name  of  such 
person  as  indorser  and  the  bank  pays  the  check,  the  depositing  firm  cannot  re- 
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cover  from  bank;  Sherwood  v.  Home  Sav.  Bank,  131  Iowa,  539,  109  N.  W.  9, 
holding  question  whether  bank  was  negligent  in  retaining  cashier  whom  it  knew 
was  engaged  in  stock  gambling,  was  for  jury. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.  R.  A.  670)  on  negotiability  of  check;  (60  L.  R.  A.  83) 
on  who  must  bear  loss  where  check  or  bill  issued  or  indorsed  to  imposter; 
(22  L.RJL(N.S.)  601,  506)  as  to  when  negotiable  instrument  is  deemed  payable 
to  order  of  fictitious  person  within  rule  which  regards  such  instrument  as  pay- 
able to  bearer. 

Distinguished  in  Fifth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Central  Nat.  Bank,  82  Hun,  560,  31  N.  Y. 
Bupp.  541,  and  Egner  y.  €om  Exch.  Bank,  42  Misc.  554,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  107,  hold- 
ing rule  as  to  effect  of  checks  to  fictitious  persons  not  applicable  to  check  not 
intended  to  be  so  drawn,  and  paid  on  forged  indorsement;  Dundee  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Huntington,  20  App.  Div.  108,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  1003,  holding  note  held  by  bank 
not  paid  by  discharge  of  mortgage  held  by  maker  as  executor,  against  president 
of  bank;  Seaboard  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bank  of  America,  193  N.  Y.  33,  22  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  508,  85  N.  £.  829,  holding  negligence  of  drawer  of  draft  not  defense 
to  an  action  to  recover  money  paid  on  forged  instrument  where  no  act  or  rep- 
resentation on  its  part  induced  the  bank  in  which  draft  was  deposited  or  which 
collected  it  to  so  act. 

23  L.  R.  A.  688,  JACKSON  v.  STANFIELD,  137  Ind.  592,  36  N.  E.  345,  37  N. 

E.  14. 
liA^rfnl   and    unUt^rfnl    coniblnatlons ;    actlonn    agralnat. 

Cited  in  Barr  v.  Essex  Trades  Council,  53  N.  J.  £q.  116,  30  Atl.  881,  holding 
damage  to  newspaper  through  "boycott,"  actionable;  State  ex  rcl.  Durner  v. 
Huegin,  110  Wis.  253,  62  L.  R.  A.  742,  85  N.  W.  1046,  holding  combinations  of 
several  independent  publishers  to  compel  another  publisher  to  reduce  rates  or 
lose  customers,  criminal  conspiracy;  Master  Builders'  Asso.  v.  Domascio,  16  Colo. 
App.  33,  63  Pac.  782,  holding  mere  refusal  of  builders'  association  to  compete  in 
bidding  if  plaintitT's  bid  received  by  architect  not  actionable;  Brown  v.  Jacobs' 
Pharmacy  Co.  115  Ga.  442,  57  L.  R.  A.  554,  footnote  p.  548,  41  S.  E.  553,  90  Am. 
St.  Rep.  126,  41  S.  £.  553,  holding  action  of  combination  of  merchants  to  compel 
another  to  sell  goods  at  prices  fixed  by  it,  enjoinable;  West  Virginia  Transp.  Co. 
V.  Standard  Oil  Co.  50  W.  Va.  620,  56  L.  R.  A.  809,  footnote  p.  804,  88  Am.  St. 
Rep.  895,  40  S.  E.  591,  holding  malicious  conspiracy  to  get  customers  from  rival 
and  obtain  business  for  one's  self,  permissible,  though  carried  out  with  malicious 
intent  to  ruin  such  rival ;  Walsh  v.  Association  of  Master  Plumbers,  97  Mo.  App. 
290,  71  S.  W.  455,  holding  agreement  between  plumbers'  association,  dealers  and 
manufacturers,  for  purpose  of  fixing  prices  and  limiting  production,  unlawful; 
Martell  v.  White,  185  Mass.  263,  64  L.  R.  A.  265,  footnote  p.  260,  69  N.  E.  1085, 
holding  action  maintainable  on  behalf  of  quarry  owner  against  members  of  asso- 
ciation to  which  he  does  not  belong,  enforcing  by-law  imposing  fine  on  members 
dealing  with  nonmembers;  Knight  &  J.  Co.  v.  Miller,  172  Ind.  38,  87  N.  E.  823, 
18  Aim.  Cas.  1146,  holding  anti-trust  act  prohibiting  contracts  and  combinations 
in  restraint  of  trade  does  not  deny  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws;  Cleland 
V.  Anderson,  66  Neb.  264,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  143,  92  N.  W.  306,  holding  association 
of  retail  lumber  dealers  organized  to  prevent  members  being  subjected  to  com- 
petition of  wholesalers  which  collects  penalty  from  wholesale  dealer  selling 
directly  to  consumer  or  to  retail  dealers  not  members  of  association,  unlawful; 
Iieonard  r.  Abner-Drury  Brewing  Co.  25  App.  D.  C.  174,  holding  combination 
between  several  brewing  companies  for  purpose  of  preventing  competition  and 
fixing  prices  is  violation  of  United  States  Anti-Trust  Act  and  common  law; 
.Purington  v.  Hinchliff,  120  111.  App.  532,  holding  agreement  whereby  all  building 
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contractors  of  certain  locality  agree  to  buy  brick  only  of  certain  manufacturers 
and  latter  agree  to  sell  brick  only  to  such  contractors  and  brick  layers  as  agree 
to  handle  only  brick  of  such  manufacturers,  unlawful;  Employing  Printers'  Club 
V.  Doctor  Blosser  Co.  122  Ga.  520,  69  L.R.A.  97,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  137,  50  S.  E. 
353,  2  Ann.  Cas.  694,  holding  court  of  equity  will  grant  an  injunction  to  prevent 
several  members  of  an  illegal  combination  from  enforcing  an  illegal  agreement 
to  the  injury  of  one  engaged  in  competitive  business;  American  Federation  of 
Labor  v.  Buck's  Stove  &  Range  Co.  33  App.  D.  C.  108,  32  L.R.A.(X.S.)  762; 
Underbill  v.  Murphy,  117  Ky.  650,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  282,  78  S.  W.  4«2,  4  Ann. 
Cas.  780, — holding  injunction  may  be  granted  to  protect  one's  business  against 
a  strike;  Lohse  Patent  Door  Co.  v.  Fuelle,  215  Mo.  463,  22  URJ^.(N.S.)  623^ 
128  Am.  St.  Rep.  492,  114  S.  W.  997,  holding  combination  between  officers  and 
members  of  labor  union  to  injure  business  of  person  and  thereby  compel  dis- 
charge of  nonunion  men,  unlawful;  Karges  Furniture  Co.  v.  Amalgamated  Wood- 
workers' Local  Union,  No.  131,  165  Ind.  428,  2  L.R.A(N.S.)  794,  75  N.  E.  877,. 
6  Ann.  Cas.  829,  holding  a  labor  union  has  legal  right  to  order  a  concerted 
strike  for  the  interest  of  its  members  provided  only  lawful  means  are  used; 
Parkinson  Co.  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  154  Cal.  621,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  564,  98 
Pac.  1027,  16  Ann.  Ca^i.  1165,  holding  laboring  men  may  lawfully  combine  and 
pledge  themselves  not  to  work  for  any  employer  of  "nonunion"  men  and  not  to' 
handle  any  material  supplied  by  employer  and  not  to  work  for  any  contractor 
dealing  with  employer. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cote  v.  Murphy,  23  L.  R.  A.  135,  which  holds  lawful,  com- 
bination of  employers  to  prevent  advance  in  wages;  Macauley  v.  Tiemey,  37  L> 
R,  A.  455,  which  holds  lawful,  agreement  by  members  of  association  of  plumbers 
not  to  deal  with  wholesalers  selling  to  nonmenibers;  Hartnett  v.  Plumber's  Sup- 
ply Asso.  38  L.  R.  A.  104,  which  holds  plumbers'  supply  association  subject  to 
quo  warranto  for  assumir<Tf  to  prevent  giving  credit  by  members  to  delinquent 
denier;  Brewster  v.  C.  Miller's  Sons,  38  L.  R.  A.  605,  which  sustains  agreement  be- 
tween undertakers  to  refuse  to  render  services  to  anyone  failing  to  pay  bill  to  any 
of  them;  Doremus  v.  Hennessy,  43  L.  R.  A.  797,  which  holds  members  of  trade  as- 
sociation combining  to  prevent  other  persons  dealing  with  nonmember  liable  for 
resulting  injury;  Ertz  v.  Produce  Exchange,  48  L.  R.  A.  90,  which  holds  malicious, 
conspiracj^  to  injury  dealer  by  inducing  other  people  not  to  deal  with  him:  Gat- 
zow  v.  Buening,  49  L.  R.  A.  475,  which  holds  by-law  of  liverymen's  association, 
prohibiting  furnishing  hearse  or  carriages  to  nonunion  liverymen,  illegal:  Ertz 
V.  Produce  Exchange,  51  L.  R.  A.  825.  which  holds  produce  exchange  discriminat- 
ing against  nonmenibers  and  controlling  delivery  of  goods  an  illegal  combination; 
Downs  V.  Bennett,  65  L.  R.  A.  660,  which  denies  right  of  one  only  remotely  af- 
fected, to  injunction  against  fining  or  expelling  member  for  violaticm  of  by-law 
with  nonmembers  or  those  dealing  with  them;  Martell  v.  White,  64  L.RJk..  260, 
which  sustains  right  of  action  by  quarry  owner  against  members  of  voluntary 
association  to  which  he  does  not  belong  for  enforcement  of  bylaws  imposing  fine 
on  members  dealing  with  nonmembers;  Brown  v.  American  F.  L.  M.  Co.  67  L.R.A. 
195,  which  holds  loan  agents  entitled  to  sue  for  statementg  that  they  are  in- 
attentive, neglectful,  insolvent,  and  guilty  of  fraud  for  which  their  principal 
has  taken  business  from  them  made  to  break  up  their  business  and  secure  their 
custom. 

Cited  in  notes  (62  L.R.A.  702)  on  effect  of  bad  motive  to  make  actionable  what 
would  otherwise  not  be;  (26  LJI.A. (N.S.)  149)  on  right  of  injured  person  not 
party  to  agreement  to  assail  validity  as  tending  to  monopoly;  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1036,  1037)    on  lawfulness  of  boycott  for  other  than  labor  union;    (35  LJLA. 
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(X.S.)   1054,  1055)   on  combination  by  dealers  not  to  patronize  wholesalers  sell- 
ing to  undesirable  persons;    (103  Am.  St.  Rep.  491,  495)   on  boycotting. 

Distinguished  in  Piatt  v.  National  Asso.  1  111.  C.  C.  13,  holding  contract  be- 
tween manufacturers  of  proprietary  medicines  and  wholesale  dealers  fixing  price 
at  which  such  medicine  shall  be  sold  to  retail  dealers  and  by  which  wholesale 
dealers  agree  not  to  sell  to  retail  dealers  who  sell  below  regular  retail  price, 
Talid. 
Uleaiiare  of  damaflrea. 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Yawger,  24  Ind.  App.  463,  66  N.  E.  50,  hold- 
ing that  on  breach  of  contract  for  work  and  labor  by  employers,  clear,  certain, 
and  usual  profits  arising  from  such  work  are  recoverable;  Johnson  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  R.  Co.  140  N.  C.  579,  53  S.  E.  362,  holding  when  profits  lost  by 
defendant's  tortious  conduct,  proximately  and  naturally  flow  from  his  act  and 
are  reasonably  definite  and  certain,  they  are  recoverable. 

Cited  in  note  (52  L.  R.  A.  50)  on  damages  for  tort  as  affected  by  loss  of  profits. 

Mallclona  injury  to  buatneM. 

Cited  in  Evenson  v.  Spaulding,  9  L.RJ^.(N.S.)   909,  82  C.  C.  A.  263,  160  Fed. 
522,  enjoining  wanton  interference  with  business  of  another;  Southern  R.  Co.  v. 
Chambers,  126  Ga.  406,  7  L.RJ^.(N.S.)   928,  55  S.  E.  37,  holding  malicious  in- 
jury to  the  business  of  another  will  give  right  of  action  to  injured  party. 
Avatlabtllty   of    statate  of   frauds. 

Cited  in  Featherman  v.  Henneasy,  42  Mont.  539,  113  Pac.  761,  holding  that 
right  to  question  validity  of  contract  on  ground  that  it  ib  invalid  because  of 
statute  of  frauds  cannot  be  asserted  by  person  who  is  neither  party  nor  privy 
to  it. 

Cited  in  note  (127  Am.  St.  Rep.  757,  766)  on  persons  to  whom  statute  of 
frauds  is  available. 

23  L.  R.  A.  599,  SIMMONS  v.  ATKINSON  k  L.  CO.  69  Miss.  862,  12  So.  263. 
Alteration   of  ^rritten   inatmntenta. 

Cited  in  Exchange  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Littb  Rock,  22  L.  R.  A.  690,  7  C.  C.  A. 
321,  19  U.  S.  App.  152,  58  Fed.  143,  holding  bank,  maker  of  draft,  not  liable  for 
raising  of  same  by  confidential  clerk  to  whose  order  it  was  drawn;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Merkel,  97  Miss.  830,  53  So.  350,  holding  that  note,  blank  as  to  in- 
terest, is  materially  changed  where  filled  in  by  holder  after  delivery  so  as  to 
make  note  bear  eight  per  cent,  from  date, -and  is  void. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Richards  v.  Dey,  23  L.  R.  A.  601,  which  holds  signer  of 
blank  bond  filled  up  with  unauthorized  terms  not  bound  thereby;  Brown  v.  John- 
son Bros.  61  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  holds  maker  released  by  payee's  addition  of  name 
of  other  person  as  comaker;  Rochford  v.  ^IcOee,  01  L.  R.  A.  335,  which  holds  re- 
moval of  note  written  below  perforated  line  on  application  for  insurance,  material 
alteration  rendering  it  void;  Foxworthy  v.  Colby,  62  L.  R.  A.  393,  which  holds 
unauthorized  insertion  of  word  "gold"  before  word  "dollars,"  in  instrument,  ma- 
terial alteration;  Foxworthy  v.  Colby,  62  L.R.A.  393,  which  holds  unauthor- 
ized insertion  of  word  "gold"  before  word  "dollars;"  Smith  v.  Willing,  68  L.R.A. 
940,  which  denies  authority  of  holder  of  note  to  insert  name  of  payee  where 
no  space  is  left  for  such  name. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.R.A.  470)  on  alteration  of  note  as  affecting  bona  fide 
holders;  (31  L.R.A. (N.S.)  653)  on  alteration  of  note  by  inserting  place  of  pay- 
ment;  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  121)  on  unauthorized  alteration  of  written  insrtuments. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  601,  RICHARDS  v.  DAY,  137  N.  Y.  183,  33  Am.  St  Rep.  704.  33  N. 

E.  146. 
Parol  evidence  to  vary  -vrrltlns*    • 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Gas.  228,  234)  on  parol  evidence  to  contradict 
written  instrument. 

23  L.  R.  A.  603,  Re  SAXDERS,  53  Kan.  191,  36  Pac.  348. 
Title    of    act. 

Cited  in  Lynch  v.  Cliaae,  55  Kan.  376,  40  Pac.  666,  holding  title  to  act  provid- 
ing for  investigation  of  state  institutions  and  officers,  broad  enough  to  authorize 
committee  investigation  of  such  institutions  and  officers  thereof;  Rathbone  v. 
Hopper,  57  Kan.  245,  34  L.  R.  A.  676,  45  Pac.  610,  construing  words  "municipal 
corporations,"  used  in  title  of  act,  to  include  townships;  Otto  Gas-engine  Works 
V.  Hare,  64  Kan.  81,  67  Pac.  444,  construing  title  of  act  authorizing  regulation 
of  conditional  sales,  to  include  power  of  making  and  preserving  record  of  them; 
Weis  V.  Stubblefield,  85  Kan.  201,  116  Pac.  205,  holding  that  title  of  Tax  Law 
was  sufficiently  broad  to  include  provision  for  appointment  of  assessors;  State  ex 
rel.  Coleman  v.  Everhardy,  75  Kan.  852,  90  Pac.  276.  holding  that  title  to  act 
Laws  of  1887,  chapter  165,  is  broad  enough  to  cover  provision  for  removal  of 
mayor  from  office  for  neglect  in  failing  to  enforce  prohibitory  law;  Re  Schley, 
71  Kan.  270,  80  Pac.  631,  holding  an  act  entitled  "An  act  relating  to  charities 
and  charitable  and  reformatory  institutions,''  the  body  of  which  act  provides 
for  inquests  in  lunacy  is  not  repugnant  to  constitutional  requirement  that  ''no 
bill  shall  contain  more  than  one  subject  which  shall  be  clearly  expressed  in  its 
title." 

Cited  in  notes  (64  Am.  St.  Rep.  106)  on  sufficiency  of  title  of  statute;  (79 
Am.  St.  Rep.  462)  as  to  when  title  of  statute  embraces  only  one  subject,  and 
what  may  be  included  thereunder;  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  273)  on  broadness  of  title. 
Conatractlon  of  atatatea. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  Lewelling,  53  Kan.  205,  23  L.  R.  A.  513,  36  Pac  351,  uphold- 
ing power  of  governor  to  disband  militia  under  statute  providing  for  organiza- 
tion, government,  and  compensation  of  same;  Re  Stokes,  67  Kan.  669,  73  Pac 
911,  holding  justice  of  peace,  under  statute  authorizing  him  to  sentence  only, 
svithout  power  to  commit  boy  to  reform  school. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)    890)   on  restraint  on  freedom  as  impairment 
of  child's  constitutional  rights. 
'•Schools." 

Cited  in  Selectmen  of  Clinton  v.  Worcester  Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  199  Mass. 
290,  85  N.  E.  507,  holding  without  something  to  signify  that  a  wider  meaning 
was  intended  the  word  "schools"  will  not  be  taken  to  include  colleges  or  univers- 
ities or  trade,  professional  or  business  schools. 

23  L.  R.  A.  606,  GRAEFP  v.  PHILADELPHIA  &  R.  R.  CO.  161  Pa.  230,  41  Am. 

St.  Rep.  885,  28  Atl.  1107. 
Liability  of  railroad  for  -wrongful  acts  of  atranflrera. 

Cited  in  Kiernan  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  28  Misc.  519,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  626,  hold- 
ing carrier  not  liable  for  negligent  act  of  passenger  in  swinging  door  against 
plaintiff;  Hansen  v.  North  Jersey  Street  R.  Co.  64  N.  J.  L.  701,  46  Atl.  718, 
holding  evidence  that  plaintiff  was  injured  in  alighting  from  car  by  its  over- 
crowding sufficient  for  jury  as  to  question  of  due  care;  Barlick  v.  Baltimore  k 
O.  R.  Co.  41  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  93,  holding  that  carrier  is  not  bound  to  protect 
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passengers  from  rudeness  or  bad  manners  on  part  of  strangers,  unless  such  con- 
duct amounts  to  breach  of  peace. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Haines  v.  Atlantic  City  R,  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  862,  which  de- 
nies liability  for  trespasser's  unauthorized  act  in  raising,  and  then  lowering,  rail- 
road gates  injuring  passing  team. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.R.A.  711)  on  duty  of  carrier  permitting  cars  to  become 
overcrowded;  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  864)  on  degree  of  care  toward  passenger  at 
station;  (39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  880)  on  carrier's  liability  for  injury  to  passenger  from 
door  of  vehicle. 

Distinguished  in  Kuhlen  v.  Boston  &  N.  Street  R.  Co.  103  Mass.  347,  7  'L.R.A. 
(N.  S.)  732,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  516,  79  N.  E.  816,  holding  street  railway  company 
liable  to  one  entering  car  as  a  paasenger  who  was  injured  by  surging  crowd  at 
subway  station  when  company  had  reason  to  anticipate  such  crowd  and  did  not 
exercise  ordinary  care  to  avoid  it;  Kennedy  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  32  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  28,  holding  railway  company  liable  for  injuries  to  passenger  by  boisterous 
crowd  in  depot  where  crowd  had  been  behaving  in  boisterous  and  disorderly 
manner  for  half  an  hour. 
Presmnptlon  of  neffllirenice* 

Cited  in  Green  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  293,  32  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
279,  holding  no  presumption  of  negligence  on  part  of  railway  company  is  raised 
by  passenger  falling  over  cuspidor  in  railway  station;  Christensen  v.  Oregon 
Short  Line  R.  Co.  35  Utah,  143,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  257,  99  Pac.  676,  18  Ann.  Cas. 
1169,  holding  negligence  on  part  of  a  railroad  company  will  not  be  inferred  from 
mere  fact  that  door  flammed  shut,  catching  the  hand  of  a  passenger. 

23  L.  R.  A.  609,  GOBRECHT  v.  CINCINNATI,  61  Ohio  St.  68,  36  N.  E.  782. 
CompenMntton  of  public  officers. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Henderson  v.  Koenig,  57  L.  R.  A.  659,  which  holds  void, 
statute  requiring  probate  judge  of  one  county  only,  to  accept  salary  instead  of 
fees. 
Definition  of  '<aaUiry.'» 

Cited  in  State  v.  Dimcan,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  App.  343,  holding  salary  is  a  compen- 
sation agreed  upon  between  en»/)loyer  and  employee,  or  settled  by  law  in  case  of 
public  officers  for  a  fixed  term  of  service  and  for  services  not  menial  in  their 
nature. 

—  'Within  mle  acnlnst  cluinflrliiar  aalary  of  officer  dnrlns  term. 

Cited  in  Theobald  v.  State,  10  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  177,  30  Ohio  C.  C.  416,  holding 
fees  are  not  salary  within  meaning  of  constitutional  prohibition  against  changing 
officer's  salary  during  his  term;  State  v.  Madison  County,  13  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec. 
100,  holding  pay  of  officer  based  upon  number  of  male  inhabitants  in  county 
where  officer  serves  is  not  "salary." 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  290)  on  applicability  to  nonconstitutional  of- 
ficer of  constitutional  provision  against  increase  of  salary  during  term. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Lewis,  8  Ohio  N.  P.  85,  10  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  539, 
holding  public  officer  employed  to  render  services  in  an  independent  employment, 
not  germane  or  incidental  to  his  official  duties  may  receive  additional  compen- 
sation therefor. 

23  L.  R.  A.  611,  BANK  OF  ANTIGO  v.  UNION  TRUST  CO.  149  Dl.  343,  36  N. 

E.  1029. 
Effect   of   payment   by   volunteer. 

Cited  in  Bouton  ▼.  Cameron,  99  III.  App.  621,  holding  volunteer  without  right 
of  subrogation. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  United  States  use  of  Fidelity  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Rundle,  52  L. 
R.  A.  505,  which  holds  money  furnished  to  pay  labor  claims  not  within  bonds  for 
paying  persons  supplying  principal  with  labor  or  materials  for  prosecuting  work. 

Cited  in  note   (16  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   234)  on  subrogation  of  one  paying  stranger *s 
debt. 
ESntire  and  divisible  contracts. 

Cited  in  Keeler  v.  Clifford,  165  111.  548,  46  N.  £.  248,  holding  contract  for  re- 
moval of  dirt,  payable  in  definite  instalments,  severable;  Spring  v.  Slayden-Kirk- 
sey  Woolen  Mills,  106  111.  App.  582,  and  Rothschild  Bros.  v.  Wise,  81  III.  App.  99, 
holding  contract  for  different  articles  bouglit  at  same  time  for  different  prices, 
serverable;  Robidoux  v.  Baltz,  153  III.  App.  102,  holding  that  contract  of  sale  is 
severable  if  distinct  deliveries  are  provided  for  and  price  to  be  paid  for  each  of 
such  deliveries  is  also  provided  for. 

Cited  in  note   (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  279)   on  complete  performance  as  essential  to 
cause  of  action  on  entire  contract. 
Limit   of   ponver   of  aarent   for   collection. 

Cited  in  Cooney  v.  United  States  Wringer  Co.  101  111.  App.  474,  holding  agent 
to  collect  powerless  to  bind  principal  by  anything  except  actual  collection  of 
money;  National  Bank  v.  American  Exch.  Bank,  151  Mo.  329,  74  Am.  St.  Rep. 
^27,  52  S.  W.  265,  holding  that  collecting  bank  takes  check  in  payment  of  draft 
at  its  own  risk;  Gowling  v.  American  Exp.  Co.  102  Mo.  App.  372,  76  S.  W.  712, 
holding  liability  of  collecting  agency  fixed  by  receiving  draft  instead  of  money  in 
payment  of  check. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(X.S.)  1180,  1182)  on  liability  of  bank  for  taking  check 
or  drafts  in  payment  of  paper  held  for  collection. 
AMHlirnment  of  fund  In  bank  by  check. 

Cited  in  Gage  Hotel  Co.  v.  Union  Nat.  Bank,  171  111.  535,  39  L.  R.  A,  481,  63 
Am.  St.  Rep.  270,  49  N.  E.  420,  holding  that  depositor  cannot,  by  arrangement 
with  bank,  prevent  application  of  future  deposits  in  payment  of  check:  Mer- 
•chants  Nat.  Bank  v.  Maple,  65  III.  App.  487,  upholding  right  of  bank  to  apply 
deposit  to  payment  of  note  of  drawer  and  another  before  presentment  of  checks 
withdrawing  deposit;  Staninger  v.  Tabor,  103  111.  App.  336,  holding  delivery  of 
check  for  payment  of  money,  assignment  pro  tanto  of  funds  on  deposit;  Hender- 
son V.  United  States  Nat.  Bank,  59  Neb.  283,  80  N.  W.  898,  holding  check  for 
larger  amount  than  sum  on  deposit  not  assi<Tnment  thereof. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Metropolitan  Nat.  Bank,  31 
\j.  R.  A.  653,  which  holds  acceptance  of  check  necessary  to  give  holder  right  of 
action  against  bank  for  refusal  to  pay ;  Raesser  v.  National  Exch.  Bank,  56  L.  R. 
A.  174,  which  holds  bank's  authority  to  pay  check,  working  assignment  pro  tanto 
of  fund,  not  revoked  by  depositor's  death;  Love  v.  Ardmore  Stock  Exchange,  67 
L.R.A.  617,  which  holds  check  on  open  bank  account  not  an  assignment  of  the 
fund  or  superior  to  subsequent  attachment  levied  on  such  fund  before  presenta- 
tion of  check  for  payment. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A. (N.S.)  83)  on  bank  draft  or  check  as  assignment  of 
funds  drawn  upon;  (80  Am.  St.  Rep.  873,  874)  on  liability  of  bank  for  refusing 
to  honor  checks. 

Distinguished  in  Pullen  v.  Placer  County  Bank,  138  Cal.  174,  94  Am.  St.  Rep. 
19,  71  Pac.  83,  holding  check,  without  consideration,  presented  after  death  of 
drawer  not  assignment  pro  tanto  of  fund  on  deposit;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Selden. 
62  L.  R.  A.  661,  56  C.  C.  A.  534,  120  Fed.  214,  holding  assignment  by  check  not 
such  as  to  entitle  holder  to  preference  over  creditors  of  national  bank  after 
insolvency. 
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CollectlMtf  b«nk  mm  aareat. 

Cited  in  Porter  v.  Roseman,  165  Ind.  268,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  222,  74  N.  E.  1105, 
0  Ann.  Cas.  718,  holding  where  plaintiff  deposited  notes,  executed  by  defendant's 
clerk,  in  his  bank  in  New  York,  and  such  bank  sent  them  to  an  Indiana  bank 
for  collection,  such  Indiana  bank  is  plaintiff's  agent  and  a  payment  to  such  bank 
is  a  payment  to  plaintiff. 

Cited  in  note  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  788)  on  title  of  bank  to  money  deposited  with 
or  collected  by  it. 

23  L.  R.  A.  615,  IRON  CITY  NAT.  BANK  ▼.  FT.  PITT  NAT.  BANK,  159  Pa. 

46,  28  Atl.  105. 
Payiuent  of  forired  imper. 

Cited  in  Land  Title  &  T.  Go.  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  Bank,  196  Pa.  235,  50  L.  R. 
A.  81,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  717,  46  Atl.  420,  holding  bank  not  liable  for  payment  of 
forged  check,  where  drawer  delivered  same  to  forger  believing  him  to  be  payee; 
United  Security  Co.  v.  Central  Nat.  Bank,  42  W.  N.  C.  149,  holding  bank  liable 
to  corporation  for  payment  of  check  on  forged  indorsement  by  corporation  agent; 
State  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  203  Pa.  73,  52  Atl.  13,  holding  bank  not  liable  for  pay* 
nient  of  forged  draft,  drawn  by  mistake  of  executor  in  favor  of  dead  legatee; 
Girard  Trust  Co.  v.  Boyd,  45  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  297,  holding  that  bank  may  recover 
from  customer  amount  of  foreign  check  which  was  fraudulently  raised,  where  it 
used  due  diligence  in  inquiring  as  to  payment  of  check;  Clark's  Estate,  58  Pittsb. 
L.  J.  88,  holding  that  bank  which  negligently  permitted  cashier  te  abstract  its 
funds  and  loan  them  to  water  company  can  claim  no  preference  for  such  loans; 
Houser  v.  National  Bank,  27  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  616,  holding  bank  liable  for  payment 
on  forged  indorsement  unless  drawer  of  check  omitted  to  exercise  ordinary  care 
and  prudence;  Califf  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  37  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  417,  holding  all  de- 
positors whose  check  has  been  paid  upon  a  forged  indorsement  need  do  to  render 
the  bank  liable  is  to  give  notice  promptly  according  to  the  circumstances  and 
usages  of  business;  National  Exch.  Bank  v.  United  States,  80  C.  C.  A.  632,  151 
Fed.  406,  Reversing  141  Fed.  210,  holding  te  recover  back  money  paid  upon 
forged  indorsement  of  commercial  paper  the  one  paying  the  same  must  notify 
the  one  to  whom  it  was  paid  within  a  reasonable  time  after  discovery  of  forgery; 
Murray  v.  Real  Estate  Title  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  39  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  444,  holding  delay  of 
two  weeks  after  discovery  of  forgery  in  notifying  bank  which  paid  check  will 
relieve  bank  from  liability. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Critten  v.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank,  67  L.  R.  A.  530,  which 
holds  bank  paying  plainly  altered  check  to  clerk  of  drawer,  without  asking  ex- 
planation, liable  for  loss  from  subsequent  payment  of  similar  checks. 

Cited  in  note  (10  L.R.A. (N.S.)  63,  65)  on  right  of  drawee  to  recover  money 
paid  on  forged  check  or  draft. 

Distinguished  in  McNeely  Co.  v.  Bank  of  North  America,  221  Pa.  598,  20 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  85,  70  Atl.  891,  holding  a  delay  of  three  months  in  giving  notice 
to  a  bank  of  a  forged  check  after  the  discovery  of  the  forgery  will  deprive  the 
depositor  of  the  right  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  check  from  the  bank. 

23  L.  R.  A.  618,  COREY  v.  WADSWORTH,  99  Ala.  68,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  29,  11 
So.  350. 

Report  of  second  appeal  in  118  Ala.  526,  44  L.  R.  A.  779,  26  So.  503. 
Preferences  by  Insolvents. 

Cited  in  Sabin  v.  Columbia  River  Lumber  &  Fuel  Co.  26  Or.  30,  42  Am.  St.  Rep. 
756,  35  Pac.  854,  and  O'Bear  Jewelry  Co.  v.  Volfer,  100  Ala.  213,  28  L.  R.  A.  710, 
54  Am.  St.  Rep.  31^  17  So.  625,  upholding  right  of  going  corporation  to  prefer 
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creditors;  Berney  Nat.  Bank  v.  Guyon,  111  Ala.  503,  20  So.  520,  holding  sale  ot 
•corporation  assets,  in  effect  an  unlawful  preference  of  controlling  directors,  void; 
Corey  v.  Wadsworth,  118  Ala.  526,  44.  L.  R,  A.  779,  footnote  p.  766,  25  So.  503, 
sustaining  preference  to  stockholder,  director,  and  president  of  insolyent  corpora- 
tion; Gay  V.  Brierfield  Coal  &  I.  Co.  (omitted  from  official  report  in  94  Ala.  332), 
16  L.  R.  A.  576,  11  So.  353,  holding  paid-in  capital  stock,  pledge  in  trust  pri- 
marily for  security  of  all  creditors;  Ingwersen  Bros.  y.  Edgecombe,  42  Neb.  744, 
60  N.  W.  1032,  and  W.  P.  Noble  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Mount  Pleasant  Co-op.  Inat.  12 
Utah,  235,  42  Pac.  869,  holding  preference  of  director  of  insolvent  corporation 
over  other  creditors  void;  Adams  &  W.  Co.  v.  Deyette,  8  S.  D.  147,  31  L.  R.  A. 
508,  footnote  p.  497,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  751,  65  N.  W.  471  (dissenting  opinion),  ma- 
jority denying  right  to  prefer  debt  for  money  borrowed  by  corporation  to  pur- 
chase its  own  stock ;  Lyons  Thomas  Hardware  Co.  v.  Perry  Stove  Mfg.  Co.  86  Tex. 
165,  22  L.  R.  A.  815,  holding  preferential  deed  of  trust  by  private  trading  cor- 
poration after  insolvency  void  as  against  unsecured  creditors;  State  v.  Bank  of 
Ogalalla,  65  Neb.  24,  90  N.  W.  961,  holding  certificates  of  deposit  issued  to  stock- 
holders of  insolvent  bank  void  as  to  creditors;  City  Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Leonard, 
168  Ala.  413,  53  So.  71,  holding  that  martgagee  of  proper.ty  of  corporation  may 
intervene  in  suit  against  corporation  seeking  decree  adjudging  it  insolvent  and 
•declaring  its  property  to  be  trust  fund  for  creditors,  and  ask  court  to  protect 
its  right  to  mortgaged  property;  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Goshen  Woolen  M.  Co.  35 
Ind.  App.  580,  69  N.  £.  206,  holding  the  directors,  who  are  also  creditors,  of  an 
insolvent  corporation  cannot  prefer  themselves  in  a  deed  ot  assignment  of  such 
corporation  after  insolvency,  when  their  votes  are  necessary  to  make  such 
preference. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  O'Donnell,  31  L.  R.  A.  265,  which 
'holds  valid,  securities  given  to  directors  by  insolvent  going  concern  to  obtain 
money  loaned  at  same  time;  American  Exch.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ward,  55  L.  R.  A.  356, 
which  sustains  chattel  mortgage  to  secure  just  demands  of  directors  of  insolvent 
•corporation;  National  Wall  Paper  Co.  v.  Columbia  Nat.  Bank,  56  L.  R.  A.  121, 
which  denies  right  to  prefer  debt  on  which  officers  and  directors  bound  as  sure- 
ties; Nappanee  Canning  Co.  v.  Reid,  M.  <&  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  199,  which  sustains 
right  to  prefer  unsecured  claims  of  directors  and  obligations  on  which  they  are 
liable. 

Cited  in  notes  (69  L.R.A.)  136)  on  recovering  for  services  and  expenses  under 
running  contract  with  corporation  ended  by  its  insolvency  and  dissolution;  (4.5 
Am.  St.  Rep.  832,  835,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  65,  76,  78)  on  preferences  by  insolvent 
corporations;  (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  409)  on  power  of  corporation  to  issue  fully  paid 
up  stock  and  debentures  at  a  discount. 

Distinguished  in  Mary  Lee  Coal  &  R.  Co.  v.  Knox,  110  Ala.  637,  19  So.  67,  up- 
holding preference  of  creditor  corporation  by  going  debtor  corporation,  directors 
and  stockholders  of  both  being  same  persons;  American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dallas  Tin- 
ware Mfg.  Co.  15  Tex.  Civ.  App.  635,  39  S.  W.  955,  upholding  right  to  acquire 
preference  by  attachment  on  assets  of  going,  although  insolvent,  corx>oration; 
Smith-Dimmick  Lumber  Co.  v.  Teague,  119  Ala.  393,  24  So.  4,  holding  that  re- 
lief from  mortgages  as  improper  preferences  will  not  be  granted  where  not  de- 
manded on  ground  of  such  preference. 
A.lIeirAtlon  of  Insolvency. 

Distinguished  in  Coal  City  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Hazard  Powder  Co.  108  Ala.  223, 
19  So.  392,  holding  allegation  that  alleged  fraudulent  grantor  is  and  was  insol- 
vent at  time  of  grant,  sufficient  allegation  of  insolvency. 
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'Wlien  eorporatlon  Is  InMolvent. 

Cited  in  State  y.  Cramer,  20  Idaho,  657,  119  Pac.  30,  holding  that  word  ''in- 
solvent'* as  used  in  code  in  relation  to  banks  means  that  bank  is  insolvent  when 
its  assets  are  of  such  character  that  it  is  unable  to  meet  demands  made  upon 
it  in  ordinary  course  of  business;  Steigerwalt  v.  Rife,  15  Lane.  L.  Rev.  279, 
holding  that  corporation  is  insolvent  when  assets  are  insufficient  to  pay  debts 
and  it  has  ceased  to  do  business;  Utica  Fire  Alarm  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Waggoner  Watch- 
man Clock  Co.  166  Mich.  627,  132  N.  W.  502,  holding  that  agreement  by  one 
corporation  with  another  permitting  latter  to  manufacture  and  sell  products 
which  corporation  proposed  to  produce  did  not  constitute  such  corporation 
going  concern;  Contra  Costa  Water  Co.  v.  Oakland,  159  Cal.  355,  113  Pac.  668 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  meaning  of  "going  concern"  as  corporation  still  prose- 
cuting its  business  with  prospect  and  expectation  of  continuing  to  do  so  even 
though  assets  insufficient  to  pay  debts. 

23  L.  R.  A.  622,  STROUSE  v.  LEIPF,  101  Ala.  433,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  122,  14  So. 

667. 
Contracts  and  torts  of  ntarrted  Troman. 

Cited  in  Burch  v.  Lowary,  131  Iowa,  722,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  443,  109  N.  W. 
282,  holding  a  married  woman  permitting  the  dogs  of  her  husband  to  remain 
upon  the  home  premises,  the  legal  title  of  which  is  in  her,  not  liable  as  owner 
of  the  dogs  for  injuries  caused  by  them;  Strauss  v.  Glass,  108  Ala.  549,  18  So. 
526,  holding  under  statute  wife  has  no  capacity  to  contract  except  in  writing  and 
with  the  written  assent  of  her  husband. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R.A.  521)  on  liability  of  husband  and  wife  for  wife's 
libel  and  slander;  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1006)  on  effect  of  married  women's  acts 
upon  husband's  liability  for  wife's  torts;  (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  531,  532)  on  liability 
of  married  woman  for  use  and  safety  of  premises  owned  by  her;  (92  Am.  St. 
Rep.  170)  on  liability  of  husband  for  torts  of  wife;  (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  157,  159) 
on  liability  of  married  women  for  torts. 

Distinguished  in  Graham  v.  Tucker,  56  Fla.  314,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  534,  131  Am. 
St.  Rep.  124,  47  So.  563,  holding  under  laws  of  Florida  married  woman  not  liable 
for  torts  committed  in  connection  with  the  separate  estate. 

Qualified  and  held  obiter  in  Strauss  v.  Glass,  108  Ala.  549,  18  So.  526,  holding 
that  married  woman'  not  engaged  in  trade  or  business,  without  power  to  make 
verbal  contract,  either  with  or  without  husband's  consent. 
Lilablllty  for  harbortns  viclona  dogr. 

Cited  in  Speckmann  v.  Kreig,  70  Mo.  App.  381,  holding  that  knowingly  keeping 
vicious  dog  is  at  owner's  peril;  Ayers  v.  Macoughtry,  29  Okla.  409,  37  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  872,  117  Pac.  1088,  holding  that  keeping  of  dog  with  knowledge  on  part 
of  owner  or  his  wife  that  same  had  bitten  several  persons  renders  owner  liable 
for  injury  by  dog. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Martinez  v.  Bernhard,  65  L.  R.  A.  671,  which  denies  lia- 
bility for  bite  by  dog  not  known  to  bite  before;  Crowley  v.  Groonell,  55  L.  R. 
A.  876,  which  holds  owner  liable  for  assault  by  dog,  due  to  known  playful  pro- 
pensity. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1166)  on  liability  for  injury  by  animal  known 
to  be  dangerous,  in  absence  of  negligence;    (24  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    460)   on  scienter 
necessary  to  owner's  liability  for  injury  by  dog;    (2  Brit.  Rul.  Cas.  20)   on  lia- 
bility of  keeper  of  dangerous  animal  in  absence  of  negligence  on  his  part. 
Ploadlns  ineonslstont  d«fen«e»« 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  197,  209)  on  right  to  plead  inconsistent  defenses. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  628,  McNEILL  v.  HAGERTY,  61  Ohio  St.  256,  37  N.  E.  526. 
Insolvent   eatates. 

Cited  in  Havens  v.  Horton,  53  Ohio  St.  345,  41  N.  E.  263,  holding  jurisdiction 
of  probate  court  under  deed  of  assignment  not  ousted  by  action  by  mortgagee  to 
foreclose  mortgage;  Wambaugh  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  59  Ohio  St. 
246,  62  N.  E.  839,  holding  that  legal  title  to  property  upon  removal  of  assignee 
and  appointment  of  trustee  vests  in  latter;  Re  Pettibone  Mfg.  Co.  3  Ohio  N.  P. 
43,  upholding  jurisdiction  of  probate  court  or  its  successor  to  entertain  petition 
to  set  aside  assignment  of  claim  against  insolvent  estate,  induced  by  fraud;  Re 
Jones,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  107,  holding  deed  conveying  all  of  grantor's  property  for 
creditor's,  ordinary  deed  of  assignment;  Re  Jackson  Brewing  Co.  4  Ohio  N-  P^ 
244,  holding  personal  property  in  hands  of  general  assignee  not  taxable,  although 
assignor's  business  continued  by  assignee;  Sandheger  v.  Banner  Brewing  Co.  6 
Ohio  N.  Y.  411,  upholding  right  of  county  treasurer  to  collect  taxes  on  personal 
property  in  receiver's  liands. 

Distinguished  in  French  v.  Bobe,  64  Ohio  St.  338,  60  N.  E.  292,  holding  personal 
property  in  hands  of  assignee,  held  for  manufacturing  purposes,  not  exempt  from 
taxation;  Re  Robb,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  53,  holding  funds  of  insolvent  estate  in  hands 
of  administrator  subject  to  taxation;  Baker  v.  French,  18  Ohio  C.  C.  422,  hold- 
ing real  estate  in  hands  of  general  assignee  not  exempt  from  taxation. 
Taxation    of  property  of   Innolvent. 

Cited  in  Re  Boyd,  138  Iowa,  690,  17  L.P.A.(N.S.)  1220,  116  N.  W.  700,  holding 
referee  in  partition  appointed  by  court  not  personally  liable  for  taxes  on  con- 
tracts for  sale  of  land  made  by  him,  he  having  no  pecuniary  interest  therein; 
Re  Robb,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  63,  6  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  229,  holding  fund  in  hands  of 
administrator  of  insolvent  estate  is  taxable;  Gregg  v.  Hammond,  4  Ohio  N.  P. 
N.  S.  216,  16  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  550,  holding  funds  in  bank  to  credit  of  ad- 
ministrators resulting  from  sale  of  intestate's  real  estate  to  pay  debts,  out  of 
which  mortgagees  have  been  ordered  paid  are  taxable. 

Distinguished  in  Myers  v.  Com.  110  Va.  602,  66  S.  E.  824,  holding  under  stat- 
utes money  arising  from  sale  of  debtor's  personal  property  at  suit  of  creditors  is 
amenable  to  taxes  before  report  of  debts  has  been  made. 
Jnrladlctlon   of    estate    of    Insolvent. 

Cited  in  Union  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Pike  Bldg.  Co.  1  Ohio  N.  P.  X.  S.  457,  14 
Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  404,  on  exclusiveness  of  jurisdiction  of  probate  court  over 
property  of  debtor  making  assignment  therein :  Adlard  v.  Stockstill.  5  Ohio  N.  P. 
488,  5  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  495,  holding  probate  court  has  jurisdiction  to  reform 
mortgage  in  action  by  assignee  to  sell  real  estate  of  assignor  and  mortgage  may 
be  reformed  after  property  has  passed  into  hands  of  assignee  for  benefit  of 
creditors;  Re  Jones,  5  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  240,  holding  that  probate  court  has 
jurisdiction  of  proceeding  to  remove  assignee  for  creditors. 
Time  of  passlnar  of  title  by  aiMlfipnnient  for  creditors. 

Cited  in  Mansfield  Sav.  Bank  v.  Post,  12  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  242,  holding 
assignment  which  by  operation  of  law  is  fraudulent  as  to  creditors  takes  effect 
a.2  assignment  in  trust  for  benefit  of  creditors  from  the  date  thereof  rutlier 
than  the  time  the  fraud  is  discovered. 
Creditor's  rlgrhts  In  Insolvent's  property. 

Cited  in  Jelke  v.  Stallo,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  30,  1  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  61,  holding 
creditor  is  entitled  to  allowance  of  claim  as  it  stood  at  date  of  assignment  for 
benefit  of  creditors  and  to  receive  dividends  on  whole  claim,  thongh  subsequent 
to  assignment  claim  was  reduced  by  application  of  proeeeda  ol  mortgaged 
property. 
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'^axstloM  of  boMds. 

Distinguished  in  Tafel  v.  Lewis,  75  Ohio  St.  195,  78  N.  E.  1003,  holding  that 
Ijonds  coming  into  the  possession  of  a  resident  ex.ecutor  by  appointment  by 
-the  local  court  are  taxable  at  his  residence  though  the  testator  was  a  non-resi- 
dent at  his  death,  as  are  the  devisees. 

23  L.  R.  A.  632,  RHODES  v.  WALSH,  65  Minn.  542,  57  N.  W.  212. 

Report  of  later  appeal  in  58  Minn.  200,  59  N.  W.  1000. 
PrtTtleare*  fron  scrTlce  of  proceas  or  arrest. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel  Isenring  v.  Polacheck,  101  Wis.  434,  77  N.  W.  708,  hold- 
ing exemption  of  legislator  from  arrest  a  mere  personal  privilege,  entitling  him  to 
discharge  on  pleading  it;  Berlet  v.  Weary,  67  Neb.  84,  60  L.R.A.  613,  footnote  p. 
609,  93  N.  W.  238,  authorizing  service  of  summons  on  member  of  legislature  dur- 
ing legislative  session;  Greenleaf  v.  People's  Bank,  133  N.  C.  300,  63  L.R.A.  503, 
98  Am.  St.  Rep.  709,  45  S.  £.  638,  upholding  service  of  summons  on  nonresident 
attorney  in  state  representing  clients  in  matter  pending  in  Federal  court; 
Berlet  v.  Weary,  67  Neb.  84,  60  L.R.A.  613,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  616,  93  N.  W. 
238,  2  Ann.  Cas.  610,  holding  that  a  member  of  the  legislature  is  not  exempt 
from  the  service  of  civil  process,  during  a  session. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Worth  v.  Norton,  45  L.  R,  A.  563,  which  denies  privilege 
from  service  in  civil  action  to  Congressman  absent  on  private  business. 

Cited  in  notes  (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  535)  on  exemption  from  service  of  civil 
process;    (52  L.  ed.  U.  S.  279)  on  privilege  of  members  of  Congress  from  suit. 

Disapproved  in  effect  in  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  Street  R.  Co.  74  Fed. 
444,  setting  aside  service  of  subpoena  on  attorney  coming  within  jurisdiction  on 
business  of  client,  made  before  he  had  had  reasonable  time  to  depart. 

23  L.  R.  A.  639,  OAKDALE  MFG.  CO.  v.  GARST,  18  R.  L  484,  49  Am.  St.  Rep. 

784,  28  Atl.  973. 
Contracts  In  restraint  of  trade. 

Cited  in  Tillinghast  v.  Boothby,  20  R.  I.  60,  37  Atl.  344,  upholding  contract  not 
to  practise  dentistry  in  specified  county;  Lanzit  v.  J.  W.  Sefton  ]Mfg.  Co.  83 
111.  App.  179,  upholding  portion  of  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  in  so  far  as 
it  limited  operation  to  two  states  named;  Anchor  Electric  Co.  v.  Hawkes,  171 
Mass.  106,  41  L.  R.  A.  192,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  403,  50  X.  E.  509,  upholding  agree- 
ment by  officers  of  corporation  not  to  engage  in  business  for  five  years;  Ander- 
son v.  Rowland,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  462,  44  S.  W.  911,  upholding  validity  of  deed 
binding  grantor  not  to  permit  running  of  saloon  in  same  block  for  five  years; 
Artistic  Porcelain  Co.  v.  Boch,  76  N.  J.  Eq.  537,  74  Atl.  680,  holding  that  provid- 
ing that  covenantor  will  not  engage  in  manufacture  or  sale  of  white  porcelain 
knobs,  for  period  of  approximately  five  years  is  reasonable;  Prame  v.  Ferrell, 
92  C.  C.  A.  374,  166  Fed.  705,  holding  contract  in  partial  restraint  of  trade 
reasonable  and  valid;  Knight  &  J.  Co.  v.  Miller,  172  Ind.  47,  87  N.  £.  823,  18 
Ann.  Cas.  1146,  holding  anti-trust  act  prohibiting  contracts  and  combinations 
in  restraint  of  trade  does  not  deny  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws;  State  v. 
Eastern  Coal  Co.  29  R.  I.  262,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  817,  70  Atl.  1,  holding  that  the 
test  of  an  illegal  monopoly  is  the  restraint  of  trade  to  the  detriment  of  the 
public,  and  not  every  combination  is  illegal;  Multer  v.  Knibbs,  193  Mass.  358, 
9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  322,  79  N.  E.  762,  9  Ann.  Cas.  958,  holding  that  a  reasonable 
restraint  upon  another  selling  his  business  and  good-will,  not  to  commence  busi- 
ness again,  is  valid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kramer  v.  Old,  34  L.  R.  A.  389,  which  sustains  contract 
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restricting  seller  from  engaging  in  milling  business  in  vicinity  of  certain  city; 
Clark  ▼.  Needliam,  51  L.  R.  A.  785,  which  holds  void,  lease  of  manufaeturing 
machinery  with  agreement  against  lessor  engaging  in  business  for  five  years; 
Bancroft  v.  Union  Embossing  Co.  64  L.  R.  A.  298,  which  sustains  contract  by 
one  selling  right  to  manufacture  and  sell  machine  invented  by  him  not  to  make, 
or  transfer  to  others  right  to  make,  such  machines;  Eugene  Dietzgen  Co.  v. 
Kokosky,  66  L.R.A.  503,  which  sustains  right  to  injunction  against  member 
of  former  partnership  agreeing  on  sale  of  business  not  to  engage  directly  or  in- 
directly in  competitive  business  within  specified ^city  for  designated  period  from 
continuing  in  rival  business  into  which  he  entered  in  violation  of  such  agree- 
ment. 

Cited  in  notes  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  840)  on  validity  of  agreement  not  to  com- 
pete, ancillary  to  sale  or  lease,  as  affected  by  covenantee's  purpose  to  procure 
monopoly;  (24  L.R.A. (N.S.)  920,  023)  on  validity  of  agreement  in  restraint 
of  trade,  ancillary  to  sale  of  business  or  profession,  as  affected  by  territorial 
scope;  (74  Am.  St.  Hep.  238,  241)  on  combinations  constituting  unlawful 
trusts;  (52  L.  ed.  U.  S.  867)  on  validity  of  agreement  not  to  compete,  ancillarr 
to  sale  or  lease  of  property,  as  affected  by  covenantee's  purpose  to  procure  a 
monopoly. 
RecoarnttlOB  or  exclusion  of  foreign  corpoimtlona* 

Cited  in  Stephenson  v.  Dodson,  11  North.  Co.  Rep.  54,  holding  that  members 
of  unregistered  foreign  corporation  having  office  and  doing  business  here,  are 
not  liable  as  partners  on  bonds  issued  under  corporate  seal;  State  ex  rel.  Brown 
Contracting  &  Bldg.  Co.  v.  Cook,  181  Mo.  608,  80  S.  W.  029,  holding  so  long  as 
a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  another  state  by  citizens  resident 
within  this  state  pursues  a  lawful  business  and  violates  no  law  of  this  state, 
the  Secretary  of  State  cannot  refuse  it  a  license  to  do  business  in  this  state. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  202)  on  recognition  or  exclusion  of  foreign  corpo- 
rations. 

23  L.  R.  A.  642,  YOUNG  v.  YOUNG,  89  Va.  675,  17  S.  E.  470. 
Contlnflrent  and  expectant  Interots  In  property. 

Cited  in  Methodist-Protestant  Church  v.  Young,  130  N.  C.  13,  40  S.  E.  691, 
holding  testator  and  daughter  without  interest  in  land  so  that  it  could  be  willed 
at  their  death,  where  church  had  received  the  fee  subject  to  condition  which 
was  not  broken  until  after  their  death;  Perrigo  v,  Milwaukee,  92  Wis.  242,  65 
N.  W.  1025,  holding  expectancy  of  payment  of  balance  of  purchase  price  of  land 
sold  city  not  taxable;  Howbert  v.  Cauthom,  100  Va.  658,  42  S.  E.  683,  holding 
contingent  remainder  not  subject  to  attachment  for  debt;  Nichols  v.  Guthrie,  109 
Tenn.  541,  73  S.  W.  107,  and  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  118  Iowa,  416,  92  N.  W.  71, 
holding  contingent  interest  in  land  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under  execution, 
and  referring  particularly  to  annotation  in  23  L.  R.  A.  642;  McDonald  v.  Bayard 
Sav.  Bank,  123  Iowa,  418,  98  N.  W.  1025,  holding,  under  statute,  that  contin- 
gent interest  in  estate  may  be  conveyed  by  deed;  Smith  v.  Smith,  112  Va.  621, 
72  S.  E.  119,  holding  that  under  statute,  devisees  of  land  have  right  to  re- 
linquish their  contingent  interests  therein;  Moore  v.  Sharpe,  91  Ark.  417,  23 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  942,  121  S.  W.  341,  holding  under  statute  right  of  re-entry  after 
condition  broken  is  assignable;  Wilson  v.  Langhorne,  102  Va.  640,  47  S.  £.  871, 
holding  under  statute  contingent  remainder  may  be  transferred  by  deed  or  will, 
Hartigan  v.  Hartigan,  65  W.  Va.  475,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  973,  64  S.  E.  726,  17 
Ann.  Cas.  728,  holding  within  the  meaning  of  the  word  "interest"  there  is 
usually  embraced  a  mere  contingent  or  inchoate  interest. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chase  v.  York  County  Sav.  Bank,  32  L.  R.  A.  785,  which 
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holds  interest  in  tmst  for  diyision  of  proceeds  of  sales  not  subject  to  levy; 
Hardy  v.  Gunn,  45  L.  R.  A.  804,  which  holds  homestead  not  subject  to  execution 
on  judgment  for  use  and  occupation  of  other  land. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.  R.  A.  595)  on  validity  of  transaction  between  heir  and 
ancestor,  relating  to  former's  expectancy;  (27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  457)  on  what  con- 
tingent interest  may  be  reached  by  creditors'  bill;  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  115)  on 
expectant  and  contingent  interests  in  realty  as  subject  of  attachment  or  exe- 
cution;   (35  L.R.A.(K.S.)    766)   on  effect  of  conveyance  of  land  held  adversely. 

23  L.  R.  A.  650,  O'CONNOR  v.  WALTER,  37  Neb.  267,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  486, 

55  N.  W.  867. 
EtasIoii  of  exemption  Iatts  of  debtor's  domlefl. 

Cited  in  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Fleming,  39  Neb.  691,  23  L.  R.  A.  214,  42  Am. 
St.  Rep.  613,  58  N.  W.  226,  holding  wages  due  citizens  of  Nebraska,  garnished 
in  foreign  state,  recoverable  under  statute;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Sturm,. 
174  U.  S.  718,  43  L.  ed.  1147,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  797,  holding  that  full  faith  should 
be  given  garnishment  proceedings  begun  in  courts  of  foreign  states. 

Cited  in  notes   (36  L.  R.  A.  582)   on  debtor's  right  of  action  against  creditor 
for  collecting  debt  in  another  jurisdiction  in  evasion  of  exemption  laws  of  their 
domicil;   (47  L.  R.  A.  134)  on  effect  of  judgment  against  garnishee  to  merge  or 
satisfy  liability  of  principal  debtor. 
Litabllity  of  platntllf  In   execution  for  y/vrongtul  levy. 

Cited  in  Parketon  v.  Pugsley,  142  Mo.  App.  647,  121  S.  W.  789,  holding  to- 
sustain  an  action  against  execution  plaintiff  for  directing  an  officer  to  levy  and 
sell  property  which  is  exempt  if  such  property  is  not  specifically  exempted  by 
statute,  it  is  essential  for  it  to  be  brought  within  the  protection  of  the  statute- 
by  performance  of  necessary  antecedent  acts  on  part  of  execution  defendant. 
QAmlsl&Btent  mm  satisfaction  of  debt. 

Cited  in  note  (77  Am.  St.  Rep.  545)  on  garnishment  as  satisfaction  of 
principal  debt. 

23  L.  R.  A.  652,  FIDELITY  t  D.  CO.  v.  HAINES,  78  Md.  454,  28  Atl.  393. 
Statutes  reanlrinv  tmstees  to  file  bonds. 

Cited  in  Talbott  v.  Leatherbury,  92  Md.  169,  48  Atl.  733,  holding  deed  to  hold 
until  given  time  and  convey  to  cestuia  que  trusts^  with  incidental  power  of 
sale,  not  within  statute  requiring  trustee  to  file  bond;  Keane  v.  Chamberlain, 
14  App.  D.  C.  107,  holding  passing  of  title  to  land  in  foreign  state  to  assignee 
subject  to  statute  requiring  filing  of  approved  bond. 

Distinguished  in  Moore  v.  Land  Title  &  T.  Co.  82  Md.  290,  33  Atl.  641,  hold- 
ing statute  requiring  general  assignee  to  file  approved  bond  not  applicable  to- 
nonr^ident  conveying  personal  property  in  state. 
A-vallablllty  of  connterclaim. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.RJk.(N.S.)  603)  on  right  of  surety  or  principal  to  inter- 
pose independent  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  latter  as  defense  or  counterclaim. 
Setoff  or  reconpment. 

Cited  in  American  Towing  Lightering  Co.  v.  Baker-Whiteley  Coal  Co.  Ill 
Md.  523,  75  Atl.  341,  as  to  when  recoupment  will  be  allowed;  Richardson  v. 
Anderson,  109  Md.  648,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  399,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  643,  72  Atl.  485, 
holding  claim  not  due  till  after  assignment  cannot  be  set  off  against  assignee 

in  insolvency. 

Cited  in  note  (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  679,  693,  595)  on  equitable  set-off  after  in- 
solvency. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  654,  CHICAGO  &  N.  W.  R.  CO.  v.  PRESCOTT,  8  C.  C.  A.  109,  19 

U.  S.  App.  291,  59  Fed.  237. 
Proximate  caune  of  Injnry. 

Cited  in  Meisner  v.  Dillon,  29  Mont.  121,  74  Pac.  130,  holding  that  wliere  of 
two  concurring  causes  one  is  the  result  of  defendant's  negligence  and  the  other 
is  not  the  fault  of  either  party,  defendant  will  be  held  liable. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Shields  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  680,  whieh 
holds  obstruction  of  highway  by  excursion  train  not  proximate  cause  of  injury 
to  travelers  on  highway  by  passenger's  misconduct. 

Cited  in  note    (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)    742)    on  obstruction  in  street  as  proxima*« 
cause  of  injury  resulting  from  fright  of  horse. 
Duty   of    traveler   to   look   at    railroad   crosslnars. 

Cited  in  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  Schultz,  106  C.  C.  A.  23,  183  Fed.  675,  holding  that 
man  driving  loaded  wagon  about  to  cross  railroad  tracks,  for  whom  safety  gate» 
were  opened,  discharges  his  legal  duty,  if  he  uses  senses  of  sight  and  hearing 
for  his  protection;  Texas  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Randall,  51  Tex.  Civ.  App.  252,  113  X. 
W.  180,  holding  that  person  is  not  necessarily  guilty  of  contributory  n^Iigenee 
in  attempting  to  drive  shying  horse  over  defective  railroad  crossing  partially 
obstructed  by  box  car. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  54  L.  R.  A.  803,  which 
holds  that  failure  to  look  when  within  30  feet  of  track  does  not  prevent  recov- 
ery; Keenan  v.  Union  Traction  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  217,  which  holds  failure  to  look 
for  train  when  within  35  feet  of  track,  negligence. 

Cited  in  note  (11  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  966)  on  negligence  in  passing  in  front  of 
engine  or  cars  standing  near  street  crossing. 

Distinguished  in  Tiffin  v.  St.  Louis  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  78  Ark.  61,  93  S.  W.  564, 
on  act  of  agent  of  company  in  putting  plaintiff  off  his  guard  aa  excusing  con- 
tributory  negligence. 
Q,ae«ttoiis  for  Sxtry. 

Cited  in  Lundeen  v.  Livingston  Electric  Light  Co.  17  Mont.  37,  41  Pac.  995. 
holding  question  whether  post  and  guy  wire  obstruct  use  of  street,  for  jurj': 
Laible  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  13  App.  Div.  580,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  Uxis, 
holding  question  whether  carriers  negligently  obstructed  highway  and  exer- 
cised due  care  in  operation  of  trains,  for  jury;  Dieckmann  v.  Chicago  &  X.  W. 
R.  Co.  145  Iowa,  274,  31  L.R.A.(y.S.)  349,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  420,  121  X.  \V. 
676,  holding  that  contributory  negligence  of  passenger  in  attempting  to  cross 
track  at  night  to  board  train  after  it  is  announced  and  approaching,  is  for 
jury. 
Knoi^ledgre  of  defect  aa  proof  of  contrlbatorjr  nenrlltrence. 

Cited  in  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Grisom,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  631,  82  S.  W. 
671,  holding  doctrine  of  assumed  risk  inapplicable  where  plaintiff  who  was  not 
a  railway  employee  attempted  to  pass  between  cars  negligently  left  on  crossing; 
Ft,  Worth  &  R.  G.  Co.  v.  Morris,  45  Tex.  Civ.  App.  601,  101*  S.  W.  1038,  hold- 
ing that  plaintiff  was  not  per  se  guilty  of  contributor}'  negligence  in  attempt- 
ing to  drive  a  nervous  horse  past  a  car  negligently  left  in  street;  Wiens  v. 
Ebel,  69  Kan.  705,  77  Pac.  553,  holding  plaintiff  not  guilty  of  contributonr 
negligence  pe  se  in  walking  into  excavation  in  sidewalk  where  no  guards  or 
warnings  were  placed,  although  she  had  previous  knowledge  of  the  excavation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wheat  v.  St.  Louis,  64  L.  R.  A.  292,  which  holds  recovery 
for  injury  due  to  overturning  of  wagon  by  driving  on  manhole  projecting  above 
■urface  of  street,  prevented  by  knowledge  of  injured  person  of  its  existence. 
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^liability  for  obstmctlon  of  street  br  railroad. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.R.A.(N,S.)  626)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  obstruc- 
tion of  street  by  railroad. 

23  L.  R.  A.  658,  HICKJMAN  v.  KANSAS,  120  Mo.  110,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  684,  25 

S.  W.  226. 
Self-execntlnv  constltntlonal   provlsiona. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Kyle,  166  Mo.  302,  56  L.  R.  A.  120,  footnote  p.  115,  65  S. 
W.  763,  holding  self-operating,  constitutional  amendment  for  criminal  prosecu- 
tion by  indictment  or  information  only;  Ex  parte  McNaught,  23  Okla.  293,  100 
Pac.  27,  Affirming  1  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  557,  99  Pac.  241,  holding  same;  Ex  parte 
Show,  4  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  429,  113  Pac.  1062,  holding  that  section  4a  of  article  3, 
of  constitution,  prescribing  educational  qualification  for  certain  voters,  is  self- 
executing;  State  ex  rel.  Stringfellow  v.  Chouteau  County,  42  Mont.  76,  111  Pac. 
144,  holding  that  provision  in  constitution  that  no  county  seat  shall  be  removed 
unless  upon  vote  of  majority  of  electors  is  so  far  as  it  relates  to  vote  required, 
self-executing;  McGrew  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  230  Mo.  549,  132  S.  W.  1076,  hold- 
ing that  if  right  is  created  by  constitution  it  can  be  enforced  without  legislative 
action;  Johnson  v.  St.  Louis,  137  Fed.  441,  holding  constitutional  provision 
that  "private  property  shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged  for  public  use  without  just 
compensation,"  self -executing ;  Stevens  v.  Benson,  50  Or.  275,  91  Pac.  577,  hold- 
ing constitutional  provision  reserving  to  the  people  initiative  and  referendum 
powers,  and  providing  for  submission  of  legislation  to  voters,  is  self-executing. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Anderson  v.  Whatcom  County,  33  L.  R.  A.  137,  which 
holds  constitutional  provision  for  justices  of  peace  receiving  salary  instead  of 
fees,  self-executing;  Criswell  v.  Montana  C.  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  554,  which  holds 
act  imposing  liability  on  domestic  railroad  companies  for  fellow  servant's  neg- 
ligence abrogated  by  adopting  Constitution  prohibiting  special  privileges  to  for- 
eign corporations;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Ihlenberg,  34  L.  R.  A.  393,  which  holds 
constitutional  provision  that  employee's  knowledge  of  defect  shall  be  no  defense 
to  action  for  injury,  self-executing. 
Camnlatlve  remedlea. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  St  Joseph,  122  Mo.  646,  27  S.  W.  344,  holding  failure  to 
appropriate  money  for  damages  to  abutting  owner  by  change  of  street  grade  as 
required  by  statute,  no  defense  to  action  therefor;  Markowitz  v.  Kansas  City, 
126  Mo.  489,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  498,  28  S.  W.  642,  holding  statutory  remedy  to 
ascertain  damages  by  reason  of  changed  street  grade  not  exclusive;  MacMurray- 
Judge  Architectural  Iron  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  138  Mo.  618,  39  S.  W.  467,  holding 
damages  not  recoverable  in  injunction  proceeding  restraining  city  from  chang- 
ing grade  of  street;  People's  R.  Co.  v.  Grand  Avenue  R.  Co.  149  Mo.  253,  50 
S.  W.  829,  holding  statutory  remedy,  if  adequate,  must  be  pursued,  where  new 
duty  or  cause  of  action  is  created  by  such  statute;  Bowles  v.  Abrahams,  65 
Mo.  App.  13,  holding  statutory  remedy  for  damage  by  animals  running  at  large 
not  exclusive;  Walker  v.  Sedalia,  74  Mo.  App.  74,  upholding  common-law  right 
of  action,  independent  of  statute,  for  damages  to  abutting  owner  by  change  of 
street  grade;  Johnson  v.  Johnson.  72  Mo.  App.  390,  holding  heirs  riot  prevented 
from  objecting  to  final  settlement  of  administrator's  accounts  because  of  cumu> 
lative  remedy  on  bond;  St.  Louis  v.  Hollrah,  175  Mo.  85,  74  S.  W.  996,  holding 
common-law  action  for  necessaries  furnished  lunatic  not  taken  away  by  statute 
providing  for  presenting  such  claims  to  probate  court;  Walsh  v.  Association  of 
Master  Plumbers,  97  Mo.  App.  295,  71  S.  W.  455,  holding  prior  remedy  not  taken 
away  by  statute  providing  additional  remedy  for  combinations  in  restraint  of 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 73. 
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trade;  Blackwell,  E.  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  &  St.  L.  &  S.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Bebout,  19  Okla. 
72;  9  Pac.  877,  14  Ann.  Cas.  1145,  holding  after  a  railroad  company  has  entered 
upon  private  lands  and  appropriated  its  right  of  way,  either  party  may  insti- 
tute condemnation  proceedings  to  ascertain  the  damages  or  the  land  owner  may 
sue  for  damages. 
Taklncr  OF  damagringr  private  property  for  public  a«e« 

Cited  in  Ruckert  v.  Grand  Ave.  R.  Co.  163  Mo.  278,  63  S.  W.  814,  holding 
action  for  damages  for  laying  of  street  railway  not  maintainable  by  abutting 
owner,  unless  specially  injured;  St.  Louis,  K.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Knapp-Stout  &: 
Co.  Co.  160  Mo,  414,  61  S.  VV.  300,  holding  rule  as  to  taking  of  property  for  pub- 
lic use  not  affected  by  addition  in  Constitution  of  words  "or  damaged;"  Waldroii 
v.  Kansas  City,  69  Mo.  App.  52,  holding  failure  to  instruct  that  cousequential 
damages  are  recoverable  only  for  material  change  of  grade,  immaterial  where 
evidence  showed  10-foot  cut;  Eachus  v.  Los  Angeles  Consol.  Electric  K.  Co.  103 
Oal.  621,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  149,  37  Pac.  750,  holding  action  maintainable  by  abut- 
ting owner  against  railroad  for  damages  caused  by  excavation  in  street  in  front 
of  premises;  Paris  Fountain  Water  Co.  v.  Greenville,  53  S.  C.  89,  30  S.  E.  699, 
holding  damages  recoverable  by  water  company  for  change  of  grade  of  street; 
Blair  v.  Charleston,  43  W.  Va.  65,  35  L.  R.  A.  855,  footnote  p.  852,  64  Am.  St. 
Rep.  837,  26  S.  E.  341,  sustaining  right  of  purchaser  after  paper  grade  line 
established  to  recover  damages  for  change  of  grade;  Less  v.  Butte,  28  Mont.  32, 
61  L.  R.  A.  603,  footnote  p.  601,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  545,  72  Pac.  140,  requiring 
compensation  for  injury  to  abutting  property  by  original  establishment  of  street 
grade;  Barfield  v.  Gleason,  111  Ky.  521,  63  S.  W.  964,  holding  ordinance  for  street 
improvement  not  void  because  of  failure  to  provide  for  compensation  for  in- 
jury to  abutting  property;  Whelan  v.  Plattsmouth,  87  Neb.  828,  128  N.  W.  520. 
to  the  point  that  request  by  abutting  owner  that  grading  of  street  be  performed 
in  workmanlike  manner  does  not  estop  him  from  recovering  damages;  Quinn  v. 
Columbia,  152  Mo.  App.  516,  133  S.  W.  663,  holding  that  abutting  property 
owner  has  redress  in  damages  where  there  is  material  change  of  grade  of  street 
from  natural  surface. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ressegieu  v.  Sioux  City,  28  L.  R.  A.  389,  which  upholds 
right  to  recover  for  injury  to  building  by  change  of  street  grade,  esUtblished  by 
ordinance  only;  Searle  v.  Lead,  39  L.  R.  A.  345,  which  denies  right  to  grade 
street  in  front  of  premises  without  making  compensation. 

Cited  in  notes  (67  L.R.A.  257;  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1152)  on  municipal  liability 
for  defective  plan  of  street  construction;  (68  L.R.A.  698)  on  liabilitv  for  re- 
moval  of  lateral  or  subjacent  support  of  land  in  its  natural  condition;  (28 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  970)  on  right  of  one  whose  property  taken  for  public  use  without 
consent  or  condemnation,  to  maintain  action  for  compensation  or  permanent 
damages;  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1195,  1201)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  injury 
to  abutting  property  from  changing  street  grade  under  constitutional  provision 
against  "damaging"  private  property  for  public  use  without  compensation: 
(109  Am.  St.  Rep.  911)  on  what  constitutes  "damage"  to  property  within  pro- 
vision  that  property  shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged  for  public  use  without  com- 
pensation. 

Distinguished  in  Johnson  v.  St.  Louis,  96  C.  C.  A.  617,  172  Fed.  36,  18  Ann.  Cas. 
949,   holding  under  constitution  of  Missouri   no  damages  can  be  recovered  bv 
owner  of  adjoining  building  for  injury  caused  by  laying  sewer. 
Interference  -vrlth  vested  rffclits. 

Cited  in  Westport  v.  MulhoUand,  169  Mo.  97,  53  L.  R.  A.  444,  60  S.  W.  77,. 
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Keversing  84  Mo.  App.  322,  holding  railroad  taken  into  city  on  extension  of 
limits  of  municipality  not  exempt  from  municipal  police  regulation. 
Rule  an  to  deduction  of  **beneflts." 

Cited  in  Cole  v.  St.  Louis,  132  Mo.  640,  34  8.  W.  469,  holding  general  benefits 
not  deductible  from  damages  to  property  by  chancre  of  street  grade;  Hook  v. 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  133  Mo.  321,  34  S.  W.  549,  holding  that  greater  convenience 
of  access  of  people  to  other  local  road  leading  to  railroad  station  does  not  show 
pciculiar  benefit  to  company  from  opening  of  highway  over  its  track;  St.  Louis^ 
O.  H.  &  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Fowler,  142  Mo.  680,  44  S.  W.  771,  holding  switching  privi- 
leges which  railroad  is  bound  by  statute  to  provide  to  be  special  benefits;  Kent 
V.  St.  Joseph,  72  Mo.  App.  44,  holding  proper,  instruction  that  deductible  bene- 
fits are  such  as  especially  inured  to  plaintiff *s  property;  Clay  v.  Board,  85  Mo. 
App.  242,  holding  substantial  damages,  less  special  benefits,  recoverable  against 
city  officers  changing  street  grade  without  ordinance  therefor;  Pochila  v.  Cal- 
vert, W.  &  B.  Valley  R.  Co.  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  400,  72  S.  W.  255,  holding  that 
benefits  not  peculiar  to  specific  property  cannot  be  deducted  from  damages 
caused  by  excavating  for  right  of  way;  Widman  Invest  Co.  v.  St.  Joseph,  191  Mo. 
467,  90  S.  VV.  763,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  change  of  grade  of  street  is 
the  difference  in  value  of  the  property  before  and  after  change  of  grade,  less  any 
special  benefit  not  common  to  all  the  property  in  the  neighborhood;  Manning  v, 
Shreveport,  119  La.  1050,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  456,  44  So.  882,  holding  in  estimating 
damages  caused  by  grading  street  or  change  in  the  grade  benefits  resulting  there- 
from common  to  the  community  are  not  to  be  considered;  Fuess  v.  Kansas  City, 
191  Mo.  696,  90  S.  W.  1029,  holding  where  case  was  tried  by  property  owner  in 
lower  court  on  the  theory  that  general  benefits  might  be  deducted  from  damages 
assessed  for  change  in  grade  of  street  the  property  owner  on  appeal  cannot  claim 
that  only  special  benefits  can  be  deducted. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Schroeder  v.  Joliet,  52  L.  R.  A.  634,  which  authorizes 
consideration  of  benefit  from  improvement  in  assessing  damages  from  cuttin*» 
down  street;  Beveridge  v.  Lewis,  59  L.  R.  A.  581,  which  denies  right  to  deduct 
benefits  from  damages  in  exercise  of  eminent  domain  by  individual. 

Cited  in  note  (9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  803,  841)  on  right  to  set  off  benefits  against 
damages  on  condemnation. 

Measnre  of  damafiires. 

Cited  in  Slattery  v.  St.  Louis,  120  Mo.  188,  25  S.  W.  521,  holding  as  meas- 
ure of  damages  caused  by  building  of  bridge,  difference  in  value  of  property 
before  and  after  injury;  Kansas  City  &  N.  Connecting  R.  Co.  v.  Shoemaker,  160 
Mo.  434,  61  S.  W.  205,  holding  failure  to  instruct  that  damage  not  difference 
between  market  value  of  land  before  and  after  taking  not  error;  Hampton  v. 
Kansas  City,  74  Mo.  App.  134,  holding  measure  of  damages  for  injury  to  abut- 
ting owner  by  change  of  street  grade,  to  be  injury  at  that  time;  McElroy  v. 
Kansas  City  &  L  Air  Line,  172  Mo.  556,  72  S.  W.  913,  holding  measure  of  dam- 
ages for  taking  of  land  for  right  of  way  to  be  value  of  land  taken,  and  damage 
to  remainder,  less  benefits;  Smoot  v.  Kansas  City,  194  Mo.  525,  92  S.  W.  363, 
as  to  measure  of  damages  for  injury  to  real  property;  Kimball  v.  Salt  Lake 
City,  32  Utah,  258,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  485,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  859,  90  Pac.  395,  hold- 
ing damages  for  change  in  grade  of  street  difference  in  value  before  and  after 
change,  less  direct  benefits;  Sallden  v.  Little  Falls,  102  Minn.  361,  13  L.R.A. 
{N.S.)  792,  120  Apn.  St  Rep.  635,  113  N.  W.  884,  holding  measure  of  damages  to 
abutting  owner  for  establishment  of  grade  of  street  is  difference  in  value  of 
property  before  and  after  grading,  except  where  the  cost  of  restoring  the  property. 
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to  its  original  condition  with  reference  to  the  street  is  less  than  the  difference 
in  value,  in  which  case  the  cost  of  restoration  is  the  measure  of  damages. 
Disapproved  in  Swift  &  Co.  v.  Newport  News,  105  Va.  123,  3  L.R.A.(X.S.)  410. 

52  S.  E.  821,  holding  where  private  property  has  been  simply  damaged  by  a 
public  improvement,  but  no  part  thereof  has  been  taken,  the  measure  of  damages 
is  the  diminution  in  the  value  of  the  property  by  reason  of  the  improvement 

23  L.  R.  A.  665,  VAN  MATRE  v.  SANKEY,  148  111.  536,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  196,  86 

N.  E.  628. 
Effect    of   forelprn   Mtataten,   Judcrm^ntSf   and   contracts. 

Cited  in  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  155  111.  209,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  335, 
40  N.  E.  488,  holding  judgment  of  foreign  state  on  question  of  jurisdiction  can* 
not  be  attacked  for  fraud;  binding  in  sister  state;  Bell  v.  Farwell,  176  111.  495. 
42  L.  R.  A.  807,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  194,  54  N.  E.  346,  holding  construction  given 
foreign  statutes  by  foreign  courts  binding  in  sister  state:  Fred  Miller  Brewing 
Co.  v.  Capital  Ins.  Co.  Ill  Iowa,  599,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  529,  82  N.  W.  1023,  hold- 
ing default  judgment  in  compliance  with  Wisconsin  statutes  binding  elsewhere; 
Schmaltz  v.  York  Mfg.  Co.  204  Pa.  18,  59  L.  R.  A.  914,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  782, 

53  Atl.  522,  holding  construction  of  statute  by  lower  courts  of  state  of  enact- 
ment not  binding  in  sister  state;  Wanamaker  v.  Poorbaugh,  91  111.  App.  561, 
holding  that  foreign  statutes  must  be  strictly  complied  with  where  constructive 
:servieo  in  foreign  state  is  relied  on:  Schmaltz  v.  York  Mfg.  Co.  204  Pa.  18,  59 
L.  R.  A.  914,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  782,  53  Atl.  522,  holding  that  construction  of 
jjtatute  of  state  by  its  highest  tribunal  w^ill  ordinarily  be  received  as  conclusive 
by  courts  of  other  states;  Reid,  M.  &  Co.  v.  Northern  Lumber  Co.  146  111.  App. 
375,  holding  that  when  the  statute  of  another  state  is  before  the  court,  the 
court  will  look  to  the  decisions  of  that  state  construing  it;  Equity  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Corp.  V.  Murray,  131  Ky.  749,  ]  15  S.  W.  816,  holding  a  capital  stock  note,  given 
to  a  mutual  fire  insurance  company,  executed  in  New  York  and  made  payable 
therein,  is  a  New  York  contract,  and  should  be  determined  by  laws  of  that  state. 

Cited   in  notes    (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)    934)    on  right  to  resist  judgment  of  sister 
state  on  ground  of  fraud;    (39   Am.  St.  R^p.  230)    on  extraterritorial  effect  of 
adoption  of  children. 
Attack  upon  court'n  Jarlndlotion.  ^ 

Cited  in  Swift  v.  Yanawiiy,  153  111.  203,  38  N,  E.  589,  holding  finding  of  court 
of  general  jurisdiction  as  to  its  jurisdiction  not  assailable  by  evidence  outside 
record  in  collateral  proceeding;  Mnher  v.  Title  Guarantee  &  T.  Co.  95  111.  App. 
373,  holding  mere  irregularities  of  procedure  not  ground  for  interference  with 
judgment  in  equity;  Parsons  v.  Parsons,  101  Wis.  80,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  894,  77 
N.  W.  147,  holding  insufficiency  of  proof  in  adoption  proceedings  not  jurisdic- 
tional error;  Palmer  v.  Bradley,  142  Fed.  196,  holding  order  of  court  admittinir 
will  to  probate  conclusive  of  all  material  facts  until  appealed  from. 

Cited  in  note    (39  Am.  St.  Rep.  212,  218,  219,  220)    on  collateral  attack  on 
adoption  proceedings. 
Stn-tnM  and  rlflrltts  of  adopted  olttldren. 

Cited  in  Melvin  v.  Martin,  18  R.  I.  651,  30  Atl.  467,  holding  status  of  adopted 
child  determinable  by  law  of  domicil;  (Jray  v.  Holmes,  57  Kan.  220,  33  L.  R.  A. 
208,  footnote  p.  207,  45  Pac.  596,  sustaining  right  of  inheritance  of  child  adopted 
in  sister  state;  Bray  v.  Miles,  23  Tnd.  App.  405,  55  N.  E.  446  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), majority  holding  adopted  child  of  deceased  daughter  entitled  to  take  un- 
der bequest  to  testator's  children  with  provision  that  share  of  any  deceajiod 
child  should  go  to  her  children;  Re  McKeag,  141  Cal.  411,  74  Pac.  1039,  holding 
adoption  proceedings  not  subject  to  collateral   attack  for   mere   irregularities; 
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Coleman  v,  Coleman,  81  Ark.  12,  98  S.  W.  733;  Cubitt  v.  Cubitt,  74  Kan.  357,  80 
Pac.  475,— holding  same;  Merritt  v.  Morton,  143  Ky.  134,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)   141, 
136  S.  W.  133,  holding  that  adopted  child  will  not  inherit  from  mother  of  its 
deceased  foster  parent  under  statute  which  provides  that  adopted  child  shall  be- 
come heir  at  law  of  adopting  parent;  Shick  v.  Howe,  137  Iowa,  250,  14  L.R.A. 
(N.  S.)  981,  114  K.  W.  916,  holding  the  right  of  an  adopted  child  to  inherit  the 
estate  of  its  foster  parent  is  determined  by  the  law  of  the  state  where  the  adop- 
tion was  made  and  where  child  resides;  Boaz  v.  Swinney,  79  Kan.  333,  99  Pac. 
621,  holding  an   adopted  child  has  no  right  of   inheritance   from   his  adoptive 
parents  in  absence  of  statute  giving  it  that  right;   Purinton  v.  Jamrock,  195 
Mass.  200,   18  L.R.A.(N.S.)    931,  80  N.  E.  802,   holding  statute   providing  for 
adoption  of  children  constitutional,  parents  having  no  absolute  right  of  prop- 
erty  in  their  minor  children  of  which  they  cannot  be  deprived   without  their 
consent;  Hockaday  v.  Lynn,  200  Mo.  472,  8  I^R.A.(N.S,)   123,  118  Am.  St.  Rep. 
072,  98  S.  W.  585,  9  Ann.  Cas.  775,  holding  adopted  child  does  not,  by  reason 
of  sucli  adoption  become  an  heir  to  the  real  estate  of  a  brother  of  her  adopted 
parent  who  dies   interstate  and  without   descendants,   after  death   of   adopting 
parent;  Finley  v.  Brown,  122  Tenn.  327,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1289,  123  S.  W.  359, 
holding  a  child  adopted  in  one  state,  where  both  it  and  its  adoptive  parent  are 
domicile<l  can  inherit  real  estate  in  another  state  the  laws  of  which  permit  an 
adopted  child  to  inherit;  J.  M.  Guffey  Petroleum  Co.  v.  Hooks,  47  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
567,    106  S.   VV.  690,  holding  proper  execution  of  a  deed  of  adoption  gives  to 
adopted  child  the  same  status  as  a  natural  child,  and  of  this  status  all  persons 
must  take  notice. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hartwell  v.  Tefft,  34  L.  R.  A.  500,  which  holds  adopted 
child  **lawful  issue"  within  meaning  of  will;  Clarkson  v.  Hatton,  39  L.  R.  A. 
748,  which  holds  adopted  child  not  within  statute  giving  remainder  to  childsen 
or  heirs  of  life  tenant;  Butterfield  v.  Sawyer,  52  L.  R.  A.  75,  which  holds  adopted 
child  within  deed  to  woman  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  "child,"  if  any, 
otlierwiae  to  her  "heirs  generally;"  Glascott  v.  Bragg,  56  L.  R.  A.  258,  which 
holds  will  in  favor  of  third  person  revoked  by  marriage  and  adoption  of  child; 
Van  Derlyn  v.  !Mack,  66  L.R.A.  437,  which  holds  child  adopted  under  statute 
providing  that  adopted  child  shall  become  and  be  heir  at  law  of  adopting  parent 
not  an  heir  by  right  of  representation  of  relatives  of  latter. 

Cited  in  note  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  684,  685,  688)  on  right  of  adopted  cluldren 
to  inherit. 

Distinguished  in  New  York  Life  Tns.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Viele,  161  N.  Y.  18,  76  Am. 
St.  Rep.  238,  55  N.  E.  311,  holding  adopted  child  not  entitled  to  take  under 
bequest  to  "lawful  issue"  of  daughter,  where  testatrix  intended  property  to  go 
to  descendants. 
AffidavltM  in  tax  proceedlngr** 

Cited  in  Hammond  v.  Carter,  155  HI.  591,  40  N.  E.  1019,  holding  statutory 
affidavit  of  "diligent  inquiry"  not  required  to  specify  particular  persons  to  whom 
inquiry  was  made;  Sullivan  v.  Eddy,  164  111.  397,  45  N.  E.  837,  holding  exclu- 
sion of  tax  proceedings  and  deeds  to  show  title  not  reversible  error  in  eject- 
ment action,  where  affidavits  required  by  revenue  law,  upon  which  deeds  were 
issued,  were  defective;  Glos  v.  Boettcher,  193  111.  536,  61  N.  E.  1017,  holding 
void,  affidavit  of  "diligent  inquiry"  in  specified  county  only. 
Jarl»dlction   over  minors  and   Incompetent*. 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  250  111.  366,  35  L..RA.(N.S.)  1164,  95  N.  E.  346, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  344  (dissenting  opinion),  oh  jurisdiction  of  courts  of 
chancery  over  person  and  estate  of  minors;  Foran  v.  Healy,  73  Kan.  642,  86  Pac. 
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470,  holding  in  absence  of  statute  no  notice  is  necessary  to  confer  authority 
upon  a  probate  court  to  appoint  guardian  for  a  lunatic;  Re  Mac  Rae,  189  N. 
Y.  144,  81  N.  £.  956,  12  Ann.  Cas.  505,  as  to  power  of  state  to  authorize  adoption, 
of  child  without  notice. 
Donilelle  of  Infant. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Petterson,  166  Fed.  545,  holding  domicile  of  an  infant  con- 
tinues to  be  the  same  as  that  of  the  person  from  whom  it  took  its  domicile  of 
origin,  and  changes  only  with  the  domicile  of  that  person. 

Cited  in  note  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  768)  on  law  of  domicil  of  father  as  governing 
status  of  legitimacy. 

23  L.  R.  A.  674,  WATTS  v.  NORFOLK  &  W.  R.  CO.  39  W.  Va.  196,  45  Am.  St- 

Rep.  894,  19  S.  E.  521. 
Grant  or  release  of  rifirht  of  ivay. 

Cited  in  Xunnamaker  v.  Columbia  Water  Power  Co.  47  S.  C.  487,  34  L.  R.  A. 
222,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  905,  25  S.  E.  751,  holding  damages  which  would  have  been 
obtainable  on  condemnation  of  right  of  way,  conclusively  presumed  to  be  in- 
cluded in  purchase  price;  Uhl  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  51  W.  Va.  Ill,  41  S.  E.  340 
(dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  grant  of  right  of  way,  taken  alone,  passes 
easement  only;  Hord  v.  llolston  River  R.  Co.  122  Tenn.  408,  135  Am.  St  Rep. 
878,  123  S.  W.  637,  19  Ann.  Cas.  331,  holding  that  sale  and  conveyance  of  right 
of  way  to  railroad  covers  all  damages  recoverable  in  condemnation  proceedings; 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Davis,  26  Okla.  440,  109  Pac.  214,  holding  that  act 
of  railroad  in  diverting  surface  water,  which  causes  continuous  injury  to  abutter's 
property  gives  right  of  action  for  damages  to  property,  and  recovery  of  such 
damages  is  consent  to  continuance  of  such  diversion  of  water;  Simons  v.  Mason 
City  &  Ft.  D,  Ry.  128  Iowa,  152,  103  N.  W.  129,  holding  evidence  is  inadmissible 
in  condemnation  proceedings  to  show  injury  will  be  caused  land  owner  by  con- 
struction of  a  bridge  over  a  public  way  on  the  land  taken. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fremont,  E.  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Harlin,  36  L.  R.  A. 
417,  which  holds  damage  by  negligent  construction  of  railroad  ditches  not  in- 
cluded in  release  of  damages  from  "construction,  building,  or  use"  of  railroad. 
Intermittent  and  permanent  Injuries. 

Cited  in  Henry  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  40  W.  Va.  243,  21  S.  E.  863,  holding  nui- 
sance caused  by  closing  culvert,  causing  overflow,  not  permanent  but  recurring 
injury;  Guinn  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  46  W.  Va.  154,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  806,  33  S.  E. 
87,  holding  injury  to  abutting  owneT  by  construction  of  railroad  in  street,  orig- 
inal and  permanent;  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson.  50  W.  Va.  505,  40  S.  E.  407, 
upholding  second  action  for  damages  to  gravel  bank  by  washing  away,  due  to  con- 
struction of  railroad;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  King,  23  Ind.  App.  577, 
55  N.  E.  875,  holding  injury  caused  plaintiff's  property  by  dumping  offensive  ma- 
terial into  pond  not  permanent;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Morris,  28  C.  C.  A,  58, 
55  U.  S.  App.  211,  83  Fed.  995,  holding  evidence  in  action  for  damages  from  sur- 
gical operation  insufficient  to  warrant  consideration  of  probability  of  permanent 
impairment  of  health;  Rowe  v.  Shenandoah  Pulp  Co.  42  W.  Va.  560,  57  Am.  St 
Rep.  870,  26  S.  E.  320  ( dissenting  opinion  by  Bannon,  J. ) ,  who  holds  overflowing 
of  land  by  building  of  permanent  dam  to  be  permanent  injury;  Ridley  v.  Sea- 
board &  R.  R.  Co.  118  N.  C.  1007,  32  L.  R.  A.  711,  footnote  p.  708,  24  S.  E.  730, 
authorizing  recovery  in  single  action  of  present  and  future  damages  from  insuffi- 
cient passageway  in  railroad  embankment;  Hollenbeck  v.  Marion,  116  Iowa,  79, 
89  N.  W\  210,  raising,  but  not  deciding,  question  whether  recovery  in  action  for 
•damages  for  pollution  of  stream  by  sewage  would  bar  another  action;   Pickens 
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V.  Coal  River  Boom  &  Lumber  Co.  58  W.  Va.  15,  50  S.  E.  872,  6  Ann.  Cas.  285, 
holding  in  case  of  damage  to  real  property  by  a  continuous  but  not  permanent 
nuisance  the  statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run  on  actual  occurrence  of  damage 
io  property  rather  than  from  that  of  the  nuisance;  Hurxthal  v.  St.  Lawrence 
Boom  &  Lumber  Co.  53  W.  Va.  98,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  954,  44  S.  E.  520,  holding  that 
If  the  injury  is  such  that  a  recovery  of  damages  will  give  a  license  to  continue  the 
nuisance,  then  the  damages  recovered  must  be  entire,  but  if  not,  then  they  cannot 
be  recovered;  Muncie  Pulp  Co.  v.  Keesling,  1C6  Ind.  488,  76  N.  E.  1002,  9  Ann. 
Cas.  530,  holding  that  the  diminution  of  the  rental  value  of  the  land  during  the 
maintenance  of  a  temporary  nuisance  is  the  measure  of  damages  therefor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Doran  v.  Seattle,  54  L.  R.  A.  532,  which  authorizes  recov- 
ery for  damages  from  continuing  nuisance  accruing  within  statutory  period,  re- 
gardless of  time  nuisance  has  existed;  Church  of  Holy  Communion  v.  Paterson 
Extension  R.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  81,  which  holds  that  receipt  given  in  satisfaction  for 
past  damages,  railroad  agreeing  to  build  retaining  wall  to  prevent  further  dam- 
nges,  does  not  include  future  injuries  due  to  insufficiency  of  retaining  wall. 

Cited   in   note    (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  877)    on  continuance  of  nuisance  as  new 
nuisance. 
"Way  of  neceaalty. 

Distinguished  in  Uhl  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  47  W.  Va.  63,  34  S.  E.  934,  holding 
way  of  necessity  implied  to  pipe  to  residence,  natural  gas  discovered  after  grant 
of  right  of  way  in  fee  to  railroad. 
Damasrea* 

Cited  in  Douglass  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  51  W.  Va.  528,  41  S.  E.  911,  holding  that 
plaintiff  must  furnish  jury  tangible  data  for  determining  actual  damages  in  order 
to  recover  for  breach  of  covenant  by  carrier  to  fence;  Cotts  v.  Wheeling  &  E. 
G.  Ry.  63  W.  Va.  41,  59  S.  E.  766,  holding  damages  assessed  by  way  of  com- 
pensation for  a  right  of  way  across  property  cover  past,  present  and  future  dam- 
ages to  the  residue  including  that  due  to  structural  changes;  Comer  v.  Ritter 
Lumber  Co.  50  W.  Va.  691,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  556,  53  S.  E.  906,  8  Ann.  Cas.  1105, 
holding  to  determine  damage  in  personal  injury,  there  must  be  s6me  evidence 
of  actual  damage. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(X.S.)  333)  on  data  necessary  to  warrant  recovery 
for  consequential  damages  to  realty. 

Distinguished  in  Pickens  v.  Coal  River  Boom  &  Lumber  Co.  58  W.  Va.  15, 
50  S.  E.  872,  6  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  285,  holding  evidence  to  determine  the  damage 
inflicted  by  a  boom  upon  a  mill  need  not  be  absolute  in  its  certainty  where  such 
certainty  is  practically  impossible. 
ObBtmctlon  of  floatable  and  navlirAble  atreama. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Elk  Island  Boom  Co.  41  W.  Va.  799,  24  S.  E.  690,  affirming 
conviction  of  boom  company  for  unreasonably  obstructing  floatable  stream;  Leitz- 
sey  V.  Columbia  Water  Power  Co.  47  S.  C.  484,  34  L.  R.  A.  222,  25  S.  E.  744, 
holding  complaint  for  damages  for  maintenance  of  dam  authorized  by  law,  de- 
murrable for  failure  to  allege  negligence;  Pickens  v.  Coal  River  Boom  &,  Timber 
Co.  66  W.  Va.  13,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  357,  65  S.  E.  865,  on  the  right  of  an  in- 
dividual  to  abate  a  public  nuisance. 

Cited  in  notes  (59  L.  R.  A.  51)  on  right  to  obstruct  or  destroy  rights  of  nav- 
igation; (64  L.  R.  A.  984)  on  liability  for  injuries  caused  by  attempted  exercise 
of  rights  of  navigation;  (6  L.R.A. (N.S.)  137)  on  right  to  embank  against  water 
turned  out  of  stream;  (22  L.R.A. (X.S.)  549)  on  rights  and  duties  betv/cen 
those  maintaining  dam  and  those  using  floatable  stream. 
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Removal  of  rock  by  Itlantlngr. 

Cited  in  Cary  v.  Morrison,  65  L.  R.  A.  663,  129  Fed.  180,  holding  blastinj  by 
dynamite  and  gun  powder  reasonable  method  of  removing  rocks  in  bringing  rail- 
road to  grade;  Langhorne  v.  Turman,  141  Ky.  814,  34  L.R.A.(X.S.)  217,  133  S. 
W.  1008,  holding  that  railroad  is  liable  for  casting  debris  by  blasting  upon  re- 
maining land  of  one  from  whom  corporation  has  acquired  right  of  way;  Cary 
Bros.  V.  Morrison,  65  L.R.A.  603,  63  C.  C.  A.  267,  129  Fed.  180,  holding  that  a 
railroad  company  has  a  right  to  use  blasting  powder,  in  a  reasonable  and  care- 
ful way  in  grading  its  right  of  way. 

Cited  in  notes  (34  L.R.A. (X.S.)  216)  on  liability,  in  absence  of  negligence,  for 
damages  to  realty  from  substances  thrown  in  blasting;    (123  Am.  St.  Rep.  583) 
on  blasting  on  railroad  right  of  way. 
IVhat  are  public  nnlaancea. 

Cited  in  note  (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  219)  on  what  are  public  nuisances. 
^—  Abatement  bjr  private  person. 

Cited  in  note  (124  Am.  St.  Rep.  597,  607)  on  abatement  of  public  nuisance  by- 
private  person  without  suit. 

23  L.  R.  A.  681,  REITER  v.  STATE,  51   Ohio  St.  74,  36  N.  E.  943. 
Public  offlces  and  vacanclea  tberein. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Thompson,  9  Ohio  0.  C.  166,  6  Ohio  C.  D 
384,  holding  vacancy  created  in  office  of  county  recorder  by  act  postponing  be> 
ginning  of  successor's  term. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Thompson,  9  Ohio  C.  C.  166,   S 
Ohio  C.  D.  109,  holding  commissioners  having  power  to  make  prospective  ap- 
pointment cannot  do  so   where   vacancy  will   occur  after  change  in   their  own 
constituency. 
Compulsory  acceptance  of  public  olilce. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.R.A.  494)  on  compelling  citizen  to  accept  office;  (1^ 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    1058)   on  right  to  repudiate  or  withdraw  resignation. 

Disapproved  in  State  ex  rel.  Royse  v.  Superior  Ct.  46  Wash.  620.  12  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1010,  123  Am.  St.  Rep.  948,  91  Pac.  4,  13  Ann.  Cas.  870,  holdini?  a  public 
official's  resignation  does  not  take  effect  until  accepted  by  proper  authorities. 

23  L.  R.  A.  685,  STATE,  AVIS,  PROSECUTOR,  v.  VINELAND,  56  N.  J.  L.  474, 

28  Atl.  1039. 
Municipal  control  of  hlffbTraya. 

Cited  in  State,  Tallon,  Prosecutor,  v.  Hoboken,  59  N.  J.  L.  393,  36  Atl.  693, 
holding  subsequently  purchasing  lot  ow^ncrs  bound  by  resen'ation  of  right  to  lay 
tracks  in  streets,  in  dedication  to  municipality;  Worth  v.  Westtield,  81 
N.  J.  L.  304,  80  Atl.  104,  to  the  point  that  abutting  owner  may  recover  dam- 
ages for  removal  of  trees  from  street  where  removal  was  made  in  absence  of 
ordinance  if  ordinance  was  necessary  to  authorize  removal;  Young  v.  Landis 
Twp.  73  N.  J.  L.  267,  62  Atl.  1133,  holding  a  street  dedicated  to  the  public  must 
be  accepted  subject  to  the  conditions  under  which  it  is  granted;  Sproul  v. 
Stockton,  73  N.  J.  L.  160,  62  Atl.  275,  holding  the  power  in  a  city  council  to  regu- 
late shade  trees  is  a  ministerial  one  authorizing  the  removal  without  adjudica- 
tion only  of  such  objects  recognizable  as  nuisances;  Hitchner  v.  Kichman.  74 
K.  J.  L.  236,  65  Atl.  856,  holding  a  statute  authorizing  a  municipality  to  re- 
move obstruction  from  streets  does  not  authorize  a  removal  of  trees  when  the  line 
of  the  highway  is  in  dispute;  Jackson  v.  Miller.  69  N.  J.  Eq.  185,  60  Atl.  1019, 
on  certiorari  as  remedy  for  void  proceedings  summarily  to  abate  nuisance;  Frieil- 
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man  v.  Snare  &  T.  Co.  71  N.  J.  L.  609,  70  L.R.A.  150,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  764,  61 
Atl.  401,  2  Ann.  Gas.  497,  on  the  title  of  abutting  owners  in  highways. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Curmel  v.  Shaw,  27  L.  R.  A.  580,  which  holds  city  has 
complete  control  over  shade  trees  in  public  street;  Bradley  v.  Southern  New  Eng- 
land Teleph.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  280,  which  denies  power  of  selectmen  to  cut  and 
trim  trees  overhanging  highway,  without  owner's  consent;  Vanderhurst  v. 
Tholcke,  35  L.  R.  A.  267,  which  holds  determination  of  city  council  that  trees  on 
sidewalk  are  obstruction,  conclusive;  Wyant  v.  Central  Teleph.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A. 
497,  which  sustains  telephone  company's  right  to  do  necessary  trimming  of  trees 
in  highway  without  giving  owner  opportunity  to  do  so;  Stretch  v.  Cassopolis,  51 
L.  R.  A.  345,  which  denies  right  to  remove  shade  trees  from  street  without  notice 
to  abutter;  Miller  v.  Detroit,  Y.  &  A.  A.  R.  Co.  51  L.  R.  A.  955,  which  sustains 
•street  railway  company's  right  to  remove  obstructing  shade  trees  without  com- 
pensation to  abutter;  Donahue  v.  Keystone  Gas  Co.  70  L.R.A.  761,  which  holds 
gas  company  negligently  permitting  gas  to  escape  from  pipes  in  highway  liable 
for  resulting  injury  to  shade  trees  in  front  of  abutting  property  though  fee  of 
street  is  in  public. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.  R.  A.  595)  on  power  of  municipal  corporations  to  define, 
prevent,  and  abate  nuisances;  (39  L.  R.  A.  670)  on  municipal  power  over  nui- 
.sances  affecting  highways  and  waters. 

23  L.  R.  A.  687,  DUN  v.  CITY  NAT.  BANK,  7  C.  C.  A.  152,  14  U.  S.  App.  695, 

58  Fed.  174. 
LlAbllltT  for  default  of  mg^nt. 

Cited  in  Irwin  v.  Reeves  Pulley  Co.  20  Ind.  App.  110,  48  N.  E.  601   (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  bank  not  liable  for  default  of  correspondent  selected 
with  due  care. 
lilabllltT  of  anbaveiit  to  principal. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Milton  v.  Johnson,  47  II.  R.  A.  529,  which  holds  subagent 
applying  proceeds  of  debt  collected,  to  payment  of  claim  due  him  from  principal 
agent,  liable  to  principal  therefor. 

23  L.  R.  A.  693,  MLTLLEN  v.  OWOSSO,  100  Mich.  103,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  436,  58 

N.  W.  663. 
Imputable  neffllgrenee. 

Cited  in  Fye  v.  Chapin,  121  Mich.  679,  80  N.  W.  797,  holding  negligence  of 
parehts  in  admitting  dog  to  house  not  imputable  to  child  injured  by  it;  Hartley 
State  Bank  v.  McCorkell,  91  Iowa,  660,  60  N.  W.  197,  holding  question  whether 
driver's  negligence  was  imputable  to  plaintiff  properly  submitted  to  jury  on  con- 
flicting evidence;  Boehm  v.  Detroit,  141  Mich:  281,  104  N.  VV.  626,  approving 
charge  on  father's  negligence  not  being  imputable  to  child. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Koplitz  v.  St.  Paul,  58  L.  R.  A.  74,  which  holds  negli- 
gence of  omnibus  driver  not  imputable  to  member  of  picnic  party  carried. 

Cited  in  notes   (21  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   671)   on  imputed  contributory  negligence  as 
affecting  municipal  liability  for  defects  and  obstructions  in  streets;    (110  Am. 
St.  Rep.  291)  on  imputed  negligence. 
IfeffMirence  of  person  riding  'vrltb  another. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Howe  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  k  S.  Ste.  M.  R,  Co.  30  L.  R. 
A.  684,  which  holds  negligence  of  one  riding  with  another  when  injured  at  rail- 
road crossing,  question  for  jury;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  McLeod,  52  L.  R.  A.  954, 
which  holds  hirer  of  driver  and  team  bound  to  check  driver's  attempt  to  cross 
track  without  stopping  and  listening  for  train;   Duval  y.  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
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R.  Co.  65  L.R.A.  722,  which  holds  father's  negligence  in  driving  not  imputable 
to  daughter  riding  with  him;  McKernan  v.  Detroit  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  6S 
L.R.A.  347,  which  holds  negligence  of  driver  of  fire  engine  in  colliding  with 
street  car  not  imputable  to  fireman  riding  on  engine;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
McFall,  69  L.R.A.  217,  which  holds  engineer's  negligence  resulting  in  collision 
not  imputable  to  conductor;  Markowitz  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  69  L.R-A. 
389;  w^hich  holds  negligence  of  driver  imputable  to  employer  seated  beside  him; 
Colorado  &  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Thomas,  70  L.R.A.  681,  which  denies  right  of 
recovery  for  death  by  collision  with  train  of  one  joining  with  driver  of  convey- 
ance in  testing  danger  of  attempting  to  cross  tracks  in  front  of  train. 

Cited  in  notes  (8  L.R.A.(X.S.)  643,  666;  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  361)  on  imputing 
driver's  negligence  to  passenger. 

Distinguished  in  Hampel  v.  Detroit,  G.  R.  &  W.  R.  Co.  138  Mich.  3,  110  Am. 
St.  Rep.  275,  100  N.  W.  1002,  holding  the  negligence  of  a  driver  of  a  vehicle  is 
not  imputable  to  a  13-year-old  infant  passenger;  McKernan  v.  Detroit  Citizen's 
Street  R.  Co.  138  Mich.  526,  68  L.R.A.  350,  101  N.  W.  812,  holding  that  the 
negligence  of  a  driver  of  a  fire  engine  was  not  imputable  to  his  fellow  servant. 
the  engineer. 

Disapproved  in  Cotton  v.  Willmar  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  99  Minn.  371,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
652,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  422,  109  N.  VV.  835,  9  Ann.  Cas.  935,  holding  th^  negligence 
of  a  livery  driver  is  not  imputable  to  the  passenger  therein  who  has  employed  the 
vehicle;  Shultz  v.  Old  Colony  Street  R.  Co.  193  Mass.  314,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  602, 
118  Am.  St.  Rep.  502,  79  N.  E.  873,  9  Ann.  Cas.  402,  holding  the  negligence  of  a 
driver  of  a  vehicle  cannot  be  imputed  to  a  passenger  when  the  passenger  is  not 
personally  negligent;  Loso  v.  Lancas"ter  County,  77  Neb.  475,  8  L.R.A. (N.S-) 
633,  109  N.  W.  752,  holding  the  negligence  of  a  driver  of  a  vehicle  is  not  im- 
putable  to   a   voluntary    passenger   therein. 

23  L,  R.  A.  695,  AMERICAN  SUNDAY  SCHOOL  UNION  v.  TAYLOR,  161  Pa. 

307,  29  Atl.  26. 
Property  exempt  from  taxation. 

Followed  in  Watch  Tower  Bible  &  Tract  Soc.  v.  Allegheny,  14  Pa.  Dist.  IL  696, 
35  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  224,  holding  the  portion  of  a  charitable  institution  which, 
is  operated  for  revenue  is  not  exempt  from  taxation. 

Cited  in  Pennsylvania  Hospital  v.  Delaware  County,  169  Pa.  308,  36  W.  N.  C: 
647,  32  Atl.  456,  holding  real  estate  used  for  benefit  of  charitable  hospital,  ex- 
empt; Sisters  of  St.  Francis  v.  Delaware  County,  7  Del.  Co.  Rep.  220,  holding  .farm 
lands  used  for  benefit  of  charitable  corporation,  not  exempt;  Re  Historical  Soc: 
13  Moiit^r.  Co.  L.  Rep.  207,  holding  real  estate  of  charitable  historical  society, 
exclusively  used  for  purposes  of  the  organization,  exempt;  Re  Blair  County,  i 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  42,  holding  land  leased  by  county  commissioners  for  purposes  of  in- 
dustrial home  for  poor  children,  not  exempt;  Yale  University  v.  New  Haven,  71 
Conn.  329,  43  L.  R.  A.  494,  42  Atl.  87,  holding  college  dormitories  exempt;  Sis- 
ters of  Peace  v.  Westervelt,  64  N.  J.  L.  513,  45  Atl.  788,  and  Parker  v.  Quinn.  23^ 
Utah,  341,  64  Pac.  961,  holding  rented  property  of  charitable  organization  not 
exempt;  Lancaster  County  v.  Warfel,  19  Lane.  L.  Rev.  79,  holding  land  devised 
to  trustees  for  indigent  women,  and  held  for  sale,  unused  and  unoccupied,  not 
exempt;  Somerton  Hills  Cemetery  v.  Moreland  Twp.  27  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  166^ 
holding  that  cemetery  companies  are  exempt  from  taxation  only  so  far  as  re-^ 
lates  to  land  in  actual  use;  Philadelphia  v.  St.  Elizabeth's  Church,  45  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  369,  holding  that  clergy  house  of  three  stories  occupied  by  rector  of 
church  and  family  is  not  exempt  from  taxation;  Pocono  Pines  Assembly  v. 
Monroe  County,  29  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  46,  holding  that  an  entire  institution  is  not 
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necessarily  a  charity  because  a  portion  of  it  is  conducted  upon  that  basis; 
Mercersburg  College  v.  Poflfenberger,  33  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  155,  36  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  108, 
holding  that  when  earnings  exceed  expenses  school  ceases  to  be  a  charity; 
Harrisburg  v.  Harrisburg  Academy,  13  Pa.  Dist.  R.  263,  26  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  256, 
holding  a  school,  originally  a  charity,  which  has  become  self-supporting  is  not 
exempt  from  taxation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fitterer  v.  Crawford,  50  L.  R.  A.  191,  which  denies  exemp- 
tion of  Masonic  lodge  building,  first  and  second  stories  of  which  are  rented  to  pay 
debt  and  current  expenses  of  lodge;  Young  Men's  Christian  Asso.  v.  Douglas 
County,  52  L.  R.  A.  123,  which  denies  exemption  to  part  of  Y.  M.  C.  A.  building 
rented  for  business  purposes;  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  v.  Prioleau,  57  L.  R. 
A.  606,  which  holds  exempt,  church  parsonage  rented,  the  rent  being  used  to  pro- 
cure other  residence  for  parson. 

23  L.  R.  A.  699,  ATIT.  GEN.  ex  rel.  RICH  v.  JOCHIM,  99  Mich.  358,  41  Am.  St. 
Rep.  606,  58  X.  W.  611. 

Followed  without  comment  in  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Rich  v.  Berry,  99  Mich.  379,  58: 
N.  W.  617,  and  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Rich  v.  Hambitzer,  99  Mich.  380,  58  N.  W.  617. 
liefflalatl'Fe  powers  and  due  procefM  of  la'V¥« 

Cited  in  Osborn  v.  Charlevoix  Circuit  Judge,  114  Mich.  666,  72  N.  W.  982,  up- 
holding act  authorizing  seizure  and  destruction  of  nets  used  in  illegal  fishing; 
Detroit  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Detroit,  125  Mich.  709,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  589,  85 
N.  W.  96,  holding  city  council  not  obliged  to  notify  corporation  objecting  to  as- 
sessment, which  has  been  heard  before  its  committee,  to  attend  when  it  sits  on 
appeal;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Sullivan,  163  Mass.  451,  28  L.  R.  A.  457,  40  N.  £.  843„ 
holding  president  of  common  council  in  trial  of  title  to  office,  without  right  of 
jury;  Wilkinson  v.  Police  Commrs.  107  Mich.  397,  65  N.  W.  668,  upholding  right 
to  mandamus  police  commissioners  to  reinstate  wrongfully  dismissed  police  offi- 
cer; People  ex  rel.  Mitchell  v.  Sturges,  21  Misc.  607,  47  N.  Y.  Supp..  999,  uphold- 
ing power  of  legislature  to  shorten  term  of  village  president;  Moore  v.  Strickling, 
46  W.  Va.  519,  50  L.  R.  A.  280,  footnote  p.  279,  33  S.  E.  274,  holding  public  office 
not  property  within  constitutional  provision  for  due  process  of  law;  Pratt  v. 
Police  &  Fire  Comrs.  15  Utah,  12,  49  Pac.  747,  holding  summary  dismissal  of 
chief  of  police  by  police  and  fire  commissioners  void;  Taylor  v.  Beckham,  178  U. 
S.  577,  44  L.  ed.  1200,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  890,  holding  public  office  not  title,  right, 
privilege,  or  immunity  secured  by  Constitution  of  United  States;  The  Judges' 
Cases,  102  Tenn.  635,  46  L.  R.  A.  598,  53  S.  W.  134  (dissenting  opinion  by  Snod- 
grass,  Ch.  J.),  who  holds  legislature  without  power  wholly  to  deprive  constitu- 
tional judges  of  jurisdiction  and  territory;  Adsit  v.  Smith,  129  Mich.  9,  88  X. 
W.  65,  upholding  power  of  supervisors  fixing  additional  compensation  of  judges, 
under  statute,  to  revoke  same;  Mial  v.  Ellington  (State  ex  rel.  Mial  v.  Elling- 
ton), 134  N.  C.  149,  65  L.  R.  A.  704,  46  S.  E.  961,  holding  that  public  officer  ap- 
pointed by  legislature  has  no  vested  interest  in  office,  of  whicli  legislature  may 
not  deprive  him;  People  v.  Detroit  United  R.  Co.  134  Mich.  688,  63  L.R.A.  750, 
97  N.  W.  36,  holding  ordinance  requiring  equipment  of  street  cars  with  air 
brakes  not  invalid  as  taking  of  property  without  due  process  of  law;  Gray  v. 
McLendon,  134  Oa.  245,  67  S.  E.  859,  to  the  point  that  statute  providing  for 
removal  of  railroad  commissioner  by  legislature  is  valid;  Hilzinger  v.  Gillman, 
66  Wash.  234,  105  Pac.  471,  21  Ann.  Cas.  305,  holding  that  advisability  of  recall 
of  officer  as  provided  for  by  city  charter  is  political  question,  with  which  courts 
will  not  interfere;  State  ex  rel.  Hamilton  v.  Grant,  14  Wyo.  57,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
594,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  982,  81  Pac.  795,  holding  legislature  could  provide  for 
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removal  of  officers  not  subject  to  impeachment;  Good  v.  San  Diego,  5  Cal.  App. 
269,  90  Pac.  44,  on  revocability  of  public  office  by  the  creative  authority. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Mial  v.  Ellington,  65  L.R.A.  697,  which 
sustains  right  of  legislature  to  deprive  of  office  during  term  one  appointed  to 
legislative  office  for  definite  term. 

Cited  in  note    (43  Am.  St.  Rep.  532)    on  due  process  of  law  as  applied  to 
insane  persons. 
IVho  are  public  officers. 

Cited  in  Lyons  v.  Rutland  R.  Co.  74  Vt.  19,  51  Atl.  1059,  holding  railroad 
company  operating  railroad  not  "public  officer:"  Palmer  v.  District  of  Columbia, 
26  App.  D.  C.  45,  1  L.R.A. (X.S.)  885  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  distinction 
between  a  public  officer  and  an  ordinary  agent;  Zimmer  v.  Bay  County.  150 
Mich.  218,  123  N.  W.  899,  holding  that  committee  of  board  of  supervisors  ap- 
pointed to  hear  grievances  as  between  towns  in  relation  to  apportionment  of 
taxes  is  not  court  within  meaning  of  constitution. 

Cited  in  note  (63  Am.  St.  Rep.  183,  185,  186)  on  what  are  public  offices. 
Reliance  on  anbordl nates  as  official  neflflect. 

Followed  in  Bolger  v.  Detroit  Common  Council,  153  Mich.  548,  117  N.  W.  171, 
holding  the  total  reliance  by  a  park  commissioner  upon  his  subordinates  consti> 
tutes  gross  neglect. 
Nature  of  action   to  remove  officer. 

Cited  in  Skeen  v.  Craig,  31  Utah,  25,  86  Pac.  487,  holding  proceeding  under 
constitution  and  statute  not  leading  to  fine  or  imprisonment  was  civil. 

23  L.  R.  A.  707,  DRUMMOND  v.  CRANE,  159  Mass.  577,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  460, 

35  N.  E.  90. 
Conatrnctlon  of,  and  actions  on,  contracts. 

Cited  in  Walsh  v.  Packard,  165  Mass.  192,  40  L.  R.  A.  345,  52  Am.  St.  Rep. 
508,  42  N.  £.  577,  upholding  right  of  administrator  to  sue  on  covenant  to  pay 
rent  to  intestate;  Edge  Moor  Bridge  Works  v.  Bristol  County,  170  Mass.  533,  49 
N.  £.  918,  holding  acceptance  of  bid  and  vote  to  avoid  contract  not  agreement  to 
enter  into  contract;  American  Lighting  Co.  v.  McCuen,  92  Md.  706,  48  Atl.  352. 
holding  contract  made  by  acceptance  of  bid  and  awarding  of  contract  for  street 
lighting;  Brown  v.  Cushman,  173  Mass  370,  53  N.  E.  860,  holding  contract  of 
agency  terminated  by  death  of  principal;  Rotch  v.  French,  176  Mass.  3,  79  Am. 
St.  Rep.  292,  56  N.  E.  893,  holding  that  guaranty  to  deceased  of  stock  dividend 
did  not  run  to  executor;  Lydig  v.  Braman,  177  Mass.  221,  58  N.  E.  696,  uphold- 
ing right  of  trustee  of  bonds  to  maintain  action  for  damages  for  refusal  to  re- 
purchase same;  Wabasha  Electric  Co.  v.  Wymore,  60  Neb.  202,  82  N.  W.  626,  re- 
fusing injunction  to  restrain  city  from  discontinuance  of  certain  lights  con- 
tracted for;  Wright  v.  Kaynor,  150  Mich.  17,  113  N.  W.  779,  holding  a  lease 
giving  the  lessee  the  option  of  purchasing  the  premises  at  a  price  not  exceeding 
a  certain  sum  was  not  void  for  uncertainty  of  price;  Kaplan  v.  Whitworth,  116 
La.  345,  40  So.  723,  on  the  execution  of  a  lawful  future  contract  as  being  the 
proper  subject  of  a  present  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Marvel  v.  Phillips,  26  L.  R.  A.  416,  which  holds  contract 
by  assignee  of  invention,  to  advance  funds  for  joint  benefit,  discharged  by  his 
death;  Hughes  v.  Gross,  32  L.  R.  A.  620,  which  holds  contract  of  employment 
by  firm  not  dissolved  by  death  of  member;  Gay  v.  Ward,  32  L.  R.  A.  818,  which 
holds  continuing  guaranty  revoked  by  notice  of  guarantor's  death;  Cox  v.  Mar- 
tin, 36  L.  R.  A.  800,  which  holds  executory  contract  requiring  peculiar  skill  or 
trust  terminated  by  death;  Deweese  v.  Muff,  42  L.  R.  A.  789,  which  sustains 
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payment  of  note  after  principal's  death  to  agent  having  it  in  possession,  indorsed 
for  collection;  Madden  v.  Jacobs,  50  L.  R.  A.  827,  which  holds  clerk's  employ- 
ment for  year  not  terminated  by  burning  of  property  and  dissolution  of  employ- 
ing firm. 

Cited  in  notes   (29  L.RJL.  433)  on  sufficiency  of  contract  by  offer  and  accept- 
ance without  execution  of  contemplated   formal   instrument;    (69  L.R.A.   125) 
on  recovering  for  services  and  expenses  under  running  contract  with  corpora- 
tion ended  by  its  insolvency  and  dissolution. 
BreAch   of  contract. 

Cited  in  Mills  v.  Smith,  193  Mass.  ]8,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  871,  78  N.  E.  765, 
liolding  where  by  the  terms  of  a  contract  the  plaintiff  was  to  have  the  entire 
charge  of  the  lands  of  another  for  the  purpose  of  sale  and  that  it  should  be 
made  binding  on  the  executors  of  the  owner  who  was  to  make  a  codicil  to  his 
will  to  that  effect,  the  neglect  of  the  owner  to  make  such  a  codicil  amounted  to 
a  breach  of  contract;  Shugg  v.  American  Shoe  &  Leather  Asso.  192  Mass.  169,  77 
N.  E.  1029,  holding  an  action  would  lie  for  a  breach  of  contract  where  the  de- 
fendant notified  the  plaintiff  that  because  of  its  proposed  consolidation  with 
another  corporation  they  no  longer  require  his  services  and  by  such  act  of  con- 
solidation had  made  impossible  the  further  performance  of  the  contract. 

Cited  in  note    |33  L.R.A.(N.S.)    701)    on  effect  upon  contract  obligation   of 
failure  of  third  person  to  take  action  essential  to  performance. 
Measure  of  damagreB  for  breach  of  contract* 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Brown,  164  Mass.  586,  42  N.  E.  101,  upholding  finding  of 
substantial  damages  for  breach  of  contract  not  to  engage  in  drug  business;  Cut- 
ter V.  Gillette,  163  Mass.  97,  39  N.  E.  1010,  upholding  right  of  wrongfully  dis- 
charged employee  to  recover  for  contract  period  subsequent  to  trial ;  Grime  v. 
Borden,  166  Mass.  201,  44  N.  E.  216,  holding  substantial  damages  recoverable  by 
trustee  for  wife  on  breach  of  separation  agreement;  Farr  v.  Rouillard,  172  Mass. 
305,  52  N.  E.  443,  holding  damages  for  breach  of  common-law  bond  measurable 
by  interest  of  cestui  que  trust;  Webb  v.  Depew,  152  Mich.  702,  16  L.R.A. (X.S.) 
815,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  431,  116  N.  W.  5G0,  on  the  recovery  of  prospective  damages 
in  an  action  for  breach  of  contract. 
Mnnldpal  'water  anpplT* 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  108)  on  establishment  and  regulation  of  municipal 
water  supply. 

Death   of  party'  to  as  affecting  rights  nnder  contract. 

Cited  in  Barrett  v.  Towne,  196  Mass.  491,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  646,  82  N.  E.  698, 
holding  a  contract  entered  into  by  a  person  with  an  attorney  to  undertake  the 
defense  of  his  brother  in  a  criminal  action  from  beginning  to  end  survived 
the  death  of  the  promisor  and  was  binding  on  his  executors. 

23  L.  R.  A.  715,  WARD  v.  SOUTHERN  P.  CO.  25  Or.  433,  36  Pac.  166. 
Duty  of  carrier  to  licensees. 

Cited  in  Young  v.  Clark,  16  Utah,  50,  50  Pac.  832,  holding  carrier  bound  to  use 
reasonable  care  to  prevent  injury  to  child  on  bridge  used  as  foot  crossing  by  pub- 
lic for  seventeen  years;  Mills  v.  Xew  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  5  App.  Div.  19,  39 
N.  Y.  Supp.  280,  holding  carrier  not  liable  for  injury  to  mail  clerk  hurt  while 
walking  under  coal  trestle;  Cahill  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  20  C.  C.  A.  187, 
46  U.  S.  App.  85,  74  Fed.  288,  holding  permissive  use  of  crossing  by  several  thou- 
sands of  persons  daily  imposes  duty  upon  carrier  of  reasonable  precautions  to 
prevent  their  injury. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  ▼.  Hammill,  24  L.  R.  A.  531,  whicK 
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holds  duty  owed  to  one  using  footway  alongside  railroad  bridge  in  accordance 
with  recognized  custom;  Ashworth  v.  Southern  R.  Ck>.  59  L.  R.  A.  592,  which 
holds  company  liable  for  injury  to  young  child  while  riding  on  running  board  of 
engine  according  to  known  custom  of  children;  Matthews  v.  Seaboard  Air 
Line  R.  Co.  65  L.R.A.  286,  which  holds  railroad  company  permitting  public  to 
use  well  beaten  path  on  right  of  way,  bound  to  use  ordinary  care  not  to  main* 
tain  pitfalls  or  unsafe  condition. 

Distinguished  in  Cederson  v.  Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  38  Or.  359,  62  Pac  637. 
holding  duty  of  active  vigilance  owed  by  carrier  to  licensee  by  invitation. 
Duty  of  carrier  to  trespassemi. 

Cited  in  Rathbone  v.  Oregon  R.  Co.  40  Or.  227,  66  Pac  909,  holding  carrier 
only  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  to  avoid  injury  to  trespasser  on  hand  car 
«fter  discovery;  £gan  v.  Montana  C.  R.  Co.  24  Mont.  574,  63  Pac.  831,  holding 
engineer  not  bound  to  keep  lookout  for  trespassers;  Schug  v.  Chicago,  M.  &.  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  102  Wis.  522,  78  N.  W.  1090,  holding  carrier  running  train  at  high 
speed  not  liable  for  injury  to  boy  trespasser;  Bias  v.  Chesapeake '&  O.  R.  Co.  40 
W.  Va.  359,  33  S.  E.  240  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  carrier  liable 
for  negligent  killing  of  trespasser;  Palmer  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  34  Utah, 
477,  98  Pac.  689,  16  Ann.  Cas.  229,  on  no  duty  resting  on  railroad  company  to  be 
on  the  lookout  for  trespassers  on  the  tracks;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Logsdon, 
118  Ky.  609,  81  S.  VV.  657,  holding  no  duty  rested  on  employees  of  a  railroad  to 
be  on  lookout  for  children  trespassing  on  the  tracks  at  points  where  the  presence 
of  persons  on  the  tracks  is  not  to  be  anticipated. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Tartt,  49  L.  R,  A.  99» 
which  denies  duty  towards  trespassers  on  track  before  discovery;  Becker  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  R.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  268,  which  requires  stopping  of  train  to  enable  tres- 
passer discovered  on  railroad  bridge  to  escape;  Schreiner  v.  Great  Northern  R. 
Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  76,  which  holds  that  persons  walking  on  tracks  for  their  own 
convenience  cannot  require  carrier  to  protect  them  from  apparent  dangers. 

Cited  in  notes    (25  L.  R.  A.  290)    on  duty  to  maintain  lookout  on  railroad 
train;    (25  L.  R.  A.  787)   on  care  required  of  railroad  companies  to  prevent  in- 
juring small  children  on  track;    (8  L.R.A. (N.S.)    1081)   on  duty  of  railroad  to 
keep  lookout  for  trespassers  on  track. 
lilcenae  by  acqaleiiceiice. 

Cited  in  Ewing  v.  Rhea,  37  Or.  587,  52  L.  R.  A.  142,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  783,  62 
Pac.  790,  holding  license  by  acquiescence  in  construction  of  ditch  revocable  at 
will;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Potter,  64  Kan.  22,  56  L.  R.  A.  580,  foot- 
note p.  575,  67  Pac.  534,  defining  what  constitutes  license  to  cross  railroad  track 
At  place  other  than  public  crossing;  Moody  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  89 
Ark.  107,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  75,  115  S.  W.  400,  holding  a  license  to  use  a  railroad 
track  as  a  foot  path  would  be  implied  where  the  railroad  company  constructed 
its  roadbed  in  such  a  manner  that  it  dammed  up  the  natural  waterway  and 
-washed  away  the  sidewalk  causing  the  use  of  the  track  for  a  footpath  without 
objection  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  company;  Dotta  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  36 
Wash.  514,  79  Pac.  32,  holding  no  license  would  be  implied  on  the  part  of  a 
railroad  company  to  trespassers  to  use  a  trestle  for  a  means  of  passing  to  and 
from  work  where  it  was  not  provided  with  a  foo.^^ath  and  was  of  such  narrow 
construction  that  there  was  no  room  to  step  aside  to  let  train  pass. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Williamson  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  1007,  which 
holds  that  invitation  to  use  railroad  right  of  way  as  footpath  does  not  arise 
from  merely  permitting  Buch  use  where  sign  is  conspicuously  posted  warning 
persons  not  to  do  so. 
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Laat  clear  ebanee. 

Cited  in  note  (55  L.  R.  A.  458)  on  doctrine  of  last  clear  chance. 

23  L.  R,  A.  719,  TRABUE  v.  DWELLING  HOUSE  INS.  CO.  121  Mo.  75,  42  Am. 

St.  Rep.  523,  25  S.  W.  848. 
Chanare  of  interest  aa  atfectlnar  Insurance  policy. 

Distinguished  in  Collings  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  70  Mo.  App.  17,  holding 
deed  by  heirs  to  widow  for  life,  of  interest  in  ancestor's  homestead,  not  change  of 
title  avoiding  policy  to  widow  and  heirs. 
Entire  and  divisible  contracts. 

Followed  in  Hollaway  v.  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  121  Mo.  88,  25  S.  W.  850, 
holding  policy  covering  real  estate  and  personal  property,  divisible;  Stephens  v. 
German  Ins.  Co.  61  Mo.  App.  199,  nolding  insurance  on  contents  not  invalidated 
by  breach  of  warranty  as  to  building;  Fowler  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  35  Or.  567,  57 
Pac.  421,  holding  entire  policy  avoided  by  false  swearing  as  to  proof  of  loss  of 
part  of  it;  Southern  F.  Ina.  Co.  v.  Knight,  111  Ga.  634,  52  L.  R.  A.  74,  footnote 
p.  70,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  36  S.  E.  821,  holding  policy  on  different  classes  of 
property  for  premium  payable  in  gross  sum,  indivisible. 

Cited  in  Benham  v.  Farmers'  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  165  Mich.  419,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
— ,  131  N.  W.  87,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  983,  holding  that  policy  of  fire  insurance 
on  personal  property  and  buildings  giving  separate  amounts,  is  void  as  to  per- 
sonalty where  dwelling  house  containing  personalty  was  falsely  represented  as 
having  brick  chimneys;  Crossman  v.  Pennsylvania  Fire  Ins.  Co.  133  Mo.  App. 
540,  113  S.  W.  704,  holding  where  a  policy  insured  property  for  a  gross  sum 
which  was  divided  into  separate  classes  each  representing  different  kinds  of 
property,  the  contract  was  divisible  into  as  many  parts  as  there  were  kinds  of 
property;  Miller  v.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  14  Okla.  86,  66  L.R.A.  176,  75  Pac.  1121, 
holding  where  different  classes  of  property  are  insured  each  class  being  separate 
from  the  others  and  insured  for  a  specific  amount,  on  a  breach  of  the  conditions 
of  the  policy  as  to  one  class  of  property  the  remainder  of  the  policy  is  not  affect- 
ed thereby;  Goorberg  v.  Western  Assur.  Co.  150  Cal.  518,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  880, 
119  Am.  St.  Rep.  246,  89  Pac.  130,  11  Ann.  Cas.  801,  on  there  being  no  difference 
between  the  use  of  the  phrase  "this  policy  shall  be  void"  and  "this  entire  policy 
shall  be  void,**  in  a  policy  of  insurance. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  30  L.  R.  A.  633,  which 
holds  insurance  on  personalty  as  well  as  on  building  avoided  by  nonoccupancy ; 
Dumas  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  358,  which  holds  entirely  void, 
for  breach  of  condition  as  to  part,  policy  for  certain  amount  on  furniture  as  a 
whole;  Miller  v.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.  65  L.R.A.  173,  which  holds  policy  on  a  build- 
ing and  on  fixtures  and  merchandise  therein,  specifying  a  certain  amount  for 
each,  severable  and  valid  as  to  building  and  fixtures,  notwithstanding  breach  of 
condition  as  to  inventory  avoiding  policy  as  to  merchandise. 

Distinguished  in  Pettit  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  69  Mo.  App.  321,  holding 
claims  for  burning  of  house  and  furniture  by  same  fire  under  same  policy,  con- 
stitute single  demand;  Huttig  Sash  &  Door  Co.  v.  M'Mahon,  81  Mo.  App.  447, 
holding  promissory  notes  illegal  in  part,  wholly  void;  Hall  v.  Western  Under- 
writers' Asso.  106  Mo.  App.  479,  81  S.  W.  227,  holding  under  a  policy  providing 
that  false  swearing  would  avoid  the  policy  false  swearing  as  to  the  loss  would 
entirely  avoid  the  policy  although  it  covered  the  stock  of  merchandise  and  the 
fixtures  separately  and  for  separate  amounts  and  the  false  swearing  was  only 
to  one  oi  them. 


{ 


23  L.R.A.  719]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  1168 

Pleading. 

Distinguished  in  Rissler  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  150  Mo.  373,  51  S.  W.  755, 
upholding  refusal  to  require  plaintiff  to  elect  on  which  cauae  of  action  he  will 
rely  under  petition  alleging  loss,  by  one  fire,  of  two  classes  of  property  insured  in 
designated  amounts. 

2.S  L.  R.  A.  723,  GRANT  v.  STATE,  33  Fla.  291,  14  So.  757. 
Criminal  v«r<llc*tii  and  sentences. 

Cited  in  Jenkins  v.  State,  35  Fla.  835,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  267,  18  So.  182,  holding 
verdict  in  case  involving  charge  of  murder,  of  guilty  as  charged,  with  recommen- 
dation of  one  defendant  to  mercy,  a  nullity;  State  v.  McCaffery,  16  Mont.  39,  40 
Pac.  63,  holding  plea  of  former  jeopardy  inadmissible  where  jurj'  in  former  trial 
did  not  return  verdict  as  required  by  Code;  Reyes  v.  State,  49  Fla.  23,  38  So. 
257,  holding  where  a  jury  returning  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  murder  as  charged 
the  trial  court  did  not  err  in  asking  them  what  degree  of  murder  they  intended ; 
Washington  v.  State,  55  Fla.  196,  46  So.  417,  holding  a  verdict  is  fatally  de> 
fective  where  it  finds  the  accused  guilty  of  no  ofTense  known  to  the  laws  of  the 
state  although  it  finds  the  defendant  guilty  of  two  substantive  ofl'enses;  State 
v.  Godwin,  138  N.  C.  586,  50  S.  E.  277,  holding  the  court  acted  properly  in  re- 
fusing to  accept  a  verdict  of  "guilty  but  innocently,'*  and  also  citing  annota- 
tion; Brewer  v.  State,  53  Fla.  2,  43  So.  423,  12  Ann.  Cas.  79,  on  written  verdicts 
as  being  properly  receivable  in  capital  cases. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  llechter  v.  State,  56  L.  R.  A.  457,  which  holds  sealed  ver- 
dict of  guilty  on  some  counts  of  indictment  not  invalidated  by  adding  not  guilty 
as  to  others  before  recording. 

Cited  in  note  (45  L.  R.  A.  136)  on  effect  of  excessive  sentence. 
Clkawkge  In  form  of  verdict. 

Cited  in  Bryant  v.  State,  34  Fla.  298,  16  So.  177,  holding  direction  of  court 
to  jury  to  substitute  for  words  "the  prisoner,*'  the  name  of  defendant,  proper; 
Com.  V.  Huston,  46  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  221,  holding  that  in  conspiracy  trial  court 
may  refuse  to  receive  improper  verdict  and  direct  jury  to  find  defendants  either 
guilty  or  not  gulHy. 

23  L.  R.  A.  737,  EVANS  v.  JOHNSON,  39  W.  Va.  299,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  912,  19 

S.  E.  623. 
Proceedings  without  due  notice. 

Cited  in  Goff  v.  Price,  42  W.  Va.  390,  26  S.  E.  287,  holding  that  judgment  on 
affirmative  matter  in  answer  cannot  be  tiiken  against  codefendant  without  service 
of  process  to  reply  to  such  answer;  South  Penn  Oil  Co.  v.  Mclntire,  44  \V.  Va. 
305,  28  S.  E.  922,  holding  appointment  of  committee  of  insane  person,  without 
notice,  void;  Ke  VVellman,  3  Kan.  App.  104,  45  Pac.  726;  Jones  v.  Learned,  17 
Colo.  App.  78,  66  Pac.  1071;  Stewart  v.  Taylor,  111  Ky.  254,  63  S.  W.  783.— 
holding  adjudication  of  insanity,  without  notice,  void;  Cox  v.  Von  Ashlcfeldt,  105 
La.  582,  30  So.  175,  holding  that  one  cannot  be  denied  status  of  person  sui  juris 
without  formal  proceedings  based  on  notice;  People  ew  rel.  Ordway  v.  St.  Sav- 
iour's Sanitarium,  34  App.  Div.  373,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  431,  holding  commitment  of 
inebriate,  without  notice,  void;  Re  Allen.  82  Vt.  372,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  238,  73 
Atl.  1078,  holding  habeas  corpus  was^  properly  granted  for  the  relief  of  a  person 
confined  in  an  insane  hospital  where  no  notice  was  given  to  such  person  of  the 
inquiry  as  to  his  sanity  so  as  to  allow  him  to  defend;  Stanton  v.  Wolmesdorff, 
55  W.  Va.  602,  47  S.  E.  245,  holding  where  a  statute  provided  that  when  in  the 
first  instance  a  peremptory  mandamus  is  sought,  conditional  mandamus  might 
be  dispensed  with,  notice  of  the  application  must  be  given  although  the  statute 
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makes  no  provision  for  such  notice;  Karnes  v.  Johnston,  58  W.  Va.  697,  52  S.  K 
658,  holding  the  appointment  of  a  committee  upon  a  finding  that  the  person  is 
insane  under  an  inquisition  without  notice  is  void;  Martin  v.  White,  76  C.  C.  A. 
G71,  146  Fed.  465,  holding  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  for  an  insane  person 
under  a  statute  providing  that  notice  of  the  proceedings  be  given  to  the  insane 
person,  is  void  where  no  personal  notice  of  the  proceedings  was  given;  Miller  v. 
Sterringer,  66  W.  Va.  171,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  600,  66  S.  E.  228,  holding  county 
court  has  power  to  appoint  committee  when  notice  is  given  to  lunatic  though 
no  previous  inquisition  is  had. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Porter  v.  Ritch,  39  L.  R.  A.  363,  which  upholds  order  by 
judge  for  temporary  confinement  of  alleged  lunatic  pending  proceedings  to  deter- 
mine question  of  sanity;  Re  Lambert,  55  L.  R.  A.  856,  which  holds  void,  statute 
authorizing  commitment  to  insane  hospital  without  notice  to  alleged  insane 
person;  Re  Boyett,  67  L.R.A.  972,  which  holds  void  statute  empowering  court  in 
its  discretion  without  notice  or  opportunity  to  be  heard  to  commit  one  acquitted 
of  murder  because  of  insanity  to  asylum  for  treatment  from  which  he  cannot  be 
released  without  an  act  of  legislature. 

Cited  in  note   (12  L.R.A.(X.S.)   896)   on  collateral  attack  on  lunacy  proceed- 
ings for  want  of  notice  to  lunatic. 
ESuforcement  of  vendor's  lien. 

Cited  in  Shields  v.  Tarleton,  48  W.  Va.  346,  37  S.  E.  689,  refusing  enforcement 
of  vendor's  lien  because  of  laches;  Burbridge  v.  Sadler,  46  W.  Va.  43,  32  S.  E. 
1028,  holding  vendor's  lien  presumed  paid  after  lapse  of  twenty  years. 

Cited  in  note   (39  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   1174)  on  effect  of  barring  of  action  for  pur- 
chase money  upon  right  to  enforce  vendor's  lien. 
Statnte  of  llnaltatlons. 

Cited  in  Seymour  v.  Alkire,  47  W.  Va.  304,  34  S.  E.  953,  holding  personal  de- 
cree against  defendant,  on  claim  barred  by  statute,  erroneous,  although  lien  ex- 
ists for  same  on  land;  Porter  v.  Marshall,  67  W.  Va.  675,  69  S.  E.  307,  to  the 
point  that  statute  of  limitations  which  bars  action  on  debt  will  not  bar  fore- 
closure of  mortgage;  Worth  v.  Wrenn,  144  X.  C.  600,  57  S.  E.  388,  holding 
where  a  vendee  holds  possession  of  land  under  a  bond  for  title,  neither  lapse  of 
time  nor  the  statute  of  limitatfons  will  operate  to  subject  the  property  to  the 
payment  until  some  action  has  been  taken  looking  to  the  execution  of  the  con- 
tract or  the  parties  placed  in  a  hostile  position  towards  each  other;  Blue  v. 
Campbell,  67  W.  Va.  40,  49  S.  E.  909,  holding  in  an  action  for  the  purchase 
price  of  land  the  presumption  of  payment  cannot  avail  as  a  defense  where  the 
legal  title  has  been  withheld;  Wilcox  v.  Wilcox,  139  Mich.  370,  102  N.  W.  954, 
holding  it  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  whether  the  statute  of  limitations  had 
run  against  a  claim  by  a  wife  against  the  estate  of  her  deceased  husband  for 
money  loaned  to  him  by  her  and  which  he  expected  to  return  to  her. 

Cited  in  notes  (95  Am.  St.  Rep.  663)  on  effect  of  bar  of  statute  of  limita- 
tions; (16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  297)  on  running  of  limitations  as  to  arrears  on  in- 
terest of  money  charged  on  land. 

23  L.  R.  A.  746,  POTTER  v.  THE  MAJESTIC,  9  C.  C.  A.  161,  20  U.  S.  App.  503, 
60  Fed.  624. 
Denial  of  petition  to  certify  cause  to  supreme  court  in  Oceanic  Steam  Nav.  Co. 
V.  Potter,  13  C.  C.  A.  676,  14  U.  S.  App.  710,  69  Fed.  844. 
Conflict  of  liivira. 

Cited  in  Wupperman  v.  The  Carib  Prince,  63  Fed.  268,  upholding  foreign  con- 
tract  limiting   liability  for   damages   from   latent   defects,   under   foreign   law; 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 74. 
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Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Harrison,  119  Ala.  545,  43  L.  R.  A.  387,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  936, 

24  So.  552,  holding  contract  of  shipment  from  one  state  to  another  governed  by 
law  of  state  where  made. 

Cited  in  notes  (63  L.R.A.  529)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  carrier's  contracts: 
(5  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  888,  889)  on  presumption  that  parties  to  contract  intended 
to  adopt  law  of  place  where  contract  was  made. 

Distinguished  in  The  New  England,  110  Fed.  417,  holding  stipulation  in  foi 
eign  contract  exempting  carrier  from  liability  for  loss  of  baggage  from  n^ligenoe 
of  its  servant,  void. 
stipulations  Ilmltlnar  carrier's  liability. 

Reversed  in  166  U.  S.  375,  41  L.  ed.  1039,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  597,  holding  "con- 
ditions" on  back  of  ticket  to  be  notices,  and  not,  as  matter  of  law,  part  of  con- 
tract, though  words  "See  back,"  are  printed  on  face  of  ticket. 

Cited  in  Calderon  v.  Atlas  S.  S.  Co.  16  C.  C.  A.  333,  35  C.  C.  A.  587,  69  Fed.  575. 
Reversing  64  Fed.  876,  upholding  stipulation  limiting  liability  for  goods  above 
value  of  $100,  unless  special  agreement  made  with  reference  thereto;  The  Ken- 
sington, 36  C.  C.  A.  535,  94  Fed.  887,  upholding  stipulation  in  ticket  limiting 
liability  for  loss  of  baggage  to  250  francs;  Aiken  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  80  Mo.  App. 
15,  and  The  Priscilla,  106  Fed.  740.  upholding  contract  on  ticket  limiting  liabil- 
ity for  loss  of  baggage  to  $100;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Turner,  100  Tenn.  222» 
43  L.  R.  A.  142,  footnote  p.  140,  47  S.  W.  223,  holding  mere  stamping  or  print- 
ing of  limitation  on  railroad  ticket  or  posting  of  notice  in  waiting  rooms  insuffi- 
cient to  bind  passenger;  Boling  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  189  Mo.  231,  88  S. 
W.  35,  on  how  the  right  to  transportation  under  a  ticket  is  affected  by  terms 
limiting  the  time  in  which  it  may  be  used. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rogers  v.  Kennebec  S.  B.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  491,  which  holds 
one  traveling  with  friend  on  pass  of  latter  bound  by  unknown  condition  as  to 
risks;  O'Rouke  v.  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  614,  which  holds  void,  con- 
ditions on  transfer  check  requiring  passengers  to  ascertain  correctness  of  date, 
time,  and  direction;  Watson  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  454,  which 
holds  condition  requiring  return  coupon  of  round-trip  ticket  to  be  stamped,  rea- 
sonable; Crary  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  69  L.  R.  A.  815,  which  requires  proof  of 
negligence  causing  injury  to  passenger  using  excursion  ticket,  by  which  passen- 
ger assumes  risk  of  accident. 

Cited  in  note    (5  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  347)    on  special  limitations  of  liability  of 
carrier. 
Liosa  J»Y  perils  of  the  sea. 

Cited  in  Bancroft- Whitney  Co.  v.  The  Queen,  78  Fed.  167,  holding  evidence 
leaving  in  doubt  question  of  how  leak  occurred  not  sufficient  to  bring  carrier 
within  exceptions  of  loss  by  perils  of  sea. 

23  L.  R.  A.  753,  CROAN  v.  PHELPS,  94  Ky.  213,  21  S.  W.  874. 
Rlffhts  of  parents  and  ehlldren  as  affected  by  lIleflrltlniacT* 

Cited  in  Adams  v.  Sneed,  41  Fla.  158,  25  So.  893,  holding  children  of  slave 
marriages  not  ratified  after  emancipation,  neither  legitimates  nor  bastards  with- 
in statutes  of  descent;  Johnson  v.  Bodine,  108  Iowa,  599,  79  N.  W.  348,  uphold- 
ing right  of  children  of  illegitimate  daughter  of  testator's  brother  to  share  in 
devise  to  his  heirs;  McCully  v.  Warrick,  61  N.  J.  Eq.  610,  46  Atl.  949,  holding  il- 
legitimate brothers  and  sisters  not  entitled  to  take  under  statute  providing  for 
payment  of  personal  estate  of  intestate  illegitimate  to  mother,  where  such  illegit- 
imate survives  the  mother. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Williams  v.  Kimball,  26  L.  R.  A.  746,  which  denies  right 
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of  offspring  of  slave  marriages  to  inherit  property  acquired  by  ancestors  after 
emancipation;  Murphy  v.  Portrum,  30  L.  R.  A.  263,  which  denies  right  of  inher- 
itance, as  next  of  kin  of  father,  of  ill^itimate  child  adopted  but  not  legitimated; 
McDonald  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  309,  which  denies  right 
of  action  to  father  for  death  of  illegitimate  child;  Leonard  v.  Braswell,  36  L.  R. 
A.  707,  which  sustains  right  of  offspring  of  bigamous  marriage,  void  where  en- 
tered into,  to  inherit  lands  in  state  declaring  such  issue  legitimate;  Van  Horn 
T.  Van  Horn,  45  L.  R.  A.  93,  which  holds  recognition  of  illegitimate  son  in  other 
state  sufficient  to  make  him  heir  under  Iowa  statute;  Alabama  &  V.  R.  Co.  v. 
Williams,  51  L.  R,  A.  836,  which  denies  mother's  right  to  recover  for  death  of 
illegitimate  child;  Moore  v.  Moore,  58  L.  R.  A.  451,  which  sustains  bastard's 
right  to  inherit  from  brother  of  deceased  mother. 
•Conatmctlon   of   atMtvtes. 

Cited  in  Jackson  v.  Hocke,  171  Ind.  373,  84  N.  E.  830,  on  the  words  "child," 
^'children,"  or  "kindred''  as  used  in  a  statute  as  meaning  legitimate  children  or 
kindred  only;  Truelove  v.  Truelove,  172  Ind.  445,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  225,  86  N.  E. 
1018,  on  words  having  a  definite  meaning  at  common  law  as  being  deemed  to 
have  the  same  meaning  when  used  in  a  statute  where  nothing  showing  a  con- 
trary intention. 

23  L.  R  A.  758,  FISHER  v.  WEST  VIRGINIA  &  P.  R.  CO.  39  W.  Va.  366,  19  S. 
E.  578. 
Second  appeal  in  42  W.  Va.  201,  33  L.  R.  A.  76,  24  S.  E.  570. 
Lease  of  railroads  and  resulting:  liabilities. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Van  Steuben  v.  Central  R.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  577,  which 
holds  void,  unauthorized  lease  of  railroad;  Lee  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  38  L.  R.  A. 
71,  which  holds  lessor  of  railroad  liable  to  emploj^ee  of  lessee  for  injury  due  to 
defects  of  rails  and  track. 

Cited  in  notes  (44  L.R.A,  739)  on  liability  of  lessor  of  railroad  for  injury 
<»iused  by  negligence  of  another  company  using  road  under  lease,  license,  or  other 
contract;  (58  Am.  St.  Rep.  148)  on  liability  of  lessor  of  railroad  to  third 
persons. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  106  La.  524,  31  So. 
115,  holding  lessor  railroad  not  bound  by  judgment  in  action  in  which  it  was  not 
made  a  party. 
Carrier's  Auty  toward  passengrers. 

Cited  in  Wheeler  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  70  N.  H.  620,  54  L.  R.  A.  959,  foot- 
note p.  955,  50  Atl.  103,  holding  carrier  liable  for  fall  of  drunken  passenger  per- 
mitted to  dance  and  stagger  near  door  of  baggage  car;  Burke  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  108  111.  App.  573,  holding  carrier  liable  for  injury  resulting  from  neg- 
ligently depositing  passenger  known  to  it  to  be  helplessly  intoxicated,  in  danger- 
ous place;  Kennedy  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  68  W.  Va.  590,  70  S.  E.  359,  holding 
that  slightest  negligence  on  part  of  railroad  towards  passenger  is  regarded  as 
gross  negligence  rendering  it  liable  for  injury;  Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
v.  Gregory,  141  Ky.  765,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  325,  133  S.  W.  805,  holding  that  rail- 
road is  bound  to  use  ordinary  care  to  protect  intoxicated  passenger  only  when 
condition  is  known  to  agents  or  when  by  exercise  of  reasonable  care  it  would 
have  been  known;  Central  of  Georgia  R.  Co.  v.  Carleton,  163  Ala.  70,  51  So.  27, 
holding  that  fact  that  passenger  was  intoxicated  furnishes  no  excuse  for  con- 
ductor to  force  him  from  place  of  safety,  but  on  contrary  requires  that  greater 
care  be  taken  for  his  safetv. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Price  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  213, 
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which  holds  negligence  of  trespasser  sitting  down  on  railroad  track  not  excused 
by  drunkenness;  Bageard  v.  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  424,  which 
denies  carrier's  liability  for  injury  to  sick  passenger  supposed  to  be  intoxicated^ 
while  going  towards  back  of  station  after  being  helped  to  front,  where  way  open 
to  street;  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Tarin,  64  L.  R.  A.  240,  which  holds  carrier  liable- 
for  injury  to  unwarned  passenger  in  car  left  standing  till  undermined  by  freshet: 
Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Saulsberry,  56  L.  R.  A.  580,  which  denies  liability  to 
drunken  passenger  ejected  at  station  where  ticket  expires,  for  injuries  in  attempt- 
ing to  re-enter  train;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Ifobbs,  63  L.  R.  A.  68,  which  holds  car- 
rier liable  to  partially  blind  passenger  carried  beyond  her  station  without  having 
reasonable  opportunity  to  alight,  despite  conductor's  promise  to  assist  her ;  Kom 
V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  873,  which  holds  conductor  not  neffligent 
in  ejecting  a  short  distance  from  the  station,  for  refusal  to  pay  fare,  one  who,, 
while  apparently  intoxicated,  was  able  to  walk,  and  converse  intelligently; 
Fox  V.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  68  L.R.A.  336,  which  holds  carrier  liable  where  em- 
ployees in  charge  of  train  knowingly  permit  person  beastly  drunk  to  go  out  alon^^- 
on  platform  of  moving  car. 

Citeil  in  note  (49  L.  R.  A.  131)  on  intoxication  as  affecting  negligence. 
Inatrnctloiia  to  Jury. 

Cited  in  Webb  v.  Big  Kanawha  &  0.  R.  Packet  Co.  43  W.  Va.  809,  29  S.  E.  519, 
holding  instruction  containing  abstract  propositions  of  law,  applicable  to  only 
one  of  two  conflicting  theories  in  case,  erroneous;  McVey  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R, 
Co.  46  W.  Va.  119,  32  S.  E.  1012,  holding  instruction  that  carrier  is  bound  to 
same  degree  of  care  towards  person  using  its  right  of  way.  as  if  tracks  ran 
through  public  street,  erroneous;  McVey  v.  St.  Clair  Co.  49  W.  Va.  418,  38  S. 
E.  648,  holding  instruction  failing  to  negative  contributory  negligence,  erroneous; 
Mylius  v.  Raine-Andrew  Lumber  Co.  09  W.  Va.  365,  71  S.  E.  404,  holding  that 
instructions  confined  to  subsidiary  issues,  founded  upon  evidence  and  ignoring, 
direct  issue,  cannot  properly  be  given. 
Contributory  nesrilfrence. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Moneyhun,  146  Ind.  155,  34  L.  R. 
A.  143,  44  N.  E.  1106,  holding  boy  going  on  lower  step  of  car  platform  to  vomit, 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 

Cited   in  note    (29  L.R.A.(N.S.)    326)    on  riding  on  platform  of  railroad  cat 
as  negligence. 
Mixed  la-w  and  faet. 

Cited  in  Price  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  75  Ark.  490,  112  Am.  St.  Rep^ 
79,  88  S.  W.  575,  on  the  question  of  negligence  as  being  a  mixed  question  of  law 
and  fact  where  there  is  a  substantial  conflict  in  the  evidence. 

23  L.  R.  A.  768,  ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  v.  REESMAN,  9  C.  0.  A.  20y  19- 

U.  S.  App.  596,  60  Fed.  370. 
Lifablllty  of  master  for  injuries  to  servant. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Doty,  67  C.  C.  A.  38,  133  Fed.  872,  holding 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  for  injuries  received  while  in  the  employment  of 
the  defendant  but  not  in  the  course  of  the  employn^ent  for  which  he  was  hired 
he  having  exchanged  duties  with  another  employee  temporarily. 

Distinguished  in  Gibson  v.  Kansas  City  Packing  Box  Co.  85  Kan.  349,  116  Pac. 
502,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  1103,  holding  that  Factory  Act  gives  no  right  of  action; 
to  father  for  injury  to  minor  son  in  addition  to  common-law  rights,  and  only 
son  himself  can  recover  for  such  injury. 
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Maater's  duty  to  provide  safe  plaees  and  appllAnces. 

Cited  in  Deserant  v.  Cerillos  Coal  R.  Co.  178  U.  S.  420,  44  L.  ed,  1133,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  967,  and  Sommer  v.  Carbon  Hill  Coal  Co.  32  C.  C.  A.  160,  59  U.  S.  App. 
519,  89  Fed.  58,  holding  master  liable  for  injury  to  servant,  due  to  failure  to  re- 
move gas  from  mine;  Cudahy  Packing  Co.  v.  Antlies,  54  C.  C.  A.  606,  117  Fed. 
120,  holding  master  liable  for  injury  to  servant  for  failure  to  provide  safe  rope 
for  elevator;  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  172  111.  382,  64  Am.  St.  Rep. 
44,  50  N.  E.  116,  Affirming  69  111.  App.  394,  holding  carrier  liable  for  failure  to 
*rect  fences,  causing  death  of  engineer  through  derailment  of  train  by  striking 
stray  cattle. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  321)  on  obligation  of  railroad  company  to  employee 
AS  to  fencing  track. 

Vice  prlndpalahlp. 

Cited  in  note   (54  L.  R.  A.  65)   on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with  ref- 
'erence  to  character  of  act  which  caused  injury. 
Rebnttal  of  Incompetent   testimony. 

Cited  in  Roark  v.  Greeno,  61  Kan.  310,  59  Pac.  655,  holding  that  incompetent 
testimony,  erroneously  admitted,  may  be  rebutted. 
Violation  of  master's  rales  by  servant. 

Cited  in  Richmond  A  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Finley,  12  C.  C.  A.  599,  25  U.  S.  App.  16,  63 
Fed.  231,  holding  engineer  without  power  to  waive  rule  of  master  requiring 
l>rakeman  to  use  stick  in  coupling;  Kansas  &  A.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Dye,  16  C.  C. 
A.  608,  36  U.  S.  App.  23,  70  Fed.  28,  holding  section  foreman  failing  to  Hag  hanc 
•ear  as  required  by  rule,  guilty  of  contributory  negligence ;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  'R.  Co 
^.  Craig,  25  C.  C.  A.  591,  47  U.  S.  App.  647,  80  Fed.  496,  holding  master  not 
liable  for  injury  to  servant,  due  to  violation  of  rules  in  going  between  cars  to 
uncouple  them;  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  Kane,  55  C.  C.  A.  141,  118  Fed.  235,  denying  re- 
'covery  for  death  of  iireman  while  cleaning  number  on  front  of  engine  in  violatioi 
of  rules;  Canadian  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  70  C.  C.  A.  242,  137  Fed.  907,  holding 
the  failure  of  an  employee  to  observe  a  rule  of  the  defendant  company  in  force 
for  the  protection  of  employees  relieved  the  defendant  from  liability  for  his 
death;  Anderson  v.  Mikado  Min.  Co.  3  Ont.  L.  Rep.  587,  holding  no  liability  on 
part  of  defendant  for  the  death  of  an  employee  using  the  cage  in  the  mine  in- 
stead of  the  ladder  in  violation  of  the  rules  of  the  mine;  New  York,  C.  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Ropp,  76  Ohio  St.  461,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  417,  81  N.  E.  748,  holding 
i;he  failure  of  an  employee  to  obey  a  rule  of  company  in  force  for  the  better 
-protection  of  employees  is  not  excused  by  the  fact  that  another  servant  under 
whose  orders  plaintiff  was  working  at  the  time  of  the  accident  did  not  obey  the 
niles;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Collier,  88  C.  C.  A.  127,  157  Fed.  355,  holding 
the  failure  of  plaintiff  to  observe  a  *'stop  signal,^'  the  result  being  a  collision 
in  which  the  plaintiff  was  injured  was  not  excused  by  the  alleged  giving  of  a 
.-signal  to  proceed  which  under  the  circumstances  was-  contrary  to  the  rules  of 
defendant. 

Cited  in  note   (43  L.  R.  A.  349)   on  duties  of  master  to  servant  as  to  rules 
-promulgated  for  safe  conduct  of  business. 

Distinguished  in  Crow  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  45  Wash.  609,  88  Pac.  1022,  hold- 
ing a  brakeman  injured  in  a  railroad  collision  would  not  be  prevented  from  re- 
•covering  because  of  his  failure  to  obey  the  rules  of  the  defendant  requiring  the 
flagging  of  ao  approaching  train  where  the  conductor  in  charge  of  the  train 
'Ordered  him  to  proceed  with  his  train. 
9*roxlmate  canse  of  Injury. 

Cited  in  Pittsburg,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Hood,  36  C.  C.  A.  429,  94  Fed.  624, 


23  L.R.A.  768]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  1174 

holding  blowing  off  of  steam  and  moving  of  train,  which  frightened  horses,  prox- 
imate cause  of  resulting  injuries  to  driver. 
lilablllty  for   failure   to   fence  rlsht  of  way. 

Cited  in  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App.  68,  77 
S.  W.  439,  holding  wliere  because  of  failure  to  keep  fence  in  repair  cattle  escape 
onto  the  track  causing  a  collision  in  w^hich  a  passenger  is  injured  the  carrier 
cannot  set  up  that  no  duty  was  owed  to  the  passenger  to  maintain  such  fence  or 
keep  it  in  repair;  New  York,  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Price,  16  L.R.A.(X.S.)  1106, 
86  C.  C.  A.  502,  159  Fed.  333,  holding  the  duty  imposed  by  statute  upon  a 
carrier  to  fence  his  right  of  way  created  no  liability  for  failure  to  fence  against 
children  who  playing  near  the  right  of  way  ran  upon  the  track  and  vrere- 
injured. 

Cited  in  note  (9  L.R.^.  (N.S.)  343,  345)  on  private  action  for  violation  of 
statute  as  to  fencing  right  of  way,  not  expressly  conferring  it. 

Distinguished  in  Neilsen  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.R.  Co.  109  C.  C.  A.  225,  187  Fed. 
395,  holding  that  employee  has  no  cause  of  action  against  railroad  for  injure- 
that  resulted  from  derailment  of  locomotive  by  cattle  which  strayed  upon  un- 
fenced  right  of  way;  Tenut  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  207  Mass.  19,  30  L.R.A.(K.S.) 
1201,  92  N.  E.  1032,  20  Ann.  Cas.  1213,  holding  that  statute  requiring  railroads 
to  erect  fences  imposes  no  duty  to  prevent  by  sucli  fences  owners  of  adjoining 
premises  from  falling  down  embankments  along  tracks. 
Introdactlon  of  Irrelevant  evidence. 

Cited  in  Warren  Live  Stock  Co.  v.  Farr,  73  C.  C  A.  340,  142  Fed.  117,  holding 
a  party  lirst  introducing  evidence  irrelevant  to  the  issues  of  the  case  cannot 
assign  as  error  the  introduction  of  evidence  by  the  other  party  relating  to  the 
same  subject-matter. 

23  L.  R.  A.  774,  HATLE  v.  TEXAS  &  P.  R.  00.  9  C.  C.  A.  134,  23  U.  S.  App.  80, 

60  Fed.  557. 
Injuries  due  to  mere  frlgrl^t  or  mental  dlntnrbance. 

Cited  in  Haas  v.  Metx.  78  111.  App.  62,  denying  right  of  recovery  for  physical 
injuries  caused  by  mental  disturbance  due  to  words  spoken  by  defendant;  Kalen 
V.  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  R.  Co.  18  Ind.  App.  207,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  343,  47  X.  E. 
694.  holding  damages  not  recoverable  for  fright  and  mental  anguish  un.nccom- 
panied  by  physical  injury;  Mitchell  v.  Rochester  R.  Co.  151  N.  Y.  109.  34  L.  R. 
A.  783,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  604,  45  N.  E.  354;  Braun  v.  Craven,  175  111.  411,  42  L, 
R.  A.  203,  51  X.  E.  657;  Spade  v.  Lynn  &  B.  It  Co.  168  Mass.  290,  38  L.  R.  A. 
614,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  393,  47  N.  E.  88, — denying  right  of  recovery  for  injury  due 
to  mere  fright  and  mental  disturbance ;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Stew- 
art, 24  Ind.  App.  382,  56  N.  E.  917,  holding  damages  for  impairment  of  health  by- 
fright,  due  to  impending  danger  to  plaintiff's  daughter  through  defendant's  neg- 
ligence, not  recoverable;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  20  Ind.  App.  220,  59 
N.  E.  416,  holding  action  maintainable  against  telegraph  company  for  mental 
anguish  due  to  its  failure  to  deliver  message;  Huston  v.  Freemansburg,  9  North. 
Co.  Rep.  361,  holding  that  negligent  blasting  producing  shock,  resulting  in 
mental  suffering,  is  not  subject  of  right  of  action;  Shellabarger  v.  Morris,  115 
Mo.  App.  571,  91  S.  W.  1005.  on  mental  anguish  as  not  an  element  of  damages 
where  no  bodily  injuries  suffered;  Miller  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  78 
Ohio  St.  324,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  953,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  699,  85  N.  E.  499,  holding 
there  could  be  no  recovery  for  mere  fright  or  shock  unaccompanied  by  physical 
injury  where  the  acts  causing  were  neither  wilful  nor  malicious. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  t.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  323,  which 
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denies  right  of  recovery  for  sickness  due  to  fright  caused  by  grossly  negligent 
act  of  one  knowing  such  result  would  follow;  Homans  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  57 
L.  R.  A.  291,  which  holds  carrier  liable  for  nervous  shock  to  passenger  resulting 
from  jar  to  nervous  system,  accompanying  blow,  caused  by  being  negligently 
thrown  on  seat;  Watson  v.  Dilts,  57  L.  R.  A.  559,  which  holds  one  liable  for 
frightening  woman,  causing  nervous  prostration,  by  stealthily  entering  her  home 
in  nighttime;  Kline  v.  Kline,  58  L.  R.  A.  397,  which  sustains  right  to  damages 
for  mental  suffering  for  assault  by  pointing  gun,  with  threat  to  shoot  unless 
house  abandoned;  Sanderson  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  denies 
right  to  recover  for  fright  resulting  in  physical  injury,  but  without  contempora- 
neous injury,  unless  fright  proximate  result  of  legal  wrong;  Reed  v.  Maley,  62 
L.  R.  A.  900,  which  holds  that  merely  soliciting  woman  to  have  sexual  intercourse 
gives  her  no  right  of  action  because  of  wounded  feelings  and  humiliation. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  57)  on  right  to  recover  for  physical  injury  re- 
sulting from  fright  caused  by  wrongful  act. 

Distinguished  in  Bacon  v.  Pullman  Co.  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  583,  89  C.  C.  A.  1, 
359  Fed.  7,  14  Ann.  Cas.  516,  holding  the  plaintiff  could  recover  for  physical 
and  mental  suffering  endured  by  reason  of  the  loss  of  medicine  contained  in  a 
handbag  which  was  stolen  by  a  party  on  the  train  on  w^hich  she  was  traveling; 
Simone  v.  Rhode  Island  Co.  28  R.  I.  192,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  743,  66  Atl.  202,  hold- 
ing a  recovery  might  be  had  where  the  shock  received  by  a  person  in  a  collision 
due  to  the  negligence  of  defendant's  employees  is  followed  by  physical  troubles. 

Disapproved  in  effect  in  Watkins  v.  Kaolin  Mfg.  Co.  131  N.  C.  543,  60  L.  R- 
A.  620,  42  S.  E.  983,  and  Mack  v.  South  Bound  R.  Co.  52  S.  C.  334,  40  L.  R,  A.  684, 
68  Am.  St.  Rep.  913,  29  S.  E.  905,  holding  damages  for  injury  caused  by  fright 
due  to  negligence,  recoverable;  Cowan  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  122  Iowa,  382,  64 
L.  R.  A.  549,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  268,  98  N.  W.  281,  holding  damages  for  mental 
pain  and  suffering,  resulting  from  negligent  transmission  of  telegram,  recoverable. 
Proximate  caiiae. 

Cited  in  Stone  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  171  Mass.  542,  41  L.  R.  A.  798,  51  N.  E. 
1,  holding  railroad  company  carelessly  storing  oil  not  liable  for  negligent  act  of 
stranger  igniting  it,  fire  spreading  to  adjacent  buildings;  Mella  v.  Northern  S. 
S.  Co.  162  Fed.  510,  holding  there  could  be  no  recovery  for  the  death  of  a 
passenger  who  suffered  an  injury  while  on  defendant's  ship  due  to  defendant's, 
negligence  where  the  cause  of  death  was  paralysis  of  the  heart  due  to  the  chloro- 
form given  at  the  hospital  during  an  operation  for  the  injury  which  was  not  a. 
serious  one. 

Cited  in  note  (8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  416)  on  remoteness  of  damages. 

23  L.  R.  A.  777,  BOGGESS  v.  CHESAPEAKE  &  0.  R.  CO.  37  W.  Va.  297,  16 

S.  E.  r.25. 
Riiikii  of  employment. 

Cited  in  Woodell  v.  West  Virginia  Tmprov.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  46,  17  S.  E.  386^ 
holding  risk  of  dangerous  limb  of  tree  projecting  over  railroad  assumed  by  em- 
ployee, continuing  in  service  after  knowledge  of  it. 
Contrlbatory  neflrllsence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Distler  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  762,  which 
holds  stopping  from  station  platform  on  to  slowly  moving  train  not  negligence  per 
«e;  Jones  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  490,  which  denies  right  of 
one  attempting  to  enter  car  of  mixed  train  at  distance  from  station,  to  recover 
for  injury  from  sudden  jolting  of  car  in  coupling. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  753)  on  negligence  of  passenger  in  getting 
on  or  off  moving  train. 
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Illslita  of  p«nion«  rldlnv  on  frelvlit  tralnii* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Richmond  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  616,  whidi  holds 
unenforceable,  agreement  by  purchaser  of  mileage  ticket  at  reduced  rate  not  to 
Jiold  carrier  liable  for  injury  on  freight  train;  Purple  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  57  L. 
R.  A.  700,  which  holds  one  riding  on  train  prohibited  from  carrying  passengers, 
A  trespasser. 
Liability  for  Injarles  to  treapawiem. 

Cited  in  Bucci  v.  Waterman,  25  R.  I.  128,  54  Atl.  1059,  holding  defendant 

might  be  held  liable  for  injuries  received  by  a  child  of  tender  years  attempting 

to  climb  onto  his  wagon  where  the  defendant  used  such  a  threatening  manner 

Towards  the  child  in  ordering  him  off  that  the  child  in  attempting  to  obey  was 

injured. 

Vb^ho  are  pamenBTers. 

Cited  in  notes  (61  Am.  8t.  Rep.  83,  92,  94)  on  who  are  passengers  and  when 
they  become  such;    (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)    588)    on  passenger  on  wrong  car  or  train 
hy  his  own  mistake. 
fjlablllty  for  asaaalt  by  conductor. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gillespie  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  618,  which 
holds  street  car  company  not  absolved  from  liability  for  malicious  act  of  con- 
^luctor  in  calling  passenger  a  deadbeat  when  asked  for  change  due  her. 

53  L.  R.  A.  780,  ROBINSON  v.  GRAY,  90  Iowa,  899,  57  N.  W.  614. 
Rlsbt  of  cbattel  naortsavee   to   Immediate   poascMilon  of  property. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Rios,  60  L.  R.  A.  143,  which  sustains 
provision  authorizing  mortgagee  to  take  possession  of  chattels  on  default  in 
payment. 

Cited  in  note  (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  915)  on  effect  of  "danger,"  *'safety,"  or  **in- 
.security"  clause  in  chattel  mortgage. 

Distinguislied  in  Koster  v.  Scney,  100  Iowa,  564,  69  N.  W.  868,  holding  that 
right  of  chattel  mortgagee  to  take  ])os8e38ion  of  mortgaged  property  does  not 
Include  right  to  sell  until  debt,  or  some  part  of  it.  becomes  due:  Dalton  v.  Mil- 
waukee Mechanics*  Ins.  Co.  128  Iowa,  387,  102  X.  W.  120,  holding  the  Uking  of 
possession  of  mortgaged  property  by  the  mortgagee  and  the  selling  thereof  does 
not  operate  pro  tanto  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  debt  where  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  mortgagor  the  stock  was  replenished  with  the  proceeds;  Sylvester  v. 
Ammons,  126  Iowa,  144,  101  N.  W.  782,  holding  where  a  mortgage  of  a  stock  of 
^Toods  to  secure  the  balance  of  the  purchase  price  provided  for  the  handling  of 
tiie  goods  by  the  mortgagor  in  the  regular  mercantile  way  and  the  mortgage  note 
provided  for  the  payment  for  the  goods  from  the  sale  of  the  stock  a  provision 
in  the  mortgage  permitting  the  mortgagee  to  take  possession  whenever  he  wished 
was  inconsistent  with  the  remainder  of  the  instrument. 

-23  L.  R.  A.  785,  PEOPLE  c»  rel.   NEW  YORK  HOTEL  &  RESTAURANT  CO. 

V,  BARKER,  140  N.  Y.  437,  55  N.  Y.  S.  R.  796,  35  N.  E.  657. 
-Corporatloim  as  peraonn. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fleming  v.  Texas  Loan  Agency,  26  L.  R.  A.  250,  which 
liolds  corporation  a  "person"  within  statute  creating  liability  for  death  of  one 
person  by  another. 
Mandamus  to  board  of  equalisation. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Chambers  v.  Wells,  110  App.  Div.  340,  97  N.  Y.  Supp. 
333,  holding  mandamus  would  lie  to  compel  the  board  of  equalization  to  consider 
an  application  for  the  correction  of  an  assessment. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  787,  PEOPLE  ex  rel  CONNOR  v.  STAPLETON,  18  Colo.  568,  33- 

Poc.  167. 
Contempt  of  eovrt. 

Cited  in  Bloom  v.  People,  23  Colo.  420,  48  Pac  519,  holding  mere  disclaimer 
of  improper  motives  will  not  purge  publisher  of  contempt;  People  ex  rel,  Alex- 
ander V.  District  Court,  29  Colo.  220,  68  Pac.  242,  holding  as  contempt  of  court,, 
assessment  by  board  of  assessors  pending  hearing  in  supreme  court  of  applica- 
tion for  writ  to  prohibit  district  court  from  enforcing  injunction  forbidding  as- 
sessment;  State  ex  rel,  Haskell  v.  Faulds,  17  Mont.  145,  42  Pac.  285,  holding 
publication  of  editorial  charging  supreme  court  judges  with  dealing  out  injus- 
tice, and  entering  into  ''dirty  deal"  to  do  so,  contempt  of  court;   State  v.  Bee 
Pub.  Co.  60  Neb.  295,  50  L.  R.  A.  197,  footnote  p.  195,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  531,  83- 
N.  W.  204,  sustaining  punishment  for  contempt  of  newspaper  publishing  articles- 
threatening  judges  with  public  odium  if  they  decide  pending,  cause  in  certain 
way;  Re  Hughes,  8  N.  M.  241,  43  Pac.  692,  upholding  punishment  by  imprison- 
ment for  publication  of  article  charging  supreme  court  judges  with   improper- 
motives  in  institution  of  disbarment  proceedings;   Burke  v.  Tcnitory,  2  Okla.. 
521,  37  Pac.  829,  holding  published  statement  charging  action  of  court  as  "at- 
tempt to  browbeat  grand  jury,"  contempt  of  court;  State  v.  Tugwell,  19  Wash. 
255,  43  L.  R.  A.  723,  footnote  p.  717,  52  Pac.  1056,  holding  publication  of  em- 
barrassing articles  within  time  allowed  for  modification  of  opinion,  a  contempt;. 
Taylor  v.  Goodrich,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  116,  40  S.  W.  515,  raising,  but  not  de- 
ciding, question  whether  libelous  criticism  of  judicial  action  after  final  dispo- 
sition of  case  is  punishable  as  contempt;   State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Shepherd,   177 
Uo.  235,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  624,  76  S.  W.  79,  holdmg  legislature  powerless  to  take 
away,  abridge,  impair,  limit,  or  regulate  power  of  courts  to  punish  for  contempt; 
Re  Egan,  24  S.  D.  333,  123  N.  W.  478,  holding  that  liberty  of  press  does  not 
authorize   newspaper   to   assail   litigants   during   trial,   intimidate   witnesses   or 
spread  before  juries  its  opinion  of  merits  of  cases  on  trial;  Ex  parte  G-reen,  46 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  680,  66  L.R.A.  729,  308  Am.  St.  Rep.  1035,  81  S.  W.  723,  holding 
the  publisher  of  an  article  in  nature  defamatory  of  a  court  cannot  be  punished 
for  contempt  where  the  article  was  not  written  and  published  witli  reference  to 
any  case  then  pending  before  the  court;  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Shepherd,  177  Mo. 
265,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  624,  76  S.  W.  79;  People  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  News-Times 
Pub.  Co.  35  Colo.  378,  84  Pac.  912, — holding  the  publication  in  a  newspaper  of 
general  circulation  of  articles  charging  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court  with 
corrupt  motives   in    their   rulings   on   pending  causes,   constitute   criminal   con- 
tempt;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Gildersleeve,  219  Mo.  180,  118  S.  W.  86,  16 
Ann.  Cas.  749,  on  the  legislature  as  having  no  power  tot  abridge,  take  away, 
limit,  or  regulate  the  power  of  the  courts  to  punish  for  contempt. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel,  Ashbaugh  v.  Circuit  Court,  38  L.  R,  A.  554, 
which  denies  power  to  punish  for  criminal  contempt,  newspapers  charging  can- 
didate for  re-election  as  judge  with  corruption  and  partiality  in  actions  already 
ended;  Ex  parte  Foster,  60  L.  R  A.  631,  which  denies  court's  power  to  adjudge, 
on  own  motion,  publisher  in  contempt  for  disobeying  oral  order  not  to  publish 
testimony  in  pending  case;  Ex  parte  Green,  66  L.R.A.  727,  which  holds  criticism 
of  manner  in  which  trials  are  conducted  without  referring  to  particular  case  in 
court  not  punishable  as  contempt. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.R.A.  255)  on  legislative  power  to  abridge  power  of  court 
to  punish  for  contempt;  (117  Am.  St.  Rep.  951,  961)  on  courts,  tribunals  and 
persons  authorized  to  punish  contempts;  (15  Eng.  Rul.  Caa.  35)  on  power  of 
court  to  punish  for  contempt. 
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Limitation  of  poorer  of  department*  of  srovernment. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Anderson,  46  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  392,  81  S.  W.  973,  on  the 
exercise  of  legislative  power  as  being  limited  by  the  constitution. 

23  L.  R.  A.  795,  LOBECK  v.  LEE-CLARK-ANDREESEN  HARDWARE  CO.  37 

Neb.  168,  65  N.  W.  650. 
Good  will. 

Cited  in  Didlake  v.  Roden  Grocery  Co.  160  Ala.  492,  22  LJELA.(N.S.)  909, 
49  So.  384,  38  Ann.  Cas.  430,  on  the  nature  of  the  good  will  of  a  business;  Brad- 
bury V.  Wells,  138  Iowa,  681,  16  L.R.A.(N^.)  244,  115  N.  W.  880,  holding  good 
will  is  inseparable  from  the  busiuess;  Didlake  v.  Roden  Grocery  Co.  160  Alu. 
492,  22  L.RJ^.(N.S.)  909,  49  So.  384,  18  Ann.  Cas.  430,  holding  on  the  sale  of 
a  business  to  a  firm  composed  of  the  surviving  members  of  the  old  firm  without 
any  mention  being  made  as  to  the  good  will,  it  will  go  to  the  new  firm. 

Cited  iii  note  (96  Am.  St.  Rep.  617,  618)  on  good  will  of  partnership  as  means 
of  making  it  productive  on  dissolution. 

23  L.  R.  A.  802,  WILSON  v.  KING,  59  Ark.  32,  26  S.  W.  18. 
Lilnbllity  of  anretles  on  anpersedenB  bonds. 

Cited  in  Love  v.  Cann,  93  Ark.  223,  124  S.  W.  259,  holding  that  bondsmen  on 
supersedeas  bond  obligating  "payment  of  all  rents  which  appellee  is  kept  out  of 
by  appear'  are  liable  for  all  prior  rents  collection  of  which  is  stayed,  and  all 
subsequent  rents  until  appeal  is  disposed  of;  Dowling  v.  Walker,  120  Ky.  533, 
87  S.  W.  281,  holding  that  supersedeas  bond  given  to  replace  insulficient  one,  re- 
lates back  and  covers  period  between  execution  of  first  bond  and  date  of  return 
of  property  to  owner,  in  action  to  recover  property. 

23  L.  R.  A.  803,  HOOKE'S  SUCCESSION,  46  La.  Ann.  363,  16  So.  160. 
Matrlnkonlal  commnnlty  of  neqaet«  and  yalns. 

Cited  in  Verrier  v.  Loris,  48  La.  Ann.  722,  19  So.  677,  holding  that  adminis- 
trator of  succession  of  deceased  wife  cannot  take  control  of  property  held  in 
community  between  deceased  and  surviving  husband  and  usufructuary;  Mes- 
sick  V.  Mayer,  52  La.  Ann.  1175,  27  So.  815,  holding  entire  community  assets 
liable  for  debts  of  husband  and  partner,  leaving  widow  and  heir. 

23  L.  R.  A.  805,  HOPSON  v.  FOWLKES,  92  Tenn.  697,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.   120, 

23  S.  W.  55. 
Tenancy  by  entirety. 

Cited  in  Russell  v.  Russell,  122  Mo.  238,  26  S.  W.  677,  holding  woman  di- 
vorced from  husband  entitled  to  partition  of  land  held  by  entirety  during  mar- 
riaj^e;  Barnes  v.  Leidigh,  46  Or.  600,  79  Pac.  51,  on  the  effect  of  divorce  upon 
estates  by  entirety. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R.A.  334)  on  tenancy  by  entireties;  (10  L.R.A.(NJ8.) 
463)  on  effect  of  divorce  on  tenancy  by  entireties;  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  710)  on 
effect  of  conveyance  by  one  cotenant  to  found  adverse  possession  against  others. 

Distinguished  in  Cole  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Collier,  95  Ten.  120,  30  L.  R.  A.  818,  49 
Am.  St.  Rep.  921,  31  S.  W.  1000,  refusing  possession  to  purchaser  of  estate 
by  entirety,  at  execution  sale  for  husband's  debts,  wife  being  alive. 

23  L.  R.  A.  807,  MT.  VERNON  v.  PEOPLE,  147  111.  359,  35  N.  E.  533. 
liocal  asse««ntents. 

Cited  in  Newberry  v.  Detroit,  164  Mich.  413,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  306,  129  N.  W. 
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699,  holding  that  municipal  park  is  not  exempt  from  assessment  for  paving, 
where  statute  directs  cost  of  pavement  to  be  assessed  according  to  frontage. 

Cited  in  notes  (35  L.R.A.  38)  on  liability  to  local  assessments  for  benefits, 
of  property  exempt  from  general  taxation;  (132  Am.  St.  Rep.  301,  310,  323) 
on  exemption  from  taxation  or  assessment  of  lands  owned  by  governmental 
bodies,  or  in  which  they  have  an  interest;  (44  L.  ed.  U.  S.  97)  on  liability  of 
public  property  to  Assessment  for  public  improvements. 
state  as  a  ^sLrty  defendant. 

Cited  in  Galpin  v.  Chicago,  159  111.  App.  164,  holding  that  state  cannot  be 
sued  without  consent  previously  expressed;  People  v.  Chicago  Sanitary  Dist. 
210  111.  173,  71  N.  E.  334,  on  the  constitutional  inhibition  that  state  may  not  be 
a  party  defendant  to  proceedings  as  being  absolute. 

23  L.  R.  A.  812,  WADSWORTH  v.  UNION  P.  R.  CO.  18  Colo.  600,  36  Am.  St. 
Rep.  309,  33  Pac.  516. 
Followed  without  comment  in  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Kerr,  19  Colo.  273,  36  Pac. 
47,  action  for  killing  of  live  stock. 
Appealable  orders  and  indvments. 

Cited  in  Geraghty  v.  Randall,  18  Colo.  App.  197,  70  Pac.  767,  on  an  order 
granting  a  new  trial  as  being  properly  the  subject  of  review. 

Distinguished  in  Monteith  v.  Union  P.  D.  &  6.  R.  Co.  13  Colo.  App.  423,  58 
Pac.  338,  holding  order  granting  or  refusing  new  trial  not  appealable. 
Correct  Jndgrnkent  1»ased  on  erronc^01ls  reasons. 

Cited  in  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  19  Colo.  48,  34  Pac. 
281,  holding  correct  judgment  not  reversible  because  based  on  erroneous  reason. 
Obiter  dictnm. 

Cited  in  Olin  v.  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  25  Colo.  184,  53  Pac.  454,  holding 
dictum  of  court  on  question  not  involved  in  case  not  controlling;  Rupert  v. 
People,  20  Colo.  431,  38  Pac.  702  (dissenting  opinion  by  Elliott,  J.),  who  holds 
that  general  expressions  in  opinions  are  to  be  taken  in  connection  with  case  in 
which  used;  Crissey  &  F.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  17  Colo.  App. 
302,  68  Pac.  670,  holding  that  general  expressions  in  opinion,  going  beyond  case, 
may  be  disregarded. 
Validity  of  statutes  and  ordinances. 

Cited  in  Valverde  v.  Shattuck,  19  Colo.  110,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  208,  34  Pac.  947, 
upholding  statute  authorizing  submission  of  question  of  annexation  of  town, 
to  voters  who  were  taxpayers  at  next  preceding  election;  Denver  v.  Coulehan, 
20  Colo.  478,  27  L.  R.  A.  754,  39  Pac.  425,  holding  provision  in  act  for  an- 
nexation to  city  of  uncontiguous  territory,  void;  Smith  v.  Seattle,  25  Wash.  ' 
308,  65  Pac.  612,  holding  constitutional  limit  on  indebtedness  to  be  incurred  for 
water,  light,  and  sewers,  not  applicable  to  local  assessments  for  laying  water 
mains;  Re  Morgan,  26  Colo.  App.  441,  47  L.  R.  A.  63,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  269,  58 
Pac.  1071,  holding  eight-hour  law  unconstitutional;  Ives  v.  South  Buffalo  R.  Co. 
201  N.  Y.  292,  34  L.R.A.(KS.)  173,  94  N.  E.  431,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  166,  on 
Talidity  of  statute  providing  for  compensation  to  servant  for  injury  without 
intervention  of  jury  to  fix  amount  of  damages;  Ex  parte  Boyce,  27  Nev.  366,  65 
L.R.A.  70,  75  Pac.  1,  1  Ann.  Cas.  66  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  extent  of  the 
authority  of  the  legislature  in  the  exercise  of  the  police  power;  State  ex  rel. 
Taylor  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  76  Kan.  488,  92  Pac.  606,  holding  a  legislative 
act  creating  a  board  of  railroad  commissioners  is  not  invalid  because  not  ex- 
pressly authorized  by  the  constitution  to  do  so;  Jenks  v.  Stump,  41  Colo. 
286,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)   657,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  137,  93  Pac.  17,  14  Ann.  Cas.  914, 
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holding  an  act  authorizing  the  humane  officer  to  take  charge  of  animals  they  be- 
lieve  to  be  cruelly  treated  and  care  for  them  and  detain  until  expenses  are 
paid  without  providing  for  any  hearing  by  the  owners  is  unconstitutional  a& 
a  taking  of  property  without  due  process  of  law. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  789,  791)   on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restrict- 
ing contracts  and  business. 
Acts  relating  to  Area  and  klUliiv  of  •t€»ck:  by  railroads. 

Followod  in  Sweetland  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  22  Colo.  220,  43  Pac. 
1006,  and  Rio  Grande  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Vaughn,  3  Colo.  App.  466,  34  Pac.  264, 
holding  stock-killing  act  unconstitutional;  Rio  Grande  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Cham- 
berlin,  4  Colo.  App.  150,  34  Pac.  1113;  Rio  Grande  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Whitson,  4 
Colo.  App.  427,  36  Pac.  159;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Bullis,  6  Colo.  App.  65,  39  Pac. 
897;  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Wheatley,  7  Colo.  App.  286,  43  Pac.  460;  Denver 
&  R.  G.  R.  Co.  V.  Thompson,  12  Colo.  App.  3,  54  Pac.  402,— holding  Colorado 
stock-killing  act  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Tanner,  19  Colo.  663,  36  Pac.  54K 
holding  act  imposing  double  liability  for  killing  of  live  stock,  penal;  Burlington 
&  M.  River  R.  Co.  v.  Campbell,  14  Colo.  App.  143,  69  Pac.  424,  holding  oompiaiDt 
failing  to  charge  defendant  with  negligence  in  killing  of  stock,  under  statute, 
defective;  Nielsen  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  109  C.  C.  A.  225,  187  Fed.  397, 
on  validity  of  statute  fixing  prices  that  shall  be  paid  by  railroad  for  different 
grades  of  livestock  that  may  be  killed  because*  of  neglect  to  erect  fences. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.  163)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  making  rail- 
road companies  absolutely  !'able  for  damage  by  fires  set  out  by  them,  or  for 
stock  killed  by  them,  regardless  of  negligence;  <9  L.R.A. (N.S.)  349)  on  statutes 
imposing  on  railroads  duty  to  fence  right  of  way;  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  170)  on 
special  legislation  for  purpose  of  protecting  livestock. 

23  L.  R.  A.  818,  DAVIS  v.  STEEPS,  87  Wis.  472,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  51,  58  N.  W. 

769. 
M lutakeii  In  records  and  In  wrltlnn:  of  names. 

Cited  in  Western  Sav.  Co.  v.  Currey,  39  Or.  412,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  660,  65  Pac. 
360,  holding  entry  of  judj^^nient  not  stating  when  docketed  not  sufficient  to  create 
lien;  D'Autremont  v.  Anderson  Iron  Co.  (D'Autremont  v.  Gaylord)  104  Minn. 
170,  17  L.R.A.(X.S.)  239,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  615,  116  X.  W.  357,  15  Ann.  Cas. 
114,  holding  the  publication  of  a  summons  to  "George  H.  Leslie"  confers  no 
jurisdiction  over  "George  W.  Leslie;"  Allen-West  Commission  Co.  v.  Millstead, 
92  Miss.  842,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  556,  46  So.  256,  holding  a  judgment  rendered  and 
recorded  against  *'R.  II.  Rutledge"  was  not  constructive  notice  of  a  lien  on  tlie 
lands  of  one  "R.  D.  Rutledge;"  WMcker  v.  Jenkins,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  369,  108  S. 
W.  188,  holding  the  abstract  of  a  judgment  recorded  in  the  name  of  *'W.  B. 
F.  Wicker"  instead  of  "W.  F.  B.  Wicker"  was  insufficient;  Huff  v,  Svveetser,  8 
Cal.  App.  696,  97  Pac.  705,  holding  persons  taking  property  from  a  married 
woman  were  entitled  to  have  the  execution  sale  under  a  deficiency  judgment 
taken  against  the  woman  in  her  maiden  name  enjoined. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Uiggins,  27  L.  R.  A.  74,  which  holds  second 
initial  a  material  part  of  name  where  only  initial  of  first  name  given;  Stuy- 
vesant  v.  Weil,  53  L.  R.  A.  562,  which  holds  mistake  in  Christian  name  of  de- 
fendant, duly  served  and  notified  that  he  is  person  intended,  not  prevent  juris- 
diction. 

Cited  in  notes  (7  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  417)  on  certainty  and  accuracy  necessary  in 
respect  to  Christian  names  or  initials  in  record  or  index  to  impart  constnictive 
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notice;   (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  451)  on  liability  of  title  abstracter;   (87  Am.  8t.  Rep. 
fi65,  660,  670)  on  docketing  judgments. 
JPrandalent  indorsement  of  one'n  ovrn  name. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Beattie  v.  National  Bank,  43  L.  R.  A.  654,  which  holds 
iorgery  not  committed  by  fraudulently  indorsing  own  name  on  paper  belong- 
ing to  other  person  with  same  name. 

2S  L.  R.  A.  821,  COHN  v.  PEOPLE,  149  111.  486,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  304,  37  N. 

E.  60. 
Trademnrks  and  labels. 

Cited  in  Lippman  v.  People,  175  111.  109,  51  N.  E.  872,  holding  trademark 
act  for  protection  of  manufacturers,  bottlers,  and  dealers  in  certain  beverages, 
unconstitutional;  Hetterman  Bros.  v.  Powers,  102  Ky.  141,  39  L.  R.  A.  213,  80 
Am.  St.  Rep.  348,  43  S.  W.  180,  upholding  right  of  labor  union  to  selection  and 
-exclusive  use  of  particular  trade  label;  Tracy  v.  Banker,  170  Mass.  271,  39  L.  R. 
A.  510,  49  N.  E.  308,  holding  trade  union  entitled  to  benefit  of  act  for  protection 
of  "manufacturers  from  use  of  counterfeit  labels  and  stamps;*'  State  v.  Bishop, 
128  Mo.  383,  29  L.  R.  A.  207,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  569,  31  S.  W.  9,  upholding  con- 
stitutionality of  statute  making  it  a  misdemeanor  to  use  label  adopted  by  trade 
union;  State  v.  Berlinsheimer,  62  Mo.  App.  175,  reversing  conviction  for  use  of 
counterfeit  label,  because  of  failure  to  prove  that  goods  sold  were  not  entitled 
to  bear  genuine  label;  Schmalz  v.  Wooley,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  655,  39  Atl.  539,  holding 
act  relating  to  labels,  trademarks,  etc.',  adopted  by  associations  or  unions  of 
w^orkingmen,  unconstitutional  as  granting  exclusive  privileges;  People  v.  Dan- 
tuma,  252  111.  566,  39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1196,  96  N.  E.  1087,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D, 
370,  holding  that  legislature  may  provide  for  registration  of  union  label  and 
make  unauthorized  use  thereof  misdemeanor. 

Cited  in  notes   (29  L.R.A.  206)   on  protection  of  trade  union  labels  or  trade- 
marks;   (25  L.R.A. (N.S.)    474)    on  validity  of  penal  statute  to   protect  trade- 
marks;   (39  L.R.A. (N.S.)    1197,  1198,  1200,  1202)   on  law  as  to  union  labels. 
Constrnctlon  of  statntea. 

Cited  in  Hogan  v.  Akin,  181  III.  453,  55  N.  E.   137,  construing  word  "void" 
as  used  in  chattel  mortgage  statute  not  to  mean  "absolutolj'  void;"  Thompson 
v.  Akin,  81   111.  App.  64,  construing  word  "void"  as  used  in  chattel  mortgage 
statute  to  mean  "absolutely  void." 
Title  to  mtttt-atem. 

Cited  in  Cook  v.  Marshall  County,  119  Iowa,  399,  93  N.  VV.  372,  holding  sec- 
tion providing  for  tax  against  persons  dealing  in  cigarettes  sufBciently  expressed 
in  title  of  act  relating  to  "crimes  and  their  punishment;"  State  ex  rel.  Smith 
V.  Board  of  Dental  Examiners,  31  Wash.  498,  72  Pac.  110,  holding  act  to  regu- 
late dentistry,  and  providing  a  penalty,  not  unconstitutional  because  of  failure 
of  title  to  specify  that  penalty  was  provided;  State  v.  Peyton.  234  Mo.  525, 
137  S.  W.  979,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  154,  holding  that  title  to  act  entitled  "An 
act  to  provide  for  party  nominations  by  direct  vote"  clearly  expresses  subject  of 
act  to  be  laws  governing  party  primary  elections  for  nomination  of  candidates; 
People  V.  Commercial  L.  Ins.  Co.  247  III.  98,  93  N.  E.  90,  holding  that  provision 
of  act  of  1891  prohibiting  promise  of  any  secret  advantage,  as  inducement  to 
take  out  insurance,  is  within  title  of  act;  Beaner  v.  Lucas,  138  Iowa,  218,  112 
N.  W.  772,  holding  an  act  authorizing  the  purchase  of  ground,  the  erection  of 
public  buildings  thereon  and  the  levy  of  a  tax  for  that  purpose  comprehends  the 
issuance  rof  bonds  in  anticipation  of  the  tax. 

Cited  in  note  (64  Am.  St.  Rep.  71,  75,  106)  on  sufficiency  of  title  of  statute. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  824,  LAMBERTON  v.  PERELES,  87  Wis,  449,  58  N.  W.  776. 
Jarlsdlctlon. 

Cited  in  Kruczinski  v.  Neuendorf,  90  Wis.  270,  74  N.  W.  974,  holding  action 
maintainable  in  equity  by  owners  of  title  to  land  not  in  possession,  to  remove 
clouds  from  title;  Welis,  F.  &  Co.  v.  Walsh,  88  Wis.  638,  60  N.  W.  824,  uphold- 
ing jurisdiction  of  circuit  court  to  entertain  action  to  enforce  trust  of  trustee 
appointed  by  county  court;  Hill  v.  True,  104  Wis.  301,  80  N.  W^.  462,  upholding 
jurisdiction  of  circuit  court  in  action  to  determine  rights  of  cestui  que  trust  in 
real  estate. 
Bxpresn  truiita. 

Cited  in  Boyd  v.  Mutual  Fire  Asso.  116  Wis.  179,  61  L.  R.  A.  928,  96  Am. 
St.  Rep.  948,  04  N.  W.  171,  holding  officers  of  corporation  not  express  trustees. 
Active   trust «• 

Cited  in  Patton  v.  Patrick,  123  Wis.  222,  101   N.  W.  408,  holding  the  duty 
imposed  upon  trustees  of  requiring  lessees  to  pay  rent  and  taxes  under  the  lease 
is  sufficient  to  preserve  the  trust  as  an  active  one. 
Exemption  of  trust  entate  from  debts. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Smith,  117  Wis.  148,  93  N.  W.  464,  holding  statute  ex- 
empting income  of  trust  from  liability  for  debt  not  applicable  to  personal  prop- 
erty. 
Common-laur  rule  an  to  perpetuities. 

Cited  in  Becker  v.  Chester,  115  Wis. » 143,  91  N.  W.  87  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  holding  common-law  rule  as  to  perpetuities  not  in  force  in  Wisconsin. 

23  L.  R.  A.  830,  PEOPLE  v.  HAYES,  140  N.  Y.  484,  56  N.  Y.  8.  R.  456,  37  Am. 

St.  Rep.  572,  35  N.  E.  951. 
Trial  of  criminal  cliarse  dnrinsr  pendency  of  civil  action. 

Cited  in  Greene  v.  People,  182  111.  283,  55  N.  E.  341,  and  Hereford  v.  People, 
197   111.  231,  64  N.  E.  310,  holding  that  trial  for  perjury  may  proceed  before 
conclusion  of  proceeding  in  which  it  is  charged  to  have  been  made. 
Ex  post  facto  la^vs. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Rooney,  12  N.  D.  158,  95  N.  W.  513,  holding  an  act  sub- 
stituting the  penitentiary  for  the  county  jail  as  the  place  of  confinement  pend- 
ing execution  and  that  the  executions  shall  take  place  thereafter  within  the 
penitentiary  is  not  ex  post  facto  as  to  one  convicted  before  its  passage. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Kyle,  56  L.  R.  A.  115,  which  sustains  statute 
authorizing  prosecution  by  information  of  crimes  already  committed;  People 
ex  rel.  Chandler  v.  McDonald,  29  L.  R.  A.  834,  which  holds  statute  not  ex  post 
facto  for  abrogating  provision  for  change  of  magistrate  or  of  venue  for  prejudice. 

Cited  in  notes   (37  Am.  St.  Rep.  587;  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  379)   on  ex  post  facto 
laws. 
Confldential  comntunications. 

Cited  in  Lecour  v.  Importers  &  T.  Nat.  Bank,  61  App.  Div.  169,  70  N.  Y. 
Supp.  419,  holding  communication  made  openly  to  lawyer's  clerk  in  presence 
of  two  other  persons  not  confidential;  Richards  v.  State,  55  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
280,  116  S.  W.  587,  on  the  inadmissibility  of  confidental  communications  be- 
tween husband  and  wife;  Gant  v.  State,  55  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  291,  116  S.  W.  801, 
holding  upon  a  trial  for  murder  it  was  not  error  to  exclude  testimony  of  the 
wife  of  the  deceased  with  reference  to  threats  made  by  him  against  the  de 
fendant. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hammons  v.  State,  68  L.R.A.  234,  which  holds  admissible 
letter  written  by  accused  to  his  wife  and  intercepted  in  transmissioii. 


J 183  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [23  L.R.A.  838 

Cited  in  notes  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  479,  481)  on  effect  upon  privileged  character 
of  communication  of  third  person's  power  of  disclosure;    (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  49) 
o^  admissibility  of  letters  to  show  credibility  or  bias  of  witness. 
— -  liOMi  of  privilege. 

Cited  in  State  t.  Sysinger,  25  S.  D.  115,  125  N.  W.  879,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B.  997, 
holding  that  letters  by  husband  to  wife  lose  their  character  as  privileged  com- 
munications when  delivered  by  wife  to  prosecuting  officer;  Hammons  v.  State, 
73  Ark.  498,  68  L.R.A.  236,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  66,  84  S.  W.  718,  3  Ann.  Cas.  912, 
holding  an  incriminatory  letter  written  by  an  accused  to  his  wife  which  acci- 
dently  without  the  fault  of  the  wife  falls  into  the  hands  of  a  third  person  is 
admissible  against  him;  State  v.  Nelson,  39  Wash.  228,  81  Pac.  721,  holding  in 
a  prosecution  for  adultery  a  letter  written  by  the  defendant  to  her  husband  of 
a  damaging  nature,  ofifered  in  evidence  by  officers  of  the  state  was  admissible. 
Bstablialiineiit  of  perjnrr* 

Cited  in  McLaren  v.  State,  4  Ga.  App.  647,  62  S.  E.  138,  on  the  sufficiency  of 
evidence  necessary  to  establish  the  fact  of  perjury. 
Blfect  of  failure  of  accused  to  testify. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Provost,  144  Mich.  19,  107  N.  W.  716,  8  Ann.  Cas.  277, 
holding  it  is  error  to  refuse  to  give  a  requested  instruction  that  no  presumption 
of  guilt  can  be  indulged  because  of  the  failure  of  the  accused  to  testify. 
Presence  of  Jury  as  affecting   dlscretloimry  actions   of  conrt. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Koerner,  117  App.  Div.  45,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  93,  holding 
where  the  trial  court  suspects  that  a  witness  on  the  stand  is  being  instructed 
by  some  one  in  the  court  room  and  notifies  the  prosecution  of  such  suspicion  in 
the  presence  of  the  jury  it  is  not  error  where  the  court  plainly  instructs  that 
the  incident  be  disregarded. 

23  L.  R.  A.  836,  Re  McCARRAN,  8  Misc.  482,  29  N,  Y.  Supp.  582. 
IVlio  ntay  dtallenere  naturalisation  proceedlners. 

Cited  in  Petersen  v.  State,  40  Tex.  Civ.  App.  176,  89  S.  W.  81,  holding  the  state 
had  no  such  interest  in  proceedings  admitting  an  alien  to  citizenship  as  would 
authorize  the  maintenance  of  an  action  to  set  aside  the  judgment  on  the  grounds 
that  it  was  procured  by  fraud. 

23  L.  R.  A.  836,  FLANNAGAN  v.  CALIFORNIA  NAT.  BANK,  66  Fed.  959. 
Poiirers  of  banks. 

Cited  in  Cox  v.  Robinson,  27  C.  C.  A.  132,  48  U.  S.  App.  388,  82  Fed.  289, 
holding  jury  justified  in  finding  vice  president  of  bank  had  authority  to  assign 
judgment,  having  been  held  out  to  public  as  invested  with  authority  to  manage 
affairs  of  bank;  Bowen  v.  Needles  Nat.  Bank,  36  C.  C.  A.  559,  94  Fed.  931,  Af- 
firming 87  Fed.  439  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  agreement  of  na- 
tional bank  to  guarantee  payment  of  debt  of  third  party  for  his  benefit,  ultra 
mres. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Thomas  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  24  L.  R.  A.  263,  which  up- 
holds national  bank's  power  to  guarantee   payment  of  commercial   paper. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  545)  on  guaranty  of  loan  by  national  bank. 

23  L.  R.  A.  838,  PEOPLE  ex  rel.  WELLS  v.  BERKELEY,  102  Cal.  298,  36  Pac. 

591. 
Hvmber  of  votes  necessary  to  carry  election. 

Cited  in  Re  Denny,  156  Ind.  119,  51  L.  R.  A.  728,  footnote  p.  722,  69  N.  E. 
359,  requiring  majority  of  all  votes  cast  for  any  purpose  at  election,  to  adopt 
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constitutional  amendment;  Davis  v.  Brown,  46  W.  Va.  719,  34  S.  E.  839,  holding 
vote  for  relocation  of  county  seat  carried  by  three  fifths  of  votes  on  question, 
although  less  than  three  fifths  of  whole  number  cast;  Santa  Rosa  v.  Bower. 
142  Cal.  301,  75  Pac.  829,  holding  on  the  submission  of  the  ratification  of  a 
municipal  charter  to  the  voters  at  a  general  election  the  charter  is  not  adopted 
if  it  does  not  receive  a  majority  of  all  the  votes  cast  at  the  election;  Knight  v. 
Shelton,  134  Fed.  431,  holding  the  approval  of  a  majority  of  the  voters  voting 
at  an  election  necessary  to  the  adoption  of  an  amendment  to  the  constitution; 
Tecumseh  Nat.  Bank  v.  Saunders,  61  Neb.  815,  71  N.  W.  779  (dissenting  opin- 
ion) :  Eufaula  v.  Gibson,  22  Okla.  522,  98  Pac.  565;  Green  v.  State  Canvassers. 
5  Idaho,  139,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  169,  47  Pac.  259, — on  the  necessity  to  the  passing 
^of  a  measure  that  it  receive  a  vote  of  the  majority  of  those  voting. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Belknap  v.  i^uisville,  34  L.  R.  A.  256.  which  requires 
two  thirds  of  all  votes  cast  for  any  purpose  necessary  to  authorize  municipal 
indebtedness;  Bryan  v.  Stephenson,  35  L.  R.  A.  752,  which  requires  majority  of 
.all  votes  cast  at  election  to  authorize  issue  of  bonds;  Citizens  &  Taxpayers  v. 
Williams,  37  L.  R.  A.  761,  which  holds  only  majority  of  taxpayers  actually  vot- 
ing at  election  necessary  to  authorize  increase  of  taxes;  Montgomery  County 
Fiscal  Court  v.  Trimble,  42  L.  R.  A.  738,  which  holds  two  thirds  of  those  voting 
on  question  of  creating  county  indebtedness  sufficient;  State  ex  reL  McClurg 
V.  Powell,  48  L.  R.  A.  652,  which  requires  majority  of  all  electors  voting  at 
election  for  any  purpose,  to  adopt  constitutional  amendment. 

Cited  in  note    (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)    480)    on  basis  for  computation  of  majority 
essential  to  adoption  of  proposition  submitted  at  general  election. 

Distinguished  in  Territory  ex  rel.  McGuire  v.  Logan  County  High  School,  13 
Okla.  611,  76  Pac.  165,  holding  under  an  act  providing  for  the  location  of  county 
high  schools  the  proposition  will  be  adopted  where  it  receives  a  majority  of  the 
votes  cast  for  such  proposition. 
Sufllclency  of  petition. 

Cited  in  Richter  v.  State,  156  Ala.  133,  47  So.  163,  holding  a  petition  of 
'qualified  voters  for  an  election  under  tlie  local  option  law  may  consist  of  various 
sheets  of  paper  identical  in  words  and  signed  by  different  persons;  Re  Williams, 
17  Ont.  Law  Rep.  411,  14  Ann.  Cas.  481,  holding  a  petition  did  not  satisfy  the 
requirements  where  signatures  were  from  other  petitions  in  the  same  form. 

23  L.  R.  A.  842,  KERR  v.  LYDECKER,  51  Ohio  St.  240,  37  N.  E.  267. 

Followed  without  comment  in  Gray  v.  Clyde,  53  Ohio  St.  673,  44  N.  E.  1137: 
Walling  V.  Humble,  51  Ohio  St.  628.* 
Statute  of  llmltationB. 

Cited  in  Zuellig  v.  Hemerlie,  60  Ohio  St.  33,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  707,  53  N.  E. 
447,  holding  action  by  surety  for  subrogation  to  mortgage  subject  to  ten-year 
statute  of  limitations;  Bradfield  v.  Hale,  67  Ohio  St.  322,  65  N.  E.  1008,  holding 
twenty -one  year  statute  of  limitations  applicable  to  mortgagee's  action  in  eject-  ' 
ment;  Teegarden  v.  Burton,  62  Neb.  641,  87  N.  W.  337,  holding  that  right  of  action 
on  mortgage  accrues  within  ten  years  after  date  of  last  payment  on  note  secured 
by  it;  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lord,  40  C.  C.  A.  591,  100  Fed.  23,  holding  title 
not  rendered  unmarketable  by  uncanceled  nortgages  of  record,  forty-seven  and 
forty-nine  years  old;  Waterfield  v.  Rice,  49  C.  C.  A.  509,  111  Fed.  625,  holding 
suit  to  enforce  lien  established  upon  land  by  direction  in  will  for  pa^-ment  of 
annuity  not  barred  in  six  years;  Wilson  v.  Pickering,  28  Mont.  440,  72  Pac. 
:821,  holding  mortgage  barred  only  when  debt  it  secures  is  barred;  Hall  v.  Brad- 
field,  21  Ohio  C.  C.  185,  12  Ohio  C.  D.  340,  holding  action  upon  mortgage  survives 
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after  one  upon  debt  is  barred,  unless  limitation  in  each  ease  is  the  same;  David 
▼.  Fauble,  9  Ohio  0.  C.  N.  S.  265,  29  Ohio  C.  C.  497,  holding  mortgage  may  be  fore- 
closed though  action  on  note  secured  thereby  is  barred;  Baird  v.  Ramsey,  2 
Ohio  C.  0.  N.  S.  493,  25  Ohio  C.  0.  533,  holding  suit  to  foreclose  mortgage  is  not 
maintainable  after  fifteen  years  from  maturity  of  note  and  making  of  payment 
thereon;  IngersoU  v.  Davis,  14  Wyo.  125,  82  Pac.  867,  holding  an  action  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  falls  within  .the  terms  of  an  act  providing  that  an  action  upon 
a  specialty  or  any  agreement  contract  or  promise  in  writing  shall  be  brought 
within  five  years  after  the  cause  of  action  accrues. 

Cited  in  note  in  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  664,  on  effect  of  bar  of  statute  of  limita- 
tions. 

Distinguished  in  Callender  v.  Basquin,  5  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  160,  26  Ohio  C.  C. 
642,  holding  action  to  enforce  payment  of  vendor's  lien  is  barred  in  six  years. 
Koreeloavre  as  alfectlnir  nvlfe'a  do^vrer. 

Cited  in  Sprague  v.  Law,  17.  Ohio  C.  C.  737,  8  Ohio  C.  D.  428,  holding  judg- 
ment debtor  cannot  set  up  foreclosure  proceedings  to  defeat  wife's  right  of  dower 
in  land  mortgaged  by  husband  before  marriage. 
Title  and  nae  of  mOrtsTAgred  land. 

Cited  in  Lebensburger  v.  Scofield,  12  L.R.A. (N.S.)  102.5,  86  C.  C.  A.  105,  155 
Fed.  88,  holding  a  mortgagee  before  default  has  no  right  to  the  rents  but  what 
are  conferred  by  the  mortgage;  Hickey  v.  Conine,  6  C.  C.  N.  S.  326,  27  C  C.  374, 
liolding  in  Ohio  mortgage  is  regarded  as  mere  security  for  debt  and  incident  to 
it;  Sprague  v.  Law,  17  Ohio  C.  C.  737,  8  Ohio  C.  D,  429,  holding  mortgagor's 
wife  is  entitled  to  contingent  dower  in  premises  mortgaged  before  her  marriage; 
Baird  v.  Ramsey,  2  Ohio  C.  C.  X.  S.  49*3,  25  Ohio  C.  C.  533,  holding  mortgagee  or 
his  assignee  may  maintain  ejectment  against  mortgagor  after  condition  broken. 

23  L.  R.  A.  846,  BUSWELL  v.  SUPREME  SITTING,  O.  OF  I.  H.  161  Mass.  224, 

36  N.  E.  1065. 
ComItT  of  MtatfHi  wku  to  Insolvent  eaitateai. 

Cited  in  Ewing  v.  King,  169  Mass.  100,  47  N.  E.  597,  holding  question  of  for- 
eign receiver's  right  to  sue  waived  by  failure  to  raise  it  on  demurrer  or  argu- 
ment; Witters  v.  Globe  Sav.  Bank,  171  Mass.  426,  50  N".  E.  932,  upholding  rights 
of  trustee  under  foreign  assignment  over  title  of  foreign  creditor  by  subsequent 
attachment;  Howarth  v.  Lombard,  175  Mass.  579,  49  L.  R.  A.  307,  56  N.  E. 
888>  holding  legal  assessment  against  domestic  holder  of  shares  in  foreign  cor- 
poration recoverable  by  foreign  receiver;  Homer  v.  Barr  Pumping  Engine  Co. 
180  Mass.  164,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  269,  61  N.  E.  883,  holding  action  not  maintain- 
able by  foreign  reciver  in  his  own  name,  unless  actually  or  virtually  assignee  of 
the  claim;  Baldwin  v.  Hosmer,  101  Mich.  132,  25  L.  R.  A.  743,  footnote  p.  739, 
69  N.  W.  432,  denying  right  of  local  branch  of  foreign  society  to  refuse  to  turn 
over  assessments  to  ancillary  receiver;  Cowen  v.  Failey,  149  Ind.  384,  49  N*.  E. 
270,  allowing  foreign  claimants  to  intervene  and  prove  claims,  although  portion 
of  claims  had  been  paid  by  local  receiver  under  order  of  foreign  court;  Mac- 
Murray  V.  Sidwell,  166  Ind.  566,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  255,  58  N.  E.  722,  refusing 
to  prefer  claims  of  domestic  stockholders  of  insolvent  foreign  corporation  as 
to  funds  in  hands  of  domestic  receiver;  Hale  v.  Harris,  112  Iowa,  375,  63  N.  W. 
1046,  upholding  right  of  foreign  receiver  to  foreclose  mortgage  assigned  to  him ; 
Mosher  v.  Supreme  Sitting,  O.  I.  H.  88  Hun,  400,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  816,  uphold- 
ing power  of  court  to  order  transfer  of  funds  in  hands  of  domestic  receiver  to 
foreign  receiver;  Barley  v.  Gittings,  15  App.  D.  C.  439,  holding  that  foreign 
receiver  may  be  permitted  to  sue  or  intervene  in  suit  in  District  of  Columbia 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 75. 
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as  a  privilege;  Southern  Bldg.  k  L.  Asso.  t.  Miller,  65  C.  C.  A.  198,  118  Fed. 
372,  and  Smith  v.  Taggart,  30  G.  C.  A.  667,  57  U.  S.  App.  493,  87  Fed.  9S, 
holding  that  local  state  receivers  should  be  directed  to  transmit  assets  of  in- 
solvent mutual  benefit  association  to  receiver  in  principal  action;  Sands  v.  E.  6. 
Greeley  &  Co.  31  C.  C.  A.  426,  59  U.  S.  App.  610,  88  Fed.  138,  refusing  to  order 
claims  of  domestic  creditors  paid  before  turning  over  assets  in  hands  of  dome^ 
tic  to  foreign  receiver;  Shinney  v.  North  American  Sav.  Loan  k  Bldg.  Co.  97 
Fed.  11,  upholding  power  of  court  of  equity  to  appoint  receiver  of  foreign  cor- 
poration assets  within  its  jurisdiction;  Thornley  v.  J.  C.  Walsh  Co.  207  Mass. 
66,  92  N.  £.  1007,  holding  that  court  may  allow  foreign  creditors  to  prove  their 
claims  here  against  foreign  corporation  in  receivership  proceedings  ancilliary  to 
similar  proceedings  in  state  of  incorporation;  Gerding  v.  East  Tennessee  Land 
Co.  186  Mass.  390,  70  N.  £.  206,  holding  a  creditor  of  an  insolvent  foreign  corpo- 
ration cannot  maintain  a  suit  of  equitable  attachment  for  the  purpose  of  reach- 
ing funds  which  have  been  held  to  be  due  the  corporation  where  he  was  a  party 
to  a  general  creditor's  suit  against  the  corporation  in  a  federal  court  in  the 
foreign  state  in  which  a  receiver  was  appointed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Faweett  v.  Supreme  Sitting,  0.  I.  H.  24  L.  R.  A.  813, 
which  refuses  to  turn  over  to  foreign  receiver  of  foreign  corporation  funds  is 
hands  of  local  receiver;  Failey  v.  Fee,  32  L.  R.  A.  311,  which  requires  payment 
of  established  debts  before  sending  assets  to  receiver  at  domicil  of  foreign 
insolvent  corporation;  Castleman  v.  Templeman,  41  L.  R.  A.  367,  which  denies 
receiver's  power  to  consent  to  decree  in  other  state  for  payment  of  assessments 
by  stockholders  to  creditors. 

Cited  in  notes   (38  L.R.A.  98,  108)   on  distribution  of  assets  of  insolvent  in- 
surance company;    (72  Am.  St.  Rep.  69)  as  to  when  appointment  of  receiver  of 
foreign  corporation  is  proper. 
Rules  and  laws  of  benefit  awioclatlons. 

Cited  in  Palmer  v.  Northern  Mut.  Relief  Asso.  176  Mass.  397,  78  Am.  St  Rep. 
603,  56  N.  E.  828,  holding  that  death  benefit  fund  of  mutual  benefit  association 
not  subject  to  attachment  in  action  to  enforce  judgment  founded  on  death  bene- 
fit certificate;  Garham  v.  Mutual  Aid  Soc.  161  Mass.  367,  37  N.  E.  447,  holding 
membership  of  organization  is  to  be  determined  according  to  constitution  and  by- 
laws of  the  supreme  lodge  and  subordinate  lodges. 
Priority  of  payment  of  insolvency  clalma. 

Cited  in  American  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Northwestern  Guaranty  Co.  166  Mass. 
344,  44  N.  £.  340,  holding  claimants  of  trust  fund  not  entitled  to  priority  as 
between  themselves,  because  of  written  demand  on  trustee;  National  Park  Bank 
v.  Clark,  92  App.  Div.  269,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  186,  holding  funds  collected  by  assess- 
ments for  death  claims  not  impressed  with  trust  in  favor  of  beneficiaries. 

23  L.  R.  A.  853,  VAN  WINKLE  v.  SATTERFIELD,  68  Ark.  617,  25  S.  W.  1113. 
Actions  avalnat  employers  for  ifvronvfnl  dlscbarye* 

Cited  in  Bassett  v.  French,  10  Misc.  676,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  667,  holding  that 
wrongfully  discharged  servant  cannot  recover  damages  beyond  date  of  trial; 
Lee  V.  Dow,  71  N.  H.  326,  61  Atl.  1072,  upholding  right  of  wrongfully  dis- 
charged servant  to  recover  for  remainder  of  term  beyond  time  of  trial;  Weil  v. 
Finneran,  70  Ark.  611,  69  S.  W.  310,  holding  wrongfully  discharged  attorney, 
engaged  on  percentage  basis,  entitled  to  recover  expenses  and  for  value  of  serv- 
ices, where  suit  was  brought  before  termination  of  original  action;  Texas  L 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Roberts,  65  Tex.  Civ.  App.  228,  119  S.  W.  926,  holding  that  in  action 
for  wrongful  discharge  from  employment  where  compensation  was  in  part  by 
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commissions  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  other  employment  was  secured, 
and  also  to  show  amount  received  therefor. 

Oited  in  footnote  to  Edgecomb  v.  Buckhout,  28  L.  R.  A.  816,  which  denies 
right  to  discharge  housekeeper  for  marriage  or  contemplated  marriage. 

Cited  in. notes  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  582)  on  remedy  of  wrongfully  discharged  serv- 
ant with  respect  to  services  actually  rendered;  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  51,  56,  58,  94-97, 
100,  103,  108,  112,  114)  on  remedy  of  wrongfully  discharged  servant  by  action 
for  breach  of  contract;  (24  LJLA.(N.S.)  834)  on  duty  to  obey  master's  orders; 
(17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  211)  on  grounds  for  discharge  of  servant. 
D«una.tfeB  for  breaclk  of  contract  of  employment. 

Cited  in  Kramer  v.  Wolf  Cigar  Stores  Co.  99  Tex.  603,  91  S.  W.  776;  Weil 
T.  Fineran,  78  Ark.  92,  93  S.  W.  568,-— on  the  measure  of  damages  for  a  breach 
of  contract  of  employment;  Spencer  Medicine  Co.  v.  Hall,  78  Ark.  342,  93  S.  W. 
985,  holding  on  a  breach  of  contract  of  employment  under  which  the  employee 
was  to  receive  commissions  on  sales,  a  recovery  might  be  had  for  commissions 
he  would  have  recovered  up  to  the  time  of  the  trial;  Blumenthal  v.  Bridges, 
91  Ark.  215,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  282,  120  S.  W.  974,  holding  on  a  breach  of  contract 
of  employment  to  sell  land  the  agent  might  recover  the  profits  he  would  have 
realized  from  the  performance  of  the  contract. 

Cited  in  note  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  441,  447,  449)  on  right  of  wrongfully  dis- 
charged servant  to  wages  for  contract  period  subsequent  to  discharge. 

23  L.  R.  A.  856,  PEOPLE  ex  rel  FORSYTH  v.  COURT  OP  SESSIONS,  141  N.  Y. 

288,  57   N.  Y.   S.  R.  404,  36  N.  E.  386, 
Criminal  aentencea^  pardons,  and  paroles. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel  Dunnigan  v.  Webster,  14  Misc.  618,  36  N.  Y.  Supp. 
745,  upholding  power  of  courts  of  special  sessions  to  suspend  sentence;  Neal  v, 
Stete,  104  Ga.  513,  42  L.  R.  A.  192,  footnote  p.  190,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  175,  30 
S.  E.  858,  holding  void,  attempt  to  suspend  execution  of  sentence  after  pro- 
nouncing it;  People  ex  rel  Boenert  v.  Barrett,  202  111.  295,  63  L.  R.  A.  85,  95 
Am.  St.  Rep.  230,  67  N.  E.  23,  holding  court's  jurisdiction  to  pronounce  sen- 
tence lost  by  two  years'  delay  after  conviction;  Miller  v.  Evans,  115  Iowa,  103, 
56  L.  R.  A.  102,  footnote  p.  101,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  143,  88  N.  W.  198,  denying 
defendant's  right  to  relief  or  failure  to  execute  mittimus  under  judgment  sen- 
tencing to  imprisonment  on  failure  to  pay  fine,  until  lapse  of  time  of  imprison- 
ment; Re  Webb,  89  Wis.  357,  27  L.  R.  A.  357,  footnote  p.  356,  46  Am.  St.  Rep. 
846,  62  N.  W.  177,  denying  authority  to  suspend  sentence  already  pronounced; 
State  ex  rel.  Cary  v.  Langum,  112  Minn.  125,  127  N.  W.  465,  on  power  of  courts 
to  suspend  judgment  in  criminal  case  during  good  behavior;  Typothetae  v.  Typo- 
graphical Union  No.  6,  66  Misc.  486,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  967,  on  courts  in  criminal 
cases  as  having  the  power  to  suspend  sentence;  People  ex  rel.  Sullivan  v,  Flynn, 
55  Misc.  640,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  925,  on  the  power  of  courts  to  suspend  sentence  as 
being  kn  inherent  judicial  function;  Re  Collins,  8  Cal.  App.  369,  97  Pac.  188, 
on  the  power  to  stay  execution  as  being  inherent  in  the  courts  unless  otherwise 
provided  by  statute;  Re  St.  Hilaire,  101  Me.  526,  64  Atl.  882,  8  Ann.  Cas.  386, 
on  courts  as  having  jurisdiction  to  place  an  indictment  on  file  or  continue  the 
case  to  a  subsequent  term  for  sentence;  People  v.  Stickle,  156  Mich.  664,  121 
N.  W.  497,  holding  an  act  will  not  be  defeated  as  conferring  new  powers  on  the 
judiciary  because  it  provides  for  the  suspension  of  sentence  upon  convicted  per- 
sons; People  V.  Fabian,  126  App.  Div.  104,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  140  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  the  effect  of  the  suspension  of  sentence  by  the  court;  Tuttle  v.  Lang, 
100  Me.  126,  60  Atl.  892,  holding  after  conviction  and  the  adjournment  of  the 
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term  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  continue  the  cause  to  a  subsequent  term 
for  sentence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Crook,  29  L.  R.  A.  260,  which  holds  power  of 
court  after  suspension  of  sentence  not  lost  by  committing  for  refusal  to  paj 
costs  as  ordered;  Miller  v.  State,  40  L.  R.  A.  109,  which  upholds  statute  for  in- 
determinate sentence  of  criminals;  Weber  v.  State,  41  L.  R.  A.  472,  which  sus- 
tains power  of  court  to  suspend  sentence  and  set  aside  suspension  at  any  time 
during  term;  Re  Conditional  Discharge  of  Convicts,  56  L.  R.  A.  658,  which  sus- 
tains statute  empowering  board  to  grant  paroles  after  expiration  of  mimmum 
sentence  provid^  for;  Parker  t.  State,  23  L.  R.  A.  859,  holding  granting  of 
stay  of  execution  pending  appeal  not  reprieve;  Territory  v.  Richardson,  49  L.  R. 
A.  440,  which  holds  invalid,  statutory  limitations  and  pardoning  power  of  gov- 
ernor; People  ew  rel.  Boenert  v.  Barrett,  63  L.  R.  A.  82,  which  denies  court's 
power  to  indefinitely  suspend  sentence  after  conviction. 

Cited  in  notes  (34  L.R.A.  255)  on  legislative  power  to  grant  pardon  or 
amnesty;  (33  L.R.A. (N.S.)  113,  117,  121)  on  power  of  court  to  suspend  or  stay 
execution  of  sentence. 

Distinguished  in  Ex  parte  Clandenning,  22  Okla.  Ill,  1  Okla.  Crim«  Rep.  233. 
19  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1045,  97  Pac.  650,  holding  where  after  the  imposition  of  a  judg- 
ment of  imprisonment  tlie  proceedings  are  not  stayed  as  required  by  law  the 
court  loses  jurisdiction  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  involved  in  the  sentence 
and  the  term. 

Disapproved  in  State  v.  Abbott,  87  S.  C.  468,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  117,  70  S.  E. 
6,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  1189,  holding  that  court  has  no  power  to  suspend  sentence  of 
imprisonment  during  good  behavior  of  convict;  State  v.  Hockett,  129  Mo.  App. 
643,  108  S.  W.  599,  holding  a  court  lost  jurisdiction  by  deferring  sentence  on 
one  pleading  guilty. 
ReT'ieTr  by  nutndamiLS. 

Cited  in  People  ew  rel,  Sackett  v.  Woodbury,  70  App.  Div.  421,  75  N.  Y.  Supp. 
236,  holding  action  of  surrogate  in  refusing  to  issue  execution  without  notice 
to  administrator  not  reviewable  by  mandamus. 
Reaitoratlon  to  cItII  rlarlktB. 

Cited  in  Singleton  v.  State,  38  Fla.  304,  34  L.  R.  A.  255,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  177, 
21  So.  21,  holding  ability  to  testify  not  restored  by  act  of  legislature  providing 
that  person  convicted  of  larceny  should  be  restored  to  civil  rights. 

23  L.  R.  A.  859,  PARKER  v.  STATE,  135  Ind.  634,  35  N.  E.  179. 
Reprieves  and  pardons. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  ex  rel,  Forsyth  v.  Court  of  Sessions,  23  L.  R.  A. 
856,  which  holds  valid,  act  authorizing  court  to  suspend  sentence;  Rich  v.  Cham 
berlain,  27  L.  R.  A.  573,  which  holds  valid,  act  establishing  board  of  pardons  to  in- 
vestigate facts  on  petition  for  pardon  and  to  make  recommendations  to  governor; 
Territory  v.  Richardson,  49  L.  R.  A.  440,  which  holds  invalid,  statutory  limita- 
tions and  pardoning  power  of  governor;  Be  Conditional  Discharge  of  Convicts. 
.56  L.  R.  A.  658,  which  sustains  statute  empowering  board  to  grant  paroles  after 
ei^iration  of  minimum  sentence  provided  for. 

Cited  in  note    (34  L.  R.  A.  255)    on  legislative  power  to  grant  pardon  or 
amnesty. 
Interest  on  Jadflrments. 

Cited  in  Hoyt  v.  Beach,  104  Iowa,  260,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  461,.  73  N.  W.  492, 
holding  interest  allowable  on  judgment  for  costs  and  attorney's  fees  from  date 
of  entry  of  judgment. 
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23  L.  R.  A.  861,  CHICAGO,  ST.  L.  &  P.  R.  CO.  v.  CHAMPION    (Ind.)    32  N. 

E.  874. 
Proof  of  experiment*. 

Cited  in  Byers  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  94  Tenn.  354,  29  S.  W.  128, 
holding  competent,  proof  of  ex  'parte  experiment  by  locomotive  engineer  after 
accident;  Spires  v.  State,  50  Fla.  125,  39  So.  181,  7  Ann.  Cas.  214,  on  the  admissi- 
bility of  evidence  of  experiments  to  test  the  truth  of  testimony;  Richardson  v. 
State,  90  Md.  118,  44  Atl.  999,  15  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  222,  holding  the  testimony  of 
witnesses  as  to  seeing  the  accused  at  a  particular  place  at  a  particular  time 
and  under  certain  conditions  might  be  impeached  by  the  experiments  of  others 
made  at  the  same  place  under  the  same  conditions;  Davis  v.  State,  51  Neb.  356, 
70  N.  W.  984,  holding  in  a  prosecution  for  causing  a  wreck  where  the  defense  at- 
tempted to  prove  that  with  the  wrench  introduced  in  evidence  it  was  impossible 
to  unscrew  the  nuts  on  the  fish  plates,  it  was  proper  to  prove  that  under  the 
same  conditions  another  had  performed  such  task. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  v.  Searcey,  41  L.  R.  A.  157,  which  holds  box  of 
sand  containing  tracks  made'  with  shoes  of  accused  person  admissible. 

23  L.  R.  A.  863,  ROTHROCK  v.  DWELLING-HOUSE  INS,  CO.  161  Mass.  423, 

42  Am.  St.  Rep.  418,  37  N.  £.  206. 
Serrlee  of  procem  upon  corporatflon*. 

Cited  in  Union  Guaranty  k  T,  Co.  v.  Craddock,  59  Ark.  607,  28  S.  W.  424, 
holding  service  of  foreign  insurance  corporation  complying  with  statutes,  not 
made  on  state  auditor  or  designated  agent,  void;  Sparks  v.  National  Masonic 
Acci.  Asso.  100  Iowa,  466,  69  N.  W.  678,  upholding  power  of  state  to  designate 
method  of  service  upon  corporations  doing  business  therein. 

Cited  in  note   (47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  988)   on  service  on  state  officer  as  service  on 
foreign  corporations. 
liOCAl  law*  a«  affectingr  foreflgrn  corporatflon. 

Cited  in  ScoUard  v.  American  Felt  Co.  194  Mass.  131,  80  N.  E.  233,  on  foreign 
corporation  doing  business  in  state  as  impliedly  agreeing  to  be  bound  by  laws 
of  state. 

Cited  in  notes  (56  Am.  St.  Rep.  374)  on  taxation  of  foreign  corporations;   (85 
Am.  St.  Rep.  930)   on  jurisdiction  of  foreign  corporations;    (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
696)  on  jurisdiction  to  wind  up  foreign  corporation. 
Concla«iTene««  of  Jadannent  on  persons  not  parties. 

Cited  in  Timberlake  v.  Supreme  Commandery,  U.  0.  G.  C.  208  Mass.  418,  36 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  598,  94  N.  E.  685,  holding  that  persons  who  were  not  parties  nor 
privies  to  action  in  another  state  are  not  bound  by  decision  made  therein. 

23  L.  R.  A.  864,  BOOTH  &  H.  ABSTRACT  CO.  v.  PHELPS,  8  Wash.  549,  40 

Am.  St.  Rep.  921,  36  Pac.  489. 
Property  capable  of  sale. 

Cited  in  Washington  Bank  v.  Fidelity  Abstract  k  Secur.  Co.  15  Wash.  490, 
37  L.  R.  A.  116,  footnote  p.  115,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  902,  46  Pac.  1036,  authorizing 
sale  under  mortgage  thereon  of  books  and  maps  containing  record  of  land  titles 
in  certain  county;  Hanley  v.  Fidelity  Ins.  Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  207, 

24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  503,  holding  secret  formula  and  process  capable  of  sale. 

Cited  in  note  (51  L.  R.  A.  358,  381)  on  common-law  riisrhts  of  authors  and 
others  in  intellectual  productions. 
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£4  L.  R.  A.  33,  PEOPLE  v.  MONHOE,  100  Cal.  664,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  823,  35 

Pac.  326. 
Fimnd  unrnttti-ning  Indictment  for  forgery. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Leonard,  103  Cal.  203,  37  Pac.  222,  holding  indictment 
charging  bank  officer  with  making  false  entries  with  intent  to  defraud,  sufficient 
without  showing  their  eifect  to  defraud;  Santolini  v.  State,  6  Wyo.  119,  71  Am. 
St.  Rep.  906,  42  Pac.  746,  holding  indictment  for  forgery  not  setting  out  in- 
dorsements showing  apparent  legal  efficacy  of  instrument,  good;  State  v. 
Blodgett,  143  Iowa,  582,  121  N.  W.  685,  21  Ann.  Cas.  231,  holding  that  under 
Code  section  4853,  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  resolution  by  school 
officers  directing  issuance  of  school  order  to  render  making  of  false  order  forgery; 
People  V.  McPherson,  6  Cal.  App.  269,  91  Pac.  1098,  on  intent  to  defraud  and  not 
character  of  writing  as  element  in  forgery ;  People  v.  Abeel,  45  Misc.  86,  91  N. 
Y.  Supp.  699,  19  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  523,  holding  under  statute  the  uttering  of  a 
false  letter  of  introduction  though  lacking  in  any  fitness  to  defraud  was 
forgery;  People  v.  Wong  Sam,  117  Cal.  30,  48  Pac.  972,  holding  it  not  forgery 
to  make  fake  letter  designed  only  to  influence  officer  to  reject  application  of 
Chinaman  for  admission. 
"Wliat  may  be  aubjeet  of  forsery. 

Cited  in  People  v.  James,  110  Cal.  158,  42  Pac.  479,  holding  order  for  liquor, 
presented  by  Indian  to  whom  law  forbids  furnishing  liquor,  subject  of  forgery; 
Caffey  v.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  205,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  841,  36  S.  W.  82  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  incomplete  check  for  teacher's  wages,  invalid 
on  face,  not  subject  of  forgery;  People  v.  McGlade,  139  Cal.  69,  72  Pac.  600,  hold- 
ing instrument  showing  on  its  face  that  it  may  have  been  used  to  consiunmate 
fraud,  susceptible  of  forgery,  although  of  no  legal  significance;  Gordon  v.  Com. 
100  Va.  829,  57  L.  R.  A.  746,  41  S.  E.  746,  holding  instrument  one  of  legal 
efficacy  within  rules  relating  to  forgery,  when  by  any  possibility  it  may  operati- 
to  injury  of  another;  People  v.  Collins,  9  Cal.  App.  623,  99  Pac.  1109,  holding 
it  immaterial  whether  a  forged  clearing  house  certificate  would  have  been  valid 
if  genuine;  State  v.  Hazzard,  168  Ind.  168,  80  N.  E.  149,  holding  subscription  for 
a  book  had  some  apparent  obligatory  force  and  was  subject  of  forgery;  People 
V.  Harben,  5  Cal.  App.  32,  91  Pac.  398,  holding  uttering  of  bank  bills  which  had 
never  been  legally  issued  was  a  crime;  State  v.  Brett,  16  Mont.  370,  40  Pac. 
873,  holding  forgery  of  city  warrant  in  excess  of  legal  debt  limit  was  crime; 
State  V.  Blodgett,  143  Iowa,  582,  121  N.  W.  685,  holding  school  warrant  of  ap- 
parent validhty  suffices  as  subject  of  forgery;  Tracy  v.  State,  49  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
40,  90  S.  W.  308,  holding  unauthorized  and  therefore  defeasible  school  warrant 
may  be  forged. 
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Annotation  approved  in  Pearson  v.  Com.  117  Ky.  734,  78  S.  W.  1128,  holding 
written  consent  to  marriage  which  on  its  face  was  insufficient  to  support  any 
official  action  wa«  9ot  subject  of  forgery  1        -  , 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Evans,  28  L.  R.  A.  127,  which  holds  written 
request  to  pay  money  to  person  named  "and  charge  to  him  at  my  office"  not 
subject  of  forgery;  Hickson  v.  State,  54  L.  R.  A.  327,  which  holds  instrument 
requesting  addressee  to  let  bearer  have  a  "single  rig"  which  the  signer  prom- 
ises to  return,  may  be  subject  of  forgery;  Gordon  v.  Com.  57  L.  R.  A.  744,  which 
hoicks  irregular  check  subject  of  forgery  after  payment,  as  to  its  effect  as  re- 
ceipt; White  V.  Wagar,  50  L.  R.  A.  60,  which  holds  labels  and  trademarks  not 
subject  of  forgery;  State  v.  Taylor,  25  L.  R.  A.  591,  which  holds  unauthorized 
signing  of  name  to  note  with  signed  statement  that  act  authorized,  not  forgery. 

24  L.  R.  A.  4a,  HOLLINGER  v.  REEME,  138  Ind.  363,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  402^ 

36  N.  £.  1114. 
Vacation  of  Jndarments  on  sround  of  excusable  nesllffeikce  or  frmnd. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Crowell,  143  Ind.  223,  42  N.  E.  612,  holding  in  action  to  set 
aside  decree  want  of  authority  in  attorney  appearing,  meritorious  defense,  and 
that  no  rights  of  innocent  third  parties  intervene,  must  appear;  Majors  v. 
Craig,  144  Ind.  42,  43  N.  E.  3,  holding,  to  correct  judgment  by  default,  defend- 
ant's inability  to  prevent  judgment  by  reasonable  diligence  must  appear;  In- 
diana, I.  &  I.  R.  Co.  V.  Lynch,  145  Ind.  2,  43  N.  E.  934,  holding,  obiter,  relief 
from  judgment  alleged  to  be  obtained  by  fraud  not  obtainable  where  action  on 
docket  eight  years,  and  three  elapse  after  judgment;  Stat«  v.  Hindman,  159  Ind. 
591,  65  N.  E.  911,  holding  attack  by  cross-complaint  in  action  upon  forfeited 
recognizance,  alleging  that  forfeiture  was  fraudulently  obtained,  direct,  not 
collateral  attack;  Darnell  v.  State,  174  Ind.  158,  90  N.  E.  769,  holding  that 
personal  judgment  may  be  rendered  against  nonresident  in  suit  to  collect  taxes 
omitted  on  property,  where  he  pleaded  abatement,  and  subsequently  appeared 
and  demurred  to  complaint;  Freeman  v.  Wood,  11  N.  D.  8,  88  X.  W.  721,  holding 
complaint  bad  because  it  implied  knowledge  of  fraud  in  time  to  have  applied 
for  relief  to  trial  court  which  was  not  done;  Freeman  v.  Wood,  14  N.  D.  109,  103 
K.  W.  392,  holding  that  one  whose  right  and  duty  it  was  to  appear  on  a  judicial 
settlement  and  who  did  not  do  so  will  not  be  relieved. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Travelers'  Protective  Asso.  v.  Gilbert,  55  L.  R.  A.  538, 
which  denies  right  to  resort  to  equity  to  vacate  judgment  for  fraud  when  remedy 
at  law  adequate. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  L.  R.  A.  201,  211)  on  injunctions  against  judgments  for 
want  of  jurisdiction  or  which  are  void;  (32  L.  R.  A.  328)  on  general  equitable 
jurisdiction  in  regard  to  injunctions  against  judgments;  (36  L.R,A. (N.S.)  981) 
on  character  and  kinds  of  judgments  and  orders  not  collaterally  assailable  for 
fraud  not  affecting  jurisdiction;  (53  Am.  St.  Rep.  445)  on  negligence  as  bar  to 
equitable  relief  against  judgments;  (54  Am.  St.  Rep.  222,  249)  on  relief  in 
equity  against  judgments  and  other  judicial  determinations. 
Presamptflon  of  -validity  of  Jndarment. 

Cited  in  Bruce  v.  Osgood,  154  Ind.  379,  56  N.  E.  25,  holding  judgment  of  do- 
mestic court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction  entitled  to  full  credit. 

24  L.  R.  A.  50,  CARRICO  v.  WEST  VIRGINIA  C.  &  P.  R.  CO.  39  W.  Va.  86, 

19  S.  E.  571. 
Exhibition  of  imjnry  to  Jnry. 

Cited  in  Arkansas  River  Packet  Co.  v.  Hobbs,  105  Tenn.  38,  58  S.  W.  278, 
Iiolding  exposure  of  injured  limb  to  jury  competent;  Orscheln  v.  Scott,  90  Ma 
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App.  366,  holding  in  assault  case  exhibition  of  injury  to  jury  competent;  Hall 
V.  Manson,  99  Iowa,  712,  34  L.  R.  A.  213,  footnote  p.  207,  68  N.  W.  922,  denying 
right  to  reject  measurement  in  jury's  presence  of  woman's  foot  and  leg  6  inches 
above  angle,  in  suit  for  injuries;  Ewing  v.  lAnark  Fuel  Co.  65  W.  Va.  730,  29 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  493,  65  S.  E.  200;  Sornberger  v.  Canadian  P.  R.  Co.  24  Ont.  App. 
Rep.  271, — ^holding  plaintiff  in  a  personal  injury  action  may  exhibit  his  injuries 
to  the  jury  for  purpose  of  having  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  damage  explained 
by  medical  witness. 
Poorer  of  court  to  order  pliyalciil  examination. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wanek  y.  Winona,  46  L.  R.  A.  448,  which  sustains  court's 
power  to  order  physical  examination  of  plaintiff  under  penalty  of  dismissal  of 
action;  Austin  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  t.  Cluck,  64  L.  R.  A.  494,  denying  power  of 
court  to  compel  physical  examination  in  absence  of  express  legislative  authority; 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Palmore,  64  L.  R.  A.  90,  sustaining  right  to  physi- 
cal examination  of  injured  eyes,  in  action  to  recover  for  permanent  injury  to  eyes; 
Lane  v.  Spokane  Falls  &  N.  R.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  153,  which  sustains  power  of 
court  to  order  physical  examination  of  woman  by  experts  in  action  for  personal 
injuries;  Stack  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  328,  which  denies 
power  of  court  to  compel  plaintiff  to  submit  to  physical  examination;  O'Brien  v. 
La  Crosse,  40  L.  R.  A.  831,  which  denies  power  of  court  to  order  examination 
as  to  condition  of  plaintiff's  bladder  under  evidence  that  it  might  be  dangerous; 
State  v.  Height,  69  L.  R.  A.  438,  which  holds  unlawful,  disclosures  by  physicians 
of  knowledge  as  to  venereal  disease  obtained  by  examination  against  his  will 
of  one  accused  of  rape;  Bagwell  v.  Atlanta  Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A. 
486,  which  holds  action  for  injury  to  minor  daughter  should  not  be  dismissed 
for  her  refusal,  after  attaining  majority,  to  submit  to  physical  examination; 
May  V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  111,  which  denies  judicial  power  at  common 
law  to  compel  plaintiff  to  submit  to  physical  examination. 

Criticised  in  May  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  32  Mont.  630,  70  L.R.A.  114,  81  Pac. 
328,  4  Ann.  Cas.  605,  denying  power  to  compel  submission  to  medical  examina- 
tion and  stating  that  cited  case  did  not  decide  this  point. 
DntT  Of  railroad  to  keep  rlgrht  of  ^vray  clear. 

Distinguished  in  New  York,  N,  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Baker,  50  L.  R.  A.  203, 
39  C.  C.  A.  240,  98  Fed.  697,  denying  liability  of  railroad  for  injury  to  passenger 
from  derrick  near  track  used  by  employees  of  state  board  raising  grade  of  rail- 
road. 

Lilablllty  for  independent  contractor's  nesHsence. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Nugent,  86  Md.  360,  39  L.  R.  A.  164, 
38  Atl.  779,  denying  liability  of  railroad  for  breaking  of  trolley  wire  erected 
by  independent  contractor  from  hidden  defect;  Walton  v.  Miller,  109  Va.  220, 
132  Am.  St.  Rep.  908,  63  S.  E.  458,  holding  railroad  company  liable  for  obstruc 
tions  placed  on  track  by  its  contractors  who  were  building  second  track  and 
undertook  to  signal  and  keep  track  clear;  Vickers  v.  Kanawha  &  W.  V.  R.  Co,  64 
W.  Va.  478,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  797,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  929,  63  S.  E,  367,  holding 
master  cannot  assign  to  independent  contractor  the  duty  of  furnishing  servant 
reasonably  safe  place  to  work. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Peerless,  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bagley,  53  L,  R.  A.  285,  which  holds 
landlord  liable  for  independent  contractor's  negligence  in  putting  in  automatic 
fire  extinguisher;  Hotf  v.  Shockley,  64  L.  R.  A.  538,  holding  property  owner  not 
liable  to  traveler  for  injury  from  obstruction  placed  in  street  by  independent 
contractor;  Pittsiield  Cottonwear  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pittsfield  Shoe  Co.  60  L.  R.  A. 
116,  holding  landlord  not  relieved  from  liability  to  tenant  for  freezing  of  pipes. 
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by  fact  that  he  employed  independent  contractor  to  heat  building;  Boomer  t. 
Wilbur,  53  L.  R.  A.  172,  which  denies  owner's  liability  for  injury  by  fall  of 
bricks  through  negligence  of  independent  contractor  repairing  chimney;  Pitts- 
field  Cottonwear  Mfg.  Co.  y.  Pittsfield  Shoe  Co.  60  L.  R.  A..  116,  which  holds 
landlord  liable  to  tenants  of  lower  floor  for  injury  from  freezing  of  automatic 
fire  extinguisher  in  portion  retained  by  former  though  building  heated  by  in- 
dependent contractor. 

Cited  in  notes    (65  L.RJ^.  454)   as  to  who  are  independent  contractors;    (68 
L.R.A.  152)   on  liability  for  acts  of  independent  contractor  where  injuries   re- 
sult from  nonperformance  of  absolute  duties  of  employer. 
Presamptlon  thmt  paMienarer'a  aceldent  due  to  carrler'a  neflrlfsenee. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Budd  v.  United  Carriage  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  279,  whidi 
holds  running  and  kicking  of  team  to  public  carriage  makes  prima  facie  case 
of  negligence  as  to  care  of  passenger;  Springer  v.  Ford,  52  L.  R.  A.  930,  which 
sustains  presumption  of  negligence  from  injury  to  passenger  through  unex- 
plained breaking  of  elevator  appliance. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  609)  on  presumption  of  negligence  from  injury 
to  passenger. 
Contributory  nearliffence. 

Cited  in  Barrickman  v.  Marion  Oil  Co.  45  W.  Va.  652,  44  L.  R.  A.  100,  32 
S.  E.  327,  holding  instruction  that  contributory  negligence  may  be  determined 
from  evidence  of  both  parties,  proper. 
Effect  of  nesllflT^nce  not  contrlbntlngr  to  Injury. 

Cited  in  Kansas  &  A.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  White,  14  C.  C.  A.  484,  32  U.  S.  App. 
192,  67  Fed.  482,  holding  railroad  liable  for  death  of  person  on  car  platform, 
where  such  negligence  did  not  contribute  to  injury. 

Distinguished  in  Klinkler  v.  Wheeling  Steel  &  I.  Co.  43  W.  Va.  225,  27  S.  £. 
237,  holding  conductor's  negligence  in  failing  to  stop  at  crossing  of  intersecting 
road  defeats  recovery. 
Duty  to  avoid  injorinar  peraons  ariiilty  of  contributory  neffliarence. 

Cited  in  Davidson  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  41  W.  Va,  418,  23  S,  E. 
593,  holding  instruction  that  railroad  liable  for  failure  to  exercise  ordinary  care 
whereby  trespasser  injured,  proper;  Fisher  v.  West  Virginia  &  P.  R.  Co.  39 
W.  Va.  389,  23  L.  R.  A.  761,  19  S.  £.  578  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying 
railroad's  liability  for  injury  to  drunken  passenger  falling  off  car  platform  after 
refusing  to  go  inside;  Couch  v.  Chesapeake  &  0.  R.  Co.  45  W.  Va.  57,  30  S.  £. 
147,  by  Dent,  J.,  dissenting,  who  holds  railroad  liable  for  killing  child  on  track 
which  might  have  been  seen  by  keeping  proper  lookout;  Riedel  v.  Wheeling  Trac- 
tion Co.  69  W.  Va.  22,  71  S.  E.  174,  holding  that  where  negligence  of  defendant 
Bupervenes  between  original  negligence  of  plaintiiT  and  happening  of  injury, 
legal  force  of  plaintiff's  negligence  is  destroyed  as  contributing  cause  to  injury. 
To  irbat  extent  in«trnction«  mnat  be  supported  by  evidence  or  pleadinars. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Cross,  42  W.  Va.  260,  24  S.  E.  996,  by  Brannon,  J.,  dissent- 
'  ing,  who  holds  instruction  sustained  by  slight  evidence  proper ;  McDonald  v. 
Cole,  46  W.  Va.  188,  32  S.  E.  1033,  holding  refusal  of  instruction  supported 
by  only  colorable  evidence,  proper;  Snedeker  v.  Rulong,  69  W.  Va.  227,  71  S.  E. 
180;  Booth  v.  Interstate  R.  Co.  68  W.  Va.  679,  70  S.  E.  559,— holding  thai  where 
there  is  any  evidence  appreciably  tending  to  support  instruction  verdict  should 
not  be  disturbed  because  of  instruction ;  State  v.  Clifford,  59  W.  Va.  19,  52  S.  E. 
981,  holding  evidence  appreciably  tending  towards  proof  though  very  weak  will 
support  a  charge;  Chadister  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  62  W.  Va.  574,  59  S.  E. 
523,  holding  instruction  to  jury  where  there  is  no  appreciable  evidence  to  sup- 
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port  it,  improper;  Knnst  v.  Grafton,  67  W.  Va.  27,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1206,  67 
S.  E.  74,  holding  that  an  instruction  should  not  be  given  upon  an  iasue  not 
raised  by  the  pleadings. 
Nonprejndlelal  Inatrnetlon. 

Cited  in  Bentley  v.  Standard  F.  Ins.  Co.  40  W.  Va.  764,  23  S.  £.  684,  holding 
incorrect  instruction,  clearly  working  no  prejudice,  not  reversible  error;  Robin- 
son V.  Lowe,  66  W.  Va.  313,  40  S.  £.  260,  holding  a  charge  was  irrelevant  on  the 
evidence  adduced  and  its  giving  was  presumptively  harmful;  Tucker  v.  Colonial 
F.  Ins.  Co.  68  W.  Va.  42,  61  S.  E.  86,  holding  charge  not  harmful  though  imma- 
terial. 
AdmlaalblUty  of  testimony  on  fornaer  trlnl. 

Cited  in  note  (11  £ng.  Rul.  Cas.  266)  on  admissibility  of  testimony  taken  on 
former  trial. 

24  L.  R.  A.  67,  PEOPLE  ew  rel.  FAIRCHILD  v.  PRESTON,  140  N.  Y.  649,  66 

N.  Y.  S.  R.  480,  36  N.  E.  979. 
Advance  payment  of  dues  In  bnlldlnar  aasoclation. 

Cited  in  Mutual  Ben.  Loan  &  Bldg.  Co.  v.  Lynch,  64  App.  Div.  663,  67  N.  Y. 
Supp.    6,   sustaining  mortgage  to  building   and   loan   association   exacting   six 
months'  dues  in  advance. 
stock  iMnable  by  bnildlns  and  loan  asaoelatlon*. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  National  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  126  Ala.  479,  82  Am.  St.  Rep. 
267,  28  So.  2,  and  Coltrane  v.  Baltimore  Bldg.  k,  L.  Asso.  110  Fed.  286,  sus- 
taining issue  of  full-paid  building  association  stock;  Re  Building  k,  Loan  Asso. 
8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  668,  30  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  113,  2  Dauphin  Co.  Rep.  279,  opinion 
of  attorney  general,  sustaining  power  of  building  association  to  issue  prepaid 
stock  up  to  amount  of  instalment  stock  outstanding;  Synnott  v.  Cumberland 
Bldg.  Loan  Asso.  64  C.  C.  A.  667,  117  Fed.  383,  as  to  right  of  building  and  loan 
association  to  issue  prepaid  stock;  People  v.  New  York  Bldg.  Loan  Bkg.  Co. 
41  Misc.  360,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  844,  as  to  right  of  building,  loan,  and  accumulat- 
ing fund  association  to  issue  preferred  stock;  Folk  v.  State  Capital  Sav.  ft  L. 
Asso.  214  Pa.  631,  63  Atl.  1013,  sustaining  issue  of  full-paid  building  association 
stock  bearing  a  reasonable  rate  and  not  otherwise  preferred  to  other  stocks. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rhodes  v.  Missouri  Sav.  &  L.  Co.  42  L.  R.  A.  93,  which 
holds  foreign  loan  association  issuing  paid-up  stock  not  entitled  to  exemption 
from  usury  given,  by  statute  not  authorizing  issuance  of  paid-up  stock;   Sum- 
rail  V.  Columbia  Finance  &  Trust  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  669,  which  holds  void,  issu 
ance  of  preferred  stock  by  loan  association. 
Interest-bearlns  stock. 

Cited  in  Latimer  v.  Equitable  Loan  &  Invest.  Co.  81  Fed.  779,  sustaining  issue 
of  paid  up  interest-bearing  building  association  stock. 

Distinguished  in  Dickinson  v.  Continental  Trust  Co.  23  Misc.  491,  62  N.  Y. 
Supp.  672,  denyng  power  of  building  association  to  issue  full-paid  stock  vnth 
guaranteed  interest. 
Rlsl^t*  of  •bareboldemi  In  bnlldinar  aasoclatlona. 

Cited  in  People's  Bldg.  Loan  &  Sav.  Asso.  v.  Tinsley,  96  Va.  328,  31  S.  E. 
608,  holding  borrowing  member  of  New  York  building  association  entitled  to 
credit  for  instalments  paid  and  dividends,  less  losses  sustained;  O'Malley  v. 
People's  Bldg.  Ix)an  &  Sav.  Asso.  92  Hun,  677,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  1016,  holding 
shareholder  may  recover  only  amount  of  earnings  on  matured  building  and  loan 
associaMon  certificate;  Hieronymus  v.  New  York  Nat.  Bldg.  ft  L.  Asm.  46  C.  C. 
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I 
A.  684,  107  Fed.  1005,  Affirming  101  Fed.  16,  holding  borrowing  member  not  en- 
titled to  cancelation  of  mortgage  until  stock  fully  paid. 
Dulldlnff  aasociatlon  loaaa  for  definite  period. 

Cited  in  Eastern  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Olmsted,  16  App.  D.  C.  414,  sustaining 
power  of  loan  association  to  make  loan  for  definite  period. 
Implied  corporate  poirera. 

Cited  in  Roby  v.  New  York  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  Co.  142  N.  Y.  182,  36  N.  £.  1053, 
raising,  without  deciding,  question  of  railroad's  power  to  lease  for  ooal  yard 
land  condemned  for  use  of  road. 
Incidental  povrers  or  purpose*  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Havens  Relief  Fund  Soc.  44  Miso.  607,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  168, 
holding  corporation  organized  to  receive  and  apply  money  '"for  relief  of  poverty 
and  distress"  was  within  statute  providing  for  associations  for  charitable  pur- 
poses the  receipt  of  money  being  incidental  to  the  main  purpose. 
Bxpremilon  of   purpose   In   certificate   of   Incorporation. 

Cited  in  Re  Roche,  63  Misc.  194,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  601,  holding  certificate  that 
corporation  was  organized  to  maintain  '^hospital  and  dispensary"  not  void  though 
unnecessarily  expressing  double  purpose. 

24  L.  R.  A.  59,  KREITZ  v.  BEHRENSMEYER,  149  HI.  496,  36  N.  E.  983. 
Rlflrifct  of  de  Jure  ofllcer  to  emolument*. 

Cited  in  Blore  v.  Union  County,  64  N.  J.  L.  263,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  495,  45 
Atl.  633,  holding  one  forcibly  retaining  possession  of  public  office  after  term 
expired  not  entitled  to  salary;  Booker  v.  Donohoe,  95  Va.  366,  28  S.  £.  584,  sus- 
taining right  of  de  jure  officer,  althougli  not  qualifying  by  taking  oath  or  giving 
bond,  to  recover  fees  from  de  facto  officer;  Coughlin  v.  McElroy,  74  Conn.  404 
92  Am.  St.  Rep.  224,  50  Atl.  1025,  holding  de  jure  officer  entitled  to  recover  from 
de  facto  officer  fees  paid  latter  by  city;  Albright  v.  Sandoval,  216  U.  S.  340,  54 
L.  ed.  508,  30  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  318,  Affirming  14  N.  M.  349,  93  Pac.  717,  holding  that 
after  judgment  of  ouster  de  jure  officer  may  recover  from  de  facto  officer  emolu- 
ments of  office  less  reasonable  expenses  in  earning  same. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Rasmussen  v.  Carbon  County,  45  L.  R.  A.  295,  which 
holds  payment  to  de  facto  officer  not  prevent  de  jure  officer  obtaining  salary  ex- 
cept while  excluded  from  office  for  failure  to  qualify. 

Cited  in  notes  (140  Am.  St.  Rep.  194,  195)  on  rights  of  de  jure  officers  as  to 
emoluments;  (54  L.  ed.  U.  S.  503-505)  on  liability  of  de  facto  officer  to 
rightful  incumbent  for  compensation  and  fees. 

Distinguished  in  People  ex  rel.  Malley  v.  Barrett,  203  ill.  109,  96  Am.  St.  Rep. 
'298,  67  N.  £.  742,  denying  property  right  of  officer  de  jure  in  his  office  as  an 
office. 
Nature  of  Incumbent's  Interest  In  office. 

Cited  in  Mial  v.  Ellington,  134  N.  C.  149,  65  L.  R.  A.  704,  46  S.  E.  961,  hold- 
ing  incumbent   for  definite   time,  by  appointment  to   legislative  office,   has  no 
interest  therein  of  which  legislature  may  not  deprive  him. 
Accrual  of  cause  of  action. 

Cited  in  Warren  v.  Clemenger,  120  111.  App.  439,  holding  by  analogy  a  cause 
of  action  accrues  upon  a  promissory  note  at  the  time  it  becomes  due  and  is 
unpaid. 

24  L.  R.  A.  64,  DRAKE  v.  LADY  ENSLEY  COAL,  IRON  &  R.  00.  102  Ala. 

501,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  77,  14  So.  749. 
Pollution  of  waters. 
Cited  in  Arminius  Chemical  Co.  t.  Landrum,  —  Va,  — ,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  278, 


1197  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [24  L.R.A.  68 

73  S.  £.  459,  holding  that  fact  that  mine  on  land  of  upper  riparian  owner  cannot 
be  worked  without  pollution  of  stream  does  not  absolve  him  from  liability  for 
injury  to  lower  owners  by  such  pollution;  Alabama  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  1 
Ala.  App.  311,  55  So.  932,  holding  that  embankment  constructed  by  railroad, 
which  caused  deposit  of  sand  on  adjoining  land  constitutes  actionable  nuisance, 
without  reference  to  whether  it  was  negligently  or  skillfully  constructed;  Thropp 
V.  Harpers  Ferry  Paper  Co.  74  C.  C.  A.  22,  142  Fed.  692,  authorizing  injunction 
against  pollution  of  stream  by  washing  of  ore  from  mine  which  unfitted  water 
for  use  in  manufacturing  paper;  Hill  v.  Standard  Min.  Co.  12  Idaho,  239,  85 
Pac.  907,  holding  pollution  of  stream  by  waste  from  mines  which  overflows  on 
lower  proprietor's  lands  rendering  them  unfit  for  agricultural  purposes,  action- 
able; Alabama  Consol.  Coal  &  I.  Co.  v.  Turner,  145  Ala.  650,  117  Am.  St.  Rep. 
Gl,  39  So.  603,  sustaining  liability  for  pollution  of  stream  by  upper  proprietor 
constructing  dam  discharging  debris;  Atlanta  &  B.  Air  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Wood, 
160  Ala.  664,  49  So.  426,  holding  pollution  of  stream  by  depositing  loose  dirt 
and  sand  within  four  hundred  and  fifty  feet  of  lower  proprietor's  mill,  action- 
able. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Weston  Paper  Co.  v.  Pope,  56  L.  R.  A.  899,  which  sus- 
tains liability  for  pollution  of  stream  by  discharge  from  strawboard  works 
though  business  skilfully  conducted;  Strobel  v.  Kerr  Salt  Co.  51  L.  R.  A.  687, 
which  authorizes  injunction  against  diversion  of  stream  for  use  in  salt  works^ 
causing  pollution  of  stream  by  return  of  part;  Barrett  v.  Mt.  Greenwood  Ceme- 
tery Asso.  31  L.  R.  A.  109,  which  authorizes  injunction  against  connecting  city 
drain  with  spring  brook;  Barnard  v.  Shirley,  24  L.  R.  A.  568,  which  refuses  to 
enjoin  flow  of  water  from  artesian  well  used  to  bathe  patients  in  sanitarium 
into  natural  watercourse. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.  R.  A.  685)  on  municipal  power  over  nuisances  affecting 
highways  and  waters;  (41  L.  R.  A.  751)  on  correlative  rights  of  upper  and  lower 
proprietors  as  to  use  of  flow  of  water  in  stream;  (22  L.R.A.(N.8.)  276;  38 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  272)  on  pollution  of  stream  by  mining  operations;  (10  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  243)  on  right  of  riparian  owner  to  purity  of  water. 
Damaffe*   for   pollatlon    of   at  ream. 

Cited  in  Tutwiler  Coal,  Coke  &  I.  Co.  v.  Nicliols,  146  Ala.  371,  119  Am.  St. 
Rep.  34,  39  So.  762,  holding  under  statute  limiting  action  for  damages  for 
pollution  of  stream  to  one  year,  plaintiff  cannot  recover  for  injuries  prior  to 
that  time. 

24  L.  R.  A.  68,  STATE  v.  BUSWELL,  40  Neb.  168,  58  N.  W.  728. 
Unlicensed  practice  of  medicine. 

Cited  in  Lincoln  Medical  College  v.  Poynter,  60  Neb.  231,  82  N.  W.  855,  hold- 
ing law  governing  practice  of  medicine  police  measure;  State  v.  Wilcox,  64  Kan. 
792,  68  Pac.  634,  sustaining  constitutionality  of  act  regulating  practice  of  medi- 
cine, surgery,  and  osteopathy;  State  v.  Paul,  56  Neb.  373,  76  N.  W.  861,  holding 
person  not  within  exceptions  stated  by  act  regulating  practice  of  medicine  liable 
for  performing  operations  and  administering  remedies  under  direction  of  li- 
censed physician;  State  v.  Johnson,  84  Kan.  419,  41  L.R.A.(N.S.)  542,  114  Pac. 
390,  holding  that  statute  creating  state  board  of  medical  registration,  and 
regulating  practice  of  medicine,  embraces  within  its  terms  one  who  for  pay  at- 
tempts to  practice  of  chiropractic  by  pretending  to  adjust  spine  of  one  afflicted 
with  bodily  infirmity^  State  v.  Smith,  233  Mo.  263,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  186,  135 
S.  W.  465;  Smith  v.  People,  61  Colo.  274,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  160,  117  Pac.  612,-^ 
holding  that  statute  creating  board  of  medical  examiners,  whose  license  one  must 
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secure  before  practicing  medicine  is  constitutional;  State  v.  Edmunds,  127  Iowa, 
338,  101  N.  W.  431,  holding  statute  requiring  certificate  of  practicing  physiciaos 
applicable  to  one  professing  to  cure  diseases  by  prescribing  diet  and  exercises, 
for  a  consideration;  State  v.  Heath,  125  Iowa,  590,  101  N.  W.  429,  holding  statute 
requiring  certificate  of  practicing  physicians  applicable  to  one  practiciiig  by 
''magnetic  treatment." 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Parks  v.  State,  59  L.  R.  A.  190,  which  sustains  require- 
ment that  magnetic  healer  procure  license;  Justice  v.  State,  59  L.  R.  A.  601, 
which  holds  refusal  to  permit  administration  of  medicine  to  minor  children 
while  sick  not  deprival  of  necessary  sustenance;  State  v.  Biggs,  64  L.  R.  A. 
140,  holding  legislation  attempting  to  confer  right  to  treat  all  diseases  upon 
licensed  doctors,  unconstitutional;  State  v.  Yegge,  69  L.R.A.  504,  which  holds 
license  required  of  ophthalmologist  who  prefixes  letters  "Dr."  on  sign  and  on 
notices  in  which  he  undertakes  to  correct  certain  diseased  conditions  by  fitting 
glasses  to  eyes. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  763)  on  application  of  statutes  regulating  prac- 
tice of  medicine  to  persons  giving  special  kinds  of  treatment. 
Osteopathy. 

Cited  in  Little  v.  State,  60  Neb.  751,  51  L.  R.  A.  719,  84  N.  W.  248,  holding 
osteopath  liable  for  practising  without  license;  People  v.  Gordon,  194  111.  570, 
88  Am.  St.  Rep.  165,  62  N.  £.  858,  holding  osteopath  or  magnetic  healer,  not 
using  medicines,  within  statute  forbidding  unlicensed  treatment  of  physical 
injury  or  deformity. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Liffring,  46  L.  R.  A.  334,  which  denies  necessity 
of  certificate  from  medical  board  for  practice  of  osteopathy. 
Christian  science. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Marble,  72  Ohio  St.  40,  70  L.R.A.  841,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  570, 
73  N.  £.  1063,  2  Ann.  Cas.  898,  holding  statute  requiring  certificate  of  practicing 
physicians  applicable  to  one  prescribing  Christian  Science  treatment  for  a  fee. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  First  Church  of  Christ,  Scientist,  63  L.R.A.  411,  which 
upholds  right  to  refuse  charter  to  religious  society  organized  to  promulgate 
method  of  treating  disease  by  prayer;  State  v.  Marble,  70  L.R.A.  835,  which  up- 
holds statute  exacting  license  fee  from  one  giving  Christian  Science  treatment 
for  fee. 

Cited  in  note  (98  Am.  St.  Rep.  753)  on  practice  of  Christian  Science. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Mylod,  20  R.  I.  641,  41  L.  R.  A.  431,  40  Atl.  753, 
holding  practice  of  Christian  science  not  violation  of  act  prohibiting  unlicensed 
practice  of  medicine  or  surgery;  Kansas  City  v.  Baird,  92  Mo.  App.  211,  holding 
Christian  science  healer  not  within  statutory  definition  of  physician. 

24  L.  R.   A.   73,  UNITED   STATES  v.  TRANS-MISSOURI   I*REIGHT  ASSO. 
7  C.  C.  A.  15,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  443,  19  U.  S.  App.  36,  58  Fed.  58. 

Action  by  district  attorney  for  services  in  preparing  brief  in  United  States  v. 
Ady,  22  C.  C.  A.  223,  40  U.  S.  App.  312,  76  Fed.  361. 
statutory  constmetlon. 

Cited  in  Butler  v.  United  States,  87  Fed.  661,  construing  statute  providing  for 
compensation  of  clerk  of  court  with  reference  to  general  laws  theretofore  exist- 
ing; Lewis  V.  State,  58  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  362,  127  S.  W.  808,  21  Ann.  Cas.  656, 
holding  that  where  statute  which  has  received  judicial  interpretation  and  is 
subsequently  re-enacted  in  same  terms  which  have  definite  meaning,  that  meaning 
must  be  considered  to  have  legislative  sanction;  Chappell  v.  Lancaster  County, 
84   Neb.   305,   construing   statute  providing   for   determination   of   insanity  of 
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eoDTici  by  jury  in  accordance  with  general  laws;  Hayes  v.  Barringer,  93  C.  G. 
A.  507,  168  Fed.  224,  construing  words,  '"inalienable"  and  "alienable"  in  statute 
to  include  disposition  by  will  in  accordance  with  well  understood  meaning. 
Comblnationa  of  railroads. 

Reversed  in  166  U.  S.  290,  41  L.  ed.  1007,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  540,  which  holds 
contract  between  competing  railroads  to  regulate  rates,  within  Federal  statute 
prohibiting  contracts  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce. 

Cited  in  Pearsall  t.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  73  Fed.  937,  sustaining  contract 
between  railroads  for  interchange  of  traffic  and  joint  use  of  terminal  facilities; 
Prescott  &  A.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  73  Fed.  438,  holding  con- 
tract of  railroad  with  another,  to  exclusion  of  others  for  interchange  of  traffic, 
not  in  unlawful  restraint  of  trade;  United  States  v.  Joint  Traffic  Asso.  76  Fed. 
897,  holding  joint  traffic  association  not  raising  rates  unreasonably  not  in  re- 
straint of  commerce;  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co.  4 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  582,  9  C.  C.  A.  664,  27  U.  S.  App.  1,  61  Fed.  997,  holding  rail- 
road pooling  agreement,  suppressing  competition  and  establishing  rates  without 
regard  to  reasonableness,  void. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bald  Eagle  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Nittany  Valley  R.  Co.  29 
L.  R.  A.  423,  which  holds  valid,  contract  by  owners  of  mines,  furnaces,  and  rail- 
road from  same  to  give  entire  traffic  to  connecting  railroad. 
Public  polley. 

Cited  in  Daniels  v.  Benedict,  38  C.  C.  A.  597,  97  Fed.  372,  and  Deming  v. 
McClaughry,  51  C.  G.  A.  354,  113  Fed.  644,  holding  public  policy  evidenced  by 
laws  and  customs;  Parker  v.  Moore,  111  Fed.  473,  holding  policy  of  law  not 
question  for  court;  United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Co.  78  Fed.  724,  and 
Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  200,  17  C.  C.  A. 
69,  36  U.  S.  App.  152,  70  Fed.  207,  holding  party  alleging  must  clearly  show  con- 
tract against  public  policy;  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
30  L.  R.  A.  197,  17  C.  C.  A.  64,  36  U.  S.  App.  152,  70  Fed.  202,  holding  stipuUi- 
tion  in  lease  of  land  from  railroad  against  liability  for  negligently  setting  fire 
to  buildings  thereon,  valid;  Van  Cott  v.  Pratt,  11  Utah,  214,  39  Pac.  827,  holding 
ordinance  waiving  municipality's  statutory  exemption  from  garnishment,  void; 
Kramph's  Estate,  26  Lane.  L.  Rev.  159,  on  invalidity  of  devise  to  educational 
institution  which  teaches  doctrines  that  are  contrary  to  public  policy;  Southern 
R.  Co.  V.  Blunt,  155  Fed.  497,  holding  contract  by  builder  of  platform  to  in- 
demnify railroad  company  against  any  damage  caused  thereby  not  contrary  to 
public  policy;  Knapp  v.  S.  Jarvis  Adams  Co.  70  C.  C.  A.  536,  135  Fed.  1012, 
holding  contract  by  employee  not  to  enter  competing  business  for  ten  years  a 
legal  restraint  of  trade;  Merriman  v.  Cover,  104  Va.  441,  61  S.  E.  817;  James 
Quirk  Mill.  Co.  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  98  Minn.  24,  116  Am.  St.  Rep. 
336,  107  N.  W.  742, — holding  party  alleging  must  clearly  show  contract  against 
public  policy. 
Combination  to  control  prices. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Co.  46  L.  R.  A. 
122,  which  holds  void,  combination  of  manufacturers  to  control  sales  and  prices 
in  large  number  of  states;  Herriman  v.  Menzies,  35  L.  R.  A.  318,  which  sustains 
association  of  master  stevedores  fixing  minimum  prices  with  stipulation  against 
unauthorized  discounts;  Brown  v.  Jacobs  Pharmacy  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  548,  which 
sustains  right  to  injunction  against  combination  of  merchants  to  prevent  sales 
to  other  dealer  unless  he  sells  at  fixed  prices;  People  v.  Milk  Exchange,  27  L.  R. 
A.  437,  which  holds  incorporated  milk  exchangp  constituting  combination  to  fix 
price  of  milk,  illegal;  Com.  v.  Grinstead,  56  L.  R.  A.  709,  which  holds  agreement 
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not  to  resell  goods  at  less  than  specified  price,  not  within  statute  for  suppression 
of  conspiracies;  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v.  Armour  Packing  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  464,  which 
holds  unlawful  combination  to  fix  prices,  shown  by  acts  of  competing  dealers. 
Combiiiatloiis  to  suppress  competition. 

Cited  in  Dueber  Watch-Case  Mfg.  Co.  v.  £.  Howard  Watch  &  Clock  Co.  14 
C.  C.  A.  20,  35  U.  S.  App.  16,  66  Fed.  643,  holding  combination  of  watcfa-case 
manufacturers  refusing  to  sell  to  dealers  handling  plaintiff'!  goods,  not  illegal. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  West  Virginia  Transp.  Co.  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  56  L.  R.  A. 
804,  which  sustains  malicious  competition  to  get  customers  from  rival  and  obtain 
business  for  one's  self;  Hawarden  v.  Youghiogheny  &  L.  Coal  Co.  55  L.  R.  A. 
828,  which  sustains  retail  coal  dealer's  right  of  action  against  wholesalers  and 
favored  retailers  combining  to  drive  other  retailers  out  of  business;  Montague 
V.  Lowry,  63  L.R.A.  58,  which  holds  unlawful  combination  created  by  associa- 
tion to  unite  all  acceptable  dealers  engaged  in  certain  business  within  200  miles 
of  designated  city. 
Antl*triist  lavrs. 

Reversed  in  166  U.  S.  290,  41  L.  ed.  1007,  17  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  540,  which  holds 
provisions  of  Federal  anti-trust  act  not  confined  to  cases  where  restraint  of 
trade  unreasonable. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Debs,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  210,  64  Fed.  754,  holding 
conspiracy  to  tie  up  by  strike  interstate  railroads  using  Pullman  cars,  within 
anti-trust  act  of  1890;  Re  Grice,  79  Fed.  644,  holding  statute  prohibiting  com- 
binations reasonably  restricting  competition  unconstitutional;  State  ex  rel. 
Hadley  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  218  Mo.  413,  116  S.  W.  902,  suataining  validity  of 
statute  providing  for  forfeiture  of  corporate  franchises  of  combinations  fixing 
prices  and  stifling  competition. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fuqua  v.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  241,  which  holds 
beer  brought  from  other  state  under  invalid  trust  agreement  subject  to  anti-trust 
law  of  state  on  arrival;  Gibbs  v.  McNeeley,  60  L.  R.  A.  152,  which  holds  anti- 
trust act  violated  by  combination  of  manufacturers  of  product  of  state,  market 
for  four  fifths  of  which  in  other  states,  to  limit  production  and  raise  price. 

Cited  in  note  (64  L.  R.  A.  705,  706,  710,  713,  716)  on  illegal  trusts  under 
modern  anti-trust  laws. 

Disapproved  in  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  132  Fed. 
842,   holding  agreement  between  competing  railroads  relative  to  determination 
of  volume  and  quantity  of  freights  illegal  within  Interstate  Commerce  Act. 
Allesratioiis   on   bflll  and  amavrer. 

Cited  in  Mound  City  Co.  v.  Castleman,  110  C.  0.  A.  56,  187  Fed.  927,  holding 
that  allegations  in  bill  that  are  denied  in  answer  are  to  be  taken  as  disproved 
and  averments  of  fact  in  answer  whether  responsible  to  bill  or  not  stand  ad- 
mitted. 

24  L.  R.  A.  100,  KOHN  v.  RICHMOND  k  D.  R.  CO.  37  S.  0.  1,  34  Am.  St  Rep. 

726,  16  S.  E,  376. 
Carrier's  liability  for  conTerslon. 

Cited  in  Merz  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  86  Minn.  35,  90  N.  W.  7,  holding  that 
conversion  will  not  lie  upon  reasonable  delay  by  common  carrier  to  ship  goods 
claimed  by  stranger  to  bill  of  lading;  State  v.  Webster,  88  S.  C.  59,  32  L.R.A 
{N.S.)  339,  70  S.  E.  422,  on  liability  of  carrier  delivering  goods  on  forged  order; 
Switzler  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  46  Wash.  226,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  255,  122  Am.  St 
Rep.  892,  88  Pac.  137,  13  Ann.  Cas.  357,  holding  common  carrier  not  liable  for 
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failure  to  stop  goods  in  transitu  when  stranger  to  bill  of  lading  makes  the  de- 
mand. 

Disapproved  in  Shellenberg  v.  Fremont,  E.  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  45  Neb.  492, 
60  Am.  St.  Rep.  561,  63  N.  W.  859,  and  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Jordon 
Stock-Food  Co.  67  Kan.  89,  72  Pac.  533,  holding  common  carrier  refusing  to 
surrender  to  owner  liable  for  conversion. 
Conversion  of  niortaraved  chattels  by  bona-llde  pnrcliaaer. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dean  v.  Cushman,  65  L.  R.  A.  969,  which  denies  liability 
for  conversion  without  demand,  of  purchaser  in  good  faith  of  mortgaged  chattels 
from  mortgagor  in  possession. 

24  L.  R.  A.  102,  KETCHAM  v.  NEWMAN,  141  N.  Y.  205,  56  N.  Y.  S.  R.  816, 

36  N.  E.  197. 
Lateral  snpport  of  balldinss. 

Cited  in  Gildersleeve  v.  Hammond,  109  Mich.  436,  33  L.  R.  A.  49,  67  N.  W. 
519,  holding  superstructure  not  entitled  to  lateral  support  of  adjoining  lands; 
Bohrer  v.  Dienhart  Harness  Co.  19  Ind.  App.  514,  49  N.  E.  296,  by  Wiley,  J., 
dissenting,  who  holds  duty  of  own^r  to  protect  building  on  adjoining  premises 
from  dangers  of  excavation;  Walker  v.  Strosnider,  67  W.  Va.  46,  67  S.  E.  1087, 
21  Ann.  Cas.  1,  holding  that  person  excavating  on  his  own  land  must  exercise 
reasonable  care,  prudence  and  skill,  for  safety  of  buildings  on  adjacent  land. 
Lilabllity  for  acts  of  Independent  contractors. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Boomer  v.  Wilbur,  53  L.  R.  A.  172,  which  denies  owner's 
liability  for  injury  by  fall  of  bricks  through  negligence  of  independent  contractor 
repairing  chimney;  Peerless  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bagley,  53  L.  R.  A.  285,  which  holds 
landlord  liable  for  independent  contractor's  negligence  in  putting  in  automatic 
fire  extinguisher;  W^ertheimer  v.  Saunders,  37  L.  R.  A.  146,  which  holds  landlord 
liable  for  independent  contractor's  negligence  in  putting  new  roof  on  building; 
Sanford  v.  Pawtucket  Street  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  564,  which  denies  liability  of 
street  railway  company  for  negligence  of  contractor  building  road;  Hoff  v.  Shock- 
ley,  64  L.  R.  A.  538,  holding  property  owner  not  liable  for  injuries  from  obstruc- 
tions placed  in  street  by  independent  contractor. 

Cited  in  notes  (65  L.R.A.  748)  on  liability  for  acts  of  independent  contractor 
where  injury  is  direct  result  of  work  contracted  for;  (66  L.R.A.  952)  on- liability 
for  injuries  occurring  in  performance  of  work  by  independent  contractor  where 
employer's  own  act  is  a  proximate  cause;  (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  424)  on  liability  for 
negligence  and  torts  of  independent  contractors. 

24  L.  R,  A.  105,  BOOTH  v.  ROME,  W.  &  O.  TERMINAL  R.  CO.  140  N.  Y.  267, 

55  N.  Y.  S,  R.  656,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  562,  35  N.  E.  692. 
l.efplslatlvc  antborlty  Jnstlfrtni:  acts  cansina:  consequential   Injury. 

Approved  in  Ferdon  v.  New  York,  0.  &  W.  R.  Co.  131  App.  Div.  384,  115  N. 
Y.  Supp.  352,  holding  casting  of  waste  earth  into  stream  in  widening  roadbed 
actionable  if  not  reasonably  done. 

Cited  in  Spring  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  88  Hun,  388,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  810, 
holding  railroad  coal  pocket  constituted  nuisance  to  adjoining  owners,  and  was 
not  authorized  by  franchise;  Garvey  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  9  App.  Div.  255,  41 
N.  Y.  Supp.  397,  holding  turntable  constituting  nuisance  not  authorized  by  stat- 
ute authorizing  railroad;  Mundy  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  75  Hun,  484, 
27  N.  Y.  Supp.  469,  holding  railroad  embankment  causing  flood  not  sanctioned 
by  legislative  authority  so  as  to  relieve  railroad  from  liability;  Wickham  v. 
Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  85  App.  Div.  185,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  146,  holding  railroad 
company  liable  for  overflow  resulting  from  construction  of  necessary  embank- 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.—76. 
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ment;  Moody  v.  Saratoga  Springs,  17  App.  Div.  209,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  365,  holding 
nuisance  created  by  village  sewer  not  justified  by  act  authorizing  construction; 
Glens  Falls  Gaslight  Ck>.  v.  Van  Vranken,  11  App.  Div.  423,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  339, 
raising,  without  deciding,  question  of  liability  of  village  ccMistructing  sewer  for 
injury  to  gas  pipes;  People  v.  Transit  Development  Co.  131  App.  Div.  176,  115 
N.  Y.  Supp.  297,  holding  emitting  of  occasional  cinders  from  power  plant  within 
contemplation  of  legislature  when  franchise  given  and  not  a  public  nuisance; 
Vyse  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  126  Iowa,  93,  101  N.  W.  736,  holding  charge  that 
railroad  might  to  reasonable  extent  obstruct  stream  was  not  harmful  to  rail- 
road. 

Cited  in  note   (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)    51,  86,  89)    on  effect  of  legislative  authority 
upon  liability  for  private  nuisance. 
ESxtent  of  rlgrlit  to  make  Is^vrful  use  of  propertr* 

Cited  in  White  v.  Nassau  Trust  Co.  168  N.  Y.  165,  64  L.  R.  A.  278,  61  N.  E. 
169,  Reversing  White  v.  Tebo,  43  App.  Div.  420,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  231,  denying 
liability  to  owner  of  neighboring  pier  for  dredging  lands  under  water  for  dry- 
dock;  Negus  V.  Becker,  143  N.  Y.  310,  25  L.  R.  A.  670,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  724,  38 
N.  E.  290,  denying  liability  of  owner  increasing  height  of  party  wall,  for  its  fall 
without  negligence;  Tucker  v.  Mack  Paving  Co.  61  App.  Div,  524,  70  N.  Y.  Supp. 
688,  denying  injunction  against  blasting  rock  from  quarry,  when  necessary  and 
done  in  proper  manner;  McGuire  v.  Bloomingdale,  33  Misc.  345,  68  N.  Y.  SSupp. 
477,  denying  injunction  against  reasonable  use  of  electric  plant  by  department 
store  adjoining  apartment  house;  Bowden  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co. 
29  Misc.  172,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  835,  holding  owner  of  machinery  producing  noise 
and  vibration  injurious  to  adjoining  property,  entitled  to  reasonable  use  only; 
Leonard  v.  Hotel  Majestic  Co.  17  Misc.  231,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  1044,  denying  in- 
junction against  use  of  driveway  through  rear  of  hotel  adjoining  complainant's 
premises;  Bates  v.  Holbrook,  171  N.  Y.  470,  64  N.  E.  181,  holding  compressed 
air  plant  for  use  along  section  of  subway  for  three  or  more  years,  nuisance; 
Farrell  v.  New  York  Steam  Co.  23  Misc.  727,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  55,  holding  steam 
plant  occasioning  some  annoyance  but  not  materially  lessening  enjoyment  of 
property,  no  nuisance;  Rosenheimer  v.  Standard  Gaslight  Co.  36  App.  Div.  5, 
55  N.  Y.  Supp.  192,  holding  gas  plant  emitting  smoke,  noxious  vapors,  and  loud 
noises,  nuisance;  Bly  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  54  App.  Div.  430,  66 
N.  Y.  Supp.  737,  holding  electric  power  plant  creating  noise,  smoke,  and  vibration 
constitutes  nuisance;  Garvey  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  159  N.  Y.  330,  70  Am.  St 
Rep.  550,  54  N.  E.  57,  holding  railroad  turntable  causing  vibrations  injuring 
adjacent  buildings,  nuisance;  Maltbie  v.  Bolting,  6  Misc.  346,  26  N.  Y.  Supp. 
903,  holding  temporary  use  of  guarded  coal  holes,  not  nuisance;  Collar  v.  Ulster 
&  D.  6.  Co.  72  Misc.  279,  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  56,  to  the  point  that  abutting  owner 
has  right  of  action  against  railroad  using  street  for  injury  caused  by  unreason- 
able use  thereof;  Herrlich  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  70  Misc.  118,  126  X. 
Y.  Supp.  311,  holding  that  owner  of  property  1000  feet  from  railroad  round- 
house cannot  restrain  operation  of  roundhouse  as  nuisance;  Gordon  v.  Ellen vi lie 
&  K.  R.  Co.  119  App.  Div.  798,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  702,  denying  liability  for  injury 
due  to  washing  away  of  embankment  where  erection  of  same  necessary  to  con- 
struct railroad  bed;  Hale  v.  Jenkins,  55  Misc.  123,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  282,  on  use  of 
property  in  such  way  as  to  avoid  injury  to  another;  Bentley  v.  Empire  Portland 
Cement  Co.  48  Misc.  461,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  831;  McCarty  v.  Natural  Carbonic  Gas 
Co.  189  N.  Y.  56,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  472  (dissenting  opinion),— on  use  of  one's 
property  to  legal  injury  of  another;  0*Hara  v.  Nelson,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  169,  63  Atl. 
836,  sustaining  injunction  against  keeping  gasoline  in  automobiles  stored  in  frame 
structure,  where  the  same  is  done  continually;   Young  v.  The  Vosburg  Lumber 
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Co.  147  N.  C.  34,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  269,  60  S.  E.  654,  holding  felling  trees  in 
forest  not  intrinsically  dangerous;  Louisville  &  N.  Terminal  Go.  v.  Lellyett,  114 
Tenn.  398,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  86,  85  S.  W.  881,  holding  railroad  coal  sheds,  round- 
house and  switchyards  constituted  nuisance  to  adjoining  property  owners  not 
authorized  by  franchise. 

Cited  in  notes  (68  L.R.A.  684,  701)  on  liability  for  removal  of  lateral  or  sub- 
jacent support  of  land  in  its  natural  condition;  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  321)  on  lia- 
bility for  removal  of  lateral  support  in  constructing  railroad;  (123  Am.  St.  Rep. 
367,  580,  581)  on  duty  and  liability  of  land  owners  to  adjoining  proprietors. 

Distinguished  in  Moon  v.  National  Wall-Plaster  Co.  31  Misc.  633,  66  N.  Y. 
Supp.  33,  holding  owner  of  machinery  discharging  dust  owing  to  remediable  de- 
fects, liable;  Kerbaugh  v.  Caldwell,  80  C.  C.  A.  470,  151  Fed.  198,  10  Ann.  Cas. 
453.  holding  keeping  of  large  quantities  of  explosives  in  vicinity  of  dwelling 
iiouse  a  nuisance  per  se;  Bennett  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  181  N.  Y.  438,  34  N.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  299,  74  N.  £.  418,  holding  where  one  takes  land  expressly  subject 
to  use  of  steam  surface  railroad,  action  will  not  lie  for  injuries  caused  by  con- 
struction of  viaduct. 

Disapproved  in  Langhorne  v.  Turman,  141  Ky.  814,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  217,  133 
8.  W.  1008,  holding  that  where  railroad  purchases  right  of  way  and  by  blasting 
throws  debris  on  remaining  land  so  as  to  injure  buildings,  it  is  liable  therefor. 
•Liability  for  Injuries  by  concasalon  from  blaatlnar* 

Cited  in  French  v.  Vix,  143  N.  Y.  93,  37  N.  E.  612,  holding  no  liability  exists 
for  inevitable  damage  to  neighboring  property  by  blasting  conducted  with  due 
<»re;  Holland  House  Co.  v.  Baird,  169  N,  Y.  140,  62  N.  E.  149,  denying  liability 
for  injuries  to  building  resulting  from  blasting  in  street  without  proving  negli- 
gence; Simon  v.  Henry,  62  N.  J.  L.  488,  41  Atl.  602,  denying  liability  of  sewer 
contractor  for  injury  to  adjacent  property  by  blasting;  De  Carvajal  v.  Young 
Men's  Christian  Asso.  37  Misc.  728,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  474,  denying  injunction 
Against  blasting  carefully  carried  on  in  adjacent  lot;  Frazier  v.  Pennypack  Trap 
Rock  Co.  17  Montg.  Co.  L.  Rep.  115,  denying  injunction  against  non-negligent 
necessary  blasting  in  quarry  causing  vibrations  injurious  to  adjoining  premises; 
Fitz  Simons  &  C.  Co.  v.  Braun,  94  111.  App.  536,  holding  contractor  unneces- 
sarily using  explosives  in  tunnel  liable  for.  injuries  to  buildings;  Newell  v.  Wool- 
iolk,  91  Hun,  212,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  327;  St.  Nicholas  Skating  A  Ice  Co.  v.  Cody, 
26  Misc.  766,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  1063,  holding  use  of  larger  blasts  than  necessary 
renders  user  liable  for  resulting  damage  to  adjoining  premises;  Wheeler  v. 
Norton,  92  App.  Div.  372,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  1095,  holding  subcontractors  liable  for 
resultant  damages  from  breaking  water  main  by  negligent  blasting;  Sullivan  v. 
Dunham,  161  N.  Y.  297,  47  L.  R.  A.  719,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  274,  55  N.  E.  923; 
Same  Case,  10  App.  Div.  442,  41  N.  Y.  Supp.  1083,  holding  one  blasting  stumps 
without  negligence  liable  for  injury  to  traveler  in  highway  struck  by  piece  of 
wood;  Hieber  v.  Central  Kentucky  Traction  Co.  145  Ky.  110,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
66,  140  S.  W.  54,  holding  that  one  blasting  on  own  property  is  not  liable  for 
injury  to  blacksmith  from  plunging  of  horse  being  shod;  Walker  v.  Strosnidcr, 
«7  W.  Va.  46,  67  S.  E.  1087,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1,  holding  that  owner  of  land  exca- 
vating near  adjoining  owner's  building  is  liable  for  injury  caused  by  unneces- 
sarily heavy  blasting  done  without  reasonable  care;  Henry  Hall  Sons*  Co.  v.  Sund- 
strom  &  S.  Co.  138  App.  Div.  649,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  390,  holding  that  property 
owner  is  not  liable  for  injury  to  adjoining  property  caused  by  vibration  from 
blasting  where  there  is  no  negligence;  Luria  v.  Cusick,  47  Misc.  127,  93  N.  Y. 
Supp.  507 ;  Haefelin  v.  McDonald,  96  App.  Div.  228,  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  395,— holding 
contractor  not  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  concussion  from  blasting  when  negli- 
gence not  shown;   Derrick  v.  Kelley,  136  App.  Div.  436,  120  N,  Y.  Supp.  996, 
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denying  liability  of  contractor  for  overflow  of  water  from  water-main  caused  by 
concuBsion  from  blasting  when  no  negligence  shown;  New  York  Steam  Co.  t. 
Foundation  Co.  123  App.  Div.  261,  108  N.  Y.  Supp.  84,  denying  liability  for  in- 
jury to  steani  conduit  in  street  caused  by  vibration  of  earth  in  constructing  vault 
wall  when  no  negligence  shown;  Forrester  v.  O'Rourke  Engineering  Constr.  Co. 
48  Misc.  391,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  600,  holding  contractor  liable  for  stones  hurled 
through  skylight  by  blasting,  but  not  for  injuries  caused  by  concussion  of  earth; 
Bessemer  Coal,  Iron  &  Land  Co.  v.  Doak,  152  Ala.  177,  12  L.R.A.(N^.)  393,  44 
So.  627,  denying  liability  for  miscarriage  caused  by  sound  of  blasting  when  no 
negligence  shown;  Page  v. ^Dempsey,  184  N.  Y.  251,  77  N.  E.  9,  holding  contractozi 
liable  for  negligently  blasting  causing  injury  to  apartment  house;  Miller  t. 
Twiname,  129  App.  Div.  626,  114  K.  Y.  Supp.  151,  on  blasting  of  rock  on  private 
premises  constituting  nuisance  per  se;  Murdock  v.  Westmount,  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec. 
33  C.  S.  247,  holding  a  simultaneous  firing  of  numerous  heavy  blasts  in  fublie 
work  and  the  firing  of  blasts  that  cast  shattered  rock  on  plaintiff's  house  was 
actionable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fitzsimons  &  C.  Co.  v.  Braun,  59  L.  R.  A.  421,  which  sus- 
tains liability  for  injury,  by  vibration,  to  adjoining  property,  from  use  of  high 
explosive  for  excavating  on  own  land;  Wadsworth  v.  Marshall,  32  L.  R.  A.  538, 
which  sustains  liability  for  failure  to  give  notice  of  blast,  for  injuries  resulting 
from  frightening  horse  which  lias  passed  place  of  blast;  Longtin  v.  Persell,  65 
L.R.A.  655,  which  holds  operator  of  stone  quarry  on  city  lots  liable  for  render- 
ing adjoining  building  unsafe  for  occupancy  due  to  vibrations  from  blasting. 

Cited  in  notes  (65  L.R.A.  645)  on  liability  of  employer  for  negligence  of  inde- 
pendent contractor  in  blasting  operations;  (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  390;  27  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  426)  on  liability  for  concussion  by  blasting;  (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  421)  on 
liability  for  negligence  of  independent  contractors  in  blasting. 

Distinguished  in  Reilly  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  72  App.  Div.  478,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  620, 
holding  one  maintaining  dynamite  magazine  liable  for  injury  to  person  sitting 
in  distant  house. 

Distinguished  and  limited  in  Hill  v.  Schneider,  13  App.  Div.  305,  43  K.  Y. 
Supp.  1,  granting  injunction  against  blasting  injuring  adjoining  premises  where 
work  performable  in  another  way. 

Limited  in  Longtin  v.  Persell,  30  Mont.  308,  65  L.R.A.  667,  104  Am.  St.  Rep. 
723,  76  Pac.  699,  2  Ann.  Cas.  198,  holding  where  blasting  is  carried  on  continu- 
ously, recovery  may  be  had  for  injuries  by  concussion  irrespective  of  negligence. 

Disapproved  in  Hickey  v.  McCabe,  30  R.  I.  350,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)   431,  75  Atl. 
404,  holding  contractor  liable  for  injuries  to  adjacent  property  caused  by  con- 
cussion and  vibration  from  blasting  when  no  negligence  shown. 
Burden  of  proof  of  neallaenee  la  bla«tln«r* 

Cited  in  Viele  v.  Mack  Paving  &  Constr.  Co.  144  App.  Div.  696,  129  N.  Y. 
Supp.  604,  holding  that  in  action  for  damages  caused  by  vibration  from  blasting 
plaintiff  has  burden  of  showing  suggested  changes  of  method  would  have  lessened 
vibration  and  would  not  have  caused  injury,  and  that  they  were  practical; 
Cherry  vale  v.  Studyvin,  76  Kan.  288,  11  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  386,  91  Pac.  60,  holding 
burden  of  proof  of  negligence  in  blasting  on  injured  party. 
Pleading  In  action  for  nearllflrent  blaatlng:- 

Cited  in  Kratzer  v.  Saratoga  Springs,  8  App.  Div.  613,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  474, 
upholding  sufficiency  of  complaint  alleging  wrongful  physical  invasion  of  plain- 
tiff's premises. 

Distinguished  in  Roemer  v.  Striker,  142  N.  Y.  136,  '66  N.  £.  806,  holding  in 
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jieiion  for  injuring  property  by  negligent  blasting,  that  work  done  by  contractor 
jMbnisfiible  under  general  denial. 
Relief  aaratiiat  nvlaancett. 
Cited  in  note  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  879)  on  relief  against  nuisance. 

24  L.  R.  A.  110,  i2e  WORTHINGTON  CO.  62  N.  Y.  S.  R.  115,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  361. 
Obiieene  publications. 

Cited  in  Kramph's  Estate,  26  Lane.  L.  Rev.  159,  holding  that  book  advising 
or  permitting  under  certain  circumstances,  sexual  relations  not  sanctioned  by 
marriage,  is  contrary  to  good  morals;  St.  Hubert  Guild  v.  Quinn,  64  Misc.  340, 
118  N.  Y.  Supp.  582,  holding  that  contract  for  sale  and  purchase  of  works  of 
Voltaire  is  not  illegal  because  of  character  of  works. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  v.  Ketchum,  27  L.  R.  A.  448,  which  holds  purpose 
to  exhibit  obscene  picture  not  shown  by  merely  sitting  for  negative  of  it;  Com. 
V.  McCance,  29  L.  R.  A.  61,  which  requires  indictment  to  practically  describe 
indecent  parts  of  book  obscene  in  part. 

24  L.  R.  A.  113,  LORILLARD  v.  CLYDE,  142  N.  Y.  456,  37  N.  E.  489. 
Effect  of  InterTonlnar  ImposMlblllty  of  performance  of  contract* 

Cited  in  Dolan  v.  Rodgers,  149  N.  Y.  493,  44  N.  E.  167,  holding  subcontractor 
•excused  from  full  performance  when  stopped  by  nonconsent  of  primary  grantor 
of  contract;  Re  Daly,  58  App.  Div.  52,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  596,  holding  contract  to 
publish  theater  programs  under  owner's  supervision  terminated  by  death  of  either 
party;  Buffalo  &  L.  Land  Co.  v.  Bellevue  Land  &  Improv.  Co,  165  N.  Y.  254, 
51  L.  R.  A.  955,  59  N.  E.  5,  Affirming  32  App.  Div.  542,  holding  breach  of  covenant 
to  run  street  cars  every  half  hour  excused  by  impossibility  due  to  heavy  snows; 
Hayes  v.  Gross,  9  App.  Div.  15,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  1098,  holding  burning  of  build- 
ing excuses  full  performance  of  contract  to  do  work  thereon;  Regan  v.  Fosdick, 
19  Misc.  492,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  1102,  denying  tenant's  liability  on  implied  renewal 
of  lease  where  prevented  from  moving  by  quarantine  order;  Herter  v.  Mullen, 
159  N.  Y.  44,  44  L.  R.  A.  709,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  517,  53  N.  E.  700,  holding  tenants 
•omission  to  surrender  premises  at  expiration  of  term  excused  by  impossibility 
due  to  illness;  Mason  v.  Standard  Distilling  &  Distributing  Co.  85  App.  Div. 
525,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  343,  holding  guaranty  by  corporation  of  stock  of  another 
♦corporation  does  not  survive  voluntary  dissolution  of  corporation  issuing  stock; 
Brown  v.  Schleier,  55  C.  C.  A.  479,  118  Fed.  986,  holding  vendible  lease  by  na- 
tional bank  for  ninety-nine  years  not  void  because  for  longer  period  than  cor- 
porate life  of  bank;  Abbaye  v.  United  States  Motor  Cab  Co.  71  Misc.  456,  128 
N.  Y.  Supp.  697,  holding  that  person  who  contracted  to  maintain  hack  stand  in 
front  of  restaurant,  cannot  terminate  contract  because  he  was  refused  "all  night" 
license;  Bruce  v.  Indianapolis  Gas  Co.  46  Ind.  App.  200,  92  N.  E.  189,  holding 
that  contract  to  furnish  natural  gas  to  consumers  does  not  render  company  liable 
for  failure  to  furnish  it,  where  there  has  been  failure  of  gas;  Merritt  v.  Haas, 
113  Minn.  224,  129  N.  W.  379,  holding  that  under  agreement  to  pay  premiums 
on  specified  policy  on  another's  life,  which  makes  no  provision  for  contingency  of 
company  ceasing  to  do  business,  person  so  agreeing  is  released  if  company  ceases 
to  do  business;  Columbus  Trust  Co.  v.  Moshier,  51  Misc.  272,  100  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1066,  holding  dissolution  of  corporation  by  action  of  state  excuses  performance  of 
contract  guaranteeing  dividend;  J.  H.  Labaree  Co.  v.  Crossman,  100  App.  Div. 
601,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  565,  holding  refusal  of  board  of  health  to  allow  goods  to  land 
excused  delivery  at  time  specified;  Krause  v.  Crothersville,  162  Ind.  287,  65 
L.R.A.  117,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  203,  70  N.  E.  264,  1  Ann.  Cas!  460,  holding  burning 
of  building  excused  completion  of  contract  at  specified  time  to  build  addition 
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thereto;  Burton  ▼.  Seifert  &  Co.  108  Va.  369,  61  8.  E.  933,  holding  liability  of 
non  performance  rests  on  party  guilty  of  first  breach;  Gralloway  v.  Erie  K.  Co. 
107  App.  Div.  218j  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  17  (dissenting  opinion),  on  excuses  for  non- 
performance of  contract. 

Cited  in  notes  (69  L.R.A.)  125)  on  recovering  for  services  and  expenses  under 
running  contract  with  corporation  ended  by  its  insolvency  and  dissolution;  (40 
L.  ed.  U.  S.  517)  on  act  of  Gk)d  as  excuse  for  nonperformance  of  obligation;  (6 
Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  614)  on  impossibility  as  excuse  for  nonperformance  of  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Kinsman  v.  Fisk,  37  App.  Div.  448,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  33,  hold- 
ing vendee  of  stock  guaranteeing  vendor's  employment  by  corporation  for  stated 
term  and  salary,  liable  therefor  after  receiver  appointed;  Babbitt  v.  Gibbs,  150 
N.  Y.  286,  44  N.  E.  952,  holding  right  to  compensation  for  services  on  reorganiza- 
tion of  railroad  not  lost  by  change  in  agencies  contemplated;  New  York  Poly- 
clinic Med.  School  v.  King,  27  Misc.  251,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  796,  holding  breach  of 
contract  to  publish  journal  due  to  dispute  with  printer  not  excusable ;  Windmuller 
V.  Standard  Distilling  &  Distributing  Co.  115  Fed.  748,  raising,  without  deciding^ 
liability  to  pay  guaranteed  dividend  after  corporation's  dissolution;  Stannard 
V.  Robert  H.  Reid  &  Co.  114  App.  Div.  137,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  567,  holding  when 
corporation  voluntarily  dissolves  and  receivers  are  appointed,  this  does  not  ex- 
cuse performance. 
Splltttnar  demandfl. 

Cited  in  Fox  v.  Phyfe,  36  Misc.  208,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  149,  holding  entire  daim 
for  legal  services  cannot  be  split  into  several  suits;  People  v.  Welch,  141  N.  Y. 
266,  57  N.  Y.  S.  R.  392,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  793,  36  N.  E.  328,  Affirming  74  Hun,  474, 
57  N.  Y.  S.  R.  42,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  694. 

24  L.  R.  A.  117,  PEOPLE  v.  WELCH,  141  N.  Y.  266,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  793,  36 

N.  E.  328. 
Concarrent  JarlMdlctlon  of  state  and  Federal  covrtM  over  crtme. 

Followed  in  Sexton  v.  California,  189  U.  S.  324,  47  L.  ed.  835,  23  Sup.  Ct,  Rep. 
543,  sustaining  concurrent  jurisdiction  of  state  with  United  States  court  over 
offense  of  extorting  money  under  threat  to  accuse  person  of  crime  under  laws  of 
United  States. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Moore,  143  Iowa,  243,  121  N.  W.  1052,  holding  conviction 
under  federal  law  for  breaking  into  postoffice  not  bar  to  conviction  under  state 
law;  United  States  v.  Breen,  135  App.  Div.  826,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  304,  on  pow<er 
of  congress  prescribing  jurisdiction  of  proceedings  in  Federal  courts. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  286)  on  negligent  homicide. 
Enforcement  of  federal  atatates  by  state  eourt«. 

Cited  in  Bradbury  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  149  Iowa,  57,  40  L.R.A.(N.S.> 
689,  128  N.  W.  1;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Hesterly,  98  Ark.  252,  136  S. 
W.  874, — holding  that  state  courts  are  authorized  to  enforce  rights  declared  or 
created  by  Federal  Employers'  Liability  Act  of  April  22,  1908. 

24  L.  R.  A.  123,  MURPHY  v.  WHITNEY,  140  N.  Y.  641,  66  N.  Y.  S.  R.  610,  85 

N.  E.  930. 
Saapen«ton  of  poiver  of  alienation. 

Cited  in  Sawyer  v.  Cubby,  146  N.  Y.  196,  40  N.  E.  869,  sustaining  legacy  con- 
ditional on  legatee's  paying  testator's  insurance  premiums  and  on  payment  of 
insurance  to  beneficiary  within  one  year;  Xeilson  v.  Brown,  31  Misc.  564,  65 
X.  Y.  Supp.  585,  sustaining  trust  with  remainder  to  life  beneficiary's  children  on 
severally  becoming  twenty-five;  Torpy  v.  Betts,  123  Mich.  241,  81  N.  W.  1094^ 
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sustaining  devise  of  remainder  after  wife's  death  to  son  conditioned  on  payment 
to  daughter,  with  fee  to  survivor  upon  death  of  either  without  issue; 
Re  Perry,  48  Misc.  292,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  879,  holding  void  provision  of  will  giving 
cross  remainder  of  residuary  estate  to  surviving  daughters  upon  contingency  that 
a  daughter  died  without  issue  before  expiration  of  ten  years. 
Joint  tenaiicy. 

Cited  in  Colson  v.  Baker,  42  Misc.  410,  87  N.  T.  Supp.  288,  holding  that 
owner  in  fee  may,  by  direct  grant,  deed  to  another  and  himself  in  joint  tenancy, 
without  intervention  of  third  party. 
Part  performance  of  contract  Tvltliln  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  Kincaid  v.  Kincaid,  85  Hun,  144,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  476,  decreeing  specific 
performance  of  agreement  to  give  life  lease,  within  statute  of  frauds,  in  part 
performance  of  which  deed  had  been  made  and  delivered;  Greenly  v.  Shelmidine, 
83  App.  Div.  563,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  176,  sustaining  verbal  agreement  as  to  realty, 
when  partly  performed  by  conveyance  of  property;  Veeder  v.  Horstmann,  86 
App.  Div.  161,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  99,  holding  oral  agreement  respecting  real  estate 
which  is  binding  upon  original  parties,  binding  upon  their  privies,  in  absence 
of  intervening  equities. 
PumulnflT  proceeds  of  land. 

Cited  in  Kichols  v.  Nichols,  79  Conn.  657,  66  Atl.  161,  holding  proceeds  of  sale 
of  real   property  procured  by  undue  influence  may  be  pursued  after   sale   to 
innocent  purchasers. 
Pnien  remainderman  can  sue  for  possession. 

Cited  in  Jefferson  v.  Bangs,  197  N.  Y.  42,  134  Am.  St.  Rep.  866,  90  N.  E.  109, 
on  whether  remainderman  can  sue  for  possession  when  foreclosure  of  mortgage 
held  by  life  tenant  by  advertisement  is  void,  but  holding  failure  to  sue,  did 
not  start  limitations. 
Prayer  for  excessive  relief  as  arround  for  demurrer. 

Cited  in  Heath  v.  Heath,  18  Misc.  623,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  1087,  holding  complaint 
demanding  greater  relief  than  plaintiff  entitled  to  not  demurrable. 

24  L.  R.  A.  126,  STATE  v.  WELDON,  39  S.  C.  318,  17  S.  E.  688. 
Evidence  of  otber  offenses. 

Cited  in  notes    (62  L.  R.  A.  324)    on  evidence  of  other  crimes  in  criminal 
cases;    (8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  88)  on  evidence  of  subsequent  acts  to  prove  intent  or 
motive  for  crime;    (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  247)  on  admissibility  of  fact  collateral  to 
issue. 
Testimony  of  deaf  niutes. 

Cited  in  Dobbins  v.  Little  Rock  R.  &  Electric  Co.  79  Ark.  90,  96  S.  W.  794, 
9  Ann.  Cas.  84,  holding  taking  of  testimony  of  deaf  mutes  through  interpreter 
by  signs,  not  error. 

24  L.  R,  A.  180,  GOULD  v.  CARR,  33  Fla.  623,  16  So.  269. 
Adverse  possession. 

Cited  in  Barrs  v.  Brace,  38  Fla.  268,  20  So.  991,  holding  enclosure  by  fence 
with  understanding  for  removal  to  true  line  when  ascertained  not  adverse  hold- 
ing; Reyes  v.  Middleton,  36  Fla.  106,  29  L.  R.  A.  68,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  17  So. 
937,  holding  conveyance  showing  on  face  possession  adverse  to  grantor,  void  as  to 
adverse  possessor;  McKinnon  v.  Johnson,  57  Fla.  132,  48  So.  910,  holding  occu- 
pation of  land  under  sheriff's  deed  adjudged  to  be  void  was  adverse  possession 
from  time  of  entry  where  the  adjudication  was  not  superseded  and  possession 
continued;  Hyer  v.  Griffin,  55  Fla.  569,  46  So.  635,  holding  taking  dead  timber 
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from  land  for  seven  years  not  sufficient  to  establish  adverse  possession;  Avery 
V.  Lock,  55  Fla.  614,  46  So.  844,  holding  evidence  insufficient  to  show  adverse 
possession  existed  for  full  statutory  period;  Wilson  v.  Jemigan,  57  Fla.  310, 
49  So.  44,  holding  refusal  to  direct  verdict  for  defendant  proper  where  there 
was  some  evidence  of  adverse  possession. 
RevtTAl  of  real  actions  WLgmiuut  heir. 

Cited  in  Finlayson  v.  Love,  44  Fla.  656,  38  So.  306,  on  revival  of  action  of 
ejectment  against  sole  heir  at  law. 

24  L.  R.  A.  137,  MILLER  v.  J^HLLER,  33  Fla.  453,  15  So.  222. 
Residence  conferrtnar  Jarladlctlon   of  divorce  «alt. 

Cited  in  Gredler  v.  Gredler,  36  Fla.  373,  18  So.  762,  holding  applicant  for 
divorce  must  allege  and  prove  two  years'  prior  residence  in  state;  Beekman  v. 
Beekman,  53  Fla.  861,  43  So.  923,  holding  under  statute  applicant  for  divorce 
must  allege  and  prove  two  years'  prior  residence  in  state  and  wife  could  not 
sue  where  she  came  to  state  less  than  two  years  before. 

Cited  in  note   (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1198)   on  necessity  of  alleging  jurisdictional 
residence  in  divorce  proceeding. 
Residence  eonferrlnar  Jurisdiction  of  muit  for  allmonsr. 

Cited  in  Shrader  v.  Shradcr,  36  Fla.  512,  18  So.  672,  granting  alimony  upon 
failure  to  support  where  husband  resides  in  state;  Donnelly  v.  Donnelly,  39  Fla. 
231,  22  So.  648,  holding  bill  for  alimony  must  show  husband  or  wife  bona  fide 
resident;  State  ex  rel.  Lloyd  v.  Superior  Ct.  65  Wash.  349,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
390,  104  Pac.  771,  holding  statute  requiring  one  year's  residence  in  state  in 
divorce  proceedings  not  applicable  to  suit  by  wife  for  separate  maintenance; 
Bronk  v.  State,  43  Fla.  470,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  119,  31  So.  248,  on  residence  of 
husband  conferring  jurisdiction  in  suit  for  alimony. 

Distinguished  in  Wood  v.  W^ood,  56  Fla.  886,  47  So.  560,  granting  alimony 
without  divorce  upon  failure  to  support  wliere  husband  is  a  bona  fide  resident 
without  two  years*  residence. 
Salt   tor  separate   maintenance  wltbont    divorce. 

Cited  in  Behrle  v.  Behrle.  120  Mo.  App.  682,  97  S.  W.  1006,  awarding  wife 
separate   maintenance   out   of    husband's   estate    when    he    has    abandoned   her 
without  her   fault  and  she  is  without  means  of  support  and  holding  statute 
enacted  equitable  doctrine. 
Allowance  of  temporary  alimony. 

Cited  in  Milliron  v.  Milliron,  9  S.  D.  183,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  863,  68  N.  W.  286, 
holding  temporary  alimony  and  suit  money  allowable  during  pendency  of  action 
for  separate  maintenance;  Moore  v.  Moore,  130  N.  C.  337,  41  S.  E.  943,  holding 
amoimt  of  alimony  pendente  lite  within  discretion  of  court. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hite  v.  Ilite,  45  L.  R.  A.  793,  which  holds  prima  facie 
case  of  marriage  made  by  wife  on  own  showing  insufficient  to  authorize  alimony. 

Cited  in  note  (102  Am.  St.  Rep.  710)  on  power  of  courts  to  create  and  enforce 
liens  to  secure  payment  of  alimony  in  suits  for  maintenance  or  separation. 
Domlctl  of  fvlfe  for  purpose  of  divorce. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Atherton  v.  Atherton,  40  L.  R.  A.  291,  which  holds  matri- 
monial domicil  of  wife  leaving  husband  for  cruelty  may  be  changed  by  removal 

r 

to  other  state;  Kempson  v.  Kempson,  58  L.  R.  A.  484,  which  sustains  jurisdiction 
in  state  where  parties  married  and  wife  resides,  of  suit  to  enjoin  fraudulent 
divorce  suit  by  husband  in  other  state. 
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24  L.  R.  A.  141,  CHICAGO,  B.  A  Q.  R.  CO.  v.  JONES,  149  111.  361,  4  Inters.  Com. 

Rep.  683,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  278,  37  N.  E.  247. 
state  control  of  corporatlona. 

Cited  in  Franklin  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  People,  200  111.  621,  66  N.  E.  379,  holding  cor- 
porations doing  business  in  state  subject  to  police  power. 
Regralatlon  of  bnalneMi  affected  vrltb  public  iiae. 

Cited  in  Danville  v.  Danville  Water  Co.  178  111.  310,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  304,  53 
N.  E.  118,  sustaining  act  empowering  cities  to  fix  reasonable  water  rates;  Peo- 
ple's Gaslight  &  Coke  Co,  v.  Hale,  94  111.  App.  423,  sustaining  power  of  village 
trustees  to  fix  gas  rates. 

Cited  in  notes  (33  L.  R,  A,  183,  187)  on  legislative  power  to  fix  tolls,  rates, 
or  prices;  (33  L.  R.  A.  210)  as  to  when  rates  fixed  by  penal  statute  are  suffi- 
ciently definite  and  certain;  (8  L.R.A. (N.S.)  530)  on  power  of  judiciary  to 
fix  rates  of  public  service  corporations;  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  291,  293,  295,  296) 
on  regulation  of  rates;  (46  L.  ed.  U.  S.  595)  on  contract  exemptions  from  legis- 
lative power  to  fix  tolls,  rates,  or  prices. 
— —  state  rearalatlon  of  carrier's  rates. 

Cited  in  Inman  v.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  R.  Co.  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  52,  37  S.  W.  37, 
holding  railroad  bound  to  accept  goods  routed  over  connecting  line  upon  tender 
of  through  joint  rate  fixed  by  railroad  commission;  McCJhord  v.  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  Co.  183  U.  S.  499,  46  L.  ed,  296,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  165,  dissolving  injunction 
restraining  railroad  commission  from  proceeding  to  fix  reasonable  rates  under 
Kentucky  statute. 

Cited  in  note  (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  262)  on  acts  of  railroads  which  legislature  may 
declare  criminal. 

Distinguished  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  99  Ky.  140,  33  L.  R.  A.  212, 
59  Am.  St.  Rep.  457,  35  S.  W.  129,  holding  statute  imposing  penalty  on  carrier 
for  charging  more  than  reasonable  compensation  without  fixing  standard,  void 
for  uncertainty. 
~—  Rate  prescribed  as  eTldence  of  reasonableness. 

Cited  in  Chicago  Union  Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago,  199  111.  642,  65  N.  E.  470, 
holding  rate  of  street  car  fare  prescribed  by  ordinance  presumptively  reason- 
able; People  V.  Baltimore  &  0.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  246  111.  479,  92  N.  E.  934,  holding 
that  statute  prohibiting  railroad  from  charging  greater  rate  for  freight  hauled 
certain  distance,  than  is  charged  for  hauling  same  class  of  freight  in  same  di- 
rection longer  distance,  and  which  makes  proof  of  such  discrimination  prima 
facie  evidence  of  unjust  discrimination,  is  not  unconstitutional. 
Unla-fvfnl  deleiiratlon  of  leerlslatlve  po-wer. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  Stratton,  162  111.  603,  35  L.  R.  A.  87,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  326, 
44  N.  £.  853,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  erection  of  livery  stable  without  con- 
sent bf  property  owners  not  invalid  as  delegation  of  legislative  power;  Fish  v. 
McGann,  205  111.  187,  68  N.  £.  761,  holding  discretion  given  heads  of  depart- 
ments to  complete  appointment  of  civil  service  employees,  not  delegation  of  legis- 
lative authority  to  fix  period  of  probation ;  State  ex  rel.  Great  Northern  R. 
Co.  y.  Railroad  Commission,  52  Wash.  37,  100  Pac.  184;  Minneapolis,  St.  Paul 
&  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  V.  Railroad  Commission,  136  Wis.  162,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
830,  116  N.  W.  905;  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Michigan  R.  Commission,  160  Mich. 
365,  125  N.  W.  549;  State  ex  rel.  Taylor  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  76  Kan.  477,  92 
Pac.  606, — sustaining  validity  of  statute  authorizing  railroad  commission  to 
formulate  rules  regulating  carriers;  Saratoga  Springs  v.  Saratoga  Gas,  Electric 
Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  122  App.  Div.  205,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  341;  Saratoga  Springs 
v.  Saratoga  Gas,  Electric  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  191  N.  Y.  146,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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724,  83  N.  E.  693, — sustaining  validity  of  statute  authorizing  gas  and  elec- 
tricity commission  to  fix  rates  within  limits  prescribed  by  law;  State  t. 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  56  Fla.  624,  32  L.ILA.(N.SO  651,  47  So.  969,  sus- 
taining validity  of  statute  authorizing  railroad  commission  to  formulate  rules 
regulating  carriers,  the  violation  of  which  constitutes  a  penalty  imposed  di- 
rectly by  the  legislature;  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Railroad  Commission,  38 
Ind.  App.  453,  78  N.  E.  338,  on  constitutionality  of  law  empowering  railway 
commission  to  fix  rate  before  its  reasonableness  is  judicially  determined;  Chi- 
cago, P.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  People,  136  111.  App.  5,  on  validity  of  statute  au- 
thorizing railroad  commission  to  make  rules  regulating  rates  for  violating 
which  penalties  are  prescribed;  Railroad  Commission  v.  Central  R.  Co.  95  C. 
C.  A.  117,  170  Fed.  238,  on  constitutionality  of  law  empowering  railway  com- 
mission to  fix  rates. 

Cited  in  notes   (18  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   714)   on  power  of  legislature  to  delegate  to 
commission  right  to  fix  rates  of  public  service  corporation;    (32  L.R^(NJS.} 
641)   on  delegation  of  power  to  regulate  carriers. 
Antborlty  of  rallroAd  commlMiloiiers. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ew  rel,  Tompkins  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co. 
47  L.  R.  A.  569,  which  sustains  railroad  commissioner's  authority  to  require 
building  of  depot. 
Validity  off  statutes  prescrlblnar  rales  of  evidence* 

Cited  in  Hopper  v.  Chicago,  M.  k  St.  P.  R,  Co.  91  Iowa,  646,  60  N.  W.  487, 
sustaining  statute  making  copy  of  rate  schedule  certified  by  secretary  of  com- 
mission, evidence;  Schuler  v.  Hogan,  168  III.  375,  48  N.  £.  195,  sustaining  statute 
making  certificate  prima  facie  evidence  of  valid  nomination;  Baltimore  k  0.  S. 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Tripp,  175  111.  254,  51  N.  E.  833,  and  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lake  Erie 
&  W.  R.  Co.  174  111.  43,  50  N.  E.  1023,  sustaining  statute  making  communica- 
tion of  fire  from  locomotive  prima  facie  evidence  of  negligence;  State  v.  Beach, 
147  Ind.  80,  36  L.  R.  A.  182,  46  N.  E.  145,  and  Meadowcraft  v.  People,  163  111.  68, 
35  L.  R.  A.  181,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  447,  45  N.  E.  303,  sustaining  statute  making 
failure  or  suspension  of  banker  within  thirty  days  after  receiving  deposit,  prima 
facie  evidence  of  intent  to  defraud ;  People  ex  rel,  Hillel  Lodge  No.  72,  I.  0.  B.  B. 
V.  Rose,  207  111.  361,  69  N.  E.  762,  construing  statute  to  mean  that  failure  of 
corporation  to  annually  report  to  secretary  of  state,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of 
nonuser  authorizing  forfeiture  of  charter;  Chicago  Terminal  Transfer  R.  Co. 
V.  Chicago,  217  111.  347,  75  N.  E.  499-.  holding  ordinance  making  report  of  com- 
missioners in  condemnation  proceedings  prima  facie  evidence,  valid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Vega  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Consolidated  Elevator  Co.  43  L.  R.  A. 
843,  which  denies  validity  of  statute  making  state  weighmaster's  certificate  of 
weight  of  grain  conclusive;  Baltimore  &  O.  8.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Read,  56  L.  R.  A. 
468,  which  holds  void,  statute  preventing  railroad  company  from  setting  up  in 
defense  of  suit  for  injury  to  employee,  decisions  of  state  where  injury  occifrred; 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Simonson,  57  L.  R.  A.  765,  which  holds  void,  statute 
making  specifications  of  weights  in  bills  of  lading,  conclusive. 
BIfect  of  statute  prescribing  rule  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Hopper  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  91  Iowa,  647,  60  N.  W.  487, 
holding  duly  certified  copy  of  rate  schedule  cannot  be  excluded  from  evidence  for 
defect  in  form  of  original  certificate. 
Hoiv   far   statutes   affected    hy   Invalidity    of   part. 

Cited  in  Ritchie  v.  People,  155  111.  123,  29  L.  R.  A.  88,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  315, 
40  N.  E.  454,  holding  unconstitutional  clauses,  if  separable,  do  not  invalidate  rest 
of  act;  Scott  v.  Flowers,  61  Neb.  623,  86  N.  W.  857,  holding  residue  of  statute 
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▼alid  where  unconstitutional  portions  separable  and  did  not  induce  adoption; 
Yerdin  v.  St.  Louis,  131  Mo.  138,  33  8.  W.  480,  sustaining  validity 
of  remainder  of  paving  ordinance  containing  separable  invalid  provision 
for  maintenance;  Morgan  v.  State,  64  Neb.  370,  90  N.  W.  108,  holding  that  in- 
valid taxing  clause  may  be  stricken  out  of  ordinance  licensing  billiard  rooms 
without  invalidating  remaining  portions;  Ballard  v.  Mississippi  Ck>tton  Oil  Co. 
81  Miss.  578,  62  L.  R.  A.  419,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  476,  34  So.  533,  sustaining  sever- 
ance of  unconstitutional  portions  of  statute,  when  its  provisions  are  not  inter- 
dependent; State  V.  King,  64  W.  Va.  595,  63  S.  £.  468,  on  effect  of  invalid  clause 
in  statute  on  validity  of  rest  of  statute. 
ConstrvetfoB  of  statnte. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Davis,  1  III.  G.  C.  271,  on  duty  of  courts  to  uphold  legis- 
lative acts  whenever  possible. 
Bffect  of  elumse  In  remedy  on  pending  actions. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cassard  v.  Tracy,  49  L.  R.  A.  272,  which  holds  pending 
appeals  within  provision  in  new  Constitution  giving  supreme  court  power  to 
determine  questions  of  fact  as  well  as  of  law. 

Distinguished  in  James  v.  Oakland  Traction  Co,  10  Cal.  App.  793,  103  Pac. 
1082,  holding  where  cause  of  action  for  negligence  vests  independent  of  statute, 
statute  regulating  speed  of  cars  on  which  injury  occurred  is  part  of  contract 
duty  of  carriage  surviving  change  of  law. 
Relation  of  amendment  to  declaration  back  to  contmencement  of  snlt. 

Cited  in  Schurmeier  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  96  C.  C.  A.  107,  171  Fed. 
14  (dissenting  opinion),  on  relation  of  amendment  to  declaration  back  to  com- 
mencement of  suit. 

Distinguished  in  Foreman  Shoe  Co.  ▼.  F.  M.  Lewis  &  Co.  92  111.  App.  559, 
holding  amendment  after  plea  filed  in  another  action  not  available  to  show  iden- 
tity of  causes  of  action. 
..  As  a^oldlns  hmr  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  Whalen  ▼.  Gordon,  37  C.  C.  A.  74,  95  Fed.  309;  Harper  ▼.  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  74  111.  App.  76;  Eylenfeldt  v.  Illinois  Steel  Co.  165  III.  188,  46  N.  E. 
266;  Richter  ▼.  Michigan  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  66  111  App  608;  Fish  v.  Farwell,  160 
111.  247,  43  N.  E.  367;  Seoord-Hopkins  Co.  v.  Lincoln,  173  lU.  363,  50  N.  E. 
1074,  Affirming  73  111.  App.  40, —  holding  amended  declaration  stating  new  cause 
of  action  does  not  relate  back  taking  case  of  statute  of  limitations;  Chicago  City 
R.  Co.  V.  Leach,  182  111.  365,  55  N.  E.  334,  holding  amendment  charging  incom- 
petency of  servants  in  action  based  on  operating  cars  at  dangerous  speed  barred 
by  statute;  Foster  ▼.  St.  Luke's  Hospital,  191  111.  95,  60  N.  £.  803,  Affirming 
86  111.  App.  286,  holding  defective  declaration  cannot  be  amended  after  statute 
of  limitations  has  run;  Brink's  Exp.  Co.  v.  O'Donnell,  88  111.  App.  461,  holding 
bar  of  statute  of  limitations  should  be  presented  by  plea  to  amendment  setting 
up  new  cause  of  action;  Heffron  v.  Rochester  German  Ins.  Co.  220  111.  517,  77 
N.  E.  262;  South  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Kinnare,  117  111.  App.  4;  Staunton 
Coal  Co.  V.  Fischer,  119  111.  App.  286;  Meagerlein  v.  Chicago,  141  111.  App. 
419;  Bradley  v.  Chicago-Virden  Coal  Co.  231  111.  627,  83  N.  E.  424,~holding 
amended  declaration  stating  new  cause  of  action  does  not  relate  back  taking 
case  out  of  statute  of  limitations;  Patillo  v.  Allen- West  Commission  Co.  65 
C.  C.  A.  508,  131  Fed.  682,  holding  amended  declaration  not  stating  new  cause 
of  action  relates  back  to  original  action  and  takes  case  out  of  statute  of 
limitations;  HinchlifF  v.  Rudnik,  212  111.  575,  72  N.  E.  691,  holding  sustention 
of  demurrer  to  declaration  for  ambiguity  a  nonsuit  within  statute  allowing 
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new  action  within  one  year  of  non-suit  when  limitation  expires  during  pendeney 
of  action. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Love  y.  Southern  R.  Co.  65  L.  R.  A.  471,  which  sustain* 
right  to  file  new  declaration  after  limitation  period  has  elapsed,  naming  statu- 
tory beneficiaries  in  action  for  death. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  270)  on  relation  of  new  pleadings  to  statutes 
of  limitations;  (39  L.  ed.  U.  S.  986)  on  amendment  of  pleading  as  affecting 
statute  of  limitations. 

Distinguished  in  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Go.  ▼.  People,  106  111.  App.  519;  Fish  v. 
Farwell,  54  111.  App.  469;  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  People,  95  111.  App.  140;  Swift 
V.  Foster,  163  111.  53,  44  N.  E.  837;  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  McMeen,  206  111.  114. 
68  N.  £.  1093, —  holding  amended  declaration  restating  original  cause  of  action 
not  subject  to  bar  of  statute  of  limitations. 

24  L.  R.  A.  162,  BURDICK  v.  PEOPLE,  149  111.  600,  41  Am.  St  Rep.  329,  36 
N.  E.  948,  962. 

Motion  to  annul  judgment  and  opinion  for  collusion  in  Re  Burdick,  162  111.  50,. 
44  N.  E,  413. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Burdick  v.  People,  149  111.  611,  36  N.  E.  952. 

Statatefl  agralnat  ticket  brokerage. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Corbett,  57  Minn.  353,  24  L.  R.  A.  501,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
697,  59  N.  W.  317;  Com.  v.  Keary,  14  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  687;  Allardt  v.  People,  197 
111.  508,  64  N.  E.  533, —  sustaining  constitutionality  of  anti-scalper  law;  Jannin 
V.  State,  42  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  640,  53  L.  R.  A.  351,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  821,  51  S.  W. 
1126,  holding  statute  prohibiting  selling  of  tickets  without  authority  from  rail- 
way company  valid  exercise  of  police  power;  Ex  parte  Lorenzen,  128  Cal.  437, 
50  L.  R.  A.  57,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  47,  61  Pac.  68,  sustaining  constitutionality  of 
ordinance  forbidding  unauthorized  gift,  sale,  or  issue  of  street  car  transfers; 
Jannin  v.  State,  42  Tex.  Crim.  App.  640,  53  L.  R.  A.  351,  footnote  p.  349,  51 
S.  W.  1126,  holding  void,  statute  against  sale  of  railroad  tickets  by  other  than 
company's  agent;  dissenting  opinion  in  People  ex  ret.  Tyroler  v.  City  Prison, 
157  N.  Y.  136,  43  L.  R.  A.  272,  footnote  p.  264,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  763,  51  N.  E. 
1006,  Reversing  26  App.  Div.  234,  50  N.  Y.  Supp  56,  majority  holding  statute 
forbidding  unauthorized  sale  of  passage  tickets,  unconstitutional;  Samuelson 
V.  State,  116  Tenn.  489,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  805,  95  S.  W.  1012,  holding  statute 
prohibiting  sale  of  nontransferable  railway  tickets  by  others  than  agent  of 
railway  for  less  than  standard  schedule  rate,  valid;  State  v.  Thompson,  47  Or. 
501,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  485,  84  Pac.  476,  8  Ann.  Cas.  646,  sastaining  validity  of 
statute  prohibiting  sale  of  railroad  tickets  without  certificate  of  railroad  com- 
pany; Re  O'Neill,  41  Wash.  180,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  661,  83  Pac.  104,  6  Ann.  Cas. 
869,  sustaining  statute  forbidding  all  but  accredited  agents  of  carrier  to  sell 
tickets  and  redeem  same;  Chicago  v.  Openhcim,  229  111.  317,  82  N.  E.  294,  11 
Ann.  Cas.  654,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  selling  or  giving  away  street 
railway  transfers,  valid;  Munson  v.  Colorado  Springs,  35  Colo.  509,  6  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  435,  84  Pac.  683,  9  Anno.  Cas.  970,  on  validity  of  statute  prohibiting 
selling  of  tickets  without  authority;  Ex  parte  Hughes,  50  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
618,  100  S.  W.  160,  on  whether  in  order  to  be  valid,  law  prohibiting  unauthorized 
sale  of  tickets  must  provide  for  redemption  of  unused  ticket  by  purchaser. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Corbett,  24  L.R.A.  498,  which  holds  valid,  act 
allowing  sale  of  tickets  by  particular  agents  only;  Schubach  v.  McDonald,  65 
L.R.A.  136,  which  holds  that  ticket  broker  purchasing  nontransferable  ticket 
cannot  complain   on  being   forbidden   to   transfer   the  same. 
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Cited  in  notes    (53  L.R.A.  764)    on  constitutionality  of  statute  attempting 

to  grant  monopoly;    (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  266,  267;  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)   558;  4  L.R.A. 

(N.S.)    481)    on    constitutionality   of   anti-scalping    legislation;     (96    Am.    St. 

Rep.  829,  830,  832,  833)  on  power  of  state  to  control  sale  and  use  of  passenger 

tickets. 

Distinguished  in  People  v.  Steele,  231  111.  352,  14  LJR.A.(NJS.)  368,  121  Am. 
St.  Rep.  321,  83  N.  E.  236,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  sale  of  theatre  tickets 
for  more  than  price  printed  thereon,  invalid;  People  ex  rel.  Frank  v.  Pease,  3 
III.  C.  C.  75,  127,  upholding  law  requiring  ticket  agents  to  have  certificate  of 
authority  and  referring  to  cited  case  as  not  a  rule  of  decision  on  the  question 
as  presented. 
Interference  iv^ltli  Interatnte  comuerce. 

Cited  in  Willfong  v.  Omaha  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  116  Iowa,  551,  90  N.  W.  358,  hold- 
ing statute  requiring  sounding  of  whistle  before  reaching  crossing,  valid  police 
regulation  not  interfering  with  interstate  commerce. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Burrows  v.  Delta  Transp.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  468,  which  sus- 
tains validity  of  state  statute  requiring  fire  screens  on  vessels  burning  wood. 

Cited  in  note  (62  Am,  St.  Rep.  291)  on  regulation  of  rates. 
Pa«aa4re  ticket  as  contmet* 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Dumser,  161  111.  194,  43  N.  E.  698,  holding 
parol  evidence  admissible  to  show  contract  by  railroad  to  carry  passenger  to 
destination,  notwithstanding  designation  in  ticket  of  terminal  railroad  for  part 
of  distance;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Mulford,  162  111.  531,  35  L.  R.  A.  601,  44 
N.  E.  861,  holding  ticket  ''good  for  one  first-class  passage''  bearing  coupons  good 
over  connecting  roads,  not  contract  of  selling  company  to  transport  holder  over 
connecting  roads. 
Dne  procemi  of  la-vr* 

Cited  in  Hanson  v.  Krehbiel,  68  Kan.  675,  64  L.  R.  A.  793,  76  Pac.  1041,  hold- 
ing that  due  course  of  law  means  reparation  for  injury  ordered  by  tribunal 
having  jurisdiction,  after  fair  hearing;  People  ex  rel,  Hillel  Lodge  No.  72,  I.  O. 
B.  B.  V.  Rose,  207  111.  368,  69  N.  E.  762  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding 
statute  valid,  which  provides  that  failure  of  corporation  to  file  annual  report 
with  secretary  of  state,  and  pay  filing  fee,  shall  work  forfeiture  of  charter; 
Polar  Wave  Ice  &  Fuel  Co.  v.  Alton  Branch,  155  111.  App.  314,  holding  that 
humane  society  has  no  power  to  destroy  animals  of  another  without  his  con- 
sent; Union  Drainage  Dist.  v.  Smith,  233  111.  424,  16  L.R.A.(X.S.)  295,  84  N. 
£.  376,  holding  statute  authorizing  court  to  appoint  commissioner  to  assess 
benefit  of  drainage  ditch  on  his  own  land  invalid  as  depriving  a  person  of  his 
property  without  due  process  of  law;  Belleville  v.  St.  Clair  County  Turnp. 
Co.  234  111.  435,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1076,  84  N.  E.  1049,  holding  taking  possession 
of  toll  road  by  city  in  manner  authorized  by  statute,  where  turnpike  company  had 
franchise  to  exact  tolls,  a  taking  without  due  process  of  law  when  no  public  neces- 
sity shown;  Com.  v.  Strauss,  191  Mass.  554,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  972,  78  N.  E.  136, 
6  Ann.  Cas.  842,  holding  statute  prohibiting  sale  of  goods  upon  condition  that 
purchaser  shall  not  deal  with  competitors,  valid;  Hanson  v.  Krehbiel,  68  Kan. 
676,  64  L.R.A.  793,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  422,  75  Pac.  1041,  on  meaning  of  due 
process  of  law;  People  ex  rel.  Hillel  Lodge  No.  72,  I.  0.  B.  B.  v.  Rose,  207  111. 
368,  69  N.  E.  762  (dissenting  opinion),  on  meaning  of  "due  process  of  law." 

Cited  in  note  (43  Am.  St.  Rep.  532)  on  due  process  of  law  as  applied  to  in- 
sane persons. 
Police  po^fver. 

Cited  in  notes   (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  169;  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  237)   on  police  power. 
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24  L.  R.  A.  156,  PITTSBURGH,  FT.  W.  A  C.  R.  00.  v.  CHEEVERS,  149  HI.  430, 

37  N.  E.  49. 
Rlflrbt  of  private  remedy  for  public  nulmnce. 

Cited  in  Guttery  v.  Glenn,  201  111.  291,  06  N.  E.  306,  holding  dosing  of  public 
street  by  public  authorities   public  nuisance,   and  not  restrainable  at  suit  of 
private  person  in  absence  of  special  injury  suffered  by  him. 
Ittmitatlon  of  ordinance  by  prior  contract* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lindsey  v.  Anniston,  27  L.  R.  A.  436,  which  holds  ordi- 
nance excluding  hackmen  from  depots  at  train  time  not  limited  by  prior  contract 
between  carrier  and  hackmen. 

24  L.  R.  A.  158,  McALISTER  v.  BURGESS,  161  Mass.  269,  37  N.  E.  173. 
Pablle  cbarltable  fflfts. 

Approved  in  Sears  v.  Atty.  Gen.  193  Mass.  555,  79  N.  E.  772,  9  Ann.  Cas.  1200,. 
holding  fund  '*for  benefit  of  widows  and  orphan  children  that  may  be  left  by  the 
future  ministers  of  this  church"  a  valid  charitable  trust. 

Cited  in  Re  Bartlett,  163  Mass.  514,  40  N.  E.  899,  holding  gift  of  lot  and 
money  to  be  used  when  building  of  new  village  chapel  may  seem  advisable,  valid; 
Teele  v.  Bishop  of  Derry,  168  Mass.  342,  38  L.  R.  A.  630,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  401, 
47  N.  E.  422,  holding  bequest  in  trust  to  build  chapel  for  public  worship  under 
auspices  of  Roman  Catholic  church,  valid;  Brice  v.  All  Saints  Memorial  Chapel. 
31  R.  I.  194,  76  Atl.  774,  holding  that  declaration  of  trust  ''for  celebration  of 
religious  worship  .  .  .  according  to  forms  and  usages  of  Episcopal  Church/' 
constitutes  good  gift  to  charitable  use;  Osgood  v.  Rogers,  186  Mass.  240,  71  X. 
£.  306,  holding  by  analogy  that  since  a  gift  to  a  church  is  a  public  charity,  a 
gift  to  the  pastor  and  deacons  of  a  church  in  trust  for  church  purposes  is  valid; 
Bruce  v.  Central  M.  E.  Church,  147  Mich.  244,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  77,  110  K.  W. 
951,  11  Ann.  Cas.  150,  on  proposition  that  attendants  of  a  particular  church  are 
not  limited  to  its  members  but  are  an  indefinite  and  varied  number  for  whicb 
reason  church  is  public  charity. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Thompson  v.  Brown,  62  L.  R.  A.  398,  which  upholds  de- 
vise of  fund  to  be  distributed  by  executor  '*to  the  poor*'  in  his  discretion. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  70,  92,  93)  on  enforcement  of  general  be- 
quest for  charity  or  religion;  (63  Am.  St.  Rep.  250,  263)  on  what  are  charita- 
ble uses  or  trusts;  (64  Am.  St.  Rep.  759)  on  certainty  and  unity  required  in 
charitable  trusts;  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  578)  on  invalidity  of  charitable  bequests 
for  indebtedness. 

24  L.  R.  A.  161,  POSTAL  TELEG.  CABLE  CO.  v.  BALTIMORE,  79  Md.  502,  29 

Atl.  819. 
4<tate  and  municipal  taxation  and  rearvlatlon  of  electric  companiea. 

Affirmed  in  156  U.  S.  210,  39  L.  ed.  399,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  356,  sustaining  munici- 
pal tax  of  $2  each  on  telegraph,  telephone,  and  electric  poles. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Gilkinson,  46  Ind.  App.  31,  90  N.  E.  650, 
holding  that  failure  of  telegraph  company  to  deliver  message  transmitted  to 
another  state  does  not  subject  company  to  statutory  penalty;  Memphis  v.  Postal 
Teleg.  Cable  Co.  76  C.  C.  A.  292,  145  Fed.  606,  holding  under  statute  giving  "the 
entire  control"  of  streets  to  city,  that  city  could  charge  rentals  for  the  main- 
tenance of  telegraph  wires  and  poles;  Memphis  v.  Postal  Teleg.  &  Cable  Co.  91 
C.  C.  A.  135,  164  Fed.  602,  16  Ann.  Cas.  342,  on  right  of  municipal  corporation 
to  impose  reasonable  charge  for  telegraph  poles  and  wires  in  street. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Howell,  30  L.  R.  A.  158,  which 
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sustains  state  law  subjecting  telegraph  companies  to  penalties  for  acts  of  negli- 
gence entirely  within  state;  Michigan  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Benton  Harbor,  47  L.  R.  A. 
104,  which  holds  city's  consent  unnecessary  to  use  of  streets  by>  telephone  com- 
panies; Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Freemont,  26  L.  R.  A.  698,  which  upholds 
license  tax  on  telegraph  business  as  to  messages  wholly  within  the  state;  Toledo 
V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  730,  which  sustains  city's  right  to  make 
local  regulations  for  permitting  stringing  of  telegraph  wires  in  streets;  Hodges 
V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  770,  which  holds  void,  exaction  of  rent  for 
use  of  streets  for  telegraph  trolleys  and  wires;  Ft.  Smith  v.  Hunt,  66  L.R.A.  238, 
which  sustains  right  of  city  to  exact  license  fee  for  privilege  of  maintaining  in 
highway  poles  to  carry  electric  wires. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  L.  R.  A.  803,  804,  808)  on  police  regulation  of  electric 
companies;  (60  L.  R.  A.  656)  on  corporate  taxation  and  the  commerce  clause; 
(24  L.  R.  A.  312)  on  exclusion  of  foreign  corporations  as  interference  with  inter- 
state commerce;  (24  L.  R.  A.  327)  on  right  of  foi^ign  corporations  to  own  real 
estate;  (1  L.R.A. (N.S.)  582)  on  imposing  license  fee  on  telegraph  or  telephone 
company  for  use  of  highway;  (27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  633)  on  license  fee  exacted  of 
telegraph  and  telephone  companies  as  excessive;  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  220)  on  state 
law  affecting  telegraphs  as  regulation  of  interstate  commerce;  (129  Am.  St.  Rep. 
263)  on  constitutional  limitations  on  power  to  impose  license  or  occupation 
taxes;  (47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  242,  243)  on  validity  of  charges  on  telegraph  and  tele- 
phone poles  and  wires. 

Distinguished  in  Cambridge  v.  Cambridge  Water  Co.  99  Md.  505,  58  Atl.  442, 
2  Ann.  Cas.  311,  holding  in  absence  of  statute  authorizing  it,  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration cannot  require  water  company  to  pay  fee  for  each  water  plug  in  the  pub- 
lic street. 

24  L.  R.  A.  168,  SCHWANEBECK  v.  SMITH,  77  Md.  314,  26  Atl.  409. 
Refamil  of  upeclllc  performance  for  Indeflnlteneaa  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Horner  v.  Woodland,  88  Md.  613,  41  Atl.  1079,  refusing  specific  per- 
formance of  indefinite  and  obscure  contract  not  showing  farm  intended  to  be  sold. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Davie  v.  Lumberman's  Min.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  357,  which 
holds  indefinite,  contract  to  mine  ore  at  fixed  price  as  long  as  it  can  be  made  to 
"pay;"  Stanton  v.  Singleton,  47  L.  R.  A.  334,  which  denies  right  to  specific  per- 
formance of  contract  for  "opening  and  developing"  mining  property;  Bomer  Bros, 
v.  Canady,  55  L.  R.  A.  328,  which  refuses  specific  performance  of  indefinite  con- 
tract to  purchase  standing  timber  on  fourteen  different  tracts  in  two  coimties 
scattered  over  5,000  acres. 

24  L.  R.  A.  170,  TENNESSEE  USE  OF  UNITED  STATES  v.  HILL,  9  C.  C.  A. 

326,  22  U.  S.  App.  1,  60  Fed.  1006. 
Llabtllty  of  sltertff   for  eacape* 

Cited  in  note   (91  Am.  St.  Rep.  543)  on  liability  of  sheriff  for  escape. 

Distinguished  in  McPhee  v.  United  States,  52  Wash.  158,  21  L.R.A.(NJS.) 
535,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  958,  100  Pac.  174,  holding  sheriff  not  liable  on  his  of- 
ficial bond  to  third  persons  for  damages  caused  by  escape  of  prisoner  in  his 
custody  on  criminal  charge. 

24  L.  R.  A.  174,  FALLS  v.  LTNITED  STATES  SAV.  LOAN  &  BLDG.  CO.  97  Ala. 

417,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  194,  13  So.  25. 
Printed  ntatntes  a«  evidence. 

Cited  in  Hollister  v.  McCord,  111  Wis.  544,  87  N.  W.  475,  holding  statutes 
published  by  private  person,  under  legislative  authority,  within  law  making  stat- 
utes "purporting  to  be  published"  by  government  competent  evidence;  Summitt 
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y.  United  States  Life  Ins.  Co.  123  Iowa,  685,  99  N.  W.  663,  holding  Tolume  pur- 
porting to  be  laws  of  a  state  passed  during  specified  period  and  bearing  certifi- 
cate of  secretary  of  state,  admissible  as  presumptive  evidence  of  such  laws; 
Compton  V.  State,  152  Ala.  72,  44  So.  685,  holding  statutes  indicating  on  their 
face  their  adoption  by  the  legislature,  within  law  making  statutes  purporting 
on  their  face  to  be  printed  by  authority  of  the  government  evidence  without 
furthjer  proof. 
Conflict  of  lawa  as  to  corporate  po^'em. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Gold  Hill  Min.  Co.  96  Fed.  463,  holding  mortgage  by 
foreign  corporation  not  ratified  by  stockholders  as  required  by  state  law,  void; 
Fowler  v.  Bell,  90  Tex.  167,  39  L.  R,  A.  256,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  788,  37  S.  W.  1058, 
holding  validity  of  chattel  mortgage  by  foreign  insolvent  corporation  to  secure 
creditor,  governed  by  law  of  state  where  property  situated;  Spinney  v.  Chapman, 
121  Iowa,  43,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  305,  95  N.  W.  230,  holding  borrowing  member  of 
insolvent  foreign  loan  association  entitled  to  have  his  rights  determined  by  laws 
of  his  own  state. 
Conflict  of  laws  as  to  enforceability  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hill,  163  Ala.  33,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)   657,  50 
So.  248,  holding  lex  loci  solutionis  governs    construction  and  effect  of  contract 
when  parties  intended  it  should  be  so  governed  when  contract  was  made. 
RlKlita  of  forelgrn  loan  associations. 

Cited  in  Eslava  v.  New  York  Nat.  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  121  Ala.  483,  25  So.  1013, 
sustaining  right  of  foreign  loan  association  to  do  business  within  state,  subject 
to  legal  restrictions;  National  Mut.  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Pinkston,  79  Miss.  483, 
30  N.  W.  692,  holding  exception  from  usury  laws  in  favor  of  domestic  building 
association  only;  Fowler  v.  Bell,  90  Tex.  161,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  788,  37  S.  W. 
1058,  denying  foreign  corporation  doing  business  within  state  exercise  of  powers 
not  allowed  by  laws  and  policy  of  state;  Skinner  v.  Southern  Home  Bldg.  &  L. 
Asso.  46  Fla.  554,  35  So.  67,  holding  foreign  building  corporation  cannot  charge 
higher  rate  of  interest  than  that  allowed  by  state  in  which  it  does  business. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Floyd  v.  National  Loan  &  Invest.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  536, 
which  holds  contract  with  foreign  loan  association  not  within  exemption  of  do- 
mestic associations  as  to  usury  unless  in  conformity  to  local  law. 
Usury  J  contracts  of  bnlldlnir  and  loan  associations. 

Cited  in  Coltrane  v.  Baltimore  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  110  Fed.  297,  holding  premium 
arbitrarily  fixed  by  loan  association  usurious  device;  Lindsay  v.  United  States 
Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  120  Ala.  165,  42  L.  R.  A.  784,  24  So.  171,  holding  statute  de- 
claring premiums  and  fines  debts,  not  interest,  inapplicable  to  past  transactions. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Washington  Nat.  Bldg.  Loan  &  Invest.  Asso.  v.  Stanley, 
58  L.  R.  A.  816,  which  holds  exaction  of  monthly  premium  which,  with  interest, 
exceeds  legal  rate,  unauthorized;  Gray  v.  Baltimore  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  64  L.  R,  A. 
217,  which  holds  percentage  payable  to  loan  association  indefinitely,  usurious 
though  called  * -premium;"  Pacific  States  Sav.  Loan  &  Bldg.  Co.  v.  Hill,  56  L.  A. 
A.  163,  which  holds  requirement  that  borrower  bid  for  stock  and  pay  dues  on 
same,  device  to  cover  usury ;  Cramer  v.  Southern  Ohio  L.  &  T.  Co.  69  L.R.A.  415, 
which  upholds  statute  empowering  loan  associations  to  collect  from  members 
such  dues,  fines,  interest,  and  premium  or  other  assessments  although  in  excess 
of  legal  interest  as  may  be  provided  for  in  the  constitution  and  by-laws. 

Cited   in  note    (46   Am.   St.   Rep.   180,  201,  202)    on  what  transactions  are 

usurious. 

Distinguished  in  Pioneer  Sav.  A  L.  Ck>.  y.  Nonnemacher,  127  Ala.  545,  30  Sa  79, 
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holding  borrowing  from  and  taking  stock  in  loan  association  not  usurious  device 
^here  shareholder  participates  in  management  and  profits. 
—  Monthly  j^yment  contraetM. 

Cited  in  Union  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Dottenheim,  107  Oa.  616,  34  S.  E.  217, 
•holding  loan,  with  interest  calculated  at  highest  rate  for  full  period  and  aggre* 
gate  of  principal  and  interest  made  payable  in  monthly  instalments,  usurious. 
•««  Redemption  from  annrlonai  mortsaflT^- 

Cited  in  Lindsay  v.  United  States  Sav.  &  L.  Co.  127  Ala.  372,  51  L.  R.  A.  395, 
'28  So.  717    (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  legal  interest  must  be  paid 
to  redeem  from  usurious  mortgage  legally  unenforceable  except  as  to  principal. 
IWhat  la-fv  groTernfl  loans  secared  by  mortgraare. 

Cited  in  Ashurst  t.  Ashurst,  110  Ala.  230,  24  So.  7G0,  holding  note  and  mort- 
gage signed,  and  covering  lands,  in  Alabama,  and  providing  same  "shall  be  gov- 
•erned  by  Alabama  laws,"  Alabama  transaction ;  People's  Bldg.  Loan  &,  Sav.  Asso. 
T,  Fowble,  17  Utah,  130,  53  Pac.  990,  holding  building  association  loan  secured 
'by  mortgage,  payments  being  made  to  local  agent,  governed  by  law  of  place  of 
performance;  Snyder  v.  Fidelity  Sav.  Asso.  23  Utah,  301,  64  Pac.  870,  construing 
loan  contract,  payable  elsewhere,  according  to  laws  of  state  where  mortgaged  land 
■aituated;  National  Mut.  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Burch,  124  Mich.  66,  83  Am.  St. 
Rep.  311,  82  X.  W.  837,  and  Building  &  L.  Asso.  v.  GrifRn,  90  Tex.  489,  39  S.  W. 
656,  holding  loan  by  foreign  association,  valid  where  payable,  governed  by  usury 
laws  of  state  where  mortgaged  property  situated;  Mcroney  v.  Atlanta  Bldg.  &.  L. 
Asso.  116  N.  C.  897,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  841,  21  S.  E.  924,  and  Shannon  v.  Georgia 
State  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  78  Miss.  966,  57  L.  R.  A.  802,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  657,  30 
"So.  61,  holding  foreign  building  association  loan,  valid  where  payable,  subject 
to  usury  laws  of  state  where  mortgaged  property  situated  and  payments  actu- 
ally made;  Mcllwaine  v.  Iseley,  96  Fed.  60,  following  North  Carolina  rule  that 
-mortgage  to  loan  association  subject  to  Ipcal  usury  laws,  regardless  of  expressed 
intention. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  National  Mut.  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Brahan,  57  L.R.A.  793, 
-which  holds  usury  in  loan  by  foreign  loan  association  to  resident,  secured  by 
mortgage  on  land  in  state,  determined  by  local  law;  Washington  Nat.  Bldg.  Loan 
A  Invest.  Asso.  v.  Stanley,  58  L.  R.  A.  816,  which  holds  contract  treated  as  do- 
mestic, where  application  for  loan  made  to  association  doing  business  in  state, 
-through  resident  agent,  secured  by  mortgage  on  land  in  state,  where  money  also 

'used. 

Cited  in  notes  (55  L.  R.  A.  944)  on  whether  lex  rei  aitce  necessarily  controls 
with  respect  to  interest  and  usury  in  action  to  foreclose  mortgage  on  real  prop- 
•erty;  (62  L.  R.  A.  67)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  interest  and  usury;  (4  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1192)  on  enforcement  of  mortgage  on  realty  valid  according  to  law  of 
place  where  made  and  payable,  but  usurious  according  to  lex  fori  or  rei  &ita$; 
(55  Am.  St.  Rep.  61)  on  place  of  contract  for  borrowing  and  lending  of  money. 
Special  prlvtleareii  of  bntldlnfr  and  loan  ansociatlons. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Julien  v.  Model  Bldg.  Loan  &  Invest.  Asso.  61  L.  R.  A.  668, 
which  sustains  statute  giving  mortgages  to  loan  associations  priority  over  Jill 
liens  filed  after  date  of  their  record. 
Batoppel   to  deny  corporate  po-frer«« 

Cited  in  Doherty  v.  Arkansas  &  O.  R.  Co.  5  Ind.  Terr.  644,  82  S.  W.  899,  on 
proposition  that  one  who  contracts  with  a  corporation  cannot  deny  its  eorporate 
Authority  in  order  to  defeat  the  enforcement  of  its  contract. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 77. 
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24  L.  II.  A.  183,  CARGILL  v.  KOUNTZE  BROS.  86  Tex.  386«  40  Am.  St  Repu 

853,  22  S.  W.  1016,  25  S.  W.  13. 

I 

I  DlMGOvery  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Austin  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Cluck,  64  L.  R.  A.  409,  denying  court's  au- 
thority to  introduce  new  process  to  enable  parties  to  secure  evidence  in  support 
of  their  casej  Austin  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Cluck,  97  Tex.  181,  64  L.R^  499,  104 
Am.  St.  Rep.  863,  77  S.  W.  403,  1  Ann.  Cas.  261,  sustaining  right  to  examine 
opposite  party  by  interrogatories  as  a  substitute  for  a  bill  of  discovery,  in  an 
action  for  damages  for  personal  injuries. 

Annotation  cited  in  Nixon  v.  Clear  Creek  Lumber  Co.  150  Ala.  607,  9  L.R-A- 
(N.S.)  1257,  43  So.  805,  on  effect  of  statutory  provisions  on  equitable  jurisdic- 
tion in  matters  of  discovery. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Reynolds  v.  Burgess  Sulphite  Fibre  Co.  57  L.  R,  A.  949, 
which  holds  production  of  broken  machinery  for  examination  by  intending  ex- 
perts compellable;  Martin  v.  Elliott,  31  L.  R.  A.  169,  which  denies  power  of 
court  to  order  veterinary  surgeon  to  go  on  owner's  premises  without  consent  to 
examine  horse  whose  condition  in  dispute;  Ex  parte  Clarke,  46  L.  R,  A-  83.5, 
whidi  denies  power  to  compel  witness  to  produce  books  and  papers  without  show- 
ing their  materiality;  Brown  v.  McDonald,  68  L.R.A.  462,  which  sustains  right 
of  receivers  appointed  to  enforce  stockholder's  liability  to  maintain  bill  against 
person  in  whose  name  stock  stands  to  discover  true  owner. 

Cited  in  note  (63  L.  R.  A.  694)  on  equitable  remedy  to  subject  choses  in  action 
to  judgment  after  return  of  no  property  found. 
Re-enactmieiit  of  atatntea. 

Cited  in  Lewis  v.  State,  58  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  363,  127  S.  W.  808,  21  Ann.  Cas. 
656,  holding  that  where  statute,  which  has  received  judicial  interpretation  and 
is  re-enacted  in  same  terms  which  have  definite  meaning,  that  meaning  must  be 
presumed  to  have  legislative  sanction;  Smith  v.  North  Memphis  Sav.  Bank,  115 
Tenn.  31,  89  S.  W.  392,  construing  re-enacted  statute  abrogating  common  law  in 
relation  to  marriage  in  accordance  with  interpretation  placed  on  original 
statute. 

24  L.  R.  A.  195,  Ex  parte  SING  LEE,  96  Cal.  354,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  218,  31  tac 

245. 
Conntltatlonallty    of    mnnlclpal    and    atate    police    resnlatlona. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Whitwell,  98  Cal.  79,  19  L.  R.  A.  730,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  152, 
32  Pac.  870,  holding  ordinance  prescribing  character  of  building  to  be  used  for 
hospitals  for  insane,  not  to  be  located  within  400  yards  of  school  or  dwelling, 
invalid;  Los  Angeles  v.  Hollywood  Cemetery  Asso.  124  Cal.  348,  71  Am,  St.  Rep. 
75,  57  Pac.  163,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  establishment  or  enlargement  of 
cemetery  within  county  without  supervisor's  permission,  invalid;  Sbreveport  v. 
Robinson,  51  La.  Ann.  1316,  26  So.  277,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  laundry 
within  certain  limits  except  in  stone  or  brick  buildings,  invalid;  Jew  Ho  v. 
Williamson,  103  Fed.  19,  holding  quarantine  of  large  district,  permitting  free 
intercourse  of  persons  within  it,  unreasonable;  Fischer  v.  St.  Louis,  194  U.  S> 
372,  48  L.  ed.  1024,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  673,  sustaining  ordinance  prohibiting  erec- 
tion of  dairy  stable  within  city  limits  without  authority  from  municipal  as- 
sembly ;  Re  Hong  Wah,  82  Fed.  626,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  the  conducting 
of  a  laundry  except  in  designated  locality  and  making  the  violation  of  the  same 
a  misdemeanor,  invalid  as  violating  the  Fourteenth  amendment  of  the  Federal 
Constitution;  Re  San  Chung,  11  Cal.  App.  514,  105  Pac.  609,  sustaining  validity 
of  ordinance  prohibiting  public  laundries  in  any  building  used  as  a  ha,ll,  store. 
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restaurant,  lodging  house  or  saloon;  State  ex  rel.  Omaha  Gas  Co.  v.  Withnell,  78 
Neb.  38,  8  L.K.A.(N.S.)  982,  126  Am.  SU  Rep.  586,  110  N.  W.  680,  holding  ordi- 
nance requiring  consent  of  all  property  owners  within  1000  feet  before  a  gas  tank 
or  holder  could  be  installed  in  new  building,  invalid;  Curran  Bill  Posting  & 
Distributing  Co.  v.  Denver,  47  Colo.  236,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  549,  107  Pac.  261, 
holding  ordinance  requiring  consent  of  property  owners  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  permitting  erection  of  bill  boards  and  entrusting  power  of  granting  or  re- 
fusing same  to  discretion  of  fire  and  police  board,  invalid;  Chicago  v.  Gunning 
System,  114  111.  App.  385,  holding  ordinance  prohibiting  erection  of  bill  boards 
on  residence  street  unless  the  consent  of  three-fourths  of  residents  be  first  ob- 
tained, invalid;  Coon  v.  San  Francisco,  7  Cal.  App.  762,  96  Pac.  913,  holding 
ordinance  requiring  written  consent  of  owners  of  property  within  200  feet  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  granting  permit  to  establish  livery  stable,  invalid;  Re 
Snyder,  10  Idaho,  690,  68  L.R.A.  714,  79  Pac.  819,  holding  ordinance  requiring 
license  of  farmers  selling  beef  within  city,  invalid  as  violating  the  constitution 
and  laws  of  the  state;  Block  v.  Schwartz,  27  Utah,  406,  65  L.R.A.  315,  101  Am. 
St.  Rep.  971,  76  Pac.  22,  1  Ann.  Cas.  550,  construing  statute  requiring  inventory 
to  be  made  five  days  before  sale,  of  all  goods  not  sold  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  trade  or  when  entire  stock  is  sold  in  bulk  and  making  the  violation  of  ihe 
same  a  misdemeanor,  as  unconstitutional  regulation;  State  v.  Brown,  37  Wash. 
104,  68  L.R.A.  892,  107  Am.  St.  Rep.  798,  79  Pac.  635,  holding  statute  requiring 
an  examination  by  and  a  license  from  a  dental  board  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  "owning  running,  or  managing"  a  dental  office,  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  notes  (21  L.  R.  A.  796)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting 
contracts  and  business;  (36  L.  R.  A.  608)  on  power  of  municipal  corporations 
to  define,  prevent,  and  abate  nuisances;  (38  L.  R.  A.  652)  on  municipal  power 
over  nuisances  relating  to  a  contract  or  business;  (8  L.R.A. (N.S.)  979)  on 
power  to  make  particular  use  of  property  conditional  upon  consent  of  neighbors; 
(129  Am.  St.  Rep.  284)  on  constitutional  limitations  on  power  to  impose  license 
or  occupation  taxes;  (132  Am.  St.  Rep.  93)  on  power  of  municipality  to  pre- 
vent or  regulate  use  of  property  for  advertising  purposes. 
Delearation  of  municipal  pOTver. 

Cited  in  note  (20  L.  R.  A.  725,  727)  on  delegation  of  municipal  power  as  to 
license,  franchise,  and  buildings. 

Distinguished  in  New  York  ex  -el.  Lieberman  v.  Van  De  Carr,  199  U.  S.  561,. 
50  L.  ed.  310,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  144,  holding  where  discretionary  power  is  dele- 
gated to  an  administrative  board  to  grant  or  withhold  permission  to  carry  on 
business  of  selling  milk,  such  del^ation  is  not  in  confiict  with  the  Fourteenth 
amendment  to  the  Federal  Constitution. 

24  L.  R.  A.  197,  WITTENBROCK  v.  PARKER,  102  Cal.  93,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  173,. 

36  Pac.  374. 
"Wheii  relation  of  attorney  and  client  ezlata. 

Cited  in  Lawall  v.  Groman,  180  Pa.  539,  40  W.  N.  C.  199,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  662, 
37  Atl.  98,  holding  attorney  representing  mortgagor  may  act  for  mortgagee  in 
examining  title. 
Attorney'*  Icnowledare  a«  notice  to  client  or  partners. 

Cited  in  Deering  ▼.  Holcomb,  26  Wash.  597,  67  Pac.  240,  holding  attorney's 
knowledge  of  facts  sufficient  to  put  him  on  inquiry  as  to  fraud  starts  statute  of 
limitations  to  nmning  against  client,  and  is  constructive  notice  to  partners. 

Distinguished  in  Vietor  v.  Spalding,  199  Mass.  54,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  472,  84  N, 
E.  1016,  holding  knowledge  of  dissolution  of  a  partnership  by  one  who  has  oc- 
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(caBionally  acted  as  attorney  for  another,  but  which  knowledge  was  not  acquired 
through  any  business  dealings  with  the  client  is  not  imputable  to  the  client. 
Pleadlnami   charncter  determined  by  court. 

Cited  in  Dunham  v.  Travis,  26  Utah,  70,  09  Pac.  468,  holding  character  ot 
pleadings  determinable  by  court  notwithstanding  designation  thereof. 

24  L.  R.  A.  201,  PEOPLE  ex  rel  ENGLEY  v.  MARTIN,  19  Colo.  565,  36  Pac.  543. 
irire  and  police  board;  srovernor's  po-wer  of  remoT-al. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Parish  v.  Adams,  31  Colo.  478,  73  Pac.  866,  holding  that 
under  constitutional  amendment  constituting  city  fire  and  police  board  appointed 
by  governor,  fire  and  police  board  of  city  and  county  imtil  election  of  successors, 
takes  from  governor  power  of  removal. 
■Judicial  control  of  execntlTC  brancb. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Alexander  v.  District  Court,  29  Colo.  205,  68  Pac.  242, 
holding  state  board  of  assessors  cannot  be  enjoined  from  performing  statutory 
duties. 
ConclnMlTcncss  of  determination  of  public  officer. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Nield,  4  Kan.  App.  632,  45  Pac.  623,  holding  determination 
of  attorney  general  as  to  existence  of  grounds  for  appointing  assistant,  conclu- 
sive; State  ex  rel.  Williams  v.  Kennelly,  75  Conn.  707,  55  Atl.  555,  holding  act 
of  mayor  in  removing  director  of  public  works,  in  exercise  of  his  discretion,  upon 
assignment  of  cause,  final;  Pierce's  Appeal,  78  Conn.  6G9,  63  Atl.  161,  holding 
where  charter  gives  police  commissioner  power  to  remove  officers  by  giving 
proper  notice  and  stating  reasons  for  removal,  his  action  is  final  if  he  does  not 
«ct  arbitrarily  and  unless  some  essential  formality  has  been  omitted. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  793)  on  power  to  review  action  of  governor  in 
removing  officer. 
Bxecntive  poorer  to  enforce  laivs. 

Cited  in  Henry  v.  State,  87   Miss.   38,  39  So.  856,  holding  governor  cannot 
arbitrarily  enforce  law  but  he  is  bound  by  the  interpretation  placed  on  that  law 
by  the  courts  and  must  cause  the  proper  officers  to  act. 
Motlven  of  otber  departments  not  revteivable. 

Cited  in  Denver  v.  Coulehnn,  20  Colo.  481,  39  Pac.  425,  27  L.  R.  A.  755,  holding 
motives  of  co-ordinate  department  not  subject  to  judicial  investigation. 
Injunction   Improper  to  enforce  private  rlerbts. 

Cited  in  People  v.  McClees,  20  Colo.  414,  26  L.  R.  A.  660,  38  Pac.  468,  denying 
injunction  against  delivery  of  certificates  of  election  by  secretary  of  state  to  cer- 
tain persons;  School  Dist.  No.  1  v.  Carson,  9  Colo.  App.  10.  46  Pac.  846,  denying 
injunction  restraining  school  board  from  discharging  teacher. 
.Summary   removal    of   officer. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Moore  v.  Strickling,  50  L.  R.  A.  279,  which  holds  office 
of  one  required  to  prosecute  keeper  and  inmates  of  house  of  ill  fame  forfeited  by 
resorting  to  same  for  immoral  purposes. 
Assumption  of  fact*  In  ex  parte   proceedlnnr. 

Cited  in  Re  House  Bill  No.  250,  26  Colo.  236,  57  Pac.  49,  holding  in  ex  parte 
proceedings  on  question  from  governor,  facts  assumed  by  governor  may  be  taken 
as  true,  but  are  not  binding  in  subsequent  legislation,  nor  necessarily  in  such 
proceeding. 
PrcMuinptlon  of  performance  of  duty  by  governor. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  246  111.  247,  92  N.  E.  814.  holding  that 
^vernor  must  be  presumed  to  have  done  his  duty  and  made  necessary  examina- 
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tion  of  semi-annual   accounts  of   railroad,   thereby   making  such   accounts,   ac- 
counts stated. 

24  L.  R.  A.  206,  BROWN  v.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK,  137  Ind.  655,  37  N.  E.  158. 
Contractu  aKralnnt  public  policy. 

Cited  in  Edgerly  v.  Hale,  71  N.  H.  146,  51  Atl.  679,  holding  sherifTs  agree- 
ment making  compensation  for  serving  writs  dependent  on  success  of  actions, 
illegal;  McCollom  v.  Shaw,  21  Ind.  App.  68,  51  N.  E.  488,  holding  board  of  county 
commissioners  cannot  contract  with  member  for  services  performable  by  another; 
Collier  Shovel  &  Stamping  Co.  v.  Washington,  38  Ind.  App.  374,  76  N.  E.  122, 
holding  contract  by  city  with  private  corporation  donating  money  to  it  on  con- 
dition that  it  would  remain  in  the  city  for  a  certain  period  invalid  as  contrary 
to  public  policy;  Cheney  v.  Unroe,  166  Ind.  553,  117  Am.  St.  Kep.  391,  77  N.  E. 
1041,  holding  under  statute  a  contract  made  by  one  employed  by  county  commis- 
sioners as  superintendent  of  road  work,  with  contractors  for  compensation  for 
labor  to  be  performed  by  him  on  the  same  road,  invalid. 

Distinguished  in  Howard  County  v.  Garriguo,  164  Ind.  600,  73  N.  E.  82,  hold- 
ing under  statute  county  commissioners  may  contract  with  accountants  in  cases 
of  indispensable  public  necessity  on  a  percentage  basis  for  discovery  of  mistakes 
in  auditor's  books. 
Biitoppel   to  asiicrt  Invalidity  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Reed  v.  Johnson,  27  Wash.  56,  57  L.  R.  A.  409,  67  Pac.  381,  holding 
party  acting  under  contract  against  public  policy  not  estopped  to  assert  illegality ; 
Muncie  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Muncie,  160  Ind.  104,  60  L.  R.  A.  828,  66  N.  E.  436, 
holding  gas  company  enjoying  benefits  of  partly  performed  municipal  contract, 
permitting  it  to  lay  pipes  in  street,  estopped  to  question  city's  power  to  stipu- 
late therein  as  to  gas  rates;  Jenness  v.  Simpson,  84  Vt.  146,  78  Atl.  886,  hold- 
ing that  husband  may  rely  on  invalidity  of  release  from  liability  for  debauching 
wife,  although  he  still  holds  avails  as  illegality  is  affected  with  public  interest; 
Colby  v.  Title  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  160  Cal.  644,  35  LJl.A,(N.S.)  819,  117  Pac.  913, 
holding  that  contract,  consideration  of  which  is  compounding  of  felony  is  void, 
and  doctrine  of  estoppel  by  conduct  does  not  apply;  Wilson  v.  Fahnestock,  44 
Ind.  App.  43,  86  N.  E.  1037,  holding  that  receipt  of  benefits  from  contract  void 
as  against  public  policy  does  not  estop  one  receiving  same  from  defending  against 
enforcement  of  contract;  Bay  v.  Davidson,  133  Iowa,  693,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1019, 
119  Am.  St.  Rep.  650,  111  N.  W.  25,  holding  doctrine  of  estoppel  by  receiving 
benefits  of  a  contract  of  sale  by  a  member  of  a  council  to  the  town  does  not  ap- 
ply to  prevent  a  defense  that  the  contract  is  void  as  against  public  policy;  Rose 
V.  Harllee,  69  S.  C.  528,  48  S.  E.  541,  holding  under  statute  declaring  chattel 
mortgage  void,  mortgagor  receiving  benefits  under  it  is  not  estopped  from  ques- 
tioning its  validity. 

24  L.  R.  A.  212,  STATE  v.  CULLINS,  53  Kan.  100,  36  Pac.  56. 
Pnrcliaser  not  partlcepn  crlmlnfln  i/rfltlk  nellcr  In  IllcKnl   Male* 

Cited  in  Westheimer  v.  Weisman,  60  Kan.  756,  57  Pac.  969,  holding  purchaser 
not  party  to  crime  of  agent  taking  order  for  liquor  contrary  to  statute,  from 
person  unauthorized  to  sell;  Anderson  v.  South  Chicago  Brewing  Co.  173  111. 
217,  50  N.  E.  656,  holding  purchaser  not  punishable  under  act  declaring  sale  of 
mortgaged  chattels  without  mortgagee's  consent,  misdemeanor;  lola  v.  Lederer, 
86  Kan.  361,  120  Pac.  364;  State  v.  Turner,  83  Kan.  185,  109  Pac.  983,— holding 
that  purchaser  of  liquor  as  agent  for  another  who  furnished  money  is  not  violation 
of  prohibitory  law. 

Distinguished  in  Hart  v.  State,  87  Miss.   181,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  437,  39  So. 
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623,  sustaining  verdict  of  guilty  of  one  who,  indicted  under  statute  forbidding 
agents  selling  liquor  "where  the  sale  without  license  is  unlawful,"  took  orders 
for  liquor  in  this  state,  collecting  the  purchase  price  at  the  same  time  and  after- 
wards delivered  the  liquor  to  an  express  company  in  another  state  for  shipment 
here. 

24  L.  R.  A.  215,  POLING  v.  OHIO  RIVER  R.  CO.  38  W.  Va.  846,  18  S.  BL  782. 
Snfllcleucy  of  allearntlons  of  nearliarence. 

Cited  in  Trump  v.  Tidewater  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  46  W.  Va.  239,  32  S.  K  1035, 
holding  declaration  on  which  judgment  according  to  law  and  right  of  case  may 
be  given,  sufficient;  Davidson  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  41  W.  Va. 
410,  23  S.  E.  593,  holding  declaration  alleging  negligence  generally,  without  so 
characterizing  specific  act,  sufficient;  Oliver  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  42  W.  Va.  709, 
26  S.  E.  444,  holding  allegation  that  defendant  negligently  put  plaintiflT  on  cer- 
tain work,  sufficient;  Bias  v.  Chesapeake  R.  &  0.  R.  Co.  46  W.  Va.  355,  33  S.  E. 
240,  holding  declaration  for  negligent  killing  alleging  place  where  and  how  de- 
ceased killed,  sufficient;  Snyder  v.  Wheeling  Electrical  Co.  43  W.  Va.  663,  39 
L.  R.  A.  500,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  922,  28  S.  E.  733,  holding  declaration  alleging 
negligence  generally,  specifying  with  reasonable  certainty  main  act,  sufficient 
basis  for  evidence  of  incidental  circumstances;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Marburv 
Lumber  Co.  125  Ala.  249,  50  L.  R.  A.  623,  28  So.  438  (dissenting  opinion),  ma- 
jority holding  complaint  that  defendant  negligently  set  fire  to  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty, sufficient;  Hannum  v.  Hill,  52  W.  Va.  168,  43  S.  E.  223,  holding  that  allega- 
tion that  injury  complained  of  resulted  from  defendant's  negligence  should  be 
more  specific;  Bralley  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  66  W.  Va.  465,  66  S.  E.  653,  hold- 
ing that  complaint  for  negligence  charging  defendant  with  specific  act,  injurious 
to  plaintiff,  and  alleging  negligence  generally  in  performance  of  act,  is  sufficient. 

Cited  in  note  (59  L.  R.  A.  216)  on  sufficiency  of  general  allegations  of  negli- 
gence. 
Matertal  alleiratlons  of  eomplalnt. 

Cited  in  Kidd  v.  Beckley,  64  W.  Va.  83,  60  S.  E.  1089,  holding  in  action  on 
promissory  note  against  maker  and  irregular  indorser,  declaration  need  not  al- 
lege irregular  indorsement  was  made  before  delivery  or  that  plaintiff  had  elected 
to  treat  him  as  maker. 
'Wltneuu*H  dlagrram  to  explain  evidence. 

Cited  in  King  v.  Jordan,  46  W.  Va.  109,  32  S.  E.  1022,  holding  plat  shown  ap- 
proximately correct  may  be  used  to  illustrate  and  apply  evidence. 
IVhat  objectlonii  available  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Kay  v.  Glade  Creek  &  R.  R.  Co.  47  W.  Va.  471,  35  S.  E.  973,  holding 
where  stenographic  report  part  of  certificate  of  evidence,  exceptions  clearly  identi- 
fiable may  be  considered  without  formal  bill  of  exceptions. 
Carrier's  liability   for  n&all  clerk's  ncsllsence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Russ,  26  L.  R.  A.  283,  which  denies 
carrier's  liability  for  mail  agent's  negligence  in  throwing  off  mail  bag. 
—  Liability    to   tre«paa«cr«   or   llcenseen. 

Cited  in  Muse  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  149  N.  C.  447,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  455, 
63  S.  E.  102,  denying  liability  of  railroad  company  for  injuries  to  one  on  right 
of  way  for  purpose  of  talking  to  engineer  on  private  business,  when  he  and  the 
railroad  company's  servants  were  both  negligent;  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co. 
v.  Bryant,  81  Ark.  371,  99  S.  W.  693,  denying  liability  of  railroad  company  for 
injuries  to  trespasser  caused  by  bridge  foreman  throwing  can  out  of  boarding 
CAT,  when  trespasser  was  not  seen  by  him;  Watson  v.  Manitou  &  P.  P.  R,  Co   41 
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Colo.  142,  17  L.R.A. (N.S.)  920,  92  Pac.  17,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable 
lor  injuries  to  spectator  caused  by  defective  platform. 
Railroad's  liability  vrlth  renpect  to  mall  crane. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cleghom  v.  Western  R.  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  269,  which  holds 
railroad  company  liable  for  frightening  of  horse  by  mail  crane  erected  on  or 
beside  highway. 
Care  required  in  lai/rfnl  n«e  of  ovrn  property. 

Cited  in  Snyder  v.  Philadelphia  Co.  54  W.  Va,  153,  63  L.  R.  A.  898,  46  S.  E.  366, 
holding  owner  opening  gas  well  to  allow  gas  to  blow  water  out,  required  to  exer- 
cise care  to  prevent  injury  to  persons  riding  on  highway;  Ritz  v.  Wheeling,  46 
W.  Va.  266,  43  L.  R.  A.  161,  31  S.  E.  993,  holding  landowner  not  liable  to  tres- 
passer for  unsafe  condition  of  premises;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Bennett, 
16  C.  C.  A.  303,  32  U.  S.  App.  621,  69  Fed.  628,  holding  railroad  bound  only  to 
refrain  from  wanton  injury  to  trespassers. 
Exception   to   refusal   to   direct   verdict,   Trhe«&   Tralved* 

Cited  in  Bennett  v.  Perkins,  47  W.  Va.  430,  35  S.  E.  8,  holding  exception  to 
refusal  to  strike  out  plaintiff's  evidence  waived  by  going  on  with  case;  Louis- 
ville, N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Hendricks,  13  Ind.  App.  13,  40  N.  E.  82,  holding  ex- 
ception to  refusal  to  direct  verdict  waived  by  proceeding  with  case;  Pennington 
V.  Gillaspie,  66  W.  Va.  648,  66  S.  E.  1009,  holding  that  where  defendant  intro- 
duces his  own  evidence  after  his  motion  to  exclude  plaintifTs  evidence  has  been 
overruled,  he  thereby  waives  his  motion  to  exclude;  Fuller  v.  Margaret  Min. 
Co.  64  W.  Va.  439,  63  S.  E.  206;  Nashville  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  Henderson,  118 
Tenn.  286,  99  S.  W.  700, — ^holding  exception  to  overruling  motion  for  peremptory 
instruction  by  defendant,  waived  by  subsequent  introduction  of  evidence  by  him 
and  failure  to  renew  motion  at  conclusion  of  case. 
Conatitntlonallty   of   den&nrrer  to  evidence. 

Cited  in  Hopkins  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  96  Tenn.  436,  32  L.  R.  A.  362, 
34  S.  W.  1029,  holding  practice  of  demurring  to  evidence  constitutional. 
"Wliem  verdict  may  be  directed. 

Cited  in  Ritz  v.  Wheeling,  45  W.  Va,  264,  43  L.  R.  A.  150,  31  S.  E.  993,  and 
Ketterman  v.  Dry  Fork  R.  Co.  48  W.  Va.  610,  37  S.  E.  683,  holding  case  may  be 
taken  from  jury  where  verdict  against  undisputed  evidence  would  be  set  aside; 
Smith  v.  Parkersburg  Co-Operative  Asso.  48  W.  Va.  239,  37  S.  E.  645,  holding 
case  cannot  be  taken  from  jury  where  evidence,  though  slight,  tends  to  prove  case. 

24  L.  R.  A.  226,  RAINES  v.  CHESAPEAKE  &  O.  R.  CO.  39  W.  Va.  50,  19  S.  E. 

665. 
*Wlien   negrller^nce   «ine«tlon   for  Jury. 

'  Cited  in  Young  v.  West  Virginia  &  P.  R.  Co.  44  W.  Va.  221,  28  S.  E.  932, 
holding  verdict  of  jury  conclusive  as  to  negligence  where  facts  disputed;  Ketter- 
man V.  Dry  Fork  R.  Co.  48  W,  Va.  612,  37  S.  E.  683,  holding  negligence  question 
for  jury  when  facts  disputed  or  different  conclusions  deducible;  Bias  v,  Chesa- 
peake &  0.  R.  Co.  46  W.  Va.  357,  33  S,  E.  240,  holding  negligence  of  engineer 
running  over  child  trespassing  on  railroad  question  for  jury;  Paden  v.  Van 
Blarcom,  100  Mo.  App.  194,  74  S.  W.  124,  holding  negligence  of  householder  in 
not  testing  valves  of  gas  stove  before  turning  on  gas,  resulting  In  injury  to  do- 
mestic through  explosion,  question  for  jury;  Ewing  v.  Lanark  Fuel  Co.  65  W. 
Va.  736,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  496,  65  S.  E.  200,  holding  verdict  of  jury  conclusive 
as  to  negligence  where  facts  disputed. 
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— —  ^aentlon   for   court* 

Cited  in  Klinkler  v.  Wheeling  Steel  &  I.  Co,  43  W.  Va.  226,  27  S.  E.  237,  hold- 
ing negligence  question  for  court  where  only  one  reasonable  conclusion  doducible 
from  facts. 
Prenn  nipt  ton   that  tr<^iipafiHer  fvlU  avoid  dancer. 

Cited  in  Teel  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  49  W.  Va.  91,  38  S.  E.  518,  denying  rail- 
road's liability  for  death  of  person  sitting  on  track,  where  no  helplessness  ap- 
pears, and  adequate  warning  given ;  Gunn  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  42  \V.  Va.  680,  Z^ 
L.  R.  A.  578,  26  S.  E.  546,  denying  engineer's  right  to  presume  that  young  child 
will  get  out  of  way  of  train. 

Cited  in  note  (69  L.R.A.  551,  653,  555)  on  presumption  that  sick,  infirm,  or 
helpless  persons  with  wliom  no  contract  relation  is  sustained,  will  avoid  danger. 
Railroad'ii   duty   to   prevent   Injury. 

Cited  in  Fisher  v.  West  Virginia  &  P.  R.  Co.  42  W.  Va.  203,  33  L.  R.  A.  76, 
24  S.  E.  570  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying  railroad's  liability  for  injury 
to  drunken  passenger  refusing  to  enter  car;  Schoonover  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R. 
Co.  69  W.  Va.  569,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  73  S.  E.  266,  holding  that  negligence  of 
person  in  attempting  to  cross  track  will  not  bar  recovery  if  railroad  could  have 
prevented  injury  by  keeping  lookout  and  checking  or  stopping  train. 
-—  To    trenpaMierii. 

Cited  in  Davidson  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R,  Co.  41  W.  Va.  418,  23  S.  E. 
593,  holding  instruction  that  railroad  liable  for  failure  to  use  reasonable  care  to- 
avoid  injuring  trespasser,  proper;  Bradley  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  66  W.  Va. 
468,  66  S.  E.  653,  to  the  point  that  where  trespasser  on  railroad  track  is  ap- 
parently unconscious  of  approach  of  train  additional  measures  of  precaution  for 
his  safety  must  be  taken;  Kelly  v.  Ohio  R.  Co.  58  W.  Va.  218,  2  L.R.A. (X.S.; 
001,  52  S.  E.  520,  holding  railroad  company  liable  for  death  of  trespasser  on 
track  when  no  warning  is  given  and  he  is  seen  by  the  engineer. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  *Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  99,  which 
denies  duty  toward  trespassers  on  track  before  discovery;  Becker  v.  f^oiiisville 
&  N.  R.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  268,  which  requires  stopping  to  enable  trespasser  dis- 
covered on  railroad  bridge  to  escape. 

Cited  in  note  (55  L.  R.  A.  422)  on  doctrine  of  last  clear  chance. 
Proximate  cause. 

Cited  in  Exum  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  154  N.  C.  420,  33  L.R.A.fN.S.) 
175,  70  S.  E.  845  (dissenting  opinion),  on  liability  for  death  of  employee  walk- 
ing on  track,  where  engineer  failed  to  keep  lookout. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Schreiner  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  58  L,  R.  A.  76,  which 
holds  failure  to  build  fence  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  one  pushed  on  track 
by  cow. 

24  L.  R.  A.  231,  TK^IBERLAKE  v.  THAYER,  71  Miss.  279,  14  So.  446. 
Recovery  on  partly  performed  contract. 

Cited  in  Riddell  v.  Peck-Williamson  Heating  &  Ventilating  Co.  27  Mont,  59. 
69  Pac.  241,  denying  recovery  upon  quantum  meruit  upon  partly  performed  con- 
tract to  instal  heating  apparatus;  Sipley  v.  Stickney,  190  Mass.  46,  5  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  471,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  309,  76  N.  E.  226,  5  Ann.  Cas.  611,  denying  re- 
covery on  contract  where  manager  of  farm  fails  to  furnish  accurate  statement 
of  expenses  to  owner;  Gleaton  v.  Fulton  Bag  &  Cotton  Mills,  5  Ga.  App.  421. 
63  S.  E.  520,  denying  right  of  recovery  on  contract  for  wages,  where  contract  is 
broken  by  employee  without  notice  and  where  it  provided  that  employer  should' 
retain  one  week's  wages  as  liquidated  damages  if  broken  without  notice. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  Hildebrand  v.  American  Fine  Art  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  826, 
which  sustains  right  to  recover  pro  rata  on  entire  contract  of  employment  ter- 
minated by  employer  for  cause. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.  R.  A.  61)  on  right  to  rescind  or  abandon  contract  because 
of  other  party's  default. 

^4  L.  R.  A.  236,  COM.  v.  TREFETHEN,  157  Mass.  180,  31  N.  E.  961. 
Admlsiilblllty   of  declarations   eirldeiiclnar  mental   state. 

Cited  in  Horner  v.  Yance,  93  Wis.  354,  67  N.  W.  720,  and  New  York,  S.  A  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Moore,  44  C.  C.  A.  677,  105  Fed.  722,  holding  letters  of  wife  to  husband, 
before  alleged  alienation  of  aflfections,  admissible  on  question  of  damages;  Fren6h 
•V.  State,  93  Wis.  338,  67  N.  W.  706,  holding  exclusion  of  evidence  of  defendant's 
mental  condition  four  days  after  homicide,  error;   Sturbridge  v.  Franklin,   160 
Mass.  152,  36  N.  E.  669,  holding  evidence  of  wife's  conversations  before  marriage 
admissible  as  tending  to  throw  light  on  subsequent  altercations;  Com.  v.  Howard, 
^05  Mass.  152,  91  N.  E.  397,  holding  that  in  murder  case  where  defense  was 
that  woman  committed  suicide,  evidence  of  declarations  made  by  deceased  im- 
mediately before  her  death  was  admissible  to  show  state  of  her  mind;  Scott  v. 
Sovereign  Camp,  W.  W.  149  Iowa,  575,  129  N.  W.  302,  holding  that  rule  that 
mere  threat  of  third  person  is  inadmissible  as  hearsay  does  not  apply  to  such 
threats  as  tend  to  elucidate  or  give  character  to  some  other  material  fact  in 
evidence;  Luckey  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  151  N.  C.  553,  66  S.  E.  596,  holding 
■conversation  between  mother  and  son  relative  to  son  returning  when  mother  be- 
came sick,  admissible  to  show  feeling  existing  between  mother  and  son,  in  an 
action  for  damages  for  failure  to  deliver  telegram. 

Distinguished  in  Conklin  v.  Consolidated  R.  Co.  196  Mass.  306,  82  N.  E.  23, 
13  Ann.  Cas.  857,  holding  servant's  declaration  of  an  intention  to  commit  an 
^assault,  inadmissible  against  master  unless  part  of  res  gestae. 
—  Kncwledgre. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Marsh,  70  Vt.  297,  40  Atl.  836,  holding  deceased's  declaration 
that  he  was  giving  horse  arsenic  in  increasing  doses  admissible  to  show  knowl- 
edge of  its  character;  Weiss  v.  Haight  &.  F.  Co.  148  Fed.  412,  holding  deceased's 
•declaration  admissible  to  show  his  knowledge  of  character  of  defendant's  busi- 
ness, in  an  action  by  creditors'  against  an  alleged  bucket-shop. 
— —  Intention. 

Cited  in  Viles  v.  Waltham,  157  Mass.  543,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  311,  32  N.  E.  901, 
holding  declarations  admissible  to  show  intention  to  change  domicil;  Com.  v. 
-Crowley,  165  Mass.  571,  43  N.  E.  509,  holding  defendant's  declarations  as  to 
apprehending  assault  when  arming  himself  admissible  on  trial  for  homicide; 
State  V.  Young,  119  Mo.  523,  24  S.  W.  1038,  holding  declarations  of  person  that 
lie  was  going  to  deceased's  house  for  certain  purpose  admissible  to  explain  pres- 
•ence  near  time  of  murder;  Mathews  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  81  Minn.  366,  83 
Am.  St.  Rep.  383,  84  N.  W.  101,  holding  person's  declarations  about  time  of 
boarding  train  admissible  to  show  purpose;  Inness  v.  Boston,  R.  B.  &  L.  R.  Co. 
168  Mass.  435,  47  N.  E.  193,  holding  declarations  of  person  leaving  house  admis- 
sible to  show  intention  to  become  passenger  on  train;  Re  Valentine,  93  Wis.  55, 
67  N.  W.  12,  holding  person's  declarations  that  she  had  destroyed  will,  admis- 
sible; Green  v.  State,  154  Ind.  661,  57  N.  E.  637,  holding  evidence  of  threats  by 
third  person  to  commit  crime  admissible;  State  v.  Hayward,  62  Minn.  497,  65  N. 
W.  63  (separate  opinion),  holding  declaration  of  murdered  woman  that  she  had 
engagement  with  defendant,  competent  as  original  evidence  of  intention  to  meet 
(him,  but  not  mm  part  of  re«  geatce;  Seifert  v.  State,  160  Ind.  470,  98  Am.  St.  Rep. 
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340,  67  N.  E.  100,  holding  admissible,  in  action  for  criminal  aborHon  resaltiTig 
in  death  of  decedent,  statement  of  deceased  to  defendant  before  sickness  of  purpose 
to  get  rid  of  child;  State  v.  Mortensen,  26  Utah,  334,  73  Pac.  562,  holding  admis- 
sible in  prosecution  for  murder,  declarations  of  decedent  upon  evening  of  death, 
that  he  was  going  out  to  see  defendant;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Ryan,  62 
Kan.  689,  64  Pac.  603,  holding,  obiter,  declarations  of  intention  to  support 
nephew  admissible  on  question  of  pecuniary  loss  sustained  by  death;  State  y, 
Kelly,  77  Conn.  268,  58  Atl.  705,  holding  deceased's  declarations  tending  to  show 
an  intention  to  commit  suicide,  admissible  if  not  too  remote  in  time  and  if  they 
materially  affect  the  issue;  Gray  v.  Kelley,  190  Mass.  1S8,  76  N.  E.  724,  holding 
evidence  of  declarations  by  owner  as  to  location  of  boundary,  made  forty  years 
before,  admissible  to  show  the  condition  of  his  mind  then;  Gering  v.  School  DisL 
76  Neb.  228,  107  N.  W.  250,  holding  declarations  made  by  parties  at  meeting  of 
school  district  board  adopting  resolution  settling  claim  sued  on,  that  they  had 
been  intimidated  and  did  not  vote  on  resolution,  admissible  as  part  of  res 
gestae;  Com.  v.  Parsons,  195  Mass.  568,  81  N.  E.  291,  on  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence of  previous  burglaries  as  showing  state  of  mind  of  one  accused  of  murder; 
Sprinkle  v.  United  States,  141  Fed.  817,  holding  all  transactions  leading  up  to 
or  part  of  system  of  raising  proof  on  revenue  stamps  to  defraud  United  Stat» 
are  admissible  as  parts  of  one  act. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Raymo,  76  Vt.  434,  67  Atl.  993,  holding  declarations 
of  fear  of  the  one  assaulted  made  by  the  assailant,  not  admissible  to  show  past 
suffering. 

Limited  in  Hale  v.  Life  Indemnity  &  Invest.  Co.  65  Minn.  651,  68  N.  W.  182, 
holding  declarations  of  intention  to  commit  suicide,  two  years  before  alleged 
act,  inadmissible. 

Disapproved  in  Siebert  v.  People,  143  111.  588,  32  N.  E.  431,  holding  decla- 
rations, not  accompanied  by  acts,  of  intention  to  suicide,  inadmissible  on  trial 
for  murder;  State  v.  Fitzgerald,  130  Mo.  429,  32  S.  W.  1113,  holding  declarations 
of  intention  to  suicide,  not  dying  declarations  or  part  of  res  gestae,  inadmissible; 
Ross-Lewin  v.  Germania  L.  Ins.  Co.  20  Colo.  App.  271,  78  Pac.  305,  holding,  un- 
less part  of  the  res  gestse,  evidence  of  insured's  declarations  after  assignment  of 
life  insurance  policy,  tending  to  show  an  intention  to  commit  suicide,  inadmis- 
sible. 
Admiiislblllty  of  declarations  tendlnar  to  admit  snllt. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Devaney,  182  Mass.  36,  64  N.  E.  402,  holding  defendant's 
intentional  misstatement  of  material  facts  admissible  to  show  guilt;  State  v. 
Snowden,  23  Utah,  330,  65  Pac.  479,  holding  defendant's  consent  to  default  in 
wife's  divorce  action  admissible  on  trial  for  adultery;  State  v.  Cronin.  64  Conn. 
305,  29  Atl.  536,  holding  accused's  remark  on  day  following,  showing  clear  recol- 
lection of  statements  made  shortly  after  shooting,  admissible  to  disprove  degree 
of  intoxication;  Com.  v.  Spiropoulas,  208  Mass.  74,  94  N.  E.  451,  holding  that 
equivocal  reply  made  by  accused  after  arrest  for  murder  in  reply  to  questions 
is  admissible  in  evidence. 

Cited  in  notes   (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)   546,  548,  564,  565)   on  uncontradicted  state- 
ment in  presence  of  accused  as  confession;    (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  788)  on  admissi- 
bility of  confessions  or  admissions  of  third  persons  in  criminal  cases. 
RevleTT  of  discretionary  rnllnar  hy  trial  Jadgre* 

Cited  in  French  v.  State,  93  Wis.  339,  67  N.  W.  706,  holding  exclusion  of  evi- 
dence of  subsequent  mental  condition  as  lacking  probative  force  reviewable  on 
appeal. 
Exantlnatlon    of   Jnrors. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Thompson,  150  Mass.  58,  33  N.  E.  1111,  and  Com.  v.  Poisson, 
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157  Mass.  612,  32  N.  E.  906,  holding  extent  of  examinatioii  of  jurors  as  to  in- 
terest or  bias,  within  judge's  discretion;  Atlantic  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Reiger,  95  Va. 
423,  28  6.  £.  590,  holding  refusal  of  question  on  voir  dire  not  reversible  error 
where  materiality  not  shown. 

24  L.  R.  A.  245,  STATE  v.  RHODES,  90  Iowa,  496,  58  N.  W.  887. 
"What  conntltiites  arrival  of  llaaor  iwlthla  state. 

Reversed  in  170  U.  S.  412,  42  L.  ed.  1090,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  664,  holding  liquor 
not  "within  state"  until  delivery  to  consignee. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Intoxicating  Liquors,  95  Me.  143,  49  Atl.  670,  holding  liquor 
arrived  at  destination  and  stored  in  freight  house,  within  state. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Holleyman,  45  L.  R.  A.  567,  which  holds  liquor 
bought  in  other  state  for  purchaser's  own  use  and  carried  in  own  conveyance  not 
within  state  until  purchaser's  home  reached. 

Cited  in  notes   (46  L.  R.  A.  419,  420)  on  liability  of  carrier  for  transporting 
intoxicating   liquors;    (11    L.R.A. (N.S.)    551)    on   what  sufficient  to   terminate 
interstate  transportation  of  intoxicating  liquors. 
VallditF   of   statiite   asralniit   carrFinar   Ilanom   into   probibitioa    dl«trlet» 

Cited  in  People  v.  Bootman,  95  App.  Div.  479,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  887  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  validity  of  laws  as  interference  with  interstate  commerce. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  300)  on  validity  of  statute  forbidding  carry- 
ing liquors  into  prohibition  district. 

24  L.  R.  A.  247,  NESTER  v.  CONTINENTAL  BREWING  CO.  161  Pa.  473,  41 

Am.  St.  Rep.  894,  29  Atl.  102. 
Combination*  not  affectlngr  public  interests. 

Cited  in  SUte  v.  Central  R.  Co.  109  Ga.  724,  48  L.  R.  A.  354,  35  S.  E.  37, 
upholding  consolidation  of  railroads  where  public  interests  not  injuriously  af- 
fected. 
Contracts   in   restraint   of   trade. 

Cited  in  Tuscaloosa  Ice  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Williams,  127  Ala.  119,  50  L.  R.  A.  178, 
85  Am.  St.  Rep.  125,  28  So.  669,  holding  contract  not  to  operate  competing  ice 
plant,  illegal;  Fox  Solid  Pressed  Steel  Co.  v.  Schoen,  27  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  200, 
77  Fed.  31,  holding  agreement  not  to  manufacture  truck  frames,  void;  Wise  v. 
Rudolph,  12  North  Co.  Rep.  211,  holding  that  executory  contract  consideration 
for  which  is  based  upon  formation  of  monopoly  is  void;  Leonard  v.  Abner-Drury 
Brewing  Co.  25  App.  D.  C.  174,  holding  combination  to  prevent  competition  in 
and  control  price  of  liquor  and  to  regulate  disposition  of  liquor  to  retail  dealers 
and  to  compel  competitor  to  join  association,  illegal  as  injurious  to  public; 
Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  State,  117  Tenn.  661,  10  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1027,  100  S.  W.  705. 
holding  under  statute,  contract  to  restrain  competition  and  control  prices  of 
coal  oil  imported  into  state,  illegal;  Territory  v.  Long  Bell  Lumber  Co.  22  Okla. 
913,  99  Pac.  911,  holding  combination  of  lumber,  coal  and  grain  dealers  to  re- 
strict competition  and  control  prices,  illegal;  State  v.  Duluth  Bd.  of  Trade,  107 
Minn.  530,  23  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1273,  121  N.  W.  395,  on  legality  of  conspiracy  to 
create  monopoly  in  necessaries  of  life. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Clark  v.  Needham,  51  L.  R.  A.  785,  which  holds  void,  lease 
of  manufacturing  machinery  with  agreement  against  lessor  engaging  in  business 
for  five  years. 

Cited  in  note   (74  Am.  St.  Rep.  258,  268,  270)   on  combinations  constituting 
unlawful  trusts. 
•—  To  suppress  competition. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  134,  29  C.  C. 
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A.  168,  54  U.  S.  App.  723,  85  Fed.  288,  holding  combination  of  iron-pipe  manu- 
facturera  restricting  competition,  illegal;  Bailej  v.  Master  Plumbers'  Afiso.  103 
Tenn.  108,  46  L.  R.  A.  563,  52  S.  W.  853,  holding  plumbers'  association  punish- 
ing by  penalties  competition  among  members,  illegal,  though  confined  to  part  of 
plumbers  in  one  city;  Milwaukee  Masons  &,  Builders'  Asso.  v.  Niezerowski,  95 
Wis.  136,  37  L.  R.  A.  130,  footnote  p.  127,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  97,  70  N.  VV.  166, 
holding  combination  by  association  of  masons  and  builders  requiring  addition  of 
at  least  6  per  cent  to  lowest  bid  made  to  committee,  before  submitting  to  compe- 
tition, void;  J.  H.  Arnold  &  Co.  v.  Jones  Cotton  Co.  152  Ala.  504,  12  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  154,  44  So.  662,  holding  contract  to  pay  competitor  on  all  cotton  pur- 
chased and  to  notify  him  when  purchasing  for  certain  mills  and  giving  him 
option  to  furnish  at  price  named,  illegal  as  in  restraint  of  trade;  Stewart  v. 
Stearns  &  C.  Lumber  Co.  56  Fla.  502,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  658,  48  So.  19,  holding 
contracting  relinquishing  right  to  maintain  competing  store  and  providing  for  ex- 
clusive red^nption  of  merchandise  checks  by  other  party  and  for  payment  of 
commission  on  sales  in  lieu  of  rent,  illegal  as  injurious  to  public;  State  ex  rcl. 
Cates  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  120  Tenn.  178,  110  S.  W.  505.  holding  under  sUtijrt? 
prohibiting  restriction  of  competition,  agreement  to  procure  cancellation  of 
orders  for  oil  obtained  by  competing  concern  by  offer  to  furnish  oil  gratis, 
illegal;  Knight  &  J.  Co.  v.  Miller,  172  Ind.  38,  87  N.  E.  823,  18  Ann.  Cas.  1146, 
holding  combination  to  prevent  competition  in  plumbing  business,  illegal;  People 
v.  Duke,  10  Misc.  292,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  336,  11  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  478,  holding  combi- 
nation to  monopolize  cigarette  trade,  illegal. 

Distinguished  in  Stockton  v.  American  Tobacco  Co.  55  N.  J.  Eq.  375,  36  Atl. 
971,   denying  injunction  restraining  corporation   from  carrying  on  business   in 
such  manner  as  to  establish  monopoly. 
-—  To  rearvlate  price*. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Coal  Dealers'  Asso.  85  Fed.  264,  holding  combination 
of  wholesale  and  retail  coal  dealers  arbitrarily  fixing  prices,  illegal;  State  es 
rel,  Dumer  v.  Huegin,  110  Wis.  253,  62  L.  R.  A.  742,  85  N.  W.  1046,  holdiiv? 
agreement  between  newspaper  publishers  as  to  advertising  rates,  illegal ;  Na- 
tional Harrow  Co.  v.  Hench,  39  L.  R.  A.  300,  footnote  p.  299,  27  C.  C.  A.  351, 
55  U.  S.  App.  53,  83  Fed.  38,  Affirming  76  Fed.  669,  holding  agreement  by  owner 
of  patent  with  corporation  organized  by  rival  manufacturers  to  sell  no  harrow 
for  less  than  schedule  price,  invalid;  State  ex  rel.  Durner  v.  Huegin,  62  L.  R.  A. 
742,  holding  combination  between  independent  concerns  to  compel  another  to  re- 
duce rates,  or  lose  customers,  illegal;  Brown  v.  Jacobs*  Pharmacy  Co.  115  Ga. 
443,  57  L.  R.  A.  548,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  126,  41  S.  E.  553,  denying  right  of  mercan- 
tile dealers  to  combine  and  prevent  sales  to  another  dealer  unless  he  sells  at  fixed 
prices;  Chicago,  W.  &  V.  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  214  111.  443,  73  N.  E.  770  (affirming 
114  111.  App.  113),  sustaining  conviction  of  coal  producers  who  formed  a  combi- 
nation to  6x  prices  under  statute  prohibiting  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brown  v.  Jacobs'  Pharmacy  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  548,  which 
sustains  right  to  injunction  against  combination  of  merchants  to  prevent  sales 
to  other  dealer  unless  he  sells  at  fixed  prices;  Herriman  v.  Menzies,  35  L.  R,  A. 
318,  which  sustains  association  of  master  stevedores  fixing  minimum  prices  with 
stipulation  against  unauthorized  discounts;  Cummings  v.  Union  Blue  Stone  Co. 
62  L.  R.  A.  262,  which  holds  void,  agreement  by  persons  controlling  90  per  cent 
o'  sale  of  blue  stone  to  sell  through  common  agent  and  maintain  agreed  prices; 
Com.  V.  Grinstead,  56  L.  R.  A.  709,  which  holds  agreement  not  to  resell  goods  at 
less  than  specified  price,  not  within  statute  for  suppression  of  conspiracies;  John 
D.  Park  &  Sons  Co.  v.  National  Wholesale  Druggists'  Asso.  62  L.  R.  A.  632,  hoi  i 
ing  combination  of  merchants  looking  to  maintenance  at  fixed  prices,  not  voi*!  :- 
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against  public  policy;  Slaughter  v.  Thacker  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  OS  L.R.A.  343,  which 
holds  void  contract  by  different  coal  mining  companies  giving  exclusive  right  to 
sell  entire  output  at  uniform  prices  to  corporation  organized  as  their  regular 
sales  agent 
— -  To  blackllnt  debtors. 

Cited  in  Ferd  Heim  Brewing  Co.  v.  Belinder,  97  Mo.  App.  69,  71  S.  W.  691, 
denying  right  of  breweries  to  agree  not  to  sell  to  debtor  of  any  of  them  until 
debt  was  paid. 
Actions  based  on  lllesral  transaction. 

Cited  in  Wetzel  v.  Linnard,  16  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  508,  holding  equity  will  not  set 
aside  mortgage  given  to  settle  criminal  prosecution;  Bailey  v.  blaster  Plumbers' 
Asso.  103  Tenn.  115,  46  L.  R.  A.  565,  52  S.  W.  853,  holding  association  cannot  col- 
lect penalty  for  violating  by-law  restraining  competition,  although  member  had 
mulcted  customer;  Robson  v.  Hamilton,  41  Or.  245,  69  Pac.  651,  sustaining  equi- 
table relief  when  it  is  not  necessary  to  base  it  on  violation  of  rules  of  public  pol- 
icy. 
Rlsrhts  of  asslsrnee  of  chose  in  action. 

Cited  in  note  (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  410)  on  rights  of  assignee  of  chose  in  action. 

24  L.  R.  A.  252,  STATE  ex  rel.  RICHARDS  v.  MANUFACTURER'S  MUT.  FIRE 

ASSO.  50  Ohio  St.  146,  33  N.  E.  401. 
LlabilitF  of  members  of  mntnal  Insurance  associations. 

Cited  in  Richards  v.  Swaim  &  McC.  Canning  Co.  7  Ohio  N.  P.  70,  9  Ohio  S. 
&  C.  P.  Dec.  70,  holding  liability  of  members  of  mutual  insurance  association, ' 
limited  by  amount  of  losses;  Corey  v.  Sherman,  96  Iowa,  125,  32  L.R.A.  512,  64  N. 
W.  828,  holding  members  insuring  on  assessment  plan  not  liable  to  make  good, 
losses  of  members  paying  all  cash  premiums;  Richards  v.  Swaim  &  McC.  Canning 
Co.  7  Ohio  N.  P.  71,  9  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  70,  holding  members  of  mutual  in- 
surance association  must  sign  Constitution;  Swing  v.  Karges  Furniture  Co.  123 
Mo.  App.  585,  100  S.  W.  662,  on  necessity  of  signing  constitution  of  mutual  in- 
surance company  in  order  to  become  member  under  statute;  Montgomery  v. 
Whitbeck,  12  N.  D.  391,  96  N.  W.  327,  holding  where  statutory  requirements 
under  which  mutual  insurance  company  was  organized  had  not  been  compliedl 
with  at  time  of  issuing  policy  to  insured,  policy  was  void  and  assessment  for 
losses  could  not  be  enforced. 

Distinguished  in  Richards  v.  Louis  Lipp  Co.  69  Ohio  St.  863>  100  Am.  St.  Rep.. 
679,  69  N.  E.  616,  holding  party  receiving  policy  from  mutual  insurance  asso- 
ciation estopped  to  deny  liability  for  assessments  on  ground  that  he  has  not: 
signed  Constitution. 

24  L.  R.  A.  255,  BIGLER  v.  BAKER,  40  Neb.  325,  58  N.  W.  1026.  ^ 

Vacation    of    J  a  dement    by    default. 

Cited  in  Masten  v.  Indiana  Car  &  Foimdry  Co.  25  Ind.  App.  187,  57  N.  E.  148, 
holding  vacation  of  judgment  on  default  will  not  be  disturbed  unless  clear  abuse 
of  discretion  appears;  Bradley  v  Slater,  55  Neb.  336,  75  N.  W.  826,  holding  court 
may  vacate  judgment  for  surprise  at  same  term,  though  motion  not  filed  in  time 
limited;  Rosebud  Lumber  Co.  v.  Serr,  22  S.  D.  393,  117  N.  W.  1042,  holding  that 
order  setting  aaide  default  will  not  be  reviewed  except  where  there  hag 
been  clear  abuse  of  court's  discretion;  Poole  v.  Peoria  Cordage  Co.  6  Ind.  Terr. 
300,  97  S.  W.  1015,  holding  vacation  of  judgment  on  default  will  not  be  dis- 
turbed where  defendant  was  not  diligent  and  there  was  no  clear  abuse  of  dis* 
cretion. 
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Reirlevr  of  order  grmwktinm  mevr  tri*l  or  opening  default* 

Cited  in  Weber  v.  Kirkendall,  44  Neb.  770,  63  N.  W.  36,  holding;  stronger  snow- 
ing of  abuse  of  discretion  in  vacating  judgment  on  default  required  than  where 
trial  denied;  School  District  v.  Bishop,  46  Neb.  853,  65  N.  W.  902,  holding 
stronger  showing  of  abuse  of  discretion  required  to  reverse  order  allowing  than 
denying  new  trial;  State  ex  rel.  Chadron  Loan  &  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Westover,  2 
Neb.  (Unof.)  770,  89  N.  VV.  1002,  denying  mandamus  to  require  vacation  of 
order  setting  aside  decree  of  foreclosure  and  granting  new  trial,  and  to  compel 
reinstatement  of  decree;  Chadron  Loan  &  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Scott,  4  Neb.  (Unof.) 
696,  96  N.  W.  220,  denying  interference  with  discretion  of  trial  court  for  grant- 
ing an  order  setting  aside  a  verdict  resulting  in  second  trial  on  the  merits; 
Stretch  v.  Montezuma  Min.  Co.  29  Nev.  169,  86  Pac.  445,  setting  aside  order  re- 
fusing leave  to  answer  after  default  entered  where  he  was  not  guilty  of  in- 
excusable delay;  Coxe  Bros.  v.  Omaha  Coal,  Coke  &  Lime  Co.  4  Neb.  (Unof.) 
414,  94  N.  W.  519,  holding  district  court  may  within  its  discretion  vacate  its 
own  judgment  during  term  at  which  it  was  rendered. 
'WeakneM   of   adverse   title   unavailable   to   plaintiff   in   ejectment. 

Cited  in  Comstock  v.  Kerwin,  57  Neb.  5,  77  N.  W.  387,  and  Chicago^  B.  ft  Q. 
R.  Co.  V.  Schalkopf,  54  Neb.  450,  74  N.  W.  826,  holding  plaintiflf  in  ejectment 
must  rely  on  strength  of  own,  not  weakness  of  adversary's,  title. 
BJectiuent  by  vendor  agralnst  pnrcbaaer. 

Cited  in  Coles  v.  Meskiman,  48  Or.  57,  85  Pac.  67,  holding  ejectment  cannot 
be   maintained   against   vendee   in   possession   under   executory   contract   before 
tlefault. 
PoMieMsion   takinsT  oral  contract   to  pnrcbaoe   land  ont  of  atatnte. 

Cited  in  Schields  v.  Horbach,  49  Neb.  270,  68  N.  W.  524,  holding  subsequent 
possession  of  tenant  orally  contracting  to  buy  premises  presumed  to  be  under 
lease;  Lewis  v.  North,  62  Neb.  659,  87  N.  W.  312,  holding  tenant's  continued  pos- 
session will  not  take  contract  of  purchase  out  of  statute,  unless  clearly  resulting 
from  contract;  Steger  v.  Kosch,  77  Neb.  149,  108  N.  W.  165,  holding  tenant's 
continued  possession  will  not  take  contract  of  purchase  out  of  statute,  unless 
clearly  resulting  from  contract;  Riddell  v.  Riddell,  70  Neb.  477,  97  N.  W.  609, 
holding  possesBion  by  widow  as  homestead  of  land  previously  conveyed  to  son 
without  valid  consideration  not  such  a  possession  as  to  constitute  part  perform- 
ance since  it  is  not  referable  to  contract  with  son ;  Jenning  v.  Miller,  48  Or,  204, 
85  Pac.  517,  holding  retention  of  possession  of  premises  by  tenant,  after  contract- 
ing void  oral  lease  with  landlord,  insufficient  possession  to  constitute  part  per- 
formance. 

Cited  in  notes    (15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  415;   3  L.R.A.(N.S.)    810)    on  taking  pos- 
session of  realty  as  part  performance  to  satisfy  statute  of  frauds. 
Statute  of  frandn,  agrent'*  contract   to  sell  land. 

Cited  in  O'Shea  v.  Rice,  49  Neb.  897,  69  N.  W.  308,  holding  agent's  contract 
to  sell  lands  void  unless  authority  evidenced  in  writing. 

Validity   of  option   contractu. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Booth  v.  People,  60  L.  R.  A.  762,  which  sustains  statute 
making  unlawful,  options  for  sale  of  commodities  which  have  been  subject  of 
gambling  operations;  Frank  v.  Stratford-Handcock,  67  L.R.A.  571,  which  holds 
absence  of  obligation  of  one  having  option  to  purchase  land  to  make  the  purchase 
no  bar  to  his  right  to  have  contract  enforced  against  vendor. 
"Want  of  mntnallty  no  defense   to   npeclllo   pevformanco. 

Cited  in  Burnell  v.  Bradbury,  67  Kan.  765,  74  Pac  279,  holding  want  of  mn- 
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tuality  no  defense  to  specific  performance  of  contract  where  party  seeking  relief 
has  performed  all  conditions;  Rank  v.  Garvey,  68  Neb.  778,  92  N.  W.  1025; 
Watkins  v.  YouU,  70  Neb.  84,  96  N.  W.  1042;  Dickson  v.  Stewart,  71  Neb.  429, 
115  Am.  St.  Rep.  596,  98  N.  W.  1085;  Johnson  v.  Higgins,  77  Neb.  38,  108  N. 
W.  168;  Finlen  v.  Heinze,  32  Mont.  387,  80  Pac.  918, — ^holding  want  of  mutu- 
ality no  defense  to  specific  performance  of  a  contract  where  party  seeking  relief 
has  fully  performed;  Detroit  United  R.  Co.  ▼.  Smith,  144  Mich.  238,  107  N.  W. 
922,  holding  want  of  mutuality  no  defense  to  specific  performance  of  a  contract 
by  which  owner  agreed  to  convey  land  in  consideration  of  money  to  be  paid  on 
compliance  with  condition;  Shubert  v.  Woodward,  92  C.  C.  A.  509,  167  Fed.  55, 
holding  want  of  mutuality  no  defense  to  specific  performance  of  a  contract 
where  the  complainant  has  fully  performed;  McDermott  t.  Mahoney,  139  Iowa, 
298,  115  N.  W.  32,  holding  where  a  written  agreement  signed  by  one  party  is  ac- 
cepted and  adopted  by  the  other,  and  acted  upon,  it  becomes  their  mutual  con- 
tract as  if  both  had  signed  it. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Livesley  y.  Johnston,  65  L.R.A.  783,  which  holds  that 
specific  performance  of  contract  for  sale  of  hops  will  not  be  refused  for  lack  of 
mutuality  where  seller  would  have  been  entitled  to  decree  for  specific  perform- 
ance on  purchaser's  capricious  and  fraudulent  refusal  to  approve  the  hops. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  392)  on  mutality  as  condition  of  right  to 
specific  performance  of  continuing  contract;  (140  Am.  St.  Rep.  59)  on  neces- 
sity of  mutuality  to  specific  performance  of  contract  for  personal  services. 

Distinguished  in  Hall  v.  Hartford,  50  Misc.  142,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  392,  holding 
where  complaining  party  has  not  fully  performed,  want  of  mutuality  is  a  good 
defense  to  specific  performance. 

24  L.  R.  A.  259,  CAPPS  v.  HASTINGS  PROSPECTING  CO.  40  Neb.  470,  42  Am. 
St.  Rep.  677,  68  N.  W.  956. 

BBforcement  of  •nbacrlptlon  to  stoclc  of  proposed  corpovatloa. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Citizens'  Enterprise  Co.  25  Ind.  App.  352,  57  N.  E.  581, 
and  Williams  v.  Citizens  Enterprise  Co.  163  Ind.  497,  55  N.  E.  425,  holding  sub- 
scription for  stock  of  proposed  corporation  enforceable  only  upon  de  jure  organi- 
zation. 

Cited  in  note  (33  L.  R.  A.  594)  on  withdrawal  of  subscription  for  shares  of 
corporation. 

Fillnar  articles  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  Elgin  Nat.  Watch  Co.  v.  Loveland,  132  Fed.  44;  Lusk  v.  Riggs,  70 
Neb.  720,  97  N.  W.  1033, — ^upholding  necessity  of  filing  articles  of  incorporation 
as  required  by  statute  before  corporation  has  legal  existence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Slocum  v.  Head,  50  L.  R.  A.  324,  which  holds  persons  at- 
tempting to  incorporate  by  filing  original  articles  instead  of  copies,  entitled  to  all 
rights  of  corporation  as  to  persons  dealing  with  them  as  such. 

Cited  in  notes   (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)   750)   on  state  in  proceedings  when  corpora- 
tion deemed  organized:    ni8  Am.  St.  Rep.  259)    on  what  constitutes  a  corpo- 
ration de  facto. 
Kstoppel  to  deny  leval  corporate  existence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Washington  Nat.  Bldg.  Loan  k  Invest.  Asso.  v.  Stanley,  58 
L.  R.  A.  816,  which  holds  borrower  from  foreign  loan  association  estopped  to 
defeat  foreclosure  of  mortgage  on  ground  that  corporate  articles  not  propsrly 
acknowledged- 
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24  L.  R.  A.  263,  THOMAS  v.  CITY  NAT.  BANK,  40  Neb.  601,  58.  N.  W.  943. 
Corporation**   Itabllltr   for   president's   Indorsenaent. 

Second  appeal  in  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Thomas,  46  Neb.  861,  65  N.  W.  895,  holding 
bank  bound  by  guaranty  of  negotiable  paper  by  president,  while  apparently  en- 
gaged in  performing  official  duties. 

Cited  in  Blanchard  v.  Commercial  Bank,  21  C.  C.  A.  323,  44  U.  S.  App.  556,. 
75  Fed.  253,  holding  bank  receiving  benefits  liable  for  loan  negotiated  by  presi- 
dent; Auten  V.  United  States  Nat.  Bank,  174  U.  S.  148,  43  L.  ed.  928,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  628,  Affirming  United  States  Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  24  0.  C.  A. 
600,  49  U.  S.  App.  67,  79  Fed.  300,  holding  bank  liable  on  notes  indorsed  for 
rediscount  by  president;  Jones  v.  Stoddard,  8  Idaho,  217,  67  Pac.  650,  holding 
irrigation  company  bound  by  president's  indorsement  of  its  negotiable  paper. 
Bank's  nutlftorltF  as  to  negrotlable  paper. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Carroll  v.  Coming  Sav.  Bank,  139  Iowa,  343,  115  N. 
W.  937,  holding  under  statute  savings  banks  have  authority  to  deal  in  com- 
mercial paper  and  are  obligated  by  their  indorsements  thereof. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  548)  on  guaranty  of  loan  by  national  bank. 

24  L.  R.  A.  266,  STATE  ex  rel.  HENDERSON  v.  BURDICK,  4  Wyo.  272,  33  Pac 

125. 
'Wben   speclllc    appropriation    neeesnary* 

Cited  in  People  ea  rel.  Hegwer  v.  Goodykoontz,  22  Colo.  511,  45  Pac.  414,  hold- 
ing act  creating  office  and  fixing  salary  ^'payable  the  same  as  other  officers,"  con- 
tinuing appropriation;  State  ew  rel.  Noonan  v.  King,  108  Tenn.  277,  67  S.  W. 
812,  holding  statute  fixing  salary  of  inspector  and  providing  for  its  monthly  pay- 
ment on  warrant  of  comptroller  "as  other  salaries  are  paid,"  appropriation  justi- 
fying payment;  State  ex  rel.  I  jams  v.  Burdick,  4  Wyo.  346,  34  Pac.  1,  holding 
"inspection  fund"  usable  by  live-stock  ccmmission  without  appropriation; 
Menefree  v.  Askew,  25  Okla.  626,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  538,  107  Pac.  159,  holding  that 
statutory  provisions  as  to  salary  of  game  and  fish  warden  constituted  valid  ap- 
propriation; State  ex  rel.  Davis  v.  Eggers,  29  Nev.  474,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  640,  91 
Pac.  819,  holding  act  appropriating  money  for  mileage  of  members  of  a  state 
commission  without  placing  limit  void  as  violating  constitutional  provision  that 
no  money  shall  be  drawn  from  state  treasury  except  under  appropriations  made 
by  law. 

Cited  in  note  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  633)  on  requisites  of  appropriation  for  of- 
ficial salary  or  expenses. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Norfolk  Beet-Sugar  Co.  v.  Moore,  50  Neb.  101, 
61  Am.  St.  Rep.  538,  69  N.  W.  373,  holding  law  providing  for  bounties  on  sugar 
manufactured  in  state  not  continuing  appropriation,  where  duration  of  appropri- 
ations limited;  Goodykoontz  v.  Acker,  19  Colo.  363,  35  Pac.  911,  holding  act 
fixing  officer's  salary  "to  be  paid  out  of  any  money  appropriated  for  that  pur- 
pose," not  appropriation;  State  ex  rel.  Buchanan  v.  State  Treasurer,  68  S.  C 
419,  47  S.  £.  683,  holding  in  absence  of  constitutional  provision  fixing  salary, 
temporary  annual  appropriation  for  salary  of  judge,  limited  to  time  which  ex- 
pired before  he  took  office,  not  a  continuing  appropriation. 

Disapproved  in  Shattuck  v.  Kincaid,  31  Or.  388,  49  Pac.  758,  holding  statute 
fixing  salary  and  time  of  payment  of  public  officer  not  continuing  appropriation. 
ITacatlon   of  ofHce. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Chenoweth  v.  Acton,  31  Mont.  42,  77  Pac.  299,  holding 
under  statute  office  of  county  superintendent  of  schools  not  vacated  by  tie  vote 
for  successor. 


1233  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [24  L.R.A.  280 


Suapenatoa   of   ■tatvfea. 

Cited  in  State  ex  i«l.  Simpson  y.  Haas,  110  Minn.  118,  124  N.  W.  983,  holding 
statute  creating  an  appointive  board  composed  of  certain  officers  resumed  its 
full  force  when  one  of  those  offices  having  been  abolished  was  re-established. 

24  L.  R.  A.  272,  JACKSONVILLE,  T.  &  K.  W.  R.  CO.  v.  ADAMS,  33  Fla.  60S, 

15  So.  267. 
Conntttntlonal   prohibition   of   upedal   laiwa   rearalatlns   practice. 

Cited  in  State  em  rel.  Lamar  v.  Jacksonville  Terminal  Co.  41  Fla.  372,  27  So. 
221,  holding  statute  making  appeals  in  all  cases  brought  thereunder  returnable 
in  thirty  days  not  special  legislation. 

Cited  in  note  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  294)  on  implied  repeal  of  statutes  by  provisions 
in  constitution. 
X amber  of  Jarors  aecewiiary  for  valid  verdict. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Foster,  54  L.  R.  A.  549,  which  holds 
unauthorized,  statute  authorizing  verdict  by  three  fourths  of  jurors;  Hess  v. 
White,  24  L.  R.  A.  277,  which  holds  valid,  provision  for  verdict  by  three  fourths 
of  jury  in  civil  case. 

Cited  in  note  (43  L.  R.  A.  78)  on  number  and  agreement  of  jurors  necessary  to 
constitute  valid  verdict. 
Riflfbt  to  coBstltatloaal  mode  of  asseasnteat  vpoa   eoadentaatloa. 

Cited  in  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Birmingham,  S.  &  N.  O.  R.  Co.  130,  Ala.  670,  31 
So.  509,  holding  owner  not  precluded  by  other  proceedings  from  having  damages 
upon  condemnation  of  land,  assessed  before  entry  by  jury  of  twelve,  when  Con- 
stitution so  prescribes. 

24  L.  R.  A.  277,  HESS  v.  WHITE,  9  Utah,  61.  33  Pac.  243. 
Verdict  by  majority  of  Jaror*. 

Followed  in  Mackey  v.  Enzensperger,  11  Utah,  155,  39  Pac.  641;  Leedom  v. 
Earls  Furniture  A  Carpet  Co.  12  Utah,  180,  42  Pac.  208;  Pratt  v.  Parsons,  13 
Utah,  32,  43  Pac.  620;  Smith  v.  Salt  Lake  City  R.  (Do.  13  Utah,  33,  43  Pac.  919; 
Fred  W.  Wolf  Co.  v.  Salt  Lake  City  Brewing  Co.  10  Utah,  181,  37  Pac.  262: 
American  Pub.  Co.  v.  Fisher,  10  Utah,  154,  37  Pac.  269,—  holding  territorial  stat- 
ute permitting  verdict  by  nine  or  more  jurors  in  civil  cases  not  denial  of  consti- 
tutional right  of  trial  by  jury. 

Cited  in  Providence  Gold  Min.  Co.  v.  Burke,  6  Ariz.  328,  19  Mor.  Min.  Rep. 
626,  57  Pac.  641,  holding  statute  permitting  verdict  by  nine  or  more  jurors  in 
civil  cases  not  violation  of  constitutional  right  of  trial  by  jury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Foster,  64  L.  R.  A.  549,  which  holds 
unauthorized,  statute  authorizing  verdict  by  three  fourths  of  jurors. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  273)  on  constitutionality  of  verdict  by  less  than 
all  the  jurors;  (43  L.  R.  A.  81)  on  number  and  agreement  of  jurors  necessary 
to  constitute  valid  verdict. 

24  L.  R.  A.  280,  WARD  v.  SUGO,  113  N,  C.  489,  18  S.  E.  717. 
Forfeitare  of  asarioaa  latereat. 

Cited  in  Faison  v.  Grandy,  126  N.  C.  830,  36  S.  E.  276,  Affirming  on  rehearing 
128  N.  C.  443,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  693,  38  S.  E.  897,  holding  note  embracing  usurious 
interest  void  in  hands  of  bona-fide  holder;  Meroney  v.  Atlanta  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso. 
116  N.  C.  889,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  841,  21  S.  E.  924,  denying  right  to  enforce 
usurious  mortgage  securing  foreign  loan;  Shannon  v.  Georgia  State  Bldg.  &  L. 
Asso.  78  Miss.  968,  67  L.  R.  A.  803,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  657,  30  So.  51,  permitting 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  111.-78. 
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recovery  of  usurious  interest  paid  on  mortgage  securing  loan  from  foreign  lender; 
Smith  V.  Old  Dominion  BIdg.  &  L.  Asso.  119  N.  C.  255,  26  S.  £.  41,  holding  all 
payments  on  usurious  loan  must  be  credited  on  principal ;  Churchill  v.  Tumage, 
122  N.  C.  432,  30  S.  £.  122  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  debtor  seek- 
ing cancelation  of  usurious  mortgage  must  pay  principal  and  legal  intere:»i; 
Chas.  A.  Riley  Co.  v.  W.  T.  Sears  &  Co.  154  N.  C.  617,  70  S.  E.  997,  holding  that 
notes  given  for  additional  amount  to  that  of  money  actually  loaned,  and  legal 
interest,  are  usurious  and  void. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Blakeley  v.  Adams,  06  L.R.A.  270,  which  holds  principal 
not  deprived  of  right  to  have  usury  in  principal  obligations  purged  by  executing 
note  to  surety  for  amount  paid  by  the  latter  in  satisfaction  of  the  obligatiozis 
nor  surety  given  right  to  recover  for  his  void  note  including  usury  unless  princi- 
pal requested  him  to  pay  it  or  permitted  him  to  do  so  in  ignorance  of  the  usury. 
Rlflrltts  of  bona  llde  holder  of  negotiable  paper. 

Cited  in  United  States  Nat.  Bank  v.  McNair,  116  N.  C.  564,  21  S.  E.  389,  hold- 
ing bona-fide  indorsee  of  negotiable  paper  not  void,  illegal,  or  fraudulent,  before 
maturity,  takes  free  of  equities. 

24  L.  R.  A.  284,  INTERNATIONAL  BLDG.  &  L.  ASSO.  v.  HARDY,  86  Tex.  610, 

40  Am.  St,  Rep.  870,  26  S.  W.  497. 
Clianflre  of  rented y  aa  intpaimtent  of  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Jones  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  860,  which  sustains 
statute  shortening  time  of  insurance  company's  immunity  from  suit  without 
(ixtending  period  of  limitations;  Kirkman  v.  Bird,  58  L.  R.  A.  670,  which  sus- 
t-aiuB  as  to  prior  obligations  statute  exempting  wages  for  sixty  days  preceding 
levy;  Miners'  &  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Snyder,  68  L.R.A.  313,  which  holds  corporate 
creditor's  contract  rights  not  impaired  by  statute  requiring  all  creditors  to  unite 
in  one  suit  against  all  stockholders  for  equitable  distribution  of  liability  fund 
among  creditors. 

Cited  in  note  ( 120  Am.  St.  Rep.  477 )  on  impairment  of  contracts  by  laws  as  to 
Temedy. 

Distinguished  in  Wilson  v.  Standefer,  184  U.  S.  410,  46  L.  ed.  617,  22  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  384,  Affirming  93  Tex.  238,  54  S.  W.  898,  sustaining  statute  creating  addi< 
tional  remedy  in  case  of  default  by  purchasers  of  school  lands;  State  ex  rel. 
National  Bond  &  Secur.  Co.  v.  Krahmer,  105  Minn.  426,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  160, 
117  N.  W.  780,  holding  statute  limiting  time  of  giving  notice  of  expiration  of 
redemption  period  after  entry  of  tax  judgment  valid  and  not  in  violation  of  con- 
stitution prohibiting  laws  impairing  obligation  of  contracts. 
Contract   remedy   nnaflected   by   legislation. 

Cited  in  Goddard  v.  Reagan,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  275,  28  S.  W.  352,  holding  power 
to  sell  given  in  deed  of  trust  not  affected  by  subsequent  statute  requiring  sale 
in  county;  Thompson  v.  Cobb,  95  Tex.  147,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  820,  65  S.  W.  1090, 
holding  power  of  mortgage  trustee  to  sell  upon  any  day  unaffected  by  subsequent 
statute  prescribing  that  such  sales  be  upon  specified  days. 

24  L.  R.  A.  287,  WATSON  v.  NEEDHAM,  161  Mass.  404,  37  N.  E.  204. 
Olty's  liability  for  failure  of  ^vater  supply • 

Cited  in  Lem^n  v.  Braunfels,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  371,  35  S.  W.  341,  holding  city 
liable  for  negligently  failing  to  supply  water  to  extinguish  fire;  Milford  v. 
Bangor  R.  &  Electric  Co.  104  Me.  243,  30  L.R.A.(N,S.)  535,  71  Atl.  759,  holding 
that  city  may  recover  for  buildings  and  other  property  burned,  caused  by  breach 
of  contract  by  water  company  to  supply  water  to  extinguish  fires. 
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Cited  in  notes   (61  L.R.A.  95)   on  establishment  and  regulation  of  municipal 
water  supply;    (19  L.R.A.(N^.)  939)  on  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  con- 
tract to  furnish  water  for  irrigation;    (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)    469)    on  liability  for 
damages  caused  by  shutting  off  water  or  gas;   (108  Am.  St.  Rep.  170;  25  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  246)  on  municipal  liability  for  tort  in  connection  with  waterworks. 

Disapproved  in  Ukiah  City  v.  Ukiah  Water  &  Improv.  Co.  142  Cal.  182,  64  L. 
R.  A.  236,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  107,  75  Pac.  773,  holding  municipal  contract  for 
water  for  fire  protection  in  general,  will  not  support  action  for  destruction  of 
municipal  property  by  fire,  through  water  company  negligently  failing  to  furnish 
water. 
Acqntsttlon   of   ^^ater   sappljr    hy    eminent    domain* 

Cited  in  note   (58  L.  R.  A.  242)   on  acquisition  of  water  supply  by  right  of 
eminent  domain. 
Meaanre  of  danaaires  in  absence  of  ntarlcet  price* 

Cited  in  note  (57  L.  R.  A.  201)  on  damages  for  breach  of  contract  on  sale  of 
article  that  has  no  market  price. 
Hiflrlit  of  riparian  proprietor  to  use  trater. 

Cited  in  note  (25  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  410)  on  rights  of  riparian  proprietor  to  use 
or  divert  water  of  stream. 

24  L.  R.  A.  289,  CONE  EXPORT  &  COMMISSION  CO.  ▼.  POOLE,  41  S.  C.  70, 

19  S.  E.  203. 
Dolnv  business  in  state  within  meanins:  of  regrnlatlnir  statutes. 

Cited  in  Neal  v.  New  Orleans  Loan,  Bldg.  &  Sav.  Asso.  100  Tenn.  615,  46  S. 
W.  755,  holding  foreign  corporation  making  loan  from,  and  payable  at,  home  office 
need  not  comply  with  statutes  rc«^lating  doing  business  in  state  where  security 
located;  Havens  &  G.  Co.  v.  Diamond,  93  111.  App.  567,  holding  foreign  corpora- 
tion soliciting  orders  by  drummers  not  doing  business  within  state;  Hogan  v. 
St.  Louis,  176  Mo.  157,  75  S.  W.  604,  holding  that  entering  into  contract  by 
foreign  corporation  to  put  in  a  street  lighting  plant  is  not  doing  business  within 
state  within  meaning  of  regulating  statute  and  also  citing  annotation  to  same 
point. 

Annotation  cited  in  A.  Booth  &  Co.  v.  Weigand,  30  Utah,  142,  10  L,R.A.(N.S.) 
:698,  83  Pac.  734,  holding  that  a  foreign  corporation  may  sue  locally  on  an  assign- 
ment received  out  of  the  regular  course  of  business  without  first  complying  wit!) 
statutes  regulating  doing  business  by  foreign  corporation;  Chicago  Title  &  T. 
Co.  V.  Bashford,  120  Wis.  285,  97  N.  W.  940,  holding  that  neither  the  passively 
continuing  to  hold  valid  lien  on  local  realty  by  foreign  corporation  nor  commence- 
ment of  action  to  enforce  same  amounts  to  doing  of  business  within  meaning  of 
statute. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Fire  Asso.  28  L.  R.  A.  83, 
which  holds  prosecution  of  suit  by  foreign  corporation  not  doing  business;  Sea- 
mans  V.  Knapp,  S.  &  Co.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  362,  which  holds  valid  insurance  contract 
may  be  made  in  one  state  on  property  in  another  by  company  not  entitled  to  do 
business  in  latter  state;  Florsheim  Bros.  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  Lester,  27  L.  R.  A. 
505,  which  holds  taking  of  single  mortgage  by  foreign  corporation  for  past- 
due  indebtedness  not  doing  business;  Rose  v.  Kimberly  &  C.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  556, 
which  denies  right  of  foreign  company  prohibited  from  doing  business  in  state, 
to  collect  assessment  on  insurance  contract  made  by  mail;  Seamans  v.  Temple 
Co.  .28  L.  R.  A.  430,  which  holds  insurance  contract  made  through  mails  by  cor- 
poration not  authorized  to  do  business  will  not  support  action  against  insured 
I  for  assessment;  People  ex  rel,  Badische  Anilin  &.  Soda  Fabrik  v.  Roberts,  36  L. 
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R.  A.  756,  which  holds  foreign  corporation  which  is  a  special  partner  acting  as 
sole  agent  in  limited  partnership  admissible  as  doing  business  within  state;  State 
V.  Morehead,  26  L.  R.  A.  585,  which  holds  sale  and  delivery  of  sample  sewing^ 
machine  not  sale  by  peddler. 
Burdens  on  forelarn  corporations  dolngr  business  In  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Carson-Rand  Co.  v.  Stern,  32  L.  R.  A.  420,  which  holds 
compliance  of  foreign  corporation  with  statutory  requirements  after  motion  for 
dismissal  sufficient  to  prevent  dismissal;  Southern  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Norman^ 
31  L.  R.  A.  41,  which  upholds  tax  on  gross  receipts  of  foreign  loan  association ; 
L.ewis  V.  American  Sav.  &  Loan  Asso.  39  L.  R.  A.  559,  which  holds  deposit  of  se- 
curities by  foreign  corporation  as  condition  of  doing  business  in  state  not  ultra 
vires. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.  R.  A.  320)  on  validity  of  contracts  made  by  foreign  cor- 
porations which  have  not  complied  with  statutory  conditions  as  to  right  to  do 
business  in  state;    (24  L.  R.  A.  303,  305)   on  restrictions  on  business  of  foreign 
insurance  companies;    (30  L.  R.  A.  416)  on  limit  of  amount  of  license  fees;    (34 
L.  R.  A.  738)   on  right  to  enforce  atockholder's  liability  outside  of  state  of  in- 
corporation;   (1  L.RA.  (N.S.)   341)   on  right  of  nonresidents  to  act  as  executors, 
or  administrators;    (45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  271)   on  validity  of  license  tax  on  foreign 
corporations  as  condition  of  doing  business. 
Exelnsion  of  forelurn  corporations. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Com.  v.  Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  916,  which  holds- 
contract  obligations  impaired  by  requiring  domestication  of  foreign  railroad  com- 
pany in  state;  Taylor  v.  Branham,  39  L.  R.  A.  362,  which  holds  liable  as  partners., 
members  of  foreign  corporation  carrying  on  business  in  state  without  being  incor 
porated  therein. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  314)  on  exclusion  of  foreign  corporations  as  inter- 
ference with  interstate  commerce. 
Status  of  corporation  outside  of  state  of  domicil. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Republican  Mountain  Silver  Mines  v.  Brown,  24  L.  R.  A. 
776,  which  denies  power  of  court  of  foreign  state  to  decree  dissolution  of  cor- 
poration; American  Waterworks  Co.  v.  Farmers  Loan  &  T.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  338,. 
which  holds  corporation  subject  to  laws  of  sovereignty  under  which  it  was 
created. 

Cited  in  note   (24  L.  R.  A.  462)   on  migration  as  ground  for  forfeiting  cor- 
porate charter. 
[«aclc  of  corporate  existence  as  defense. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Maryland  Tube  &  Iron  Works  v.  West  End  Improv.  Co.  39 
R.  A.  810,  which  holds  lack  of  corporate  existence  from  failure  to  pay  bonus 
tax,  defense  to  action  by  corporation;  Washington  Nat.  Bldg.  Loan  A  Invest. 
Asso.  V.  Stanley,  68  L.  R,  A.  816,  w^hich  holds  borrower  from  foreign  loan  associ- 
ation estopped  to  defeat  foreclosure  of  mortgage  on  ground  that  corporate  ar- 
ticles not  properly  acknowledged. 
De  facta  corporations. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State,  Tidewater  Pipe  Co.  Prosecutor,  v.  State  Assessors, 
27  L.  R.  A.  684,  which  holds  limited  partnership  a  corporation  for  purpose  of 
taxation;  Duke  v.  Taylor,  31  L.  R.  A.  484,  which  holds  de  facto  corporation  not 
created  by  attempted  organization  in  one  state  under  charter  granted  in  another. 
Kxtinsuishntent  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  James  v.  Western  North  Carolina  R.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  306, 
which  holds  mortgagor  corporation  not  extinguished  by  foredoeure  sale  to  for* 
eign  corporation.  «. 
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Demtivrer  for  failure  to  state  cause  of  aetion. 

Cited  in  Knight  v.  Le  Beau,  19  Mont.  226,  47  Pac.  952,  holding  want  of  capac- 
ity to  sue,  ground  of  demurrer  distinct  from  failure  to  state  cause  of  action; 
Northrup  v.  A.  G.  Wills  Lumber  Co.  65  Kan.  771,  70  Pac.  879,  denying  right  of 
'demurrer  against  complaint  of  foreign  corporation  upon  ground  of  lack  of  ca- 
pacity to  sue,  unless  such  defect  affirmatively  appears  upon  face  of  complaint; 
Page  Woven  Wire  Fence  Co.  v.  Joslin,  38  Colo.  165,  88  Pac.  142,  holding  failure 
to  plead  admission  to  do  business  was  not  to  part  of  cause  of  action  and  not 
•demurrable. 

:24  L.  R,  A.  298,  STATE  e»  rel.  RICHARDS  v.  ACKERMAN,  51  Ohio  St.  163, 

37  N.  E.  823. 
LfCgrtMlatlve  control  of  insurance  business. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Loew,  23  Misc.  576,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  799,  and  Hancock  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Warren,  181  U.  S.  74,  45  L.  ed.  755,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  535,  affirm- 
ing 59  Ohio  St.  53,  51  N.  E.  546,  40  B.  310,  holding  privilege  of  carrying  on  inr 
.surance  business  a  franchise,  subject  to  conditions  imposed  by  state;  People  v. 
Loew,  19  Misc.  251,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  42,  sustaining  action  against  underwriters 
•carrying  on  Lloyds  insurance,  for  unlawfully  exercising  franchise;  State  v. 
Amazon  Ins.  Co.  1  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  8,  24  Ohio  C.  C.  395,  holding  insurance  com- 
pany carrying  on  its  business  in  state  without  obtaining  permission  to  do  so  is 
iinlawfully  exercising  franchise  and  may  be  ousted. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Phoenix  Assur.  Co.  v.  Montgomery  Fire  Dept.  42  L.R.A. 
'468,  which  sustains  statute  imposing  privilege  tax  on  insurance  companies  to 
provide  fund  for  benefit  of  fire  companies;  Hoadley  v.  Purifoy,  30  L.R.A.  351,  sus- 
'taining  state's  power  to  regulate  fire  insurance  business. 

Cited  in  note   (25  L.  R.  A.  238)   on  restrictions  on  insurance  by  incorporated 
associations  or  individuals;   Lloyds  associations. 
Sestrlctlons  on  business  of  foreign  Insurance  companies. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Gay,  107  Mich.  426,  30  L.R.A.  465,  footnote  p.  464,  65  N. 
'W.  292,  sustaining  prohibiting  solicitation  of  insurance  within  state  for  non- 
Tesident,  without  procuring  certificate  of  authority. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cook  v.  Rowland,  59  L.  R.  A.  338,  which  sustains  con- 
finement to  residents  of  right  to  act  as  agents  for  foreign  insurance  companies; 
Bankers'  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Howland,  57  L.  R.  A.  374,  which  denies  insurance  com- 
-missioners'  power  to  question  foreign  company's  mode  of  computing  reserve,  set 
forth  in  statement  for  license;  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fricke,  41  L.  R.  A.  557, 
which  liolds  license  of  foreign  insurance  company  properly  revoked  for  failure 
to  pay  full  license  foes  in  past  years;  State  ex  rel.  National  Life  Asso.  v.  Mat- 
thews, 40  L.  R.  A.  418,  which  authorizes  licensing  of  insurance  on  assessment 
plan  for  sole  benefit  of  policy  holders;  People  ex  rel.  Traders*  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Van 
Cleave,  47  L.  R.  A.  795,  which  sustains  right  to  license  of  foreifi^n  insurance  com- 
pany complying  with  requirements,  regardless  of  similarity  of  name  to  that  of 
domestic  corporation;  People  ex  rel.  Stephens  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  26  L.  R.  A. 
•295,  which  holds  foreign  corporation  authorized  to  carry  on  multiform  business 
in  state  not  permitting  incorporation  for  such  business. 

Cited  in  notes   (24  L.R.A.  312)   on  exclusion  of  foreign  insurance  corporations 
A8  interference  with  interstate  commerce;    (24  L.R.A.  292;  57  L.R.A,  374)  on  re- 
strictions on  business  of  foreign  insurance  company;    (45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  271)   on 
validity  of  license  tax  on  foreign  corporations  as  condition  of  doing  business. 
"What  constitutes  dolngr  business  ^^Ithla  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rose  v.  Kimberly  &  C.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  656,  which  deniet 
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right  of  foreign  company  prohibited  from  doing  buRinesB  in  state,  to  collect  as* 
cessment  on  insurance  contract  made  by  mail;  Seamans  v.  Knapp,  S.  k  Cow  Co. 
27  L.  R.  A.  362,  which  holds  viilid  insurance  contract  may  be  made  in  one  state 
on  property  in  another  by  company  not  entitled  to  do  business  in  latter  rtate; 
St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  R.  Go.  v.  Fire  Asso.  28  L.  R.  A.  83,  which  holda  prosecutioo 
of  suit  by  foreign  corporation  not  "doing  business." 
Uritat  constitutes  board  of  lire  nndenrrlters. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Childs  ex  rel.  Smith  v.  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  35  L.  H.  A.  99, 
as  to  what  constitutes  board  of  fire  underwriters  entitled  to  premiums  for  main- 
tenance of  salvage  corps. 

Rlflrht    to   rearvlate   enforcement   of   ealla   by    foreign    corpomtlona    vpon 
resident  stocUholders. 

Cited  in  Nashua  Sav.  Bank  v.  Anglo-American  Land-Mortg.  &  Agency  Co.  108 
Fed.  782,  as  to  right  of  foreign  state  to  regulate  enforcement  of  liability  of  its 
resident  stockholders  of  foreign  corporation. 

24  L.  R.  A.  311,  KINDEL  v.  BECK  k  P.  LITHOGRAPHING  00.  19  Colo.  310, 

35  Pac.  538. 
Po'VFer  of  conrt  to  eorrect  clerlcnl  error  In  reeord. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Schmidt  v.  County  Court,  9  Colo.  App.  47,  47  Pac.  469, 
sustaining  power  of  trial  court  to  correct  at  subsequent  term  clerical  error  in 
record  of  judgment;  £x  parte  Marks,  69  C.  C.  A.  80,  136  Fed.  171,  holding  that  a 
district  court  is  authorized  to  correct  a  mistake  in  computation  of  amount  of 
judgment  by  a  mandate  from  circuit  court  of  appeals,  "that  such  further  pro- 
ceedings be  had  in  the  said  cause  as  according  to  right  and  justice  and  laws  of 
United  States  ought  to  be  had;"  Denver  v.  Bradbury,  19  Colo.  App.  445,  75  Pac. 
1079,  sustaining  amendment  of  judgment  after  appeal  taken  to  conform  ta 
verdict. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.R,A.(N.S.)  209)  on  power  of  trial  court  to  correct  record 
after  appeal  or  writ  of  error. 

Distinguished  in  Hynes  v.  Barnes,  30  Mont.  29,  75  Pac.  523,  holding  appeal 
cannot  be  prevented  by  keeping  motion  on  to  correct  judgment. 
Jndprment  and  entry  by  clerk. 

Cited  in  McKnight  v.  Ballif,  45  Colo.  140,  100  Pac.  433,  holding  that  the 
entry  of  findings  does  not  show  the  rendition  of  a  judgment. 

Effect   on   contracts   of   forelgrn   corporations   of   failure   to   comply   ^rltb 
statutory    requirements. 

Cited  in  Rockford  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rogers,  9  Colo.  App.  125,  47  Pac.  848,  and  Fair- 
banks M.  &  Co.  V.  McLeod,  8  Colo.  App.  194,  45  Pac.  282,  holding  foreign  cor- 
poration's failure  to  file  certificate  appointing  agent,  no  defense  to  action  on  con- 
tract; Miller  v.  Williams,  27  Colo.  38,  69  Pac.  740,  upholding  validity  of  notes 
secured  by  deed  of  trust,  in  hands  of  foreign  corporation  not  complying  with 
statutory  requirements;  Helvetia  Swiss  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Edward  P.  Allis  Co.  11 
Colo.  App.  269,  53  Pac.  242.  holding  foreign  corporation's  right  to  sue  on  contract 
unafl'ected  by  noncompliance  with  statutory  requirements;  American  Bldg.  k 
L.  Asso.  v.  Rainbolt,  48  Neb.  452,  67  N.  W.  493  (minority  opinion),  majority 
holding  failure  of  foreign  corporation  to  comply  ^ith  statute  does  not  afl'ect  con- 
tracts existing  at  time  of  enactment;  Chicago  Mill  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  Sims,  lOT 
Mo.  App.  578,  74  S.  W.  128,  holding  that  contracts  entered  into  by  foreign  corpo- 
rations are  not  void  for  failure  to  comply  with  statutory  requirements  and  that 
they  may  be  enforced  by  such  corporations  after  a  subsequent  compliance;  A. 
Booth  k  Co.  T.  Weigand,  30  Utah,  144,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  699,  83  Pac  734,  m  re- 
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hearing  reversing  28  Utah,  394,  79  Pac.  570,  holding  that  contracts  of  foreigi^ 
corporations  made  without  complying  with  regulating  statute  are  not  void  at 
the  instance  of  the  other  party  to  contract  especially  where  he  has  received  bene- 
fits of  contract  and  such  contract  is  not  evil  or  illegal  of  itself;  Dunlop  v. 
Mercer,  86  C.  C.  A.  436,  156  Fed.  557,  holding  that  the  test  of  validity  of  con- 
tracts made  by  unqualified  foreign  corporations  is  the  legislative  intent  in  pass- 
ing qualification  statutes. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  317)  on  validity  of  contracts  made  by  foreign  cor- 
porations which  have  not  complied  with  statutory  conditions  as  to  right  to  do- 
business  in  state. 
"What    constitutes   dolngr   bnsliieMi    ^rlthln   state* 

Followed  in  International  Trust  Co.  v.  A.  Leschen  &  Sons  Rope  Co.  41  Colo* 
306,  92  Pac.  727,  14  Ann.  Cas.  8C1,  holding  that  a  sale  of  material  and  supplies 
by  foreign  corporation  under  contract  solicited  by  traveling  salesman  does  not 
constitute  doing  of  business  within  meaning  of  regulatory  statute. 

Cited  in  Havens  &  G.  Co.  v.  Diamond,  93  111.  App.  567,  holding  foreign  cor- 
poration soliciting  orders  by  drummers  not  doing  business  within  state;  Rose- 
berry  V.  Valley  Bldg.  &  L.  Aseo.  35  Colo.  134,  83  Pac.  637,  holding  that  a  single 
loan  of  money  taking  and  mortgage  by  foreign  building  and  loan  association  is 
not  a  doing  business  within  state;  State  v.  American  Book  Co.  69  Kan.  10,  1 
L.R.A.{N,S.)  1045,  76  Pac.  411,  2  Ann.  Cas.  56,  holding  that  the  negotiating  for 
and  obtaining  contract  and  bond  to  supply  public  schools  with  text  books  by 
foreign  corporation  is  not  the  doing  of  business  within  the  state;  Butler  Bros.. 
Shoe  Co.  V.  United  States  Rubber  Co.  84  C.  C.  A.  167,  156  Fed.  19,  holding  that 
a  contract  by  foreign  corporation  to  ship  goods  from  its  warehouse  into  state 
on  order  and  shipments  made  thereunder  do  not  constitute  of  themselves  the  doing 
of  business  within  meaning  of  regulating  statute. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Coit  &  Co.  v.  Sutton,  25  L.  R.  A.  819,  which  holds  foreign^ 
corporations  selling  through  itinerant  agents,  goods  made  oul-ide  of  state  not 
doing  business  within  state. 

Sxclnslon  of  foreign  corporations  as  Interference  nvlth   Interstate  com-^ 
nterce. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Milan  Mill.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Gorton,  26  L.  R.  A.  135,  which' 
holds  sale  and  setting  up  of  machinery  by  foreign  corporation  in  state  where  it 
has  no  agency,  act  of  interstate  commerce;  Com.  v.  Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.  54  L.  R.. 
A.  916,  which  holds  commerce  not  interfered  with  by  requiring  domostication  of 
foreign  railroad  company;  MacNaughtan  Co.  v.  McGirl,  38  L.  R.  A.  367,  which 
holds  purchase  of  wool  by  agent  of  foreign  corporation  for  shipment  to  other- 
states,  interstate,  which  may  be  engaged  in  without  complying  with  statutory- 
requirements. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.R.A.  292,  296,  297)  on  recognition  or  exclusion  of  foreign 
corporations;    (45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  271)   on  validity  of  license  tax  on  foreign  corpo- 
rations as  condition  of  doing  business. 
Rearulntlon  of  electric  companies. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Toledo  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  730,  which- 
sustains  city's  right  to  make  local  regulations  for  permitting  stringing  of  tele-^ 
graph  wires  in  streets. 

Cited  in  note    (31   L.  R.  A.  806,  808)    on  police  regulation  of  electric  com- 
panies. 
Nonprejudicial    error. 

Cited  in  Steinhauer  v.  Colmar,  11  Colo.  App.  498,  56  Pac.  291,  holding  de- 
fendant cannot  complain  of  erroneously  striking  out  of  answer  presenting  no* 
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defense;  Enright  v.  Midland  Sampling  &  Ore  Co.  33  Colo.  344,  80  Pac  1041, 
holding  plaintifT  whose  complaint  was  demurrable  could  not  complain  of  joinder 
of  motion  to  strike  with  demurrer. 

24  L.  R.  A.  315,  EDISON  GENERAL  ELECTRIC  CO.  v.  CANADIAN  P.  NAV. 

CO.  8  Wash.  370,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  910,  36  Pac.  260. 

Affect   on   contracts   of   failure   to   comply    inrlth   statutory   con4itIona   of 
dolngr  bnalneMi. 

Cited  in  Vermont  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Hoffman,  6  Idaho,  384,  37  L.  R.  A.  511, 
•95  Am.  St.  Rep.  186,  49  Pac.  314,  and  Vermont  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Hoffman,  5 
Idaho,  384,  37  L.  R.  A.  511,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  186,  49  Pac.  314,  sustaining  right 
of  unlicensed  money-lender  to  recover  loan;  American  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Kain- 
bolt,  48  Neb.  452,  67  N.  W.  493  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  foreign 
corporation's  failure  to  comply  with  statute  does  not  affect  contracts  existing  at 
time  of  enactment;  Garratt  Ford  Co.  v.  Vermont  :Mfg.  Co.  20  R.  I.  189,  39  L.  R- 
A.  546,  also  footnote,  545,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  852,  37  Atl.  948,  holding  valid,  con- 
tract of  unauthorized  foreign  corporation;  Kendrick  v.  Warren  Bros.  Co.  110  Md. 
71,  72  Atl.  461,  on  the  validity  of  contracts  entered  into  by  unqualified  foreign 
■corporations;  A.  E.  Sutton  &  Co.  v.  Coast  Trading  Co.  49  Wash.  700,  96  Pac. 
428,  holding  that  the  contract  of  a  partnership  is  not  void  merely  for  failure  to 
comply  with  statute  requiring  filing  of  certificate  showing  names  of  true  parties 
in  Miterest  in  such  partnership. 

Annotation  cited  in  Hastings  Industrial  Co.  v.  Moran,  143  Mich.  682,  107  N. 
W.  706,  as  containing  a  collection  of  authorities  on  question  of  validity  of  con- 
tracts of  unqualified  foreign  corporation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Brinkley  Stave  &  Heading  Co.  29 
L.  R.  A.  712,  which  upholds  right  of  unauthorized  foreign  company  to  enforce 
claim  for  insurance  premium;  McCanna  &  F.  Co.  v.  Citizens*  Trust  &  Surety  Co. 
35  L.  It  A.  236,  which  holds  void,  bond  insuring  foreign  corporation  not  complying 
with  statutory  requirements,  against  dishonesty  of  manager. 

Cited  in  notes  (34  L.  R.  A.  741)  on  right  to  enforce  stockholder's  liability  out- 
side of  state  of  incorporation;  (24  L.  R.  A.  305)  on  restrictions  on  business  of 
foreign  insurance  companies;  (24  L.  R.  A.  291,  293,  297)  on  recognition  or  exclu- 
sion of  foreign  corporations;  (25  L.  R.  A.  569)  on  how  far  statutes  will  be  re- 
garded aB  having  abrogated  maxim  tliat  one  cannot  profit  by  his  own  wrong ;  ( 1 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1042)  on  validity  of  contracts  of  foreign  corporations  before  getting 
permission  to  do  business;  (4  L.R.A. (N.S.)  689)  on  imposition  of  penalty  as 
affecting  validity  of  contract  by  foreign  corporation  without  complying  with 
statutory  conditions  of  doing  business;  (21  L.R.A. (X.S.)  707)  on  right  to  can- 
celation of  contract  with  foreign  corporation  because  it  has  not  complied  with 
state  laws  entitling  it  to  do  business. 
What  constitute*  doinv  business  irlthin   state* 

Cited  in  State  v.  American  Book  Co.  69  Kan.  11,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1045,  76 
Pac.  411,  2  Ann.  Cas.  66,  holding  that  the  negotiation  for  and  procurement  of 
contract  and  bond  by  unqualified  foreign  corporation  to  supply  public  schools 
with  text  books  is  not  prohibited  by  regulating  statute. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Coit  &  Co.  v.  Sutton,  25  L.  R.  A.  819,  which  holds  foreign 
corporations  selling,  through  itinerant  agents,  goods  made  outside  of  state  not  do- 
ing business  within  state. 
Estoppel  to  den  9^  corporate  cliaracier. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  W^ashington  Nat.  Bldg.  Loan  iSt  Invest.  Asso.  v.  Stanley, 
58  L.  R.  A.  816,  which  holds  borrower  from  foreign  loan  association  estopped  to 
defeat  foreclosure  of  mortgage  on  ground  that  corporate  articles  not  properly  ac- 
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knowledged;  Maryland  Tube  &  Iron  Works  v.  West  End  Improv.  Co.  39  L.  R.  A. 
810,  which  holds  lack  of  corporate  existence  from  failure  to  pay  bonus  tax,  de- 
fense to  action  by  corporation;  State  v.  O'Brien,  26  L.  R.  A.  252,  which  holds- 
foreign  corporation's  failure  to  comply  with  statutory  conditions,  no  defense  to> 
charge  of  embezzlement  by  employee. 

AllQ^Fanee  of  Interest. 

Followed  in  Tilden  v.  Gordon,  34  Wash.  98,  74  Pac.  1016,  allowing  interest  fromr 
time  action  was  brought  on  recovery  by  seller  of  contract  price  of  goods  sold. 

Cited  in  Spokane  v.  Costello,  42  Wash.  190,  84  Pac.  662,  holding  that  interest 
may  be  recovered  though  complaint  contains  no  demand  for  it  where  interest  is- 
an  incident  of  the  debt  sued  for. 

24  L.  R.  A.  322,  LANCASTER  v.  AMSTERDAM  IMPROV.  CO.  140  N.  Y.  676,. 

56  X.  Y.  S.  R.  434,  35  N.  E.  964. 
Wbat  conatfltotes  de  facto  corporation. 

Cited  in  Gilkey  v.  How,  105  Wis.  46,  49  L.  R.  A.  485,  81  N.  W.  120,  holding 
de  facto  corporation  efTected  by  bona  fide  attempt  to  comply  with  statute,  and 
transaction  of  business. 
Rlflrht  to  question  corporation's  leval   capaeltjr. 

Cited  in  Novelty  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Connell,  88  Hun,  256,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  717,  holding 
foreign  corporation's  failure  to  comply  with  statutory  requirements  no  defense 
to  action  on  contract;  Lasater  v.  Purcell  Mill  &  Elevator  Co.  22  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
36,  54  S.  W.  425,  sustaining  right  to  sue,  of  corporation  transacting  business 
under  franchise  from  another  state;  Dunbarton  Flax  Spinning  Co.  v.  Greenwich 
&  J.  R.  Co.  87  App.  Div.  26,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  1054,  holding  foreign  corporation  not 
prevented  from  maintaining  action  by  prior  failure  to  pay  statutory  license  fee, 
when  it  had  paid  it  at  time  of  commencing  action;  Guyer  v.  Auers,  132  111.  App. 
526,  holding  that  person  receiving  property  from  corporation  cannot  set  up  ultra 
vires  to  the  contract  by  which  he  obtained  property  as  a  defense  to  breach  of 
restriction  in  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Congregational  Church  Bldg.  Soc.  v.  Everitt,  35  L.R.A. 
693,  which  denies  right  of  heirs  or  next  of  kin  to  question  legal  capacity  of  cor- 
poration to  take  bequest  in  excess  of  statutory  amount;  Myatt  v.  Ponca  City  L. 
&  I.  Co.  68  L.R.A.  810,  which  sustains  right  of  individual  to  challenge  capacity 
of  corporation  to  acquire  title  to  property  vested  in  him  as  a  defense  in  action  by 
it  against  him. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.R.A.  294)  on  right  of  private  persons  to  contest  power  of 
corporation  to  take  or  hold  property;   (33  L.R.A. (N.S.)  356)  as  to  who  may  take 
advantage  of  statute  rendering  foreign  corporation  incapable  of  taking  title. 
Adnftlaslon  of  forelara  corporation  to  state. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Brown  Contracting  &  Bldg.  Co.  v.  Cook,  181  Mo.  607,  80 
S.  W.  929,  holding  corporation  not  disentitled  to  admission  as  an  evasive  one,, 
merely  because  composed  of  domestic  stockholders  and  wholly  local  in  its  business. 
Rigrht  of  forelgra  corporations  to  hold  land. 

Cited  in  Barcello  v.  Hapgood,  118  K.  C.  728,  24  S.  E.  124,  holdinj?  foreign  cor- 
porations duly  authorized  by  charter  have  same  right  as  domestic  to  hold  land^ 
Reorganized  Church  of  Jesus  Christ,  L.  D.  S.  v.  Church  of  Christ,  60  Fed.  941, 
sustaining  right  of  foreign  religious  corporation  to  hold  lands  for  purposes  lim- 
ited by  state  Constitution;  Watkins  v.  Iowa  C.  R.  Co.  123  Iowa,  401,  98  N.  W. 
910,  holding  title  to  land  conveyed  in  fee  to  railroad  company  not  lost  by  non- 
user;  Penn  Collieries  Co.  t.  McKeever,  183  N.  Y.  102,  2  LJl.A.(N.S.)    129,  7ft 
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X.  £.  935,  on  the  policy  respecting  the  allowance  of  foreign  corporations  to  do 
business  in  state. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Winston  v.  Hudson  Land  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  430, 
which  holds  conveyances  to  corporation  invalid  on  aliens  subsequently  acquiring 
majority  of  corporate  stock. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.R.A.  290)  on  recognition  or  exclusion  of  foreign  corpora- 
tions; (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  362)  on  continued  duty  and  liability  of  public  service 
corporation  conveying  property  to  foreign  corporation  incapable  of  taking  title. 
Rlgrht  to  exercise  eminent  domain. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lancey  v.  King  County,  34  L.R.A.  817,  which  holds  emi- 
nent domain  exercisable  by  state  in  constructing  public  improvement  to  be  con- 
veyed to  United  States;  Southern  Illinois  &  M.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Stone,  63  LJLA- 
301,  which  holds  that  foreign  bridge  company  may  condemn  property  necessary 
for  approaches  and  terminal  facilities. 

24  L.  R.  A.  333,  PRICE  v.  OAKFIELD  HIGHLAND  CREAMERY  CO.  87  Wis. 

536,  68  N.  W.  1039. 
l¥hnt  con«titnte«  nnlMince. 

Cited  in  McCann  v.  Strang,  97  Wis.  553,  72  N.  W.  1117,  holding  electric  Ught 
plant  running  late  at  night,  not  causing  material  injury,  no  nuisance. 
Injunction   agralnat  nnlMince. 

Cited  in  Robb  v.  La  Grange,  158  111.  28,  42  N.  E.  77,  holding  continuing  nui- 
sance enjoinable. 
Underirronnd   pollution   of  ivater. 

Cited  in  note  (34  L.R.A.  (X.S.)  50)  on  underground  pollution  of  water. 

24  L.  R.  A.  336,  GILLAN  v.  NORMAL  SCHOOLS,  88  Wis.  7,  58  N.  W.  1042. 
Removal  of  teacliers. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Freeman  v.  Bourne,  39  L.  R.  A.  510,  which  upholds  dis- 
missal of  school  superintendent  for  indictment  for,  and  conviction  of,  adultery. 
— -  Concluslvenem   of  action   on   court. 

Cited  in  Ewin  v.  Independent  School  Dist.  No.  8,  10  Idaho,  113,  77  Pac.  222, 
holding  discharge  of  teacher  by  school  board  not  subject  to  review  by  courts, 
there  being  no  limitation  on  action  of  board  as  to  reason  or  cause  of  discharge, 
their  act  being  entirely  discretionary;  School  Dist.  No.  18  v.  Davies,  69  Kan. 
166,  76  Pac.  409,  holding  act  of  district  board  in  conjunction  with  county  super- 
intendent in  dismissal  of  school  teacher  under  statute  final  in  absence  of  fraud, 
oppression,  or  corruption;  Ward  v.  Kansas  State  Agri.  College,  70  C.  C.  A.  512, 
138  Fed.  377,  holding  grounds  of  removal  of  professor  before  expiration  of 
contract  not  subject  to  review  by  court  under  statute  giving  board  power  of 
removal  whenever  interest  of  school  should  require. 
Irrevlewable   piroceedlnsa. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Cook  v.  Houser,  122  Wis.  595,  100  N.  W.  964,  holding 
-statutory  mode  of  enforcing  right  to  have  party  designation  on  ballot  was 
•exclusive,   where  there  were  no  jurisdictional  defects. 

^4  L.  R.  A.  339,  DYER  v.  DUFFY,  39  W.  Va.  148,  19  S.  E.  540. 
Option  contract*. 

Cited  in  Monongah  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v,  Flemming,  42  W.  Va.  641,  26  S.  E.  201, 
holding  signed  statement  "I  have  this  day  sold"  to  certain  person  coal  under  cer- 
tain farm,  not  option,  but  absolute  contract  of  sale;  Newberry  v.  Webb,  68  W. 
Va.  213,  69  S.  E.  792,  holding  that  option  to  purchase  land  ia  void  unlees  tender 
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is  made  within  time  required  by  provisions  thereof;  Armstrong  v.  Ross,  61  W. 
Va.  47,  55  S.  E.  895,  holding  that  failure  of  vendee  under  contract  to  purchase 
land  to  accept  performance  as  offered  by  vendor  does  not  operate  as  a  release 
of  vendor  from  performance  as  is  the  case  in  an  option. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Booth  v.  People,  50  L.R.A.  762,  which  sustains  statute 
making  unlawful,  options  for  sale  of  commodities  which  have  been  subject  of 
gambling  operations;  Turner  v.  McCormick,  67  L.R«A.  853,  which  holds  option 
of  sale  of  land  converted  into  an  executory  contract  by  written  acceptance 
thereof  according  to  its  ^'terms''  notwithstanding  a  request  for  a  departure 
from  such  terms  as  to  time  and  place  of  performance. 
— «  Amlflrnabllity   of. 

Distinguished  in  Fulton  v.  Messenger,  61  W.  Va.  483,  56  S.  E.  830,  holding 
option  assignable  where  express  stipulation  is  made  to  that  effect. 
PropoMi.1    and    acceptance. 

Cited  in  Parks  v.  Morris  L.  Co.  63  W.  Va.  54,  59  S.  E.  753,  holding  no 
contract  to  exist  where  purchaser  asks  owner  of  timber  terms  of  sale  and  owner 
answers  telling  what  he  will  sell  for,  there  being  nothing  further  said  or  done; 
John  v.  Ekins,  63  W.  Va.  162,  69  S.  E.  961,  holding  that  an  agreement  to  sell 
land  for  railroad  purposes  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery  of  warranty  deed  after 
notice  of  acceptance  by  purchaser  merely  amounts  to  a  proposal  to  sell  on 
acceptance. 

Cited  in  note  (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  133)   on  requisites  of  acceptance  of  offer. 
mriien  tinte  Is  of  essenee  of  contract. 

Cited  in  Bateman  v.  Kramer  Lumber  Co.  154  N.  C.  251,  34  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  619, 
70  S.  E.  474,  holding  that  provision  in  timber  deed  granting  extension  of  time 
for  removal  of  timber,  upon  condition  of  certain  payments  to  be  made,  is  in 
nature  of  option  in  which  time  is  of  essence  of  contract  and  should  be  strictly 
construed. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Garrison  v.  Cooke,  61  L.  R.  A.  342,  which  holds  time  of 
essence  of  subscription  for  cost  of  railroad  in  consideration  of  nmning  of  trains 
by  specified  date. 
Dealinar  with  affent  under  ^vrltten  authority. 

Cited  in  O'Connor  v.  O'Connor,  45  W.  Va.  366,  32  S.  E.  276,  holding  receipt 
of  payment  by  agent  not  thereto  authorized  by  written  authority  does  not  con- 
firm sale;  Re  Miley,  187  Fed.  179,  holding  that  word  "agent"  after  name  of 
vendee  in  land  contract,  without  disclosure  of  for  whom  he  was  agent,  would  be 
rejected  as  surplusage. 
When   principal   not   bound   by  unauthorimed   contract. 

Cited  in  Rohrbough  v.  United  States  Exp.  Co.  50  W.  Va.  152,  88  Am.  St.  Rep. 
:849,  40  S.  E.  398,  denying  express  company's  liability  on  money  orders  issued  to 
one  knowing  agent's  want  of  authority;  Rosendorf  v.  Poling,  48  W.  Va.  624,  37  S. 
E.  555,  holding  purchaser  from  agent  without  authority  to  sell,  acquires,  and  can 
<x>nfer,  no  title;  Findley  v.  Cimningham,  53  W.  Va.  11,  44  S.  E.  472,  holding  that 
evidence  does  not  show  special  agency  to  make  new  promise  on  behalf  of  co- 
parceners to  pay  debt  of  decedent;  Bowles  v.  Rice,  107  Va.  53,  57  S.  E.  575, 
holding  that  sale  of  timber  by  special  agent  on  28  days  time  giving  purchaser 
usual  rights  of  removal  is  in  excess  of  his  written  authority  to  sell  for  cash 
giving  2  years  time  for  removal  and  right  to  saw  and  is  not  binding  on  principal ; 
Tibbs  V.  Zirkle,  56  W,  Va.  54,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  977,  46  S.  E.  701,  2  Ann.  Cas. 
421,  holding  that  person  obtaining  option  from  agent  merely  empowered  to  sell 
cannot  enforce  same  against  owner  of  property  or  co-agent;  Wheeling  Ice  & 
Storage  Co.  v.  Conner,  61  W.  Va.  131,  55  S.  E.  982,  holding  secretary  had  no 
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apparent  power  to  charge  corporation  for  purchase  in  his  own  name;   Cobb  v. 
Glenn  Boom  &  Lumber  Co.  67  W.  Va,  65,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  734,  49  S.  E.  1005, 
holding  secretary  as  such  has  no  apparent  power  to  contract  for  sale  of  corpo- 
ration's lands. 
Agent's   Mtle   on   credit. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Chilton,  49  W.  Va.  456,  39  S.  E.  612,  holding  public  officer 
without  actual  authority  cannot  sell  state  property  on  credit;  Morton  v.  Morris, 
27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  266,  66  S.  W.  94,  holding  sale  by  agent  authorized  to  sell  "on 
such  terms  as  to  him  shall  seem  meet,"  unauthorized  when  made  upon  indefinite 
and  unreasonable  credit. 
Specific  performance. 

Cited  in  Urpman  v.  Lowther  Oil  Co.  53  W.  Va.  509,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  1027,  44 
S.  E.  433,  denying  specific  performance  of  contract  to  convey,  after  delay,  if  by 
reason  or  changed  conditions  hardship  would  result  to  vendor;  Cummins  v. 
Beavers,  103  Va.  237,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  881,  48  S.  E.  891,  1  Ann.  Cas.  986,  holding 
that  specific  performance  may  be  had  on  an  option  to  purchase  land  where  a 
consideration  has  been  paid  though  subsequent  to  time  of  making  agreement: 
Martin  v.  Thomas,  66  W.  Va.  227,  49  S.  E.  118,  holding  that  equity  will  not 
grant  specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  sell  land  where  through  unreasonable 
delay  of  vendee  conditions  have  changed  in  the  situation  of  the  parties  in- 
terested; Heflin  v.  Heflin,  63  W.  Va.  38,  59  S.  E.  745,  holding  where  court  ifr 
of  opinion  that  grantee  has  received  all  that  is  rightfully  coming  to  him  speeific- 
perfomiance  of  a  deed  will  not  be  decreed  though  deed  through  mistake  calls 
for  more  than  grantee  obtained. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  W.  I.  R.  Ca  36 
L.  R.  A.  167,  which  refuses  to  require  payment  of  interest  not  provided  for  a»« 
condition  of  specific  performance  of  contract. 

24  L.  R.  A.  343,  STATE  ex  rel  THOMPSON  v.  McCALUSTER,  38  W.  Va.  485,, 

18  S.  E.  770. 
MandamuH   to   determine   rlKltt    to   ofllce. 

Distinguished  in  Schmulbach  v.  Speidel,  60  W.  Va.  560,  66  L.  R.  A.  925,  40  S. 
E.  424,  holding  mandamus  lies  to  correct  improper  motion   from  office;   Kline 
V.  McKelvey,  57  W.  Va.  31,  49  S.  E.  896,  holding  that  mandamus  is  a  propel 
remedy  for  the  admission  or  restoration  to  office  of  one  who  holds  the  clear^ 
legal,  prima  facie  right  to  it. 
Revle^v  of  Judicial  actions. 

Cited  in  McWhorter  v.  Dorr,  57  W.  Va.  610,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  815,  50-  S.  E. 
838,  disallowing  writ  of  prohibition  to  prevent  member  of  special  tribunal  to 
hear  and  determine  election  contests,  from  acting  in  certain  contest:  Wlieeling 
&  E.  G.  R.  Co.  V.  Triadelphia,  68  VV.  Va.  499,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  328,  52  S.  E.  499, 
holding  that  the  act  of  municipal  authorities  in  revoking  street  railway  franchise 
is  not  reviewable  by  certiorari. 
IVbat   constitutes   residence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel,  Goodell  v.  McGeary,  44  L.  R.  A.  446,  whicb^ 
holds  building  and  furnishing  of  new  house  with   intention  of  living  in   same 
do  not  make  owner  elector  of  ward  while  renting  elsewhere. 
HThen   lejirliilatlon   nnconstltntlonai. 

Cited  in  Chapman  v.  Reddick,  41  Fla.  133,  26  So.  673,  holding  legislation  not: 
invalid  unless  clearly  contrary  to  express  or  implied  constitutional  prohibition 
LegrislatlTe  regrnlation  of  office  holding:. 

Approved  in  Kahle  v.  Peters.  64  W.  Va.  403,  62  S.  E.  691,  holding  freehold: 
qualification  to  the  holding  of  office  as  councilman  not  unconstitutional. 


3245  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [24  L.R.A.  367 

Cited  in  McMillin  v.  Neeley,  66  W.  Va.  497,  66  S.  E.  635,  holding  that  charter 
«ct  of  city  demanding  freehold  qualification  for  councilman  is  constitutional; 
^tate  ex  rel.  Moodie  v.  Bryan,  50  Fla.  376,  39  So.  929,  holding  statute  making 
length  and  locality  of  residence  a  qualification  to  membership  on  a  statutory 
board  not  a  violation  of  implied  constitutional  regulation;  State  ex  rel.  Work- 
man V.  Goldthait,  172  Ind.  218,  87  N.  E.  133,  holding  where  an  office  is  not  of 
•constitutional  origin  the  legislature  may  impose  reasonable  qualification  to  the 
holding  thereof  in  addition  to  qualifications  generally  imposed  by  constitution; 
Button  V.  State  Corp.  Commission,  105  Va.  639,  54  S.  E.  769,  holding  that  the 
power  given  to  legislature  to  establish  a  subordinate  bureau  of  insurance  carries 
with  it  the  right  to  elect  insurance  commissioner  no  such  election  or  appoint- 
ment being  provided  for  in  constitution. 
Hnaband's  Interest   In   wife'a   seiHirnte   realty. 

Cited  in  Guernsey  v.  Lazear,  51  W.  Va.  329,  41  S.  E.  405,  holding  husband  has 
no  estate  in  wife's  separate  property. 

54  L.  R.  A.  355,  BRANSON  v.  GEE,  26  Or.  462,  36  Pac.  527. 

Followed  without  special  discussion  in  Cherry  v.  Lane  County,  26  Or.  489,  36 
Pac.  531. 
Dne  process  of  la^w* 

Cited  in  Towns  v.  Klamath  County,  33  Or.  233,  53  Pac.  604,  holding  notice  of 
application  for  laying  out  road  need  not  be  given  to  landowner  with  subsequent 
opportunity  for  hearing  on  compensation;  State  v.  Sponaugle,  45  W.  Va.  430,  43 
L.  R.  A.  734,  32  S.  E.  283,  sustaining  constitutionality  of  provision  forfeiting 
land  for  owner's  failure  to  enter  for  taxation. 
TaklniB?  property  vrlthout  compensation   first   assessed  and   tendered. 

Cited  in  Baker  County  v.  Benson,  40  Or.  215,  66  S.  E.  815,  holding  public  offi- 
cers not  entitled  to  demand  pay  in  advance  for  making  copies  of  records  for 
county. 

24  L.  R.  A.  357,  DAVIE  v.  LUMBERMAN'S  MIN.  CO.  93  Mich.  491,  53  N.  W. 

625. 
Contracts   void   for  Indeflnlteness. 

Cited  in  Flaherty  v..Cary,  62  App.  Div.  121,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  951,  holding  con- 
tract for  organizing  corporation,  not  specifying  where,  amount  of  stock,  number  of 
directors,  or  scope  of  operations,  void;  Faulkner  v.  Des  Moir  <  Drug  Co.  117 
Iowa,  123,  90  N.  W.  585,  holding  contract  of  employment,  to  continue  "until  mu- 
tually agreed  void,"  void  for  uncertainty;  Thonias-Huycke-Martin  Co.  v.  Gray, 
94  Ark.  12,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  93,  125  S.  VV.  659;  El  Dorado  Ice  &  Planing  Mill 
Co.  V.  Kinard,  96  Ark.  188,  131  S.  W.  460,— holding  that  contract  for  output  of 
mil]  of  known  capacity  for  definite  period  at  certain  price  is  binding  as  amount 
sold  is  capable  of  estimate. 

Distinguished  in  Dykema  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  101  Mich. 
48,  59  N.  W.  447,  holding  damages  recoverable  for  breach  of  lease  of  elevator 
at  certain  rate  per  bushel  transferred,  terminable  upon  ninety  days'  notice;  Lan- 
ford  V.  United  States  Wooden-Ware  Co.  127  Mich.  615,  86  N.  W.  1033,  holding 
damages  recoverable  by  vendor  for  breach  of  contract  to  buy  staves  at  stated 
price,  with  right  to  vendor  to  offer  another  proposition  as  to  price,  if  that  fixed 
left  no  profits. 
Contracts    Invalid   as   lacklnfr    mutuality* 

Cited  in  Jackson  v.  Sessions,  109  Mich.  222,  67  N.  W.  315,  holding  assignment 
by  subvendee  of  timber  contract  void  for  want  of  mutuality  as  between  vendor 
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and  assignee  assuming  no  liabilities;  American  Cotton  Oil  Co.  y.  Eark,  15  C.  C. 
A.  543,  34  U.  S.  App.  60,  68  Fed.  794,  holding  contract  to  sell  certain  quantity 
at  stated  price,  without  agreement  to  purchase,  void  as  wanting  mutuality;  Cold 
Blast  Transp.  Co.  v.  Kansas  City  Bolt  &  Nut  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  699,  52  C.  C.  A.  29,, 
114  Fed.  81,  holding  accepted  offer  to  sell  at  stated  price  during  limited  tiine, 
such  goods  as  acceptor  may  desire,  void;  Teipel  v.  Meyer,  106  Wis.  43,  81  N.  W. 
982,  holding  contract  to  sell  so  long  as  dealer  should  continue  to  buy  void;  Mis- 
souri, K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Bagley,  60  Kan.  431,  56  Pac.  759,  holding  railway'* 
contract  to  transport  com  if  purchased  at  certain  rate  void;  Woolsey  v.  Ryan, 
59  Kan.  605,  54  Pac.  664,  holding  damages  not  recoverable  from  nonproniising 
party  to  agreement  to  render  services;  Fowler  Utilities  Co.  v.  Gray,  168  Ind.  5, 
7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  728,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  344,  79  N.  E.  897,  holding  injunction  will 
not  issue  against  breach  of  contract  to  supply  heat  as  long  as  complainant  de> 
sires,  the  contract  not  being  binding  for  lack  of  mutuality;  Underwood  Type- 
writer Co.  V.  Century  Realty  Co.  118  Mo.  App.  208,  94  S.  W.  787  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  invalidity  of  contract  for  lack  of  mutuality. 

Distinguished  in  Loudenback  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Tennessee  Phosphate  Co.  61 
L.  R.  A.  405,  58  C.  C.  A.  222,  121  Fed.  301,  holding  valid  contract  for  purchase 
of  phosphate  for  specified  period,  at  fixed  price,  in  amounts  as  ordered,  but 
amounting  annually  to  specified  number  of  tons,  with  right  to  purchase  annually 
twice  that  amount;  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  K.  &  S.  R.  Co.  132  Mich.  331, 
93  N.  W.  882,  holding  that  a  contract  giving  railroad  company  trackage  so  long 
as  milling  business  was  carried  on  and  allowing  company  to  remove  track  when- 
ever in  its  judgment  business  was  not  sufficient  to  justify  maintenance,  is  not 
void  for  lack  of  mutuality. 
statutory  constmctlon,   unexpressed  Intention. 

Cit«d  in  Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Champlin,  54  C.  C.  A.  210,  116  Fed.  860; 
Johnson  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  54  C  C.  A.  511,  117  Fed.  465,  holding  legislature's 
unexpressed  intention  cannot  be  read  into  statute;  Chauncey  v.  Dyke  Bros.  55 
C.  C.  A.  591,  119  Fed.  13,  dissenting  opinion  by  Sanborn,  J.,  who  holds  secret 
intention  cannot  be  interpreted  into  unambiguous  statute. 

24  L.  R,  A.  359,  UNION  SAV.  BANK  &  TRUST  CO.  v.  GELBACH,  8  Wash.  497» 
36  Pac.  467. 

Followed  without  special  discussion  in  Burns  v.  Woolery",  15  Wash.  135,  45  Pac 
894. 
Interent   on   municipal   vrarrants. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Shoudy,  12  Wash.  368,  41  Pac.  169,  holding  warrants 
issued  for  illegal  indebtedness  subsequently  ratified  draw  10  per  cent  interest 
from  original  presentment;  State  ex  rel.  Theis  v.  Bowen,  11  Wash.  433,  39  Pac 
648,  holding  state  warrants  draw^  interest  at  rate  in  force  when  presented  t-o 
treasurer  for  indorsement;  Seton  v.  Hoyt,  34  Or.  280,  43  L.  R.  A.  638,  footnote 
p.  634,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  641,  55  Pac.  967,  denying  power  to  reduce,  by  subse- 
quent statute,  rate  of  interest  on  county  warrants  indorsed  "Not  paid  for  want 
of  funds;"  State  ex  rel.  Strahorn  v.  Stout,  43  Wash.  503,  86  Pac.  848,  10  Ann. 
Cas.  208,  holding  ordinance  providing  that  warrants  shall  draw  interest  from 
presentment  and  endorsement  "not  paid  for  lack  of  funds,"  legal. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Capital  Nat.  Bank  v.  Young,  22  Wash.  549,  61 
Pac.  725,  holding  state  warrants  draw  interest  at  rate  prevailing  at  presentation^ 
not  at  issuance. 

Nntvre  of  municipal  -warrants. 

Cited  in  Eidemiller  v.  Tnconia.  N  W.nsh.  396,  44  Pac  877,  holding  law  pro- 
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Tiding  for  diversion  of  fund  invalid  as  to  prior  warrants  drawn  thereon ;  Bardsley 
V.  Sternberg,  17  Wash.  249,  49  Pac.  499,  holding  municipal  warrants  subject  to 
original  defenses;  Fidelity  Trust  Co.  v.  Palmer,  22  Wash.  475,  79  Am.  St.  Rep. 
953,  61  Pac.  158,  holding  innocent  purchaser  from  apparent  owner  of  city  war- 
rant acquires  title. 
Ranntnff   of   utatvte   of   limitations   avalnst   municipal    ^^arrants* 

Cited  in  Potter  v.  New  Whatcom,  20  Wash.  590,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  135,  56  Pac. 
394,  holding  statute  does  not  run  against  city  warrant  until  notice  of  readiness 
to  pay. 
Conipellinar  payment  of  ntnnicipal  'VFarrants. 

Cited  in  Mason  v.  Purdy,  11  Wash.  596,  40  Pac.  130,  and  Cloud  v.  Sumas, 
9  Wash.  401,  37  Pac.  305,  holding  mandamus  proper  to  compel  payment  of  mu- 
nicipal warrant;  Pauly  Jail  Bldg.  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Jefferson  County,  88  C.  C,  A. 
48,  160  Fed.  870,  holding  that  refusal  to  pay  county  warrant  for  want  of  funds 
does  not  entitle  holder  to  judgment  against  county,  mandamus  being  issuable 
to  compel  payment  in  proper  order  when  fund  to  draw  from  exists. 

24  L.  R.  A.  363,  WALKER  v.  HANNIBAL  &  ST.  J.  R.  CO.  121  Mo.  575,  42  Am. 

St.  Rep.  647,  26  S.  W.  360. 
Railroad's  liability  for  Injury  by  articles  throi^vn  front  train. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Card  v.  Eddy,  36  L.  R.  A.  806,  which  denies  railroad  com- 
pany's liability  for  injury  to  employee  by  throwing  weighted  message  from 
moving  train. 

Cited  in  notes  (27  L.R.A.  166)  on  master's  civil  responsibility  for  wrongful  or 
negligent  act  of  servant  or  agent  towards  one  who  has  no  claim  on  master  by 
reason  of  contract,  incipient  or  perfected;  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  583)  on  liability  of 
railroad  for  injuries  by  objects  thrown  from  moving  train. 

Distinguished  in  Fletcher  v.  Baltimore  &  P.  R.  Co.  168  U.  S.  143,  42  L.  ed. 
414,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  35,  holding  liability  of  railroad  to  person  injured  by  timber 
thrown  off  train  by  employees  for  own  use,  according  to  custom,  question  for  jury. 
Act  of  servant  ^^ben  not  In  service  of  master. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Gillen,  166  Ind.  324,  76  N.  E.  1058,  holding 
that  failure  of  complaint  to  aver  that  injury  was  caused  by  use  of  defective  tool 
by  employee  while  acting  in  line  of  duty  or  performing  service  required  under 
his  employment  renders  it  insufficient;  Atherton  v.  Kansas  City  Coal  &  Coke 
Co.  106  Mo.  App.  593,  81  S.  W.  223,  holding  master  not  liable  for  negligence  of 
his  coal  deliverer  in  unloading  coal  under  special  direction  of  purchaser  by 
which  such  purchaser  was  injured;  Overton  v.  Chicago  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  Ill  Mo. 
App.  616,  86  S.  W.  503,  holding  employer  not  liable  under  fellow  servant  act 
where  plaintiff  was  knocked  from  hand  car  by  act  of  fellow  servant  in  taking 
off  his  hat  by  which  he  lost  his  balance  such  act  of  removing  hat  not  being  in 
service  of  master;  Evans  v.  A.  L.  Dyke  Automobile  Supply  Co.  121  Mo.  App. 
279,  101  S.  W.  1132,  holding  prospective  buyer  of  an  automobile  not  liable  for 
its  destruction  by  his  servant  on  a  pleasure  trip  not  connected  with  his  employ- 
ment; Landers  v.  Quincy,  0.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  134  Mo.  App.  87,  114  S.  W.  543, 
holding  that  master  may  be  liable  for  even  the  tortious  act  of  his  servant  if 
committed  in  course  of  servant's  employment;  Briscoe  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R. 
Co.  130  Mo.  App.  520,  109  S.  W.  93,  holding  master  liable  for  injury  to  his 
stowman  caused  by  negligence  of  truckman,  a  fellow  servant,  while  assisting 
stowman,  such  assistance  being  within  the  line  of  his  duty;  St.  Louis  South- 
western R.  Co.  V.  Harvey,  76  C.  C.  A.  536,  144  Fed.  808,  holding  company  not 
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liable  for  acts  of  men  on  hand  car  of  company  causing  collision  where  men  Were 
not  at  time  of  collision  performing  duty  within  scope  of  their  empUyment- 

Cited  in  notes   (54  Am.  St.  Rep.  73,  79,  82,  85)   on  acts  of  servant  for  which 
master  is  not  responsible;    (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  790)   on  liability  of  principal  for 
unauthorized  acts  of  agent;    (17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  281,  284)   on  master's  liability 
for  acts  of  servant. 
Notice  to  master  tltrouffh  servant. 

Cited  in  Cleveland  v.  Payne,  72  Ohio  St.  352,  70  L.R.A.  843,  74  X.  E.  177. 
holding  that  notice  to  a  policeman  of  defect  in  sidewalk  is  not  notice  to  city 
where  street  inspection  is  not  properly  within  line  of  such  policeman's  au- 
thority. 

24  L.  R.  A.  369,  ALLIANCE  MILL.  CO.  v.  EATON,  86  Tex.  401,  25  S.  W.  614. 
Aoceptanee   of   deed   of   trust   for  creditors. 

Cited  in  Bauman  v.  Jaffray,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  495,  26  S.  W.  260,  holding  accept- 
ance by  trustee  of  mortgage  to  secure  preferred  creditors  not  equivalent  to  assent 
by  beneficiaries;  McLaughlin  v.  Carter,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  702,  37  S.  W.  666,  hold 
ing  notice  to  trustee  of  acceptance  of  deed  of  trust  sufficient;  Louisiana  Sugar 
Ref.  Co.  v.  Harrison,  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  148,  29  S.  W.  oOO,  holding  instruction  mak- 
ing creditor's  assent  to  deed  of  trust  depend  on  notice  to  trustee  erroneous; 
Reagan  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  167  Ind.  650,  61  X.  E.  575,  and  Ohio  Cultivator  Co. 
V.  Peoples  Nat.  Bank,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  654,  55  S.  W.  765,  holding  beneficiary 
accepting  deed  of  trust  for  creditors  cannot  attack  other  secured  claims;  Clark 
V.  National  Bank,  13  C.  C.  A.  549,  30  U.  S.  App.  225.  66  Fed.  408;  Wallace  v. 
Bagley,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  489,  26  S.  W.  519;  Tittle  v.  Vanleer,  89  Tex.  178,  37 
L.  R.  A.  342,  29  S.  W.  1005, —  holding  deed  of  trust  to  pay  creditors  invalid  as 
against  attachment  levied  before  acceptance  by  beneficiaries;  Schneider  v.  Mc- 
Coulsky,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  504,  26  S.  W.  170,  holding  attachment  superior  to 
claims  of  beneficiaries  of  mortgage  for  creditors  not  accepting  before  levy ;  Reagan 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  167  Ind.  670,  61  N.  E.  575,  holding  creditors  secured  by 
trust  deed  not  entitled  to  priority  over  general  assignment  intervening  between 
making  and  acceptance;  Martin-Brown  Co.  v.  Henderson,  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  134, 
•28  S.  W.  695,  holding  trust  deed  for  creditors  takes  effect  as  to  each  upon  accept- 
ance; Sutton  V.  Simon,  91  Tex.  641,  45  S.  W.  559.  holding  deed  of  trust  valid 
lien  from  time  of  acceptance  by  creditor  not  participating  in  fraud;  Parlin  & 
O.  Co.  V.  Harrell,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  374,  27  S.  \V.  1084,  and  Hamilton -Brown  Shoe 
Co.  V.  Mayo,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  167,  27  S.  W.  781.  holding  assent  of  creditors  in 
trust  deed  essential  to  constitute  valid  lion;  South  Texas  Nat.  Bank  v.  Teias  & 
L.  Lumber  Co.  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  414,  70  S.  W.  768,  holding  creditor  garnishing 
stock  previously  assigned  not  entitled  to  prevail  without  showing  that  bene- 
ficiarios  of  assignment  had  not  assented  thereto. 

Cited  in  notes    (54  L.  R.  A.  343)    on  right  of  creditor  to  participate  under 
assignment  or  deed  of  trust  for  benefit  of  creditors  which  he  has  repudiated: 
(37  L.  R.  A.  361)   on  whether  preference  by  mortgage  or  sale  is  an  assignment 
for  creditors. 

Distinguished  in  Kraus  v.  Haas,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  668,  25  S.  W.  1025,  holding 
beneficiary  accepting  deed  of  trust  entitled  to  priority  over  subsequeJit  attach- 
ment; Bailey  v.  Deware,  91  Tex.  92.  40  S.  W.  966,  holding  issue  of  acceptance  by 
beneficiary  of  trust  deed  not  raised  by  pleadings. 
Trust  deeds. 

Cited  in  Texas  Loan  Agency  v.  Gray,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  432.  34  S.  W.  650,  hold- 
ing trust  deed  does  not  vest  legal  title  in  trustee  after  default. 
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Wbat  conatltnte*  aaafarnin«nt  of  fnnda. 

Cited  in  Adoue  v.  Blum,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  289,  25  S.  W.  335,  holding  instruc- 
tions to  remit  to  creditor,  and  telegram  to  creditor  to  protect  drafts,  not  assign- 
ment of  funds. 

24  L.  R.  A.  387,  FRENCH  v.  DEANE,  19  Colo.  504,  36  Pac.  609. 
Hafllclency  of  complaint   for  entlctnir  hmiband. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Williams,  20  Colo.  57,  37  Pac.  614,  holding  complaint 
alleging  ultimate  facts  in  action  for  enticing  away  husband  sufficient;  Nevins 
V.  Nevins,  68  Kan.  412,  75  Pac.  492,  holding  that  pleading  setting  out  ultimate 
facts  as  to  alienation  of  affections  of  husband  being  sufficient  it  is  not  error 
to  allow  an  amendment  setting  out  another  method  by  which  alienation  was 
accomplished. 
Objection  to  misjoinder  of  canae  of  action. 

Cited  in  Grimes  v.  Greenblatt,  47  Colo.  501,  107  Pac.  1111,  holding  that  failure 
of  defendant  to  object  to  misjoinder  of  two  causes  of  action  by  proper  pleading 
precludes  him  on  that  point  where  the  facts  proved  show  him  liable  on   both 
causes. 
Exemplary'  damafres  for  maliciona  vtrronflm* 

Cited  in  Allison  v.  People.  6  Colo.  App.  85,  39  Pac.  903,  holding  exemplary 
damages  not  recoverable  for  wrongful  arrest,  without  proof  of  reckless  disregard 
of  rights;  Republican  Pub.  Co.  v.  Conroy,  5  Colo.  App.  266,  38  Pac.  423,  holding 
exemplary  damages  for  libel  not  recoverable  without  proof  of  express  malice; 
Denver  Tramway  Co.  v.  Cloud,  6  Colo.  App.  451,  40  Pac.  779,  holding  exemplary 
damages  not  recoverable  for  expulsion  from  street  car  by  conductor;  Page  v. 
Yool,  28  Colo.  407,  05  Pac.  036,  holding  mere  intentional  doing  of  wrongful  act 
will  not  justify  exemplary  damages;  Williams  v.  Williams,  20  Colo.  71,  37  Pac. 
614,  holding  exemplary  damages  recoverable  in  action  for  enticing  away  hus- 
band, in  wanton  disregard  of  plaintiff's  feeling. 
Actual  and  conntrnetiTe  malice. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Hearst,  160  Cal.  163,  116  Pac.  530,  holding  that  malice  in 
fact  may  be  proved  by  direct  evidence  of  evil  motive,  or  by  legitimate  inferences 
to  be  drawn  from  other  facts  and  circumstances  in  evidence;  Rocky  Mountain 
Xews  Printing  Co.  v.  Fridborn,  46  Colo.  447,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  893,  104  Pac.  956, 
liolding  that  implied  malice  from  a  publication  does  not  preclude  defendant 
from  proving  absence  of  actual  malice  but  merely  enables  plaintiff  to  go  forward 
without  proof  of  actual  malice. 
iSx  pout  facto  la-v^'H. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Challis,  23  Colo.  148,  46  Pac.  679,  holding  right  to  partition 
of  mining  property  not  affected  by  legislation  while  proceedings  pending:  Evans 
V.  Denver,  26  Colo.  196,  57  Pac.  096,  holding  act  authorizing  reassessment  of 
invalid  sewer  assessments,  retrospective. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Kvle,  56  L.  R.  A.  115,  which  sustains  statute 
authorizing  prosecution  by  information  of  crimes  already  committed;  People 
ex  rel.  Chandler  v.  McDonald,  29  L.  R.  A.  834,  which  holds  statute  not  ea?  po8l 
facto  for  abrogating  provision  for  change  of  magistrate  or  of  venue  for  prejudice- 
Distinguished  in  Isola  v.  Weber,  13  Misc.  99,  34  N.  Y.  iSupp.  77,  holding  con- 
stitutional inhibition  of  limit  of  recovery  in  actions  for  negligently  causing  death 
comprehends  pre-existing  rights  of  action. 
Mental   anarnlfilt  aii   element    of   dauiairea. 

Cited  in  note  (33  L.R.A.(X.S.)  98)  on  mental  anguish  as  element  of  damages 
lor  trespass  on  woman's  person. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 79. 
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24  L.  R.  A.  392,  PUEBIjO  v.  STRAIT,  20  Colo.  13,. 46  Am.  St.  Rep.  273,  36  Pac 
789. 
Followed  without  special  discussion  in  Shutt  Invest.  Co.  v.  Pueblo,  II  Colo. 
App.  439,  54  Pac.  644. 
Abutter's   rlvht   to   damaffes   for  iitriictiire   In   street. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Home  Bldg.  &  Conveyance  Co.  v.  Roanoke,  27  L.  R.  A.  551, 
•vhich  holds  elevated  approach  to  bridge  over  railroad  tracks  not  additional 
burden;  Aldrich  v.  Metropolitan  West  Side  Elev.  R.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  237,  which 
denies  right  to  recover  for  injury  to  apartment  house  from  elevated  road  crossing 
liighway  19  feet  away;  Garrett  v.  Lake  Roland  Elev.  R.  Co.  24  L.  R.  A.  396. 
which  holds  erection  for  elevated  railroad  of  abutment  9  feet  high  in  street  not 
taking  of  abutter's  property;  Freiday  v.  Sioux  City  Rapid  Transit  Co.  26  L.  R.  A. 
246,  which  holds  elevated  railroad  a  "railway;"  De  Geofroy  v.  Merchants'  Bridge 
Terminal  R.  Co.  64  L.  R.  A.  959,  sustaining  right  of  abutting  owner  to  compen- 
sation for  construction  in  street  of  elevated  railway  track;  Sauer  v.  New  York, 
70  L.R.A.  717,  which  denies  right  of  abutting  owner  at  point  where  street  ij» 
depressed  below  grade  of  other  property  to  enjoin  use  of  viaduct  by  city  to 
facilitate  travel  though  it  is  fifty  feet  above  street  level  in  front  of  his  place 
and  impairs  free  circulation  of  light  and  air  and  decreases  the  value  of  his 
property. 

Cited  in  note  (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  911,  912)  on  obstruction  of  street  as  **damagc" 
to  property  within  provision  that  property  shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged  for 
public  use  without  compensation. 

Distinguished  in  De  Lucca  v.  North  Little  Rock,  142  Fed.  601,  holding  that 
if  land  owner  has  been  damaged  by  erection  of  viaduct  in  front  of  his  property 
and  his  land  has  not  actually  been  invaded  his  only  redress  therefor  is  action 
at  law  for  damages  and  dismissing  bill  for  injunction  against  such  structure. 
Abutter's  risht  to  damages  for  chaniire  of  arrade. 

Cited  in  Denver  v.  Bonesteel,  30  Colo.  110,  69  Pac.  595,  holding  city  liable  for 
damages  to  abutting  owners  by  change  of  grade,  after  lot  o^'ners  had  conformed 
to  previously  established  grade;  Leiper  v.  Denver,  36  Colo.  118,  7  L.R.A.(N-S.) 
114,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  101,  85  Pac.  849,  10  Ann.  Cas.  847,  holding  municipality 
not  liable  to  owner  of  lot  abutting  on  a  street  for  damages  thereto  from  the 
authorized  raising  or  lowering  of  the  grade  from  the  natural  surface  to  a  grade 
established  by  ordinance  in  the  first  instance  where  skillfully  and  reasonably 
done. 

Cited  in  note   (36  L.R.A. (N.S.)    1198)   on  liability  of  municipality  for  injury 
to  abutting  property  from  changing  grade  under  constitutional  provision  against 
"damaging"  private  property  for  public  use  without  compensation. 
Measare   of  damagreH   caased   by  exercise   of  eminent   domain. 

Cited  in  Blincoe  v.  Choctaw,  O.  &  W.  R.  Co.  16  Okla.  294,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  894,. 
83  Pac.  903,  8  Ann.  Cas.  689,  holding  under  statute  that  private  citizen  may 
recover  damage  for  his  realty  taken  or  injured  for  public  purpose  together  with 
any  damage  to  his  realty  or  personalty  not  taken. 

24  L.  R.  A.  396,  GARRETT  v.  LAKE  ROLAND  ELEV.  R.  CO.  79  Md.  277,  29 

Atl.  830. 
Riarbts  of  abutter  la   street. 

Cited  in  Poole  v.  Falls  Road  Electric  R.  Co.  88  Md.  536,  41  Atl.  1069,  deny- 
ing injunction  to  prevent  consequential  injuries  from  construction  of  duly  au- 
thorized street  railway. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pueblo  v.  Strait,  24  L.  R.  A.  392,  which  holds  abutter 
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entitled  to  damages  on  building  of  viaduct  over  railroad,  practically  dosing 
street;  Freiday  v.  Sioux  City  Rapid  Transit  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  246,  which  holds 
elevated  railroad  a  "railway;"  Doane  v.  Lake  Street  Elev.  R.  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  97, 
which  holds  elevated  railroad  on  pillars  in  public  street  not  additional  servitude; 
Aldrich  v.  Metropolitan  West  Side  Elev.  R.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  237,  which  denies 
right  to  recover  for  injury  to  apartment  house  from  elevated  road  crossing  high- 
way 19  feet  away;  De  Geofroy  v.  Merchants'  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  64  L.  R.  A. 
959,  sustaining  right  of  abutting  owner  to  compensation  for  construction  in 
street  of  elevated  railway  track. 

Cited  in  notes  (15  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  58)  on  cutting  off  access  to  highway  as  a 
taking;  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  696,  757)  on  abutter's  right  to  compensation  for  rail- 
roads in  streets. 

Distinguished  in  Townsend  v.  Epstein,  93  Md.  567,  52  L.  R.  A.  413,  86  Am. 
St.  Rep.  441,  49  Atl.  629,  granting  injunction  against  building  private  covered 
way  across  street. 
Pablic   ImproT'ement  as   nuliiaiice. 

Cited  in  Omaha  v.  Flood,  57  Neb.  129,  77  N.  W.  379,  holding  duly  authorized 
change  of  grade  of  street,  damaging  adjacent  property,  not  nuisance. 

Cited  in  note    (1   L.R.A.(N.S.)    132)    on  effect  of  legislative  authority  upon 
liability  for  private  nuisance. 
Damafrea  In  absence  of  actnal  taklna:  for  public  niie. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  Belt  R.  Co.  v.  Sattler,  100  Md.  330,  59  Atl.  654,  3  Ann.  Cas. 
660,  holding  that  injury  to  adjacent  property  from  operation  of  railway  gives 
rise  to  liability  for  damages  without  respect  to  whether  there  has  been  a  direct 
invasion  of  the  property  or  not. 

24  L.  R.  A.  403,  VAN  WITSEN  v.  GUTMAN,  79  Md.  405,  29  Atl.  608. 
Abutter's   rlsbts  In   hlarbTvay* 

Cited  in  Townsend  v.  Epstein,  93  Md.  550,  52  L.  R,  A.  411,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  441, 
49  Atl.  629,  enjoining  construction  of  covered  way  across  street,  interfering  with 
abutter's  light  and  air;  Bembe  v.  Anne  Arundel  County,  94  Md.  326,  57  L.  R.  A. 
280,  51  Atl.  179,  holding  county  commissioners  liable  for  failure  to  repair  high- 
way forming  plaintiff's  only  egress;  Ulman  v.  Charles  Street  Ave.  Co.  83  Md. 
144,  34  Atl.  366,  holding  individual  cannot  acquire  title  by  adverse  possession  to 
part  of  highway;  Cereghino  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  26  Utah,  479,  99  Am. 
St.  Rep.  843,  73  Pac.  634,  denying  right  of  city  council  to  authorize  permanent 
private  switch  track  upon  public  street;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tyson,  144  Ala. 
466,  39  So.  560,  holding  that  an  abutter  has  a  right  to  a  view  of  street  for  its 
full  length,  any  interference  with  which  by  structures  on  adjoining  lots  extend- 
ing beyond  street  line,  he  may  enjoin;  Marietta  Chair  Co.  v.  Henderson,  121  Ga. 
405,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  156,  49  S.  E.  312,  on  the  right  of  abutters  to  compensa- 
tion for  vacation  of  a  public  street. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Field  v.  Barling,  24  L.  R.  A.  406,  which  holds  abutter's 
right  to  have  alley  kept  open  includes  right  to  light  and  air  from  above. 

Cited   in   note    (22   L.R.A. (N.S.)    532)    on   power   of  municipality   as   against 
abutting  owner  to  devote  street  or  portion  thereof  to  private  purposes. 
Taklnfir  of  public  property  for  private  use. 

Cited  in  Marietta  Chair  Co.  v.  Henderson,  121  Ga.  407,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  156, 
49  S.  E.  312,  holding  vacation  of  street  proper  and  lawful  where  not  to  serve  a 
private  interest;  Henderson  v.  Lexington,  132  Ky.  407,  22  L.R.A. (N.S.)  36,. 
Ill  8.  W.  318,  holding  that  where  nothing  appears  on  the  face  of  an  act  closing 
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a  public  alley,  showing  that  it  was  done  to  serve  private  purpose  the  courts  will 
not  interfere. 

Cited  in  note    (102  Am.  St.  Rep.  810)   on  uses  for  which  power  of  eminent 
domain  cannot  be  exercised. 
Public  use. 

Cited  in  Arnsperger  v.  Crawford,  101  Md.  253,  70  L.R.A.  600,  61  Atl.  413, 
as  holding  that  ''public  use"  means  a  use  or  right  of  use  by  public  or  some  limit- 
ed portion  of  the  public. 

Distinguished  in  Dulaney  v.  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  104  Md.  440,  65  Atl.  45, 
holding  that  the  proposed  use  of  public  street  for  laying  of  a  railroad  switch 
of  a  company  carrying  all  kinds  of  express  for  the  general  public  is  a  proper 
and  public  use  from  the  nature  of  the  using  company. 
Alley,    public    or   vi^i'VAte. 

Cited  in  Kimball  v.  Chicago,  253  111.  110,  97  N.  E.  267,  holding  that  strip 
of  land  need  not  be  marked  on  plat  as  alley  in  order  to  show  intention  to  dedi- 
cate it;  Baltimore  v.  Rosenthal,  J02  Md.  303,  62  Atl.  679.  on  public  nature  of 
alley  in  city  of  Baltimore;  Milliken  v.  Denny,  135  N.  C.  23,  47  S.  E.  132,  as 
distinguishing  private  and  public  alley. 
Judicial   poTi'er   over  eminent   domain. 

Cited  in  notes  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  24.  30,  51,  52,  77,  84,  112,  113,  117)  on 
judicial  power  over  eminent  domain;  (88  Am.  St.  Rep.  929,  936,  940)  on  exist- 
ence of  public  use  as  question  for  courts. 

24  L.  R.  A.  406,  FIELD  v.  BARLING,  149  11*.  566,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  311,  37  N.  E. 

860. 
Rinrbta   of   abntter  In   hlfcbiray. 

Cited  in  WooUacott  v.  Chicago,  187  111.  618,  58  N.  E.  426,  holding  purchasers 
of  lot  according  to  plat  have  right  to  have  streets  thereon  kept  open:  Pennsyl- 
vania Co.  v.  Chioairo,  181  111.  296,  63  L.  R.  A.  226,  54  N.  E.  825,  holding 
abutting  property  owner  cannot  enjoin  use  of  street  as  hack  stand  with  munici- 
pal consent;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tyson,  133  Ala.  477.  59  K  R.  A.  403,  91  Am.  St. 
Rep.  46,  32  So.  144,  sustaining  abutter's  right  to  relief  against  interference  with 
light,  air,  and  view  by  pillars  of  adjacent  building  encroaching  on  street;  Town- 
send  V.  Epstein,  93  Md.  551,  52  L.  R.  A.  411,  footnote  p.  409,  86  Am.  St.  Rep. 
441,  49  Atl.  629,  sustaining  abutter's  right  to  relief  against  diminution  of  light 
and  air  by  bridge  over  street;  Aldis  v.  Union  Elev.  R.  Co..  203  111.  575,  68  N.  E. 
D5,  sustaining  abutting  owner's  right  to  compensation  for  loss  of  air,  light,  view, 
^access,  etc..  by  construction  and  operation  of  elevated  road  in  street;  John  A. 
Tolman  &  Co.  v.  Chicago.  145  111.  App.  241,  holding  that  barrier  platforms  and 
skids  upon  street  impeding  movements  of  pedestrians  are  by  statute  public 
nuisance;  Schimmehnann  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  83  Ohio  St.  377,  36  L.R.A. 
(N-S.)  1171,  94  N.  E.  840,  holding  that  where  closing  of  street  at  crossing  and 
making  subway  diverted  travel  from  unvacated  part  of  street  to  subway,  and 
away  from  plaintiff's  place  of  business,  plaintiff  may  recover  damages  caused 
by  depreciation  in  value  of  property;  Williams  v.  Los  Angeles  R.  Co.  150  Cal. 
595.  89  Pac.  330,  on  the  right  of  abutter  to  public  alley  or  street  to  have  it 
forever  kept  open  including  right  to  enjoyment  of  light  and  air  from  space 
above  extending  unobstructed  to  sky;  Barber  v.  Allen,  212  111.  134,  72  N.  E. 
33,  liolding  reservation  of  alley  in  perpetuum  required  it  to  be  kept  open  for 
|>a8Bage,  air  and  light;  Indianapolis  v.  Miller,  168  Ind.  287.  8  L.R.A.(N,S. ) 
823,  80  N.  E.  626,  holding  that  an  ordinance  prohibiting  theaters  from  having 
•entrance  and  exits  for  patrpns  in  and  over  a  public  alley  is  a  violation  of  a  right 
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appurtenant  to  the  property;  Biachof  v.  Merchants  Nat.  Bank,  75  Neb.  841, 
5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  490,  106  N.  W.  996,  holding  that  an  encroachment  of  pillars  of 
building  across  a  street  line  is  a  public  nuisance  enjoinable  at  instance  of 
private  person;  Butler  v.  Penn  Tobacco  Co.  152  N.  C.  419,  136  Am.  St.  Rep. 
831,  68  S.  £.  12,  holding  private  person  though  not  an  abutting  owner  may 
enjoin  the  placing  of  a  siding  in  street  by  a  private  railway;  Donovan  v.  Penn- 
sylvania Co.  199  U.  S.  301,  50  L.  ed.  202,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  91,  holding  that 
passengers  going  to  and  from  depot  may  use  streets  in  front  of  depot  and  station 
grounds  in  the  right  of  the  railway  company  as  abutters  and  also  in  their  own 
right;  John  A.  Tolman  &  Co.  v.  Chicago,  145  111.  App.  241,  holding  platform  ex- 
tending over  sidewalk  eighteen  inches  high  and  four  feet  wide  maintained  for 
private  purpose  is  a  public  nuisance. 

Cited  in  notes  (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  248)  on  what  are  additional  servitudes  in 
highways;  (109  Am.  St.  Rep.  013)  on  obstruction  of  light  and  air  as  "damage"* 
to  property  within  provision  that  property  shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged  for- 
pnblic  use  without  compensation. 

Distinguished  in  Stewart  v.  Chicago  General  Street  R.  Co.  58  111.  App.  454^ 
and  Bond  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  69  111.  App.  512,  holding  abutter  cannot  enjoin 
lawful  occupation  of  street  by  railroad;  Bond  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  171  111.  518,. 
49  N.  £.  545,  holding  railroad  owning  abutting  property,  described  with  refer- 
ence to  street,  not  estopped  to  construct  tracks  therein,  against  objection  of 
abutters;  Kotz  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  188  111.  583,  59  N.  E.  240,  holding  abutting, 
owner  has  no  easement  of  light  and  air  in  railroad  right  of  way. 
Municipal  arranta  of  rlflrhta  In   hlarbway* 

Cited  in  Snyder  v.  Mt.  Pulaski,  176  111.  402,  44  L.  R.  A.  409,  62  N.  E.  62^ 
holding  city  cannot  grant  permanent  right  to  maintain  private  well  in  street; 
Hibbard  v.  Chicago,  173  111.  96,  40  L.  R.  A.  622,  50  N.  E.  256,  Affirming  59  111. 
App.  475,  holding  city  cannot  grant  permanent  use  of  street  for  awning;  McGann 
V.  People,  194  111.  539,  62  N.  E.  941,  holding  city  cannot,  without  consent  of 
property  owners,  grant  right  to  build  private  switch  in  street;  People  ex  reU 
Kocourek  v.  Chicago,  193  111.  561,  62  N.  E.  187,  dissenting  opinion  by  Magruder, 
J.,  holding  city  cannot  grant  right  to  construct  bridge  over  alley;  McCormick  v. 
South  Park,  150  III.  530,  37  N.  E.  1075,  raising,  without  passing  upon,  question 
as  to  character  of  balcony  as  unlawful  encroachment;  People  ex  reh  Faulkner  v. 
Harris,  203  111.  279,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  304,  67  N.  E.  785,  denying  municipal  au- 
thority to  permit  construction  of  bay  window  extending  18  inches  into  street; 
McWechy  v.  Aurora  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  202  111.  227,  67  N.  E.  9,  denying 
abutter's  right  to  enjoin  authorized  placing  of  telegraph  poles  in  street,  when 
fee  is  in  municipality,  in  absence  of  special  damage;  Chicago  v.  Pooley,  112  II). 
App.  345,  denying  right  of  private  person,  although  having  consent  of  abutter  and 
authority  from  city,  to  erect  stand  in  public  street;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co> 
v.  People,  222  111.  435,  78  N.  E.  790,  Affirming  120  111.  App.  312,  holding  city 
ordinance  authorizing  exclusive  use  of  street  by  railway  company  for  switch 
and  depot  grounds  void;  Chicago  Cold  Storage  Warehouse  Co.  v.  People,  224 
111.  291,  79  N.  E.  692,  holding  that  city  cannot  lawfully  grant  right  to  private 
concern  to  maintain  platform  on  sidewalk  of  public  highway  14  feet  wide,  3^  feet 
high  and  64  feet  long;  People  ex  rel.  Friend  v.  Wieboldt,  233  111.  577,  84  N. 
E.  646,  holding  that  where  city  officials  are  vested  with  discretionary  power  to 
vacate  highways  the  vacation  of  portion  of  alley  between  ends  of  defendant's 
lots,  where  defendant  provides  proper  outlets  from  alley  along  side  of  his  prop- 
erty as  compensation  is  lawful;  Butler  v.  Penn  Tobacco  Co.  152  N.  C.  419,  13G 
Am.  St.  Rep.  831,  68  S.  £.  12,  holding  that  city  cannot  grant  right  to  private 
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railway  to  put  siding  on  public  street  with  or  without  legislative  authority; 
Tilly  V.  Mitchell  &  L.  Co.  121  Wis.  13,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  1007,  98  N.  VV.  969, 
holding  that  city  council  has  no  right  to  authorize  private  person  to  bridge 
over  part  of  unvacated  public  street  leaving  mere  passage  beneath. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Van  Witsen  v.  Gutman,  24  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  denies  right 
to  take  away  for  private  use  abutter's  easement  in  public  alley. 

Cited  in  notes  (23  L.R.A.  (X.S.)  159)  on  right  of  municipality,  without  ox- 
press  power,  to  permit  private  overhead  bridge  across  street;  (125  Am.  St. 
Rep.  345)  on  grant  by  city  of  right  to  use  streets  and  sidewalks  for  private 
purpose. 

Distinguished  in  F.  S.  Webster  Co.  v.  Frank,  1  111.  C.  C.  532,  holding  that 
council  may  under  proper  authority  permit  the  maintenance  of  an  awning 
over  sidewalk  by  a  general  ordinance  pertaining  to  all  abutters  alike. 

Special   damage   eatltllna:   Indl-rldaal   to   enjoin   Infrlmarenient   of   pablle 
rlffht. 

Cited  in  Cicero  Lumber  Co.  v.  Cicero,  176  111.  29,  42  L.  R.  A.  706,  68  Am.  St. 
Rep.  155,  51  N.  E.  758,  holding  lumber  company  with  no  other  avenue  for  de* 
livery  may  enjoin  ordinance  prohibiting  use  of  street  by  traffic  wagons;  John 
Anisfield  Co.  v.  Edward  B.  Grossman  &  Co.  98  111.  App.  187,  sustaining  right  of 
abutting  owner  to  enjoin  construction  of  adjacent  bay  window  extending  over 
sidewalk. 
Injnnctlon  to  protect  easement. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Munsell,  192  111.  434,  61  N.  E.  374. 
holding  destruction  of  easement  enjoinable;  Donovan  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  61 
L.  R.  A.  144,  57  C.  C.  A.  366,  120  Fed.  219,  sustaining  right  of  railroad  com- 
pany to  enjoin  congregation  of  hackmen  in  such  numbers  as  to  prevent  free 
ingress  and  egress;  Espenscheid  v.  Bauer,  235  III.  176,  86  N.  E.  230,  holding 
that  an  abutter  on  a  private  alley  having  an  easement  of  egress  and  ingress 
there  may  enjoin  any  obstruction  to  his  right  of  use  thereof. 
"When  Injunction   proper  remedy-. 

Cited  in  Martin  v.  Cleveland,  119  111.  App.  522,  holding  injunction  proper  to 
restrain  publisher  from  selling  books  published  in  inferior  manner  where  con- 
tract called  for  a  6rst  class  job,  the  remedy  at  law  being  inadequate;  Cragg  v. 
Levinson,  141  111.  App.  543,  holding  mere  repetition  or  threat  of  it  by  same 
trespasser  will  not  evoke  injunction. 

Cited  in  note  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  878)   on  injunction  against  nuisance. 

Distinguished  in  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Margerlein,  114  111.  App.  227, 
holding  injunction  not  proper  remedy  where  acts  complained  of  are  done  and 
completed  before  bill  is  filed. 
Validity   of   ordinances. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago  Teleph.  Co.  \.  Northwestern  Teleph.  Co.  100  111.  App. 
64,  holding  ordinance  within  powers  of  council  cannot  be  questioned  for  irregu- 
larities in  passage;  Araboy  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  236  111.  241,  86  N.  E.  238,  hold- 
ing that  evidence  of  improper  motive  not  appearing  in  street  vacation  ordinance 
itself  other  evidence  tending  to  show  such  motive  is  inadmissible. 
Creation    and    conveyance   of   easements. 

Cited  in  notes   (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)    881)   on  right  of  grantee  to  claim  easement 
by  call  in  deed  for  street  or  alley  in  which  grantor  owns  fee;    (122  Am.  St.  Rep. 
217,  210,  220)    on  grant  of  easements  by  implication;    (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  681) 
on  creation  and  conveyance  of  easements  appurtenant. 
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24  L.  R.  A.  412,  CHICAGO  v.  BLAIR,  149  111.  310,  36  N.  E.  829. 
Determination   by  public  antboritiea  of   irbat   is  local   impro'vem^. 

Cited  in  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Decatur,  154  111.  176,  38  N.  E.  620,  holding  city 
authorities  may,  with  due  reference  to  benefits,  declare  what  is  public  improve- 
ment; Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Joliet,  153  111.  C53,  39  N.  E.  1077,  holding  council's 
determination  of  benefits  to  property  subject  to  special  taxation  for  local  improve- 
ment conclusive. 
Bawi*    of   special    aaaeaament. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Demen  v.  Ennis,  188  111.  535,  69  N.  E.  236,  holding 
{obiter)  special  assessments  to  maintain  local  improvements  illegal;  Sears  v. 
Boston  Street  Comrs.  173  Mass.  355,  53  N.  E.  876,  holding  statute  authorizing 
levy  of  special  assessments,  in  excess  of  benefits  received,  unconstitutional; 
Chicago  V.  Weber,  246  111.  308,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  307,  92  N.  E.  859,  20  Ann.  Cas. 
359,  holding  that  ordinance  requiring  theater  owners  to  employ  and  pay  city 
firemen,  is  not  within  police  power;  Owensboro  v.  Sweeney,  129  Ply.  017,  18 
L.R.A*(X.S.)  186,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  477,  111  S.  W.  364,  holding  that  street 
sprinkling  not  conferring  special  benefit  upon  adjacent  property  cannot  be  paid 
for  by  special  assessment  on  such  property;  Stevens  v.  Port  Huron,  149  Mich. 
540,  113  X.  W.  291,  12  Ann.  Cas.  603,  holding  street  sprinkling  not  an  improve- 
ment enhancing  value  of  adjacent  property  to  the  extent  of  which  enhancpinpnt  of 
such  property  may  be  specially  assessed;  Butte  v.  School  Dist.  No.  1,  29  Mont. 
339,  74  Pac.  869,  holding  school  property  not  subject  to  special  assessment  for 
sprinkling  adjacent  streets  such  property  not  being  enhanced  in  value  to  extent 
of  attempted  assessment. 

Cited  in  note   (28  L.R.A. (N.S.)    1168)   on  special  benefits  as  justification  and 
foundation  of  local  assessments. 
IVbat    is    local    improvement. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  Hanreddy,  102  111.  App.  8,  holding  local  improvement  a 
public  improvement  whose  benefits  confined  to  locality;  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Prest,  71  Fed.  817,  and  Kansas  City  v.  O'Connor,  82  Mo.  App.  660,  denying  valid- 
ity of  special  tax  for  street  sprinkling;  Ewart  v.  Western  Springs,  180  111.  .323, 
54  N.  E.  478,  sustaining  special  assessment  for  electric  light  poles,  wires,  and 
lamps;  Palmer  v.  Danville,  154  111.  162,  38  N.  E.  1067,  sustaining  special  tax  for 
lateral  sewer  and  water-service  pipes;  West  Chicago  Park  v.  Baldwin,  162  111. 
91,  44  N.  E.  404,  holding  water  mains  and  sewer  not  street  improvement  justify- 
ing special  assessment;  Crane  v.  West  Chicago  Park,  153  111.  351,  26  L.  R.  A.  312, 
footnote  p.  311,  38  N.  E.  943,  holding  maintenance  and  repair  of  boulevards  by 
annual  assessments  not  local  improvement;  Loeffler  v.  Chicago,  246  111.  52,  92 
N.  E.  586,  20  Ann.  Cas.  335,  holding  that  '* local  improvement"  means  improve- 
ments that  are  of  greater  benefit  to  property  in  vicinity  of  improvement  by  en- 
hancing its  value  than  to  municipality  at  large;  Northwestern  University  v. 
Wilmette,  230  111.  86,  82  N.  E.  615,  holding  construction  of  sewerage  system 
beneficial  to  a  village  is  a  local  improvement  payable  by  assessments  where 
adjacent  property  is  specially  benefited;  People  ex  rel.  Van  Slooten  v.  Cook 
County,  221  111.  497,  77  N.  E.  914,  holding  that  the  removal  of  noxious  weeds 
from  private  property  is  not  a  local  improvement  within  meaning  of  constitu- 
tion subjecting  property  benefited  to  local  assessment  for  cost. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sperry  v.  Flygare,  49  L.  R.  A.  757,  which  holds  rural 
highway  not  local  improvement  authorizing  assessment  on  farm  lands;  Sears  v. 
Board  of  Alderman,  43  L.  R.  A.  834,  which  sustains  frontage  assessments  on 
Abutting  property  for  expense  of  sprinkling  streets;  Maydwell  v.  Louisville,  63 
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L.R.A.  655,  which  holds  street  sprinkling  a  public  purpose  for  which  taxes  mav 
be  levied. 

Cited  in  note    (5  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    435)   on  power  to  improve  and  repair  streets 
as  conferring  power  to  sprinkle. 
Sprinkllnar  streets  as   public   fanctlon. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Savage  v.  Salem,  24  L.  R.  A.  787,  which  holds  tanks  ueed 
for  sprinkling  streets  not  removable  from  street  as  nuisance  per  ae. 
Rlflrht  to  Impose  on   abutter  duty  of  deanlnar  aldeivalks. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lincoln  v.  Janesch,  56  L.  R.  A.  762,  which  sustains  stat- 
ute imposing  on  lot  owners  duty  of  repairing  sidewalks  and  keeping  them  free 
from  snow  and  ice;  State  v.  Jackman,  42  L.  R.  A.  438,  which  holds  void,  ordi- 
nance requiring  abutter  to  keep  sidewalk  free  from  snow;  McGuire  v.  District  of 
Columbia,  65  L.R.A.  430,  which  holds  void  for  uncertainty  statute  imposing 
burden  of  removing  ice  and  snow  from  sidewalk  on  occupants  of  improved  prop- 
erty abutting  thereon,  without  designating  the  person  responsible  in  case  of 
apartment  houses.  , 

24  L.  R.  A.  417,  MORROW  SHOE  MFG.  CO.  v.  NEW  ENGLAND  SHOE  CO. 
6  C.  C.  A.  508,  8  C.  C.  A.  052,  18  V.  S.  App.  256,  616,  57  Fed.  685,  60  Fed.  341. 
Rlf(hta  of  vendor  of  frandalently   porchaned  ffoodn* 

Cited  in  Missouri  Broom  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Guymon.  53  C.  C.  A.  21,  115  Fed.  112, 
holding  right  to  replevin  goods  fraudulently  purchased  does  not  preclude  equi- 
table relief  where  property  manufactured  and  sold;  581  Diamonds  v.  United 
States,  60  L.  R.  A.  599,  56  C.  C.  A.  126,  119  Fed.  560,  denying  right  of  vendor  of 
goods  fraudulently  purclmsed  to  reclaim  from  government  seizing  from  smuggler; 
Ullman  v.  Biddle  Bros.  53  W.  Va.  420,  44  S.  E.  280,  sustaining  owner's  right  to 
replevin  goods  wrongfully  sold  by  his  bailee  to  bona  fide  purchaser:  Ullman  v. 
Biddle  Bros.  53  W.  Va.  420,  44  S.  E.  280,  on  right  of  vendor  to  recover  property 
sold  to  purchaser  who  conceals  his  insolvency  to  defraud  vendor  and  also  citing 
annotation;  Gillespie  v.  J.  C.  Piles  &  Co.  —  L.R.A. (N.S.)  — ,  102  C.  C.  A.  120, 
178  Fed.  891.  holding  that  insolvent  purchaser  of  hogs  on  credit  with  no 
possible  means  of  payment  will  be  presumed  to  have  done  so  with  intent  not  to 
pay  for  them  and  the  vendor  may  recover  them  less  the  expense  of  their  keep. 

Contract    creditor's    rlipht    In    Federal    court    to    equitable    relief    under 
state  statute. 

Cited  in  Hook  v.  Ayers,  12  C.  C.  A.  565,  24  U.  S.  App.  487,  64  Fed.  661.  hold- 
ing simple  contract  creditors  cannot  attack  transfer  of  corporate  property  to 
oflicer;  Brown  v.  John  V.  Farwell  Co.  74  Fed.  765,  holding  creditor  filing  bill 
to  reach  debtor's  assets  must  show  nulla  bona  return  of  execution  on  judgment ; 
.Jacobs  V.  Mexican  Sugar  Co.  130  Fed.  592,  denying  right  of  non judgment  cred- 
itor of  corporation  to  pursue  purely  equitable  remedy  granted  by  state  statute^ 
in  Federal  court;  Dodds  v.  Palmer  Mountain  Tunnel  Co.  188  Fed.  448,  holding 
that  absence  of  judgment  or  other  lien  does  not  defeat  Federal  courts  of  juris- 
diction to  appoint  receiver,  at  instance  of  simple  contract  creditor. 

Distinguished  in  Darragh  v.  H.  Wetter  Mfg.  Co.  23  C.  C.  A.  614,  49  U.  S.  Appw 
1,  78  Fed.  11,  holding  contract  creditor  may  maintain  bill  in  Federal  court 
under  state  statutes  for  appointment  of  receiver  of  insolvent  corporation. 

Disapproved  in  Jones  v.  Mutual  Fidelity  Co.  123  Fed.  528,  sustaining  right  of 
non  judgment  creditors  of  corporation  to  pursue  in  Federal  oourta  purely  equi- 
table remedy  provided  by  state  statute. 
Objection  on  appeal   to  aufllclency  of  complaint. 

Cited  in  Patillo  v.  Allen-West  Commission  Co.  47  C.  C.  A.  645,  108  Fed.  7St 
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(concurring  opinion),  holding  objection  on  appeal  to  sufficiency  of  complaint  not 
sustainable  where  facts  supporting  judgment  inferable;  Less  v.  English,  29 
C.  C.  A.  280,  56  U.  S.  App.  16,  85  Fed.  473,  dissenting  opinion  by  Sanborn,  J., 
who  holds  objection  to  sufficiency  of  complaint,  first  made  on  appeal,  not  sus- 
tainable where  facts  supporting  judgment  fairly  inferable. 
Contrsu:!   creditor'*   rifiirht   to   eunltMble   relief. 

Cited  in  Hook  v.  Ayers,  12  C.  C.  A.  665,  24  U.  S.  App.  487,  64  Fed.  661,  hold- 
ing simple  contract  creditor  cannot  attack  transfer  of  corporate  property  to 
officer. 

Avermenta  In  creditor'^  bill. 

Cited  in  Parrott  v.  Crawford,  5  Ind.  Terr.  109,  82  S.  W.  688,  holding  that 
an  answer  wherein  it  is  sought  to  cancel  an  alleged  fraudulent  conveyance  made 
by  defendant's  judgment  debtor  should  contain  an  averment  that  he  has  obtained 
judgment  against  debtor  or  show  legal  excuse  for  not  doing  so,  that  execution 
has  issued  thereon,  and  that  there  has  been  a  proper  return  nulla  bona. 

Cited    in    note    (23    L.R.A.  (N.S.)    54)    on    conditions    precedent   to   equitable 
remedies  of  creditors. 
Concealment  of  InaoWency  as  fraud. 

Cited  in  Ditton  v.  Purcell,  21  N.  D.  653,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  152,  132  N.  W.  347, 
holding  that  purchase  of  personal  property  with  undisclosed  intent  not  to  pay 
purchase  price  is  fraud  for  which  sale  may  be  rescinded. 

Cited  in  note  (6  L.R.A. (N.S.)  556)  on  lack  of  reasonable  expectation  of  being 
able  to  pay  as  equivalent  in  law  to  intention  not  to  pay. 
Ijlablllty  of  anctloneer  to  tme   o-mrner  of  iroods. 

Cited  in  note  (131  Am.  St.  Rep.  500)   on  liability  of  auctioneer  to  true  owner 
for  sale  of  stolen  goods. 
Burden  of  proof  a«  to  bona  fides  of  transferee  of  'warehoase  receipts. 

Cited  in  note  (10  L.R.A. (N.S. )  802)  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  bona  fides  of 
transferee  of  warehouse  receipts  for  property  secured  by  fraud. 

24  L.  R.  A.  426,  PETTINGELL  v.  CHELSEA,  161  Mass.  368,  37  N.  E.  380. 
Municipal   liability   for   nefirllflrence. 

Cited  in  Danipls  v.  Racine,  98  Wis.  651,  74  N.  W.  553,  holding  municipal  lia- 
bility for  defective  highway  purely  statutory;  Saunders  v.  Ft.  Madison,  111 
Iowa,  105,  82  N.  W.  428,  denying  city*s  liability  for  negligence  of  fireman  in 
ringing  truck  bell,  frightening  horse;  Dolloff  v.  Ayer,  162  Mass.  571,  39  N.  E. 
191,  denying  town's  liability  for  hose  mixed  with  town's  and  used  by  fire  depart- 
ment; Workman  v.  New  York  City,  179  U.  S.  576,  45  L.  ed.  326,  21  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  212  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  city  liable  for  negligent  collision 
of  fire  boat  with  another  vessel;  Harrington  v.  Worcester,  186  Mass.  598,  72 
N.  E.  326,  holding  that  failure  of  city  to  properly  perform  statutory  duty 
of  purifying  sewage  is  not  actionable  negligence,  the  duty  being  an  agency  of 
government  for  benefit  of  the  public;  Johnson  v.  Somerville,  195  Mass.  380,  10 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  720,  81  N.  E.  268,  holding  city  on  which  duty  of  caring  for  rubbish 
and  refuse  has  been  expressly  imposed,  not  liable  for  injury  to  third  person  by 
employee  of  city  in  emptying  ashes  into  river. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  631;  45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  316)  on  liability  of 
municipal  corporations  for  acts  of  negligence  of  fireman. 

Distinguished  in  Butman  v.  Newton,  1 79  Mass.  6,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  349,  60  N.  E. 
401,  holding  city  liable  for  negligence  of  servants  operating  stone-crusher,  fright- 
ening horse. 
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« 

—  To    employees. 

CMted  in  McCann  v.  Waltham,  163  Maes.  344,  40  N.  E.  20,  denying  city's  lia- 
bility to  laborer  for  negligence  of  assistant  street  superintendent;  Taggart  v. 
Fall  River,  170  Mass.  320,  49  N.  E.  622,  denying  city's  liability  for  negligence, 
to  laborer  employed  in  constructing  street;  Peaty  v.  New  York,  33  Misc.  22(1. 
(J7  N.  Y.  Supp.  276,  denying  city's  liability  for  death  of  lineman  through  de- 
fective fire  alarm  pole. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Rliobidas  v.  Concord,  51  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  sustains 
city's  liability  for  failure  to  furnish  servant  reasonably  safe  place  to  work; 
Peterson  v.  Wilmington,  56  L.  R.  A.  959,  which  denies  city's  liability  for  injury 
to  fireman  from  negligence  in  permitting  apparatus  to  get  out  of  repair;  Cofwell 
v.  Waterbury,  57  L.  R.  A.  218,  which  denies  city's  liability  for  injury  to  em- 
ployee through  defect  in  machine  for  crushing  stone  for  highways;  Rowden  v. 
Kansas  City,  66  L.R.A.  181,  which  holds  that  city  is  performing  ministerial 
public  duty  in  maintaining  fire  station  so  as  to  be  liable  in  damages  to  employee 
for  personal  injuries  resulting  from  neglect  of  city  to  furnish  reasonably  safe 
place  to  work. 

Distinguished  in  Coan  v.  Marlborough,  164  Mass.  208,  41  N.  E.  238,  sustain- 
ing city's  liability  to  laborer  for  negligence  in  constructing  sewer. 

24  L.  R.  A    128,  UNITED  STATES  v.  E.  C.  KNIGHT  00.  9  C.  C.  A.  297,  17 

U.  S.  App.  466,  60  Fed.  934. 
Anti-trust   la^rs. 

Affirmed  in  United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.  156  U.  S.  1,  39  L.  ed.  325,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  249,  holding  monopoly  of  manufacture  of  sugar  not  within  Federal 
anti-trust  act. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Debs,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  208,  64  Fed.  724,  sustaining 
injunction  against  interference  with  railroads  using  Pullman  cars,  as  combina- 
tion in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gibbs  v.  McNeeley,  60  L.  R.  A.  152,  which  holds  anti- 
trust act  violated  by  combination  of  manufacturers  of  product  of  state,  market 
for  four  fifths  of  which  in  other  states,  to  limit  production  and  raise  price: 
Fuqua  v.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  241,  which  holds  beer  brought  from 
other  state  under  invalid  trust  agreement  subject  to  anti-trust  law  of  state  on 
arrival. 

Cited  in  note   (64  L.R.A.  700,  708)   on  illegal  trusts  under  modern  anti-trust 
laws. 
Comblnatlonii   to   restrain    competition   and    control   prices. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hawarden  v.  Youghiogheny  &  L.  Coal  Co.  55  L.  R,  A.  828. 
which  sustains  retail  coal  dealer's  right  of  action  against  wholesalers  and 
favored  retailers  combining  to  drive  other  retailers  out  of  business;  State  ex  reh 
Crow  V.  Armour  Packing  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  464,  which  holds  unlawful  combination 
to  fix  prices  shown  by  acts  of  competing  dealers;  People  v.  Milk  Exchange.  27 
L.  R.  A.  437,  which  holds  incorporated  milk  exchange,  constituting  combination 
to  fix  price  of  milk,  illegal ;  Cummings  v.  Union  Blue  Stone  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  262. 
which  holds  void,  agreement  by  persons  controlling  90  per  cent  of  sale  of  blue 
stone  to  sell  through  common  agent  and  maintain  agreed  prices:  Brown  v.  Jacolis 
Pharmacy  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  548,  which  sustains  right  to  injunction  against  com- 
bination of  merchants  to  prevent  sales  to  other  dealer  unless  he  sells  at  fixed 
prices;  John  D.  Park  &  Sons  Co.  v.  National  Wholesale  Druggists'  Assa  62 
L.R.A.  632,  which  holds  valid  plan  for  sale  of  proprietary  medicines  by  manu- 
facturers at  fixed  prices  with  rebate  only  to  concerns  which  may  be  relied  on 
to  maintain  selling  price;  Montague  v.  Lowry,  63  L.R.A.  58,  which  holds  unlaw- 
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ful  combination  created  by  association  to  unite  all  acceptable  dealers  engaged 
in  certain  business  within  200  miles  of  designated  city. 

24  L.  R,  A.  430,  FIFIELD  v.  PHCENIX,  4  Ariz.  283,  36  Pac.  916. 
City'm   liability   for   Injnrlen    from    dlschfirflre   of    flreinrorka. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Aron  ,v.  Wausau,  40  L.  R,  A.  733,  which  denies  city's 
liability  for  injury  by  explosion  of  cannon  cracker  on  Fourth  of  July,  in  violation 
of  ordinance;  Love  v.  Raleigh,  28  L.  R.  A.  192,  which  denies  city's  liability  for 
acts  of  servants  in  managing  fireworks;  Bartlett  v.  Clarksburg,  43  L.  R.  A.  295, 
which  denies  liability  of  town  for  injuries  from  fireworks,  etc.,  fired  on  streets 
with  consent  of  town  authorities;  Madisonville  v.  Bishop,  57  L.  R.  A.  130,  which 
holds  city  liable  for  injuries  by  unorganized  crowd  of  merrymakers. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  760)  on  liability  for  injury  caused  by  placing 
or  exploding  bomb  or  fireworks  in  highway. 

Distinguished  in  Landau  v.  New  York,  180  N.  Y.  53,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  709,  72 
N.  E.  631,  holding  city  liable  for  permission  of  dangerous  display  of  fireworks 
on  crowded  street  causing  death  of  plaintiff's  intestate,  such  display  amounting 
to  a  nuisance. 
liiublllty  for  failure  to  enforce  ordinances. 

Cited  in  Hull  v.  Roxboro,  142  N.  C.  456,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  640,  55  S.  E.  351, 
holding  municipality  not  liable  for  sickness  to  inhabitants  from  failure  to  enforce 
ordinances  against  nuisances. 

24  L.  R.  A.  433,  STAPLES  v.  STAPLES,  87  Wis.  592,  68  N.  W.  1036. 

I. 

Commitment   for  noncontpllance  -mrlth   order  to  pay  money* 

Followed  in  Renner  v.  Renner,  127  Wis.  376,  106  N.  W.  846,  holding  that 
court  may  punish  defendant  in  divorce  for  contempt  for  failure  to  make  weekly 
payments  to  plaintiff  as  ordered  by  court  for  support  of  children,  though  such 
obligation  was  made  a  lien  on  his  realty. 

Cited  in  Re  Meggett,  105  Wis.  295,  81  N.  W.  419,  holding  ability  to  pay  not 
jurisdictional  prerequisites  to  commitment  for  failure  to  comply  with  order; 
Re  Meggett,  105  Wis.  295,  81  N.  W.  419,  sustaining  court's  power  to  compel 
paj'ment  of  rents  wrongfully  collected  by  mortgagor,  by  commitment  for  con- 
tempt; Hutchison  v*  Canon,  6  Okla.  728,  55  Pac.  1077,  sustaining  court's  power 
to  enforce  order  to  pay  alimony  by  imprisonment  until  compliance. 

Annotation  approved  in  W>bb  v.  Webb,  140  Ala.  267,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  30, 
37  So.  96,  holding  that  husband  cannot  be  compelled  by  attachment  to  pay  ali- 
mony awarded  to  wife  pending  suit  by  her  for  divorce,  when  he  is  without  means 
to  do  so  though  such  lack  of  means  results  from  a  refusal  to  work,  he  having 
no  property. 

Cited  in  notes  (34  L.R.A.  667)  on  constitutionality  of  imprisonment  for  debt; 
(30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1001)  on  inability  to  pay  alimony  as  defense  to  contempt; 
(137  Am.  St.  Rep.  878)  on  contempt  proceedings  to  enforce  payment  of  alimony^ 
Alimony  as  debt. 

• 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Coffman  v.  Finney,  55  L.  R.  A.  794,  which  holds  judgment 
for  alimony  a  debt  which  survives  death  of  both  parties  pending  appeal;   State 
V.  Cook,  58  L.  R.  A.  625,  which  holds  decree  for  alimony  not  within  prohibition 
against  imprisonment  for  debt. 
Jvdffment   for   fntnre   payments. 

Cited  in  Barry  v.  Niessen,  114  Wis.  259,  90  N.  W.  166,  holding  bastardy  judg- 
ment directing  future  payments  cannot  be  docketed  as  lien  on  defendant's  realty. 
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24  L.  R.  A.  444,  KIRKVVOOD  v.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK,  40  Neb.  484,  42  Am.  St 
Rep.  683,  58  X.  W.  1016. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Kirkwood  v.  Exchange  Nat.  Bank,  40  Neb.  497, 
68  N.  W.  1135. 
Ponrer   to   arrant    leyal    or    equitable    relief. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Horton  v.  Dickinson,  63  Neb.  879,  89  N.  W.  431,  sustaining 
power  of  district  court  to  give  legal  or  equitable  relief,  as  pleadings  and  proof 
Avarrant;  McGlave  v.  Fitzgerald,  67  Neb.  424,  93  N.  W.  692,  2  Ann.  Cas.  867, 
holding  that  district-  court  has  jurisdiction  to  hear  a  cause  whether  legal  or 
-equitable  and  to  award  relief  accordingly. 
Actions    on    lost    negotiable    paper. 

Cited  in  Palmer  v.  Carpenter,  53  Neb.  396,  73  N.  W.  690,  holding  indemnity 
bond  not  prerequisite  to  recovery  on  unindorsed  note  payable  to  order,  lost  before 
maturity;  Embree  v.  Emerson,  37  Ind.  App.  20,  74  N.  E.  44,  holding  that  a  com- 
plaint on  a  note  lost  before  maturity  must  allege  that  note  was  not  indorsed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bank  of  Gilbv  v.  Farnsworth,  38  L.  R.  A.  843,  which 
holds  drawer  of  draft  lost  in  mails  during  transportation  from  payee  for  collec- 
tion discharged  by  delay  in  discovering  loss ;  Haug  v.  Riley,  40  L.  R.  A.  244,  which 
holds  right  to  prove  lost  note  by  copy  not  taken  away  by  statute. 

Cited  in  note  (94  Am.  St.  Rep.  473)  on  actions  on  lost  instruments. 
Maturity    of    certificate    of    deposit. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Towle  v.  Starz,  36  L.  R.  A.  463,  which  requires  demand 
on  last  day  of  grace  on  expiration  of  six  months,  on  certificate  of  deposit  con- 
taining provision  for  leaving  six  months,  and  not  bearing  interest  after  maturity. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  L.R.A.  776,  809)  on  rights  of  holder  of  negotiable  paper 
transferred  after  maturity;  (75  Am.  St.  Rep.  47,  50-55,  57)  on  certificate  of 
deposit. 

Distinguished  in  Anderson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  144  Iowa,  264,  138  Am.  St. 
Rep.  288,  122  N.  W.  918,  holding  that  statement  on  back  of  certificate  of  bank 
•deposit,  relating  to  payment  of  interest  with  no  agreement  as  to  interest  or  time 
of  payment  on  face  of  certificate,  is  not  part  of  agreement  between  bank  and 
"depositor. 
<veneral    flndinar   ■aatalnina:   Judgment. 

Cited  in  Blair  v.  Kingman  Implement  Co.  87  Neb.  743,  128  N.  W.  632,  to  the 
•point  that  in  actions  tried  by  court  judgment,  without  findings  would  be  open 
to  attack  in  direct  proceeding^. 

Limited  in  Coad  v.  Read,  48  Neb.  47,  66  N.  W.  1002,  holding  general  finding  by 
oourt,  where  special  finding  not  requested,  sustains  judgment. 
Stlpnlatlona  destrorins  negrotlablllty. 

Cited  in  note  (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  195,  198,  206)  on  agreements  and  conditions 
•destroying  negotiability. 

24  L.  R.  A.  449,  YEAZEL  v.  EINSPAHR,  40  Neb.  432,  58  N.  W,  1020. 
RlHTbt   of  purchaser  at  Jndlclal   sale   to  naafract. 

Cited  in  Hendryx  v.  Evans,  120  Iowa,  313,  94  N.  W.  853,  holding  sale  of  real 
estate  by  sheriflT  under  execution  not  complete  in  Nebraskak,  until  confirmed  by 
court;  Clark  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Trust  Co.  59  Neb.  59,  80  N.  W.  257,  and  Orr  v. 
Broad,  52  Neb.  497,  72  N.  W.  850,  holding  purchaser  at  execution  sale  acquires 
right  to  rents  and  profits  after  confirmation,  as  against  mortgagee  in  possession : 
VVoodworth  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  185  U.  S.  358,  46  L.  ed.  947,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  676,  holding  obligee  of  appeal  bond  after  confirmation  of  fore- 
closure sale  entitled,  upon  affirmance,  to  recover  rents   and   profits  since  con- 
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firmation;  Cropper  t.  Brown,  76  N.  J.  £q.  419,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  770,  74  Atl. 
987,  holding  that  legal  title  does  not  vest  in  purchaser  at  judicial  sale  until  de- 
livery of  deed,  and  any  increase  in  value  before  deed  is  delivered  inures  to  him. 
Distinguished  in  Philadelphia  Mortg.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Goos,  47  Neb.  811,  66  N.  W. 
843,  holding  receiver  may  be  appointed  to  collect  rents  and  profits  of  mortgaged 
premises. 

—  Ta  BrrovrliftflT  eropa. 

Cited  in  Monday  v.  O'Neil,  44  Neb.  726,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  760,  63  N.  W.  32^ 
holding  tenant  entitled  to  crop  grown  during  mortgage  foreclosure;  Wendt  v. 
Stewart,  74  Neb.  857,  105  N.  W.  550,  holding  vendor  selling  land  leased  oa 
shares  entitled  to  crop  severed  from  realty  prior  to  time  of  sale. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Aldrich  v.  Bank  of  Ohiowa,  57  L.  R.  A.  920,  which  denies 
title  of  purchaser  of  land  at  judicial  sale  to  growing  crops. 
RiflTlita  of  parchaiier  at  foreclosure  Mile  before  comflrmatlon. 

Cited  in  Pochin  v.  Conley,  74  Neb.  431,  104  N.  W.  878,  holding  that  the 
confirmation  of  a  foreclosure  sale  makes  purchaser  the  equitable  owner  of  land; 
Westerfield  v.  South  Omaha  Loan  &  Bldg.  Asso.  75  Neb.  58,  107  N.  W.  1010,. 
holding  title  of  purchaser  at  a  foreclosure  sale  not  complete  until  after  execu- 
tion and  delivery  of  deed;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ashley,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  188,  95 
N.  W.  697,  holding  that  on  a  foreclosure  sale  on  an  order  of  confirmation,  the 
purchaser's  title  relates  back  to  the  date  of  the  order. 

24  L.  R.  A.  452,  STATE  v.  OLYMPIC  CLUB,  46  La.  Ann.  935,  15  So.  190. 
PrlBo  llirhttnir* 

Report  of  second  appeal  in  47  La.  Ann.  1096,  17  So.  599,  holding  proviso  ex- 
cepting glove  contests  at  athletic  clubs  from  prize-fight  statute,  meaningless. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Com.  ex  rel.  Pratt  v.  McGovern,  66  L.R.A.  280,  which 
holds  that  use  of  gloves  in  prize  fight  does  not  diminish  character  of  offense. 
statutory  constriictloii. 

Cited  in  New  Orleans  v.  Collins,  52  La.  Ann.  980,  27  So.  532,  holding  courts 
will  not  construe  law  permitting  operation  of  slot  machines  as  permitting  use  for 
gambling. 

Prl-rate  ▼lolatlon  of  pablle  lavr. 

Cited  in  State  v.  White,  115  La.  780,  40  So.  44,  holding  fact  that  a  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquors  is  confined  to  boarder  no  defense  to  charge  of  unlawful 
sale. 

24  L.  R.  A.  462,  NORTH  &  SOUTH  ROLLING  STOCK  CO.  v.  PEOPLE,  147  111. 
234,  35  N.  E.  608. 

Keeping   corporate   books   ivlthln   state. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Coggeshall  v.  Walker  Opera  House  Co.  249  111.  110,  94 
N.  E.  159,  holding  that  failure  of  corporation  to  keep  books  at  principal  place  of 
business  is  not,  as  matter  of  law,  sufficient  to  cause  forfeiture;  Venner  v.  Chicago 
City  R.  Co.  246  111.  177,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  229,  92  N.  E.  643,  20  Ann.  Caa.  607, 
holding  that  purpose  of  section  13  of  general  incorporation  act,  requiring  corpo- 
ration to  keep  books  at  principal  place  of  business,  is  to  protect  stockholders 
and  also  to  protect  public  unlawful  monopolies. 

Distinguished  in  Crown  Coal  &  Tow  Co.  v.  Thomas,  60  111.  App.  237,  granting 
mandamus  to  compel  keeping  of  corporate  books  at  its  principal  office  in  state. 
Effect    of    total   abandonment    of   eorporate    bnalnesa. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Byrne  v.  Schuyler  Electric  Mfg.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  304,  which 
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holds  ultra  vireSf  attempt  of  corporation  to  exchange  entire  property  for  stock 

of  other  company. 

Recoflrnttlon   or   ezclvalon    of   forelflrn   corporations. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Brown  Contracting  &  Bldg,  Co.  v.  Cook,  181  Mo.  610, 
80  S.  W.  929,  holding  corporation  admissible  to  do  business  though  its  stock- 
holders and  whole  business  were  domestic  and  incorporation  foreign. 

Cited  in  note   (24  L.  R.  A.  292)  on  recognition  or  exclusion  of  foreign  corpo- 
rations. 
Admission  of  coriH>rate  existence  by  brlnirlnar  quo  nvarranto. 

Cited  in  State  v.  South  Park,  34  Wash.  165,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  998,  75  Pac. 
636,  holding  that  quo  warranto  does  not  lie  against  a  municipal  corporation  in 
corporate  name  to  test  its  legal  existence. 

24  L.  R.  A.  469,  HENDERSON  v.  STATE,  137  Ind.  552,  36  N.  E.  257. 
Requirement  that  act  cover  but  one  subject,  embraced   In  title. 

Cited  in  Airy  v.  People,  21  Colo.  151,  40  Pac.  362,  holding  act  providing  for 
payment  of  salaries  and  disposition  of  fees  not  multifarious;  Isenhour  v.  Stat«, 
157  Ind.  525,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  228,  62  N.  E.  40,  holding  title  of  pure  food  act 
reciting  subsidiary  means  of  attaining  purpose  of  act,  not  multifarious;  Qua- 
tavel  V.  State,  153  Ind.  616,  54  N.  £.  123,  holding  means  of  protecting  fish  and 
game  may  be  embraced  in  one  statute;  Garrigus  v.  Howard  County,  167  Ind.  109, 
60  N.  E.  948,  holding  provision  for  employment  of  expert  accountants  germane  to 
subject  expressed  in  title  of  fee  and  salary  act. 

Cited  in  note  ( 64  Am.  St.  Rep.  103 )  on  sufficiency  of  title  of  statute. 
Constltntlonal   arnarantF   of   free   Justice. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Knee  v.  Baltimore  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  42  L.  R,  A.  363,  which 
sustains  order  staying  all  further  proceedings  in  action  till  costs  of  appeal  are 
paid. 
Constitutional   pro-rlslon    for   open   courts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Bragg  v.  Rogers,  32  L.  R.  A.  520,  which  holds 
valid,  act  requiring  county  board  of  revenue  to  act  in  private. 
liocal  legislation. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Benton  County  v.  Boice,  140  Ind.  508,  39  N.  E.  64,  hold- 
ing fee  and  salary  act  omitting  to  provide  for  treasurer  of  one  county  void  as  to 
county  treasurers. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Henderson  v.  Koenig,  57  L.  R.  A.  659,  which  holds  void, 
statute  requiring  probate  judge  of  one  county  only,  to  accept  salary  instead  of  fees. 

Cited  in  note   {14  L.R.A.(N.S.)   519)   on  validity  of  statute  or  ordinance  au- 
thorizing levy  of  taxes,  incurring  indebtedness,  or  appropriation  of  money,  for 
two  or  more  purposes. 
Fee   and   salary   act. 

Followied  in  Legler  v.  Paine^  147  Ind.  188,  45  N.  E.  604  (distinguished  in  dis- 
senting opinion)  ;  Gross  v.  Whitley  County,  158  Ind.  534,  58  L.  R.  A.  396.  64  N.  E. 
25;  Sudbury  v.  Monroe  County,  157  Ind.  460,  62  N.  E.  45;  State  ex  rel.  McCay 
V.  Krost,  140  Ind.  44,  39  N.  E.  46,— holding  fee  and  sixlary  act  of  1891  not 
special  or  local. 

Cited  in  Harmon  v.  Madison  County,  153  Ind.  72,  54  N.  E.  105,  holding  fee 
and  salary  act  within  constitutional  provision  for  grading  compensation  in  pro- 
portion to  population  and  necessary  services;  Walsh  v.  State,  142  Ind.  358,  33 
L.  R.  A.  393,  41  N.  £.  65,  holding  fee  and  salary  act,  unconstitutional  as  to 
certain  officers,  curable  by  amendment;   Meer  v.  Shelby  Coimty,  26  Ind.  App. 
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87,  59  N.  E.  184,  holding  county  treasurer's  salary  governed  by  amendment  passed 
after  election. 

When   eonrtu   inrlll   consider   eonatitntionullty    of   statate. 

Cited  in  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Montgomery,  152  Ind.  14,  71  Am. 
St.  Rep.  301,  49  N.  E.  582,  and  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Ebaugh,  144  Ind.  694,  43 
N.  E.  936,  holding  courts  will  pass  only  upon  constitutional  questions  necessarily 
involved;  Fesler  v.  Brayton,  145  Ind.  84,  32  L.  R.  A.  582,  44  N.  E.  37;  Switzer- 
land County  V.  Reeves,  148  Ind.  476,  46  N.  E.  995;  Cnss  County  v.  Plotner,  149 
Ind.  119,  48  N.  E.  635;  Isenhour  v.  State,  157  Ind.  520,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  228,  62 
N.  E.  40;  Currier  v.  Elliott,  141  Ind.  407,  39  N.  E.  554,— ho)ding  party  seeking 
to  overthrow  statute  must  show  rights  impaired;  Gustavel  v.  State,  153  Ind.  615, 
54  X.  E.  123,  and  Citizens  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Haugh,  142  Ind.  258,  41  N.  E.  533, 
holding  statute  must  be  shown  clearly  in  conflict  with  Constitution;  Boring  v. 
State,  141  Ind.  660,  41  N.  E.  270,  dissenting  opinion  by  Jordan,  J.,  who  holds 
statute  not  unconstitutional  unless  clearly  in  conflict;   Gordon  v.  Corning,   174 
Ind.  344,  92  X.  E.  59,  holding  that  voter,  as  such,  cannot  question  validity  of 
statute  that  does  not  affect  his  personal  rights:   State  v.  De  Lorenzo.  80  N.  J. 
L.  503,  78  Atl.  660,  holding  that  person  can  only  attack  constitutionality  of 
statute  when  it  infringes  upon  some  right  given  to  him  by  provision  of  constitu- 
tion, which  it  is  claimed  has  been  violated;  Carr  v.  State,  175  Ind.  247,  32  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)   1193,  03  N.  E.  1071,  holding  that  burden  rests  upon  party  who  questions 
validity  of  statute  to  show  that  it  is  forbidden;  Knight  &  J.  Co.  v.  Miller,  172 
Ind.  50,  87  N.  E.  823,  18  Ann.  Cas.  1146,  holding  where  an  act  applies  to  and  is 
valid  as  to  complainants  such  complainants  cannot  be  heard  to  question  constitu- 
tionality of  act  in  a  manner  that  cannot  affect  them;   Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  A  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Montgomery,  152  Ind.  14,  69  L.R.A.  882,  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  .301,  49  N.  E. 
582,  holding  that  if  an  act  is  valid  as  to  railroad  companies  a  railroad  company 
cannot  litigate  constitutionality  of  act  as  to  other  corporations;  Cram  v.  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  85  Xeb.  594,  26  L.R.A.(X.S.)  1031,  123  N.  W.  1045,  holding  rail- 
road pre-existent  to  an  act  and  not  shown  to  be  affected  by  it  cannot  question  its 
validity. 
Act   nnconstltational   in   part   only. 

Cited  in  Hammer  v.  State,  173  Ind.  204,  24  L.R.A. (N.S.)  798,  140  Am.  St. 
Rep.  248,  89  X.  E.  850,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1034,  holding  where  an  act  is  valid  in  part 
and  separable  and  capable  of  being  executed  the  invalid  part  will  be  disre- 
garded. 

24  L.  R.  A.  483,  DICKSOX  v.  WALDROX,  135  Ind.  507,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  440, 

34  X.  E.  506,  35  X.  E.  1. 
Master's  liability   for  employee's  torts. 

Cited  in  Efroymson  v.  Smith,  29  Ind.  App.  454,  63  X.  E.  328,  holding  owner 
liable  for  foreman  of  store  placing  customer,  wrongfully  accused  of  stealing, 
under  restraint;  Tyson  v.  Joseph  11.  Bauland  Co.  68  App.  Div.  315,  74  X.  Y. 
Supp.  59,  holding  proprietor  of  store  liable  for  act  of  store  detective,  also  special 
patrolman,  in  making  arrest;  Flora  v.  Russell,  138  Ind.  161,  37  N.  E.  593  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  railroad  not  liable  for  act  of  check  clerk  at 
freight  depot  in  procuring  search  warrant;  Walker  v.  Wehking,  29  Ind.  App.  73, 
63  X.  E.  128  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying  master's  liability  for  fore- 
man's sending  employee  to  work  in  dangerous  place;  Heggen  v.  Ft.  Dodge,  D.  M. 
A  S.  R.  Co.  160  Iowa,  318,  130  X.  W.  148,  holding  that  conductor  of  passenger 
train  in  suppressing  misconduct  of  passenger,  is  agent  of  company  for  whose 
conduct  railroad  is  liable;  Rand  v.  Butte  Electric  K.  Co.  40  Mont.  415,  107  Pac. 
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87,  holding  that  employer  of  one  who  acts  in  dual  capacity  of  employee  and 
special  peace  officer  cannot  escape  liability  for  his  wrongful  acts,  merely  becaufle 
at  time  he  was  peace  officer;  Layne  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  66  W.  Va.  615,  #7 
S.  E.  1103,  holding  that  special  officer  appointed  by  governor  for  police  duty  at 
instance  of  railroad,   is  prima  facie  public  officer,  for  whose  acts  company  U 
not  liable;  Texas  &  N.  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Parschs,  102  Tex.  160,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  857, 
113  S.  W.  914,  holding  that  question  of  liability  for  acts  of  special  polioem&n  U 
to  be  determined  from  all  the  circumstances  and  facts  placed  in  evidence;   Deck 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  100  Md.  185,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  399,  59  Atl.  650,  holding 
question  whether  a  special  policeman  at  a  certain  time  is  acting  as  employee 
of  railroad  or  as  police  of  state  was  for  jury;  Clancy  v.  Barker,  71  Neb.  87,  69 
L.R.A.  650,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  559,  98  N.  W.  440,  8  Ann.  Cas.  682,  holding  inn- 
keeper liable  for  injury  to  guest  by  servant  wantonly  firing  pistol;   Schmidt  v. 
New  Orleans  R.  Co.  116  La.  323,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)   176,' 40  So.  714,  holding  a  raU- 
road  company  liable  for  a  wrongful  arrest  made  by  a  policeman  of  a  passenger 
of  a  street  car  under  instructions  of  conductor;  Hirst  v.  Fitchburg  &  L.  Street 
R.  Co.  196  Mass.  355,  82  N.  £.  10,  holding  skating  rink  owner,  liable  for  act  of 
special  police  who  is  quelling  a  disturbance;  Samuel  v.  Wanamaker,  107  App. 
Div.  444,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  270,  holding  proprietor  of  store  not  liable  for  an  illegal 
arrest  in  store  by  a  special  policeman  where  he  took  no  part  in  inducing  arrest; 
McKain  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  65  W.  Va.  236,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  296,  131  Am. 
St.   Rep.  964,   64  S.   E.   18,   17   Ann.   Cas.   634,  holding  railroad  company  not 
liable  for  wrongful  arrest  by  a  special  policeman  where  act  for  which  arrest  is 
made  is  not  in  respect  to  railroad  company  or  its  property. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Paulton  v.  Keith,  54  L.R.A.  670,  which  denies  theater 
owner's  liability  for  manager  obstructing  service  of  process  on  actor;  Mc- 
Namara  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  66  L.R.A.  486,  which  holds  exemplary  damages 
against  street  car  company  justified  by  conductor's  intentional  and  unjustified 
kicking  of  boy  attempting  to  board  car. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.R.A.  48)  on  which  of  two  or  more  persons  is  master  of 
another,  who  is  conceded  to  be  servant  of  one  of  them;  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  428) 
on  negligence  of  proprietor  of  place  of  entertainment,  injuring  visitor;  (4 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  486,  487,  496)  on  liability  for  malicious  act  of  servant  when  master 
owes  special  duty  to  party  injured;  (9  L.R.A. (N.S.)  476)  on  liability  of  master 
for  assault  growing  out  of  quarrel  commenced  while  employee  is  acting  within 
scope  of  employment;  (23  L.R.A. (N.S.)  292)  on  liability  of  employer  for  acts 
of  special  police  officer  appointed  by  public  authority. 

Distinguished  in  Healey  v.  Lothrop,  171  Mass.  264,  50  N.  E.  540,  denying  lia- 
bility of  one  paying  for  services  of  special  policeman  for  assault  by  him;  Markley 
v.  Snow,  207  Pa.  452,  64  L.  R,  A.  687,  56  Atl.  999,  holding  arrest  by  employees 
of  mining  partnership,  of  one  suspected  of  having  fired  building,  long  after  com- 
mission of  the  crime,  not  within  scope  of  their  employment;  Adler  v.  White 
City  Constr.  Co.  147  111.  App.  22,  holding  corporation  not  liable  for  acts  of  special 
policeman  over  which  it  had  no  control  and  whose  duties  were  those  of  a  police- 
man only;  Clancy  v.  Barker,  69  L.R,A.  657,  66  C.  C.  A.  469,  131  Fed.  167, 
holding  an  innkeeper  not  liable  for  injury  to  a  guest  by  a  servant  firing  pistol 
when  beyond  the  scope  and  course  of  his  employment. 

Distinguished  in  effect  in  Sharp  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  90  App.  Div.  605,  85  N.  Y. 
Supp.  553,  denying  liability  of  railroad  company  for  shooting  by  employee,  who 
was  also  police  officer,  in  making  arrest  for  misdemeanor. 
BIfeet  of  tiuantty  on  competenoF  of  'vrttmesses. 

Cited  in  note  (37  L.  R.  A.  428)  on  effect  of  insanity  on  competency  of  witnesses. 
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Nearllirenee  «•  a  anestlon  for  Jiirr* 

Cited  in  Penas  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  112  Minn.  212.  30  L.R.A.(X.S.) 
031,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  470,  127  N.  W.  926,  holding  that  railroad's  liability  was 
for  jury  where  minor  who  waa  really  but  not  apparently  trespasser,  claimed  to 
have  been  thrown  from  moving  train  by  brakeman ;  Shortridge  v.  Scarritt  Estate 
Co.  145  Mo.  App.  302,  130  S.  W.  126,  holding  question  of  negligence  one  for  jury 
where  openings  in  elevator  shaft  were  left  so  that  boy  thrust  head  into  shaft. 

24  L.  R,  A.  489,  McILHINNY  v.  McILHINNY,  137  Ind.  411,  45  Am,  St.  Rep.  186, 

37  N.  E.  147. 
Rule   in    Sheller'*   Case. 

Cited  in  Bonner  v.  Bonner,  28  Ind.  App.  151,  62  N.  E.  497,  holding  devise  to 
daughter  during  natural  life,  and  to  heirs  in  fee  after  her  death,  vest*!  fee  in  her ; 
Williams  v.  Iledrick,  37  C.  C.  A.  554,  96  Fed.  060,  holding  conveyance  to  one  for 
life,  and  remainder  to  children  if  any  surviving,  not  within  rule  in  Shelley^s 
Case;  Weacott  v.  Binford,  104  Iowa,  652,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  530,  74  N.  \V.  18, 
holding  rule  in  8heUey*8  Case  not  applicable  to  devise  defeating  testator's  inten- 
tion; Granger  v.  Granger,  147  Ind.  101,  36  L.  R.  A.  190,  footnote  p.  186,  44  X.  E. 
189,  holding  rule  in  8helley*8  Case  not  applicable  to  devise  to  one  for  life,  and 
after  his  death  to  heirs  of  his  bod}',  if  any  survive  him,  with  devise  over  other- 
wise; Kesterson  v.  Bailey,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  238,  80  S.  W.  97,  holding  that  the 
rule  in  Shelley's  case  will  not  be  allowed  to  override  the  manifest  and  clearly 
expressed  intention  of  testator;  Doyle  v.  Andis,  127  Iowa,  39,  69  L.R.A.  963. 
102  N.  \V.  177,  4  Ann.  Cas.  18  (dissenting  opinion),  on  abolition  by  courts  of 
rule  in  Shellev's  case. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Glover  v.  Condell,  35  L.R.A.  360.  which  holds  ownership 
of  fund,  subject  to  limitation,  g^ven  by  bequest  to  son,  and  over,  in  case  of  death 
without  living  heirs;  Wood  v.  Fleetwood,  67  L.R.A.  445,  which  holds  fee  simple 
vested  in  children  under  provision  in  will  that  five  years  after  life  tenant's 
death  they  shall  procure  the  property  to  be  divided  between  them;  Doj^le  v. 
Andis,  69  L.R.A.  95G,  which  holds  fee  simple  vested  in  first  taker  by  conveyance 
to  one  ^'during  his  natural  life  and  then  to  his  heirs." 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  976,  1087,  1105,  1133,  1162)  on  rule  in  Shelley's 
case. 

Distinguished  in  Waters  v.  Lyon,  141  Ind.  174,  40  N.  E.  662,  holding  convey- 
ance to  certain  persons  ^'during  natural  lives,  and  at  their  death  to  their  heirs," 
vests  estate  in  fee. 

24  L.  R.  A.  492,  PEOPLE  ex  rel.  GERMAN  INS  CO.  v.  WILLIAMS,  145  111.  573, 

36  Am.  St.  Rep.  514,  33  N.  E.  849. 
Dvttes  of  pnbltc  oflicers. 

Cited  in  Anderson  v.  Schubert,  55  111.  App.  229,  holding  clerk  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  docket  appeal  without  payment  of  fees;  Nagle  v.  Wakey,  161  111.  302, 
43  N.  E.  1079,  Affirming  59  111.  App.  204,  denying  liability  for  defective  highway, 
of  commissioners  expending  resources  in  good  faith;  Ballinger  v.  McLaughlin, 
22  S.  D.  210,  116  N.  W.  70:  Ledgerwood  v.  Pitts,  122  Tenn.  611,  125  S.  W.  1036,— 
holding  that  compulsory  primary  election  law  requiring  payment  of  fees  as  con- 
dition of  becoming  candidate,  is  unconstitutional;  Hoy  v.  State,  108  Ind.  521,  81 
N.  E.  509,  11  Ann.  Cas.  944,  holding  that  voters  in  electing  a  candidate  to  office 
have  a  right  to  assume  that  he  will  free  himself  of  all  disabilities,  before  assuming 
duties;  Earlville  v.  Radley,  141  111.  App.  366,  sustaining  authority  of  city  council 
to  enact  an  ordinance  fixing  penalty  for  failure  of  a  member  to  attend  meeting. 
Johnson  v.  Grand  Forks  County,  16  N.  D.  374,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  662,  113  N.  W, 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— io. 
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1071,  holding  invalid  a  statute  requiring  payment  of  fees  for  printing  the  names 
on  ballots  of  candidates  on  the  official  primaiy  election  ballot  larger  than  neces- 
sary to  meet  cost  of  printing;  Neville  v.  Viner,  115  111.  App.  360;  People  ex  rel. 
Brcckon  v.  Chicago  Election  Comrs.  221  111.  21,  77  N.  E.  321,  5  Ann  Cas.  562,— 
on  drty  of  one  elected  to  office  to  serve;  Nome  v.  Rice,  3  Alaska,  605,  holding 
that  a  resignation  must  be  accelpted  before  party  is  relieved  from  official  duty; 
State  ex  rel.  Royse  v.  Superior  Ct.  46  Wash.  622,  12  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1013,  123  Am. 
St.  Rep.  948,  91  Pac.  4,  13  Ann.  Cas.  870,  holding  an  acceptance  necessary  to 
complete  a  resignation;  State  ex  rel.  Ryan  v.  Murphy,  30  Nev.  435,  18  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1219^  97  Pac.  720  (dissenting  opinion),  on  effect  of  a  resignation  not 
accepted. 
Mandamus    to    compel    performance    of  public   duties. 

Cited  in  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Taggart,  66  N.  H.  372,  29  Atl.  1027,  granting  mandamus 
to  compel  president  of  senate  to  exercise  governor's  powers  during  latter's  dis- 
ability. 

Cited  in  notes    (31  L.R.A.  342)    on  mandamus  to  compel  surrender  of  office; 
(16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  782)  as  to  when  mandamus  will  be  granted. 
Necessity    of    demand    before   application    for   mandamus. 

Cited  in  Highway  Comrs.  v.  Jackson,  165  111.  23,  45  N.  E.  1000,  Affirming  61 
111.  App.  382,  holding  demand  that  commissioners  obey  supervisor's  order  unneces- 
sary before  petitioning  for  mandamus. 

24  L.  R.  A.  498,  STATE  v.  CORBEIT,  57  Minn.  345,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  694,  59 

N.  W.  317. 
Validity  of  rcgrulations  of  business. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Young  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  Ill  Minn.  97,  126  N.  W.  527, 
holding  that  legislature  may  impose  special  restrictions  regulating  sale  of  one 
class  of  commodities,  unless  bevond  doubt  no  substantial  conditions  or  usa^jes 
of  trade  differentiate  that  class  from  others;  State  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  114  Minn.  129,  33  L.R.A. (N.S.)  498,  130  N.  W.  545,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  1030, 
holding  that  ordinance  prohibiting  use  of  soft  coal  in  yard  engines  in  city, 
which  causes  emission  of  dense  smoke,  is  proper  exercise  of  police  power;  St. 
Paul  V.  Schleh,  101  Minn.  427,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  638,  112  N.  W.  532,  on  the 
validity  of  an  ordinance  regulating  the  establishment  of  wood  yards  in  residence 
portions  of  a  city. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.R.A. (N.S.)  639)  on  delegation  of  power  to  regulate 
carriers;  (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  260)  on  acts  which  legislature  may  declare  criminal. 
— —  Reic^ulation  of  sale  of  passaicc  tickets. 

Cited  in  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v,  McConnell,  82  Fed.  85,  sustaining 
injunction  against  sale  by  ticket  brokers  of  special,  nontransferable  excursion 
tickets;  Allardt  v.  People,  197  111.  508,  64  N.  E.  533,  and  Jannin  v.  State,  42 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  640,  53  L.  R.  A.  351,  footnote  p.  349,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  821,  51 
S.  W.  1126,  holding  statute  against  sale  of  passage  tickets  by  other  than  author- 
ized agent  constitutional;  Com.  v.  Keary,  14  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  587,  holding  statute 
against  ticket  brokerage  constitutional ;  People  ex  rel.  Tyroler  v.  City  Prison, 
157  N.  Y.  125,  43  L.  R.  A.  268,  footnote  p.  264,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  763,  51  N.  E. 
1006,  Reversing  26  App.  Div.  234,  50  N,  Y.  Supp.  56,  denying  validity  of  statute 
prohibiting  other  than  duly  appointed  agents  from  acting  as  ticket  brokers; 
People  V.  Peace,  3  111.  C.  C.  76,  holding  that  statute  making  it  unlawful  for  any 
person  not  authorized  by  railroad  to  sell  railroad  tickets,  is  not  valid  exercise 
of  police  power;  Munson  v.  Colorado  Springs,  35  Colo.  509,  6  L.R.A.(N.S,)  435. 
84  Pac.  683,  9  Ann.  C  ^s.  970,  on  the  constitutionality  of  an  ordinance  regulating 
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the  licensing  of  ticket  brokers;  Chicago  v.  Openheim,  229  111.  317,  82  N.  £.  294, 
11  Ann.  Cas.  554,  holding  that  an  ordinance  prohibiting  the  sale  and  gift  of  a 
street  car  transfer  is  constitutional ;  State  v.  Manford,  97  Minn.  174,  106  N.  VV. 
907,  holding  an  act  to  regulate  the  sale  and  redemption  of  transportation  tickets 
valid;  State  v.  Thompson,  47  Or.  501,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  485,  84  Pac.  476,  8 
Ann.  Cas.  646,  holding  a  law  prohibiting  ticket  scalping  is  constitutional;  Sam- 
uelson  V.  State,  116  Tenn.  489,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  805,  95  S.  W.  1012,  holding  an 
act  prohibiting  traffic  in  nontransferable  signature  patiseiiger  tickets  is  constitu- 
tional; Re  O'Neill,  41  Wash.  180,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  561,  83  Pac.  104,  6  Ann.  Cas. 
869,  holding  that  law  regulating  the  sale  of  railway  transportation  tickets  w^as 
valid. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Schubach  v.  McDonald,  65  L.R.A.  136,  which  holds  that 
ticket  broker  purchasing  nontransferable  ticket  cannot  complain  on  being  for- 
bidden to  transfer  the  same. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.R.A.  152)   on  statutes  against  ticket  brokerage  or  scalp- 
ing;   (96  Am.  St.  Rep.  829,  830,  832,  833)  on  power  of  state  to  control  sale  and 
use  of  passenger  tickets. 
— —  Ij«fv  llmttlnff  time  of  use  of  tlelcets. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Hughes,  50  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  618,  100  S.  W.  160,  on  the 
question  as  to  whether  a  ticket  can  be  absolutely  forfeited  if  the  party  purchasing 
it  does  not  see  fit  to  use  it. 
IVhen  ntatnte  nnconstttatlonal. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Harrington,  68  Vt.  637,  34  L.  R.  A.  104,  35  Atl.  515,  holding 
law  cannot  be  declared  unconstitutional  as  violating  spirit  of  Constitution. 

54  L.  R.  A.  502,  STATE  v.  GLADSON,  57  Minn.  385,  59  N.  VV.  487. 

^  Affirmed  in  Gladson  v.  Minnesota,  166  U.  S.  430,  41  L.  ed.  1065,  17  Sup.  Ct 
:Rep.  627. 
Sabjectlon   to   police   poorer   of   Instrnmeiita   of   Intentate   commerce. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Burrows  v.  Delta  Transp.  Co.  29  L.R.A,  468,  which  sus- 
tains validity  of  state  statute  requiring  fire  screens  on  vessels  burning  wood; 
Central  Stockyards  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  63  L.R.A.  213,  which  holds  tliat 
state  cannot  require  delivery  of  interstate  freight  by  one  carrier  to  another 
within  its  borders  in  order  that  it  may  reach  a  particular  depot. 

Cited  in  note  (54  L.  ed.  U.  S.  971)  on  state  regulation  of  stops  of  interstate 
passenger  and  mail  trains. 

24  L.  R.  A.  504,  UNION  CENT.  L.  INS.  CO.  v.  CROWNING,  86  Tex.  654,  26 

S.  W.  982. 
Constitutionality    of    •tatntes    pemnlttinflr    recoverr    of    attorney's    fees. 

Followed  in  Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chowning,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  462,  28 
S.  W.  117;  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  v.  Allibone,  15  Tex.  Civ.  App.  180,  39  S.  W.  632; 
E^ansas  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Coalson,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  73,  54  S.  VV.  388 ;  Washing- 
ton L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Gooding,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  496,  49  S.  W.  123;  Fidelity  Mut. 
Life  Asso.  v.  Mettler,  185  U.  S.  325,  46  L.  ed.  932,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  662;  Mer- 
ehants'  Life  Asso.  v.  Yoakum,  39  C.  C.  A.  68,  98  Fed.  251;  New  York  L.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Orlopp,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  290,  61  S.  W.  336, —  upholding  constitutionality 
of  act  permitting  recovery  of  attorney's  fees  and  12  per  cent  damages  from 
insurance  companies. 

Cited  in  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Ellis,  87  Tex.  22,  26  S.  W.  985,  holding 
act  permitting  recovery  of  attorneys'  fees  in  suits  against  railway  corporations 
constitutional;  Dell  v.  Marvin,  41  Fla.  228,  45  L.  R.  A.  203,  79  Am.  St.  Rep. 
171,  26  So.  188,  holding  provision  allowing  attorney's  fees  to  plaintiff  foreclosing 
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mechanic's  Hen  constitutiona] ;  Terre  Haute  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Salmon,  161  Ind.  139, 
67  N.  E.  918,  holding  statute  authorizing  recovery  of  attorney's  fees  in  addition 
to  value  of  fence  constructed  by  land  owner  along  railroad  right  of  way  oob- 
stitutional;  Pjramid  Land  &  Stock  Co.  v.  Pierce,  30  Nev.  248,  96  Pac.  210, 
sustaining  a  statute  providing  for  an  attorney's  fee  in  favor  of  party  recovering 
damages  for  unlawful  grazing  of  stock;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Taber,  168  Ind.  423,  77  N.  E.  740,  11  Ann.  Cas.  808,  sustaining  an  act  provid- 
ing for  the  recovery  of  attorney's  fees  in  collection  of  a  street  assessment; 
Arkansas  Ins.  Co.  v.  McMamis,  86  Ark.  121,  110  S.  W.  797,  sustaining  a  statute 
allowing  taxation  of  an  attorney's  fees  as  costs  in  an  action  on  a  fire  insurance 
policy. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gano  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  263, 
which  sustains  requirement  for  payment  of  attorney's  fee  on  successful  appeal 
by  land  owner  from  award  in  eminent  domain;  Atkinson  v.  Woodmansee.  64 
L.  R.  A.  325,  holding  statute  authorizing  recovery  of  attorney's  fees  upon  en- 
forcement of  mechanic's  lien  unconstitutional;  Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Red- 
ding, 67  L.R.A.  518,  581,  which  upholds  provisions  for  recovery  of  attorneys* 
fees  in  certain  cases  against  insurance  companies. 

Cited  in  notes   (17  L.R.A.(X.S.)    912;   79  Am.  St.  Rep.  180)   on  constitution- 
ality of  statutes  allowing  attorney's  fee;    (47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  823)    on  unconstitu- 
tional inequality  or  discrimination  in  statutes  allowing  attorney's  fees. 
Reaniremeut    that    all    courts    be    open. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Bragg  v.  Rogers,  32  L.  R.  A.  520,  which  holds 
valid,  act  requiring  county  board  of  revenue  to  act  in  private. 
Conntltational  flraaranty  of  free  Jastice. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Knee  v.  Baltimore  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  42  L.  R.  A.  363,  which 
sustains  order  staying  all  further  proceedings  in  action  till  costs  of  appeal  are 
paid. 
AsNifirnnient    of    error. 

Cited  in  Morgan  v.  Butler,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  474,  56  S.  W.  689,  and  Cammack 
V.  Rogers,  96  Tex.  460,  73  S.  W.  795,  holding  assignment  of  error  embracing  more 
than  one  proposition  improper;  Holton  v.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  31  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  130,  71  S.  VV.  408,  holding  assignment  of  error  complaining  of  several 
different  matters,  without  segregating  particular  errors  complained  of,  in- 
sufficient; Pecos  &  N.  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Ball.  51  Tex.  Civ.  App.  636,  114  S.  W.  403, 
holding  that  assignment  of  error  is  not  entitled  to  consideration  where  it  pre- 
sents more  than  one  distinct  proposition,  without  specifying  error. 
DellnlteneMi  of  qaestlon  to  be  certified. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.  R.  A.  397)  on  definiteness  of  question  to  be  certified. 
I^efirinlatlve   classifications. 

Cited  in  Monteleone  v.  Seaboard  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  126  La.  816,  62  So.  1032, 
holding  that  exercise  of  discretion  of  legislature  in  classification  of  bosineas 
occupations  cannot  be  interfered  with  so  long  as  constitutional  limits  are  not 
overstepped;  Supreme  Lodge  United  Benev.  Aaso.  v.  Johnson,  98  Tex.  5,  81  S. 
W.  18,  holding  that  legislature  may  classify  persons,  organizations  and  corpo- 
rations according  to  their  business  and  apply  different  rules  to  each. 
Validity  of  statutes  as  to   penalties. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cigar  Makers*  International  Union  v.  Goldbert,  70  L.R.A. 
166,  which  holds  that  due  process  of  law  as  to  legal  penalties  requires  legis- 
lative body  to  prescribe  amount  of  penalty  or  some  definite  standard  for  fixing 
amount  or  that  such  amount  be  determined  in  judicial  proceeding  against  of- 
fender. 
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"Walrrr   of    forfeiture   of   policy. 

Cited  in  Marshall  v.  Missouri  State  L.  lus.  Co.  148  Mo.  App.  678,  129  S.  W. 
40,  holding  that  forfeiture  of  insurance  policy  for  nonpayment  of  premium  notes 
ivas  not  waived  because  company  tried  to  collect  notes. 

24  L.  R.  A.  507,  SNODDY  v.  BOLEN,  122  Mo.  479,  24  S,  W.  142,  25  S.  W.  932. 
Reservation    in   deeds. 

Cited  in  Harris  v.  Cobb,  49  W.  Va.  356,  38  S.  £.  559,  construing  reservation  in 
deed  of  one  half  usual  royalty  of  one  eighth  of  petroleum  as  reserving  title  to 
one  sixteenth  of  oil ;  Porter  v.  Kansas  City  &  N.  Connecting  R.  Co.  103  Mo.  App. 
430,  77  S.  VV.  582,  holding  railroad  granted  land  with  reservation  of  right  of 
iRray,  without  right  to  maintain  ditch  or  platform  interfering  therewith. 

Cited  in  note  (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  601)  on  reservations  or  exceptions  in  deeds. 

Distinguished  in  Dozier  v.  Toalson,  180  Mo.  553,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  586,  79 
4S.  VV.  420,  holding  a  provision  in  a  deed  conveying  by  general  warranty  a  lot 
"'excepting  and  reserving  the  uses,  rents  and  profits"  during  grantor's  life  to  be 
4  reservation. 
Sffect   of   deed   bounded  on   Itlslt'w^ay* 

Cited  in  Thomas  v.  Hunt,  134  Mo.  399,  32  L.  R.  A.  859,  35  S.  W.  581 ;  Grant 
T.  Moon,  128  Mo.  48,  30  S.  W.  328;  Overland  Mach.  Co.  v.  Alpenfels,  30  Colo.  172, 
69  Pac.  574, —  holding  grant  bounded  upon  highway  carries  fee  to  center ;  Scudder 
V.  Detroit,  117  Mich.  80,  75  N.  W.  286,  holding  grantee  of  lands  bounded  on 
alley,  where  reversion  reserved  to  platter  or  assigns,  takes  fee;  Union  Elevator 
Co.  V.  Kansas  City  Suburban  Belt  R.  Co.  135  Mo.  366,  36  S.  W.  1071,  holding 
Abutter  owns  fee  to'center  of  street,  subject  to  public  easement;  Carter  v.  Foster, 
145  Mo.  396,  47  S.  W.  6,  holding  city's  interest  in  streets  limited  to  public  use; 
Walker  v.  Sedalia,  74  Mo.  App.  75,  holding  abutter  may  recover  for  shade  trees 
in  street  destroyed  by  change  of  grade;  Wiess  v.  Goodhue,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  149, 
102  S.  W.  793,  holding  that  a  conveyance  of  abutting  land  conveys  to  center  of 
highway;  Sikes  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  127  Mo.  App.  236,  105  S.  W.  700, 
on  a  conveyance  of  fee  as  extending  to  center  of  highway  if  interest  of  owner 
extends  that  far. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Crocker  v.  Cotting,  33  L.  R.  A.  245,  which  holds  no  part 
Ox  passageway  included  in  grant  of  land  "bounded  by"  such  passageway. 
Conveyance  of  ntinerals,  in  place. 

Cited  in  Gordon  v.  Park,  219  Mo.  613,  117  S.  W.  1163.  holding  that  coal  may 
be  conveyed  separate  from  surface;  Manning  v.  Kansas  &  T.  Coal  Co.  181  Mo. 
377,  81  S.  VV.  140,  holding  coal  under  land  to  be  subject  to  grant. 

Cited  in  note  (8  L.R.A.{N.S.)  424)  on  right  to  mineral  under  surface  of  street 
or  highway  where  fee  is  in  public. 
Dedication   of  land. 

Cited  in  Gaskins  v.  Williams.  235  Mo.  572,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  609,  139  S.  W. 
117,  holding  that  dedication  on  duly  recorded  plat  of  town,  by  owner  of  land,  of 
certain  block,  to  county  for  **court  house  purpose."  was,  under  statute  for  that 
purpose  and  no  other;  Hill  v.  Hopson,  150  Mo.  App.  017,  131  S.  W.  357,  holding 
that  under  statute  plat  is  sufficient  conveyance  to  vest  title  of  streets  in  county, 
where  land  in  unincorporated  town  was  platted  and  plat  properly  recorded. 

24  L.  R.  A.  616,  LOCKWOOD  v.  WABASH  R.  CO.  122  Mo.  86,  43  Am.  St.  Rep. 

547,  26  S.  W.  698. 
RiljrlttH  of  public  in  street. 
Cited  in  State  ex  reh  St.  Louis  Underground  Service  Co.  t   Murphy,  134  Mo. 
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662,  34  L.  R.  A.  374,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  516,  31  S.  W,  784,  holding  ordinance  grant- 
ing riglit  to  occupy  space  luder  street  for  subway,  to  exclusion  of  other  public 
uses,  void;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Chicago,  181  111.  310,  53  L.  R.  A.  231,  54  X.  E. 
825  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  municipal  authorities  may  establish 
hack  stands  in  front  of  railroad  depots;  Knapp,  S.  &  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  153  Mo. 
573,  55  S.  W.  104,  holding  abutter  not  suffering  special  injury  cannot  enjoin 
vacation  of  street  by  city;  Burnes  v.  St.  Joseph,  91  Mo.  App.  495,  holding  mu- 
nicipality allowing  hydrant  to  constitute  obstruction  in  street  liable  to  one  in^ 
jured;  State  ex  rel.  Schade  Brewing  Co.  v.  Superior  Ct.  62  Wash.  114,  113  l*ac. 
576,  holding  that  city  cannot  grant  railroad  right  to  use  material  portion  of 
street  to  exclusion  of  public;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Muncie  &  P- 
Traction  Co.  174  Ind.  180.  91  N.  E.  600,  holding  that  permission  may  "be  given 
interurban  railroad  to  operate  cars  upon  city  streets,  but  such  grant  must  be 
restricted  to  carriage  of  persons  and  such  property  as  is  usually  carried : 
McFall  V.  St.  Louis,  232  Mo.  728,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  476,  135  S.  W.  51,  holding^ 
that  city  has  no  authority  to  authorize  hack  drivers  to  stand  their  vehicles  upon 
street  in  front  of  abutting  private  property,  thereby  obstructing  ingress  or 
egress;  Grand  Trunk  Western  R.  Co.  v.  South  Bend,  174  Ind.  212,  36  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  854,  89  N.  E.  885,  holding  that  grant  to  railroad  of  right  to  use  street 
is  upon  implied  condition  that  such  use  shall  not  destroy  proper  use  thereof  by 
public;  Seibert  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  188  Mo.  673,  70  L.RJ^.  79,  87  S.  W.  995; 
Sluder  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  189  Mo.  130,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  200,  88  S.  W.  648, — 
on  lack  of  power  of  municipality  to  deprive  public  of  right  to  travel  on  a  street; 
Kansas  City  v.  Hyde,  196  Mo.  508,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  643,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  766, 
96  S.  W.  201,  holding  that  the  power  of  eminent  domain  will  not  be  exercised  to< 
open  a  street  for  benefit  of  a  private  business  enterprise. 

Cited  in  notes    (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  241)    on  practical  appropriation  of  whole 
street;   (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  345)  on  grant  by  city  of  right  to  use  streets  and  side- 
walks for  private  purpose. 
Rlgrlttii    of   railroads   in    streets. 

Cited  in  Schulenburg  &  B.  Lumber  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  4  N.  W^  R.  Co.  129  Ma^ 
460,  31  S.  W.  796,  enjoining  construction  of  railroad  in  street  already  nearly 
filled  by  tracks;  Corby  v.  Chicago,  R.  L  &  P.  R.  Co.  150  Mo.  465,  52  S.  W.  282, 
and  Sherlock  v.  Kansas  City  Belt  R.  Co.  142  Mo.  184,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  551,  43 
S.  W.  629,  enjoining  construction  of  railroad  in  alley,  monopolizing  use;  Brown 
v.  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  137  Mo.  530,  38  S.  W.  1099,  sustaining  city's  power  to 
grant  right  to  lay  railroad  tracks  in  street,  not  destroying  use  as  thoroughfare: 
Grand  Ave.  R.  Co.  v.  Citizen's  R.  Co.  148  Mo.  i>72,  50  S.  W.  305,  holding  ex- 
clusive right  to  use  street  cannot  be  granted  to  street  car  company;  Ruckert  v. 
Grand  Ave.  R.  Co.  163  Mo.  278,  63  S.  W.  814,  holding  abutter  cannot  enjoin  eour 
struction  of  street  railroad  without  showing  special  damage;  Watson  v.  Robber- 
son  Ave.  R.  Co.  69  Mo.  App.  552,  and  Knapp,  S.  &  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  Transfer  R, 
Co.  126  Mo.  37,  28  S.  W.  627,  enjoining  construction  of  railroad  in  street,  unrea- 
sonably interfering  with  abutter's  right  of  access;  Hulett  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R- 
Co.  80  Mo.  App.  90,  sustaining  abutter's  right  to  recover  damages  from  rail- 
road changing  grade  of  street ;  Africa  v.  Knoxville,  70  Fed.  738,  raising,  without 
deciding,  question  whether  franchise  to  street  railway  to  occupy  streets  with 
double  track  repealable;  De  Geofroy  v.  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  179 
Mo.  708,  64  L.  R.  A.  964,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  524,  79  S.  W.  386,  holding  abutter 
entitled  to  compensation  for  construction  of  elevated  track,  although  fee  to  street 
is  in  public;  Foudry  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Cd.  130  Mo.  App.  116,  109  S. 
W.  80,  holding  that  in  determining  whether  railroad  in  a  street  is  an  obstruc- 
tion that  amount  of  traffic  on  street  and  amount  of  inconvenience  are  elements 
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to  be  discovered;  Morie  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  116  Mo.  App.  24,  91  S.  W.  962; 
Pepper  v.  Union  R.  Co.  113  Tenn.  59,  85  S.  W.  864;  State  ex  rel.  Titus  v.  Wabash 
R.  Co.  206  Mo.  261,  103  S.  W.  1137,— holding  that  city  has  no  authority  to  givo 
right  to  operate  a  railroad  on  a  street  where  operation  will  destroy  use  of  street; 
Donner  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  133  Mo.  App.  535,  113  S.  W.  669,  on  same 
point;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Warnum,  42  Ind.  App.  189,  82  N.  E. 
934,  holding  that  a  city  council  has  no  power  to  grant  to  a  railroad  company  the 
exclusive  right  to  use  a  public  street;  St.  Louis  v.  Terminal  R.  Co.  211  Mo.  390, 
109  S.  W.  641,  on  authority  of  city  to  grant  a  railroad  use  of  street. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  First  M.  E.  Church,  60  L.  R.  A. 
488,  which  holds  water  tank  in  street,  and  station  at  which  bells  constantly  rung 
and  whistles  blown,  within  few  rods  of  church,  a  nuisance. 

Distinguished  in  Placke  v.  Union  Depot  R.  Co.  140  Mo.  637,  41  S.  W.  916, 
denying  injunction  against  construction  of  street  railway  not  preventing  current 
public  use  of  highway;  Nagel  v.  Lindell  R.  Co.  167  Mo.  97,  66  S.  W.  1090,  denying 
injunction  against  construction  of  street  railway  where  width  of  street  not  al- 
leged. 

Remedy  inhere  railroad  liaa  appropriated  street. 

Cited  in  Zimmerman  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  164  Mo.  App.  301,  134  S. 
W.  40,  holding  that  abutter's-  right  to  ingress  and  egress  to  and  from  street  will 
be  protected  in  equity;  Seibel-Suessdorf  Copper  &  I.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Manufacturers' 
R.  Co.  230  Mo.  86,  130  S.  W.  288,  denying  injunction  against  laying  single  track 
of  steam  railroad  in  street  upon  ground  that  it  is  nuisance  where  distance  from 
either  rail  to  curb  is  ten  feet  and  six  inches  and  where  abutter's  property  is  not 
materially  injured;  Donner  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  133  Mo.  App.  53S,  113 

5.  VV.  669,  holding  that  abutter  cannot  recover  for  injury  caused  by  proper  main- 
tenance of  spur  track  to  connect  main  track  with  barns;  Swinhart  v.  St.  Louia 
ii  Suburban  R.  Co.  207  Mo.  435,  105  S.  W.  1043,  holding  injunction  proper  remedy 
where  railway  has  laid  tracks  in  street  and  is  appropriating  highway. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1086)  on  preventive  remedy  of  nonconsent- 
ing  abutting  owner  where  use  of  highway  for  street  railway  authorized  by  pub- 
lic; (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  707,  773,  774)  on  abutter's  right  to  compensation  for 
railroads  in  streets. 

24  L.  R.  A.  521,  WEBSTER  v.  FITCHBURG  R.  CO.  161  Mass.  298,  37  N.  E.  165. 
When  person   becomes  passenffer. 

Cited  in  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Treat,  75  111.  App.  340,  holding  purchaser  of  ticket 
passing  through  turnstile  onto  depot  platform,  passenger;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Weeks,  99  111.  App.  525,  holding  person  taking  short  cut  across  tracks  to 
depot  not  passenger;  Jones  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  163  Mass.  246,  39  N.  E.  1019, 
holding  person  with  ticket  attempting  to  board  train  at  station  at  which  it  only 
stops  to  discharge  passengers,  not  passenger;  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Jennings. 
190  111.  486,  54  L.  R.  A.  831,  footnote  p.  827,  60  N.  E.  818,  holding  one  with  ticket, 
crossing  tracks  on  highway  to  board  train  on  further  track,  not  passenger;  Phil- 
lips V.  Southern  R.  Co.  124  N.  C.  126,  45  L.  R.  A.  164,  footnote  p.  163,  32  S.  E. 
388,  holding  one  coming  to  station  with  intent  to  take  next  train,  passenger;  Illi- 
nois C.  R.  Co.  V.  O'Keefe,  168  111.  120,  39  L.  R.  A.  150,  footnote  p.  148,  61  Am. 
St.  Rep.  68,  48  N.  E.  294,  holding  person  with  free  pass,  getting  on  front  plat- 
form of  baggage  car  after  train  in  motion,  not  passenger;  Creech  v.  Charleston 

6,  W.  C.  R.  Co.  66  S.  C.  538,  45  S.  E.  86,  holding  person  attempting  to  board  mov- 
ing train  at  crossing  not  entitled  to  care  due  passenger,  and  referring  with  ap- 
proval to  annotation  in  24  L.  R.  A.  521 ;  Citizens  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Jolly,  161  Ind. 
87,  67  N.  E.  935,  holding  person  in  waiting  to  take  street  car  at  point  where  car 
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usually  receives  passenger,  and  attempting  to  get  on  when  car  stops,  passenger; 
Moore  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  26  Okla.  691,  110  Pac.  1059,  holding  rail- 
road liable  for  injury  to  person  who  was  ejected  for  nonpayment  of  fare,  but 
who   upon    attempting   to   re-enter   car   was    willfully   assaulted   by   brakeman; 
Piper  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  75  N.  H.  238,  72  Atl.  1024,  holding  that  servant  of 
express  company  engaged  in  master's  business  in  train  shefd  is  not  passenger; 
Mitchell  V.  Augusta  &  A.  R.  Co.  87  S.  C.  381,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  445,  69  S.  E.  664, 
to  the  point  that  person  does  not  become  passenger  where  car  had  passed  flag 
station  before  his  arrival;  Alabama  City,  G.  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Bates,  149  Ala.  490. 
43  So.  98,  holding  that,  party  must  signify  his  intention  to  take  passage  either 
by  words  or  conduct  and  those  in  charge  of  car  must  assent  to  his  becoming  « 
passenger;  Radley  v.  Columbia  R.  Co.  44  Or.  337,  75  Pac.  212.  1  Ann.  Cas.  447, 
holding  that  engineer   has  no  authority  to  accept  one  as  a  passenger  on    the 
engine;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Rosenheim,  1  Ga.  App.  769,  58  S.  E.  81,  holding  the 
mere  fact  of  purchasing  of  a  ticket  does  not  make  one  a  passenger;   Southern 
R.  Co.  V.  Johnson,  144  Ala.  363,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  48,  39  So.  376,  holding  one 
running  to  board  a  moving  train  not  a  passenger;  Gregg  v.  Northern  P.  R-  Co. 
49  Wash.  192,  94  Pac.  911,  holding  one  intending  to  take  passage  attempting  to 
cross  track  to  reach  platform  and  is  struck  by  train  not  a  passenger;   Earr  v. 
Milwaukee  Light,  Heat  &  Traction  Co.  132  Wis.  667,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  287, 122  Am. 
8t.  Rep.  1017,  113  X.  W.  62,  holding  one  signaling  an  electric  car  for  purpose  of 
taking  passage  when  motorman  responds  to  signal  becomes  a  passenger  aUo  citing 
annotation  to  this  point;  Du  Bose  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  81  S.  C.  279, 
62  S.  E.  255,  holding  one  purchasing  ticket  and  leaving  premises  ceases  to  be- 
come Vt  passenger  until  he  again  presents  himself  for  transportation;   St.  Louis 
Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.  Wainwright,  82  C.  C.  A.  16,  152  Fed.  626,  holding  one 
having  waited  until  passengers  leaving  train  had  alighted,  then  placing  one  foot 
on  vestibule  step — becomes  a  passenger;   Busch.v.  Interborough  Rapid  Transit 
Co.  110  App.  Div.  708,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  74,  holding  one  purchasing  a  ticket  and 
delivering  same  to  carrier's  collector  becomes  a  passenger  though  he  is  on  plat- 
form of  car;  McCarty  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  R.  Co.  106  Mo.  App.  601,  80  S.  W.  7,  hold- 
ing one  attempting  to  board  car  at  usual  place  becomes  a  passenger  though  un- 
noticed by  carmen;  Marshall  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  203  Mass.  42,  88  N.  E.  1094, 
holding  that  where  car  almost  stopped  to  allow  one  to  enter  car  that  it  should 
have   been    submitted   to   jury   as   whether   party    became    a    passenger;     Fere 
Marquette  R.  Co.  v.  Strange,  171  Ind.  165,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1046,  84  N.  E.  819, 
holding  one  approaching  a  train  from  waiting  room  for  purpose  of  taking  pas- 
sage, having  purchased  a  ticket,  was  passenger;  Hogner  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co. 
198  Mass.  269,   15  L.R. A.  ( KS. )   962,  84  N.  E.  464,  holding  that  conductor  may 
refuse  to  accept  a  person  as  a  passenger  unless  he  gets  inside  car;  Lockwood  ▼. 
Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  200  Mass.  644,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)   491,  86  N.  E.  934,  holding 
one  boarding  a  moving  train  not  a  passenger  until  recognized  as  such  by  com- 
pany; Sullivan  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  199  Mass.  76,  21  L.R.A.(X.S.)   38,  84  X. 
£.  844,  sustaining  right  of  conductor  to  use  a  reasonable  degree  of  force  to  ex- 
clude one  attempting  to  board  a  moving  car. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Donovan  v.  Hartford  Street  R.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  297,  which 
holds  one  giving  signal  for  street  car  to  stop  not  passenger;  Southern  R.  Ca 
v.  Smith,  40  L.  R.  A.  746,  which  holds  person  with  mileage  ticket  trying  to  cross 
main  track  to  board  train  on  siding  not  a  passenger;  Keator  v.  Scranton  Trac- 
tion Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  546,  which  holds  woman  with  transfer  ticket,  injured  by 
breaking  of  trolley  pole  while  she  is  approaching  car,  passenger;  Exton  v.  Cen- 
tral R.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  508,  which  holds  purchaser  of  ticket  a  passenger  while 
using  depot  for  purpose  of  journey;  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Voils,  36  L.  R.  A. 
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655,  which  holds  person  going  to  flag  station  for  purpose  of  boarding  train,  pas- 
senger; Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Laloge,  62  L.R.A.  405,  which  holds  intending  pas- 
senger resorting  to  station  an  unreasonable  time  before  departure  of  train  nof 
entitled  to  rights  of  passenger;  Duchemin  v.  Boston  Eley.  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  980, 
which  holds  that  street  car  company  does  not  owe  to  person  approaching  car 
to  enter  it  as  passenger  same  high  degree  of  care  with  respect  to  defects  in  car 
that  it  owes  to  passengers  actually  on  board. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  312)  on  rights  of  one  going  to  station  to  de- 
posit baggage;  <31  L.R.A. (N.S.)  443)  on  duty  to  hold  train  for  passenger  seen 
approaching  station;  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  75,  76,  78)  on  who  are  passengers  and 
when  they  become  such. 

Distinguished  in  Young  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  171  Mass.  34,  41  L.  R. 
A.  193,  footnote  p.  193,  50  N.  £.  455,  holding  person  with  ticket  crossing  track 
from  station  to  platform,  passenger;  Anderson  v.  Seattle-Tacoma  Interurban 
R.  Co.  36  Wash.  398,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  962,  78  Pac.  1013,  holding  question  for 
jury  where  one  wrongfully  put  off  car  in  the  night  time  attempts  to  walk  up 
track  and  is  Injured  by  an  electrically  charged  rail. 
Duty  of  carrier  a«  to  depots  and  platforms. 

Cited  in  Robertson  v.  Boston  &  N.  Street  R.  Co.  190  Mass.  110.  3  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  590,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  314,  76  N.  £.  513,  holding  that  common  carrier 
owes  only  ordinary  care  to  one  on  premises  not  accepted  as  a  passenger;  Fre- 
mont, E.  A  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Hagblad,  72  Neb.  785.  4  L.R.A.(NJS.)  258,  101 
N.  W.  1033,  9  Ann.  Cas.  1096,  on  duty  of  carrier  to  passengers  on  depot  plat- 
forms; Legge  V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  197  Mass.  90,  23  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
G36,  83  N.  £.  367,  holding  knowledge  by  railroad  company  of  use  by  passengers 
of  a  particular  route  in  leaving  its  cars  does  not  amount  to  an  invitation  tc 
use  it  where  other  proper  arrangements  have  been  made. 

24  L.  R.  A.  524,  SANDWICH  MFG.  CO.  v.  MAX,  5  S.  D.  125,  58  N.  W.  14. 
Rlflrlit   to  prefer  creditom. 

Cited  in  Church  v.  Foley,  10  S.  D.  80,  71  N.  W.  759,  and  Kehoe  v.  Hanson,  6 
S.  D.  322,  60  N.  W.  31,  sustaining  insolvent's  right  to  secure  creditor  to  exclusion 
of  others;  Sprague  v.  Ryan,  11  S.  D.  57,  75  N.  W\  390,  holding  fraududent  grantee 
of  property  relieved  from  liability  to  extent  of  grantor's  debts  paid;  Adams  & 
W.  Co.  V.  Deyette,  8  S.  D.  135,  31  L.  R.  A.  504,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  751,  65  N.  W.  471 
(dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying  insolvent  corporation's  authority  to  pre- 
fer creditors;  Joas  v.  Jordan,  21  S.  D.  384,  113  N.  W.  73,  upholding  debtor's 
right  to  prefer  creditors  assenting  to  trust  deed,  in  nature  of  security  for  bene- 
fit of  ceditors  but  which  did  not  constitute  general  assignment  under  §  2372  of 
Revised  Code;  Gardner  v.  Haines,  19  S.  D.  521,  104  N.  W.  244.  holding  that  a 
creditor  had  a  right  to  organize  a  corporation  transfer  his  property  to  it  for 
stock  and  transfer  stock  to  debtor  in  payment  of  a  debt  where  such  transfer  is 
not  made  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors;  Wylly-Gabbett  Co.  v.  Williams,  53 
Fla.  9.32,  42  So.  910,  holding  that  an  insolvent  debtor  may  in  good  faith  mort- 
gage the  whole  of  his  property  to  secure  one  or  more  bona  fide  debts  due  pre- 
ferred creditors. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Fixen  &  Co.  50  L.  R.  A.  605^  which  holds  payment  of 
money  by  insolvent  to  unsecured  creditor  in  ordinary  course  of  business,  unlawful 
preference. 

Cited  in  note  (58  Am.  St.  Rep.  87)   on  right  to  prefer  creditors. 

Distinguished  in  Hall  v.  Feeney,  22  S.  D.  543,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  616,  118  N, 
W.  1038,  denying  right  of  debtor  to  dispose  of  his  property  to  a  third  party 
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without  consideration  and   granting  right  to  him  to  select  creditors  to  wboae 

debts  proceeds  shall  be  applied. 

Preferential    transfer    as    part    of    asslKument. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Cullen,  100  Tenn.  16,  42  S.  W.  873,  holding  transfers  of  in- 
solvent's entire  property  to  secure  creditors  not  part  of  contemporaneous  invalid 
assignment;  Pollock  v.  Sykes,  74  Miss.  712,  21  So.  780,  sustaining  mortgage  to 
secure  creditor,  followed  by  general  assignment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tatman  v.  Humphrey,  63  L.R.A.  738,  which  holds  in- 
solvent mortgagor's  permitting  mortgagee  to  take  possession  of  mortgaged 
chattels  under  unrecorded  mortgage  an  act  of  bankruptcy;  Re  George  M.  Hill 
Co.  66  L.R.A.  68,  which  holds  forbidden  transfer  not  effected  by  bank's  appropria- 
tion of  balance  of  bankrupt's  deposit  account  in  payment  of  his  indebtedness 
to  it  after  knowledge  of  bankruptcy. 
Preference  by  naorts'aB-e  or  sale  as  aMiIarninent. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Baker,  5  Okla.  335,  49  Pac.  61,  holding  conveyance  of  entire 
property  to  creditor  by  insolvent  in  payment  of  debt  not  assignment  for  creditors ; 
Cutter  V.  Pollock,  4  N.  D.  212,  25  L.  R.  A.  380,  footnote  p.  377,  50  Am.  St.  Rep. 
644,  59  N.  W.  1062,  upholding  mortgages  of  substanially  entire  property  to  secure 
part  of  creditors;  Noyes  v.  Brace,  9  S.  D.  604,  70  N.  W.  846,  holding  evidence  to 
show  mortgage  to  secure  creditor  regarded  as  general  assignment  properly  re- 
jected. 

Cited  in  note  (37  L.  R.  A.  341)  on  whether  preference  by  mortgage  or  sale  ia  an 
assignment. 

24  L,  R.  A.  531,  PENNSYLVANIA  R.  CO.  v.  HAMMILL^  56  N.  J.  L,  370,  29  Atl. 

151. 
Proximate  cause. 

Cited  in  Newark  &  S.  O.  R.  Co.  v.  McCann,  58  N.  J.  L.  645,  33  L.  R.  A.  128, 
34  Atl.  1052,  holding  failure  to  stop  car  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  passenger 
attempting  to  get  off;  Ramsey  v.  Martin,  45  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  651,  holding  that 
wrongdoer  is  answerable  for  consequences  that  may  ensue  in  natural  course  of 
events,  though  such  consequences  be  immediately  brought  about  by  intervening 
causes;  Mella  v.  Northern  S.  S.  Co.  102  Fed.  50o,  holding  the  unskillful  adminis- 
tration of  chloroform  in  treating  a  wound  and  not  the  negligence  causing  the 
wound  was  proximate  cause  of  ensuing  death;  Potter  v.  Batt,  72  N.  J.  L.  473. 
63  Atl.  282,  holding  slander  which  merely  contributed  to  influence  a  board  in 
dismissing  an  officer  on  his  own  admissions  was  not  the  cause  of  the  dismissal. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wood  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  35  L.  R  A.  199,  which  holds 
failure  to  give  warning  of  approach  of  train  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  one 
struck  by  body  of  other  person  hit  by  train;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Webb,  59  L.  R. 
A.  109,  which  holds  negligent  jolting  of  train,  hurling  passenger  through  door  on 
track  insensible,  cause  of  death  by  train  of  other  company ;  Daniels  v.  New  York, 
N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  62  L.  R.  A.  751,  holding  negligent  injury  causing  insanity  not 
proximate  cause  of  wilful,  voluntary  suicide;  Cole  v.  German  Sav.  k,  Loan  Soc 
63  L.R.A.  416,  which  holds  owner's  permitting  hall  to  be  dark  not  proximate 
cause  of  injury  due  to  fall  in  elevator  well  through  door  opened  by  strange  boy 
while  elevator  was  elsewhere;  Nelson  v.  Narragansett  E.  L.  Co.  07  L.R.A.  116, 
which  holds  placing  of  electric  light  close  to  trolley  wire  at  a  curve  not  proxi- 
mate cause  of  injury  to  one  struck  by  glass  falling  from  globe  when  broken  by 
trolley  leaving  wire;  Stephenson  v.  Corder,  69  L.R.A.  246,  which  holds  striking 
of  one  horse  of  heavily  loaded  team  by  boy  in  turning  over  hitching  rail  proxi- 
mate cause  of  their  breaking  loose  and  running  over  person;  Cohn  t.  May,  69 
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L.R.A.  800,  which  holds  occupant  of  lower  floors  who  block  stairway  liable  for 
injury  to  tenant  of  upper  floor  who  is  thereby  compelled  to  drop  a  considerable 
distance  to  escape  a  fire. 
Duty  to  licensee  on  track. 

Cited  in  Devoe  v.  New  York,  O.  &  W.  R.  Co.  63  N.  J.  L.  278,  43  Atl.  899,  hold- 
ing railroad  acquiescing  in  stile  over  fence  liable  only  for  wilful  injury  to  persons 
crossing  tracks. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pennsylvania  R.  Co,  v,  Martin,  55  L.R.A.  361,  which  de- 
nies duty  of  railroad  company  to  use  care  to  avoid  injury  to  one  using  track  for 
own  affairs;  Matthews  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  65  L.R.A.  286,  which  holds 
railroad  company  permitting  public  to  use  well  beaten  path  on  right  of  way, 
bound  to  use  ordinary  care  not  to  maintain  pitfalls  or  unsafe  condition;  William- 
son V.  Southern  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  1007,  which  holds  railroad  company  knowing 
that  for  many  years  its  right  of  way  has  been  used  as  footpath  at  particular 
hours  by  employees  of  neighboring  factory  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  at  such 
times  not  to  injure  persons  reasonably  expected  to  be  on  track. 
Implied  invitation  to  ivalk  on  railroad.  • 

Cited  in  Moody  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  89  Ark.  107,  131  Am.  St.  Rep. 
75,  115  S.  VV.  400,  holding  where  a  railroad  company  constructed  railroad  so  as 
to  cause  sidewalk  to  be  washed  away  and  then  permitted  the  public  to  use  track 
s,B  a  path,  one  so  using  railroad  was  not  a  trespasser. 

24  L.  R.  A.  536,  MILLS  v.  BRITTON,  64  Conn.  4,  29  Atl.  231. 
Rifflit    to   stock   di-vldends. 

Cited  in  Alsop  v.  DeKoven,  107  111.  App.  208,  Affirmed  in  205  111.  313,  63  L. 
R.  A.  587,  68  N.  E.  930,  holding  that  stock  dividends  belong  to  corpus  of  estate 
-and  go  to  remainderman  rather  than  life  tenant;  Re  Murphy,  80  App.  Div.  242, 
«0  N.  Y.  Supp.  530,  holding  beneficiary  entitled  to  "interest  of  $20,000''  entitled 
only  to  income  of  securities  in  which  same  was  invested. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pritchett  v.  Nashville  Trust  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  866,  which 
liolds  life  tenant  entitled  to  stock  dividends  declared  from  net  earnings;  Clark  v. 
Campbell,  54  L.  R.  A.  508,  which  holds  purchaser  of  stock  by  writing  providing 
for  delivery  on  payment  by  certain  date  not  entitled  to  dividends  till  payment. 
Apportionment   betireen   life  tenant  and  remainderman. 

Cited  in  Boardman  v.  Mansfield,  79  Conn.  637,  12  L.R.A. (N.S.)  796,  118  Am. 
St.  Rep.  178,  66  Atl.  169,  holding  a  stock  dividend  to  be  capital  as  between  life 
tenant  and  remainderman;  Smith  v.  Dana,  77  Conn.  550,  69  L.R.A.  80,  107  Am. 
St.  Rep.  51,  60  Atl.  117,  holding  that  cash  dividends  on  corporate  stock  go  to 
life  tenant  and  stock  dividends  to  remainderman. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Greene  v.  Greene,  35  L.R.A.  790,  which  requires  appor- 
tionment between  life  tenants  and  remaindermen  of  portion  of  trust  fund  re- 
■covered  from  insolvent's  estate;  De  Koven  v.  Alsop,  63  L.R.A.  587,  which  holds 
money  earned  durin<T  stockholder's  lifetime  and  distributed  as  dividends  after 
his  death,  income  going  to  life  tenant;  Smith  v.  Dana,  69  L.R.A.  76,  which  holds 
life  tenants  entitled  to  cash  dividends  on  corporate  stock  although  derived  from 
sale  of  permanent  property  in  which  profits  had  been  invested. 

Cited  in  notes  (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  795)  on  right,  as  between  life  tenant  and  re- 
mainderman, in  dividends  or  distributions  by  corporations;  (25  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
50)  on  relative  rights  of  life  tenant  and  remaindermen  to  chattel  which  will  be 
■consumed  in  the  use. 

Remainder  after  life  estate  in   personal    property. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Tozer  v.  Probate  Ct.  102  Minn.  292,  113  N.  W.  888,  hold- 
ing that  a  remainder  might  be  limited  after  a  life  estate  in  personal  property. 
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24  L.  R.  A.  543,  FINCHER  v.  HANEGAN,  59  Ark.  161,  26  S.  W.  821. 
Effect  of  mistake  In  name. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Stu>*Ycsant  v.  Weil,  53  L.  R.  A.  562.  which  holds  mistJike 
in  Christian  name  of  defendant  duly  served  and  notified  that  he  is  person  in- 
tended will  not  prevent  jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  notes  (7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  416)  on  certainty  and  accuracy  necessary  in 
respect  to  Christian  names  or  initials  in  record  or  index  to  impart  constructive 
notice;    (15  L.R.A. (N.S.)   130)  on  summons  or  notioe  to  person  by  wrong  initial. 

Distinguished  in  Johnson  v.  Wilson,  137  Ala.  472,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  52,  34  So. 
392,  holding  record  of  mortgage  executed  with  mistake  in  Christian  name  not  no- 
tice of  execution  by  real  mortgagor. 
Initials  as  part  of  name. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Higgins,  27  L.  R.  A.  74,  which  holds  second  initial 
material  part  of  name  where  only  initial  of  first  name  given ;  Beattie  v.  National 
Bank  of  Illinois,  43  L.  R.  A.  654,  which  holds  middle  initial  not  part  of  Christian- 
name;  Mosely  v.  Reily,  26  L.  R.  A.  721,  which  holds  initials  of  given  name  of  de- 
linquent taxpayers  sufficient  description. 

24  L.  R.  A.  548,  VANDERPOEL  v.  GORMAN,  140  N.  Y.  663,  66  N.  Y.  8.  R  503,. 
37  Am.  St.  Rep.  601,  35  N.  £.  932. 

Poorer    of    corporation*    to    make    ireneml    amtirnmeat  — —  Domeotto    oor** 
porationii. 

Cited  in  Segnitz  v.  Garden  City  Bkg.  &  T.  Co.  107  Wis.  178,  50  L.  K  A. 
330,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  830,  83  N.  W.  327;  Whithed  v.  J.  Walter  Thompson  Co.  8« 
111.  App.  83;  Binder  v.  McDonald,  106  Wis.  340,  82  N.  W\  156,— sustaining  cor- 
poration's right  to  make  general  assignmoit  when  not  prohibited  by  statute; 
Muller  V.  Scandinavian  ic  F.  Emigrant  Co.'l  N.  Y.  Anno.  Cas.  397,  72  N.  Y.  S- 
R.  804,  38  Supp.  175,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  whether  domestic  eoi^ 
poration  can  make  general  assignment;  American  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Merrick  Constr, 
Co.  50  Misc.  466,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  561,  holding  that  an  insolvent  corporation  may 
make  a  general  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors. 

Cited  in  note  (57  Am.  St.  Rep.  76)  on  power  of  corporation  to  assign  its  asaeta 
for  benefit  of  creditors. 

Distinj^uished  in  Home  Bank  v.  J.  B.  Brewster  &  Co.  17  Misc.  443,  41  N.  Y. 
Supp.  203;  People  v.  United  States  Law  Blank  &  Stationery  Co.  24  Misc.  636. 
63  N.  Y.  Supp.  8o2;  CroU  v.  Empire  State  Knitting  Co.  17  App.  Div.  284,  45  N. 
Y.  Sitpp.  080, — AUHtfiining  right  of  insolvent  domestic  corporation  to  make  assign- 
ment without  preferences. 
—  ForeifS'n    corporations. 

Cited  in  Rogers  v.  Pell,  154  N.  Y.  526,  49  N.  E.  75,  holding  foreign  corporation 
may  make  general  assignment  under  state  laws,  if  valid  under  law  of  domicil; 
Workum  v.  Caldwell,  27  Misc.  73,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  175,  sustaining  general  assign- 
ment without  preferences  by  foreign  corporation,  permitted  by  law  of  domicil; 
Franzen  v.  Zimmer,  90  Hun,  106,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  612,  sustaining  validity  of  gen- 
eral assignment  by  foreign  insurance  corporation;  Re  Hulbert  Bros.  38  App.  Div. 
327,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  38 ;  sustaining  validity  of  general  assignment,  with  prefer- 
ences, by  foreign  corporation ;  Re  Halsted,  42  App.  Div.  102, 68  N.  Y.  Supp.  898, 
holding  general  assignment  by  foreign  corporation  subject  to  statute  limiting  pref- 
erences; Walter  v.  F.  E.  McAlister  Co.  21  Misc.  749,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  26,  holding 
general  assignment  by  foreign  corporation,  contrary  to  laws  of  domicil  and  for- 
um, void;  Mabon  v.  Ongley  Electric  Co.  156  N.  Y.  201,  50  N.  E.  805,  holding  title 
of  foreign  assignee  or  receiver  will  be  upheld  by  state  courts;  Stoddard  v.  Lum, 
169  N.  Y.277,46  L.  R.  A.  556,   70  Am.  St.  Rep.  541,  53  N.  E.  1108,  Reversing  32 
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App.  Div.  569,  53  K.  Y.  Supp.  607,  sustaining  power  of  general  assignee  of  foreign 
corporation  to  enforce  payment  of  stock  subscriptions  in  state  courts. 

Cited  in  note  (65  L.R.A.  357),  on  validity  of  foreign  assignment  when  not  op- 
posed to  lex  rei  sitae  et  fori. 
IWhat    oonatitiiten    general    asstiritiiieBt. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Mercantile  Credit  Guarantee  Co.  166  N.  T.  423,  60  N.  £.  24, 
holding  chattel  mortgage  of  entire  property  to  secure  creditor,  general  assign- 
ment. 
Presmnptlon  as  to  la'vr  of  otHer  states. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Broadway  Bank,  156  N.  Y.  472,  42  L.  R. 

A.  147,  footnote  p.  140,  51  N.  E.  398,  denying  that  statutory  restrictions  on  alien- 

.ation  of  interests  of  cestui  que  trust  are  presumed  to  be  law  of  other  state: 

Pattou  V.  Patton,  67  Misc.  406,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  329,  holding  no  presumption 

•exists  that  statutes  of  domestic  state  exist  in  another  state. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Aslanian  v.  Dostumian,  47  L.  R.  A.  495,  which  denies  pre- 
sumption that  law  merchant  as  to  protest  of  draft  prevails  in  Asiatic  Turkey. 

Cited  in  notes    (67  L.R.A.  51;   113  Am.  St.  Rep.  876)    on  presumption  as  to 
common  law  in  sister  state. 
Applicability   of  statutes   to   for«tarn    corporations. 

Cited  in  Standard  Nat.  Bank  v.  Garfield  Nat.  Bank,  56  App.  Div.  47,  67  N.  Y. 
Supp.  472.  holding  statute  prohibiting  preferential  transfers  does  not  apply  to  for- 
eign insolvent  corporations;  He  Lampson,  22  Misc.  212,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  576,  hold- 
ing statute  invalidating  charitable  bequests  to  corporations,  made  within  two 
months  of  testator's  death,  does  not  apply  to  foreign  corporations;  National  Mut. 
Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Pinkston,  79  Miss.  483,  30  So.  692,  holding  only  domestic  cor- 
porations within  exemption  of  building  associations  from  usur^'  laws;  Re  Fayer- 
weather,  31  Abb.  N.  C.  288,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  273,  holding  exemption  of  religioiw 
•corporation's  from  transfer  tax  applies  to  domestic  corporations  only;  Wamsley 
v.  H.  L.  Horton  Co.  17  Misc.  328,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  963,  holding  statutory  provision 
for  continuing  action  against  directors  after  dissolution  does  not  apply  to  foreign 
•corporations;  Sniead  v.  Chandler,  71  Ark.  515,  76  S.  W.  1066,  raising,  but  not  de- 
ciding, question  whether  statute  prohibiting  preference  among  creditors  of  in- 
solvent corporations  applies  to  foreign  corporations;  Re  Lampson.  2  Gibbons, 
Sur.  Rep.  339,  holding  that  statute  invalidating  devises  or  bequests  to  charitable 
institutions  if  made  within  two  months  of  testator's  death  does  not  apply  to 
bequest  to  foreign  corporation;  Helena  Power  Transmission  Co.  v.  Spratt.  35 
Mont.  132,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  574,  88  Pac.  773,  10  Ann.  Cas:  1055,  holding  foreign 
corporation  not  authorized  to  exercise  power  of  eminent  domain;  Smead  v. 
-Chandler  Co.  71  Ark.  615,  65  L.R.A.  371,  76  S.  W.  1060,  on  inapplicability  of  a 
statute  in  respect  to  preference  to  foreign  corporations. 

Cited  in  note  (65  L.R.A.  358,  362)  on  law  determining  validity  of  assignments 
*by  corporations. 

Distinguished  in  effect  in  Williams  v.  Gold  Hill  Min.  Co.  96  Fed.  461,  holding 
•statute  regulating  mortgages  by  mining  corporations  applies  to  foreign  corpora- 
tions, under  public  policy  as  evinced  by  Constitution. 
•State  statate  as  evidence   of   public  policy. 

Cited  in  Re  Hulbert  Bros.  38  App.  Div.  329,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  38,  holding  state 
statute  prohibiting  preferential  transfers  by  insolvent  domestic  corporations  does 
not  evinee  public  policy. 

Cited  in  note  (11  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1009)  on  governing  law  of  sales  or  mortgages 
•-of  personalty  as  affected  by  fraud  against  creditors. 
.Corporate   general    assignment,    hy   livlioin    made. 

Cited  in  Rogers  v.  Pell,  154  N.  Y.  527,  49  N.  E.  75,  holding,  in  absence  of  stot 
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ute  or  by-law,  power  to  make  general  aisflignment  resides  in  corporate  directors; 
Re  Jefferson  Casket  Co.  182  Fed.  695,  holding  that  petition  in  bankruptcy  signed 
and  verified  by  president  of  corporation,  without  showing  his  authority,  is   in- 
sufficient to  give  court  jurisdiction. 
Po^vers  of  forelg-n   eorporatlona. 

Cited  in  Western  Massachusetts  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hilton,  42  App.  Div.  60, 
58  N.  Y,  Supp.  996,  holding  action  maintainable  by  foreign  insurance  company, 
not  authorized  to  do  business  in  state,  to  recover  assessment  enforceable  where 
made;  People  ex  rel,  Badische  Anilin  A  Soda  Fabrik  v.  Roberts,  152  N.  Y.  66,  36 
L.  R.  A-  759,  46  N.  E.  161,  dissenting  opinion  by  O'Brien,  J.,  who  holds  foreign 
corporation  may  become  member  of  domestic  firm,  if  not  exceeding  charter  powers. 

Distinguished  in  Fowler  v.  Bell,  90  Tex.  160,  39  Lu  R.  A.  257,  59  Am.  St.  Rep- 
788,  37  S.  W.  1058,  denying  power  of  insolvent  foreign  corporation  to  make  pref- 
erential transfer  of  property  in  state. 
JarlMdiction    over    foreign    coriioratlons. 

Cited  in  Hallenborg  v.  Greene,  66  App.  Div.  697,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  403,  denying 
injunction  to  regulate  internal  affairs  of  foreign  corporation;  Howe  v.  Xew  York, 
X.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  142  App.  Div.  454,  126  N.  Y.  App.  1090,  holding  that  courts 
of  this  state  will  not  administer  assets  of  defunct  foreign  corporation. 

24  L.  R.  A.  652,  COM.  v.  COYLE,  160  Pa.  36,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  708,  28  Atl.  576. 

634. 
IjInbllltF  o'  overaeem  of  poor  for  neirlect  of  dutlea. 

Cited  in  note  (23  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  51)  on  liability  of  overseers  of  poor  for  failure 
to  properly  discharge  their  duties  to  paupers. 

24  L.  R.  A.  5.55,  STATE  v.  O'XEIL,  51  Kan.  651,  33  Pac.  287. 
InforniRtlon    charKlngr    dilferent    means    of    commit tlna:    crime. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Hewes,  00  Kan.  766,  57  Pac.  959,  and  State  v.  Hall,  14  S.  D- 
165,  84  N.  W.  766,  holding  commission  of  homicide  by  different  means  may  be 
charged  in  one  count;  State  v.  Kirby,  62  Kan.  440,  63  Pac.  752,  holding  shooting 
by  shotgun  and  pistol  may  be  alleged  in  single  count;  State  v.  Johnson,  85  Kan. 
55,  116  Pac.  21 0«  holding  that  information  charging  defendant  with  enticing, 
taking  and  receiving  female  child  under  eighteen  into  house  of  ill-fame  for 
purpose  of  prostitution  is  not  bad  for  duplicity. 
Intoxication  as  excnsinK  crime. 

Cited  in  Zibold  v.  Reneer,  73  Kan.  320,  86  Pac,  290,  holding  intoxication  not  of 
itself  a  defense  to  a  charge  of  murder  in  the  first  degree. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.  R.  A.  465)  on  what  intoxication  will  excuse  crime. 
Mental  capacity   for  crime. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  State,  95  Miss.  794,  27  L.R.A.(N,S.)  468,  49  So.  945,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912  A,  23,  on  the  test  of  insanity  in  cases  of  homicide. 

Cited  in  note  (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  88)  on  insanity  as  excuse  or  defense  for  crime. 
Biridence  to  ■ho'W  moti-ve  in  criminal  caseii. 

Cited  in  Wells  v.  Territory,  14  Okla.  447,  78  Pac.  1?4,  holding  evidence  of  a. 
disagreement  between  defendant  and  deceased  over  possession  of  land  admissible 
to  show  motive  and  hatred. 

24  L.  R.  A.  564,  STATE  ex  rel.  LITTLE  v.  DODGE  CITY,  M.  &  T.  R.  CO.  53  Kan. 

329,  36  Pac  755. 
Compulsory  operation  of  railroads. 

Cited  in  Jack  v.  Williams,  113  Fed.  828,  holding  operation  of  railroad  at  loss 


1279  L.  R.  A.  CASKS  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [24  L.R.A.  568 

not  compellable  in  absence  of  statute  or  charter  provision;  Royal  Trust  Co.  v. 
Washburn,  B.  &  I.  R.  R.  Co.  113  Fed.  537,  raising,  without  deciding,  question 
"whether  operation  of  railroad  at  loss  may  be  compelled;  New  York  Trust  Co.  v. 
Portsmouth  &  E.  Street  R.  Co.  192  Fed.  730,  to  the  point  that  mandamus  will  not 
issue  to  compel  operation  of  railroads  which  are  totally  insolvent. 

Annotation  cited  in  Jacquelin  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  69  N.  J.  Eq.  444,  61  Atl.  18,  on 
right  of  courts  to  compel  operation  of  a  railroad. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  322)  on  right  of  state  to  require  railroad  com- 
pany to  equip  its  road. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ea>  rel.  Bridgeton  v.  Bridgeton  &  M.  Traction  Co.  45 
L.  R.  A.  837,  which  holds  street  railway  company's  duty  to  operate  road  enforce- 
able by  mandamus;  State  ex  rel,  Grinsfelder  v.  Spokane  Street  R.  Co.  41  L.  K.  A. 
515,  which  sustains  right  to  enforce  operation  of  street  railway  by  mandamus 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Franklin  &  P.  R.  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  297,  which  authorizes  manda 
tor\'  injunction  to  compel  continued  operation  of  leased  railroad;  State  cor  rel 
Knight  v.  Helena  Power  k  Light  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  692,  which  denies  power  to  com 
pel  operation  of  abandoned  street  railway  line;  San  Antonio  Street  R.  Co.  v 
State,  35  L.  R.  A.  662,  which  denies  right  to  compel  street  railway  companj'  by 
mandamus  to  operate  abandoned  portion  of  line;  State  ex  rel.  Kellog  v.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  444,  which  denies  mandamus  to  enforce  order  of  state  rail 
road  commissioners  to  restore  and  operate  discontinued  passenger  train;  Chicago 
&  A.  R.  Co.  v.  People,  26  L.  R.  A.  224,  which  denies  power  to  compel  railroad  com- 
panies by  mandamus  to  increase  number  of  trains;  People  ex  rel.  Cantrell  v.  St. 
Louis,  A  Bl  T.  H.  R.  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  656,  which  upholds  mandamus  to  compel 
running  passenger  cars  separately  from  freight  cars:  Brownell  v.  Old  Colony  R. 
Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  169,  which  authorizes  suit  for  specific  enforcement  of  duty  to 
operate  ferry  under  franchise;  Benton  Harbor  v.  St.  Joseph  &  B.  H.  Street  R.  Co. 
26  L.  R.  A.  245,  which  denies  mandamus  to  compel  street  railway  company  to  pave 
track. 
Riflrlit   of  a  railroad   company   to  abandon   ronte. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Atlantic  &  B.  R.  Co.  126  Ga.  2ol,  55  S.  E.  23,  holding  a 
railroad  which  has  been  given  authority  to  make  a  choice  of  route  and  it  has 
chosen  route  cannot  afterwards  change  its  location  without  express  legislative 
authority. 

24  L.  R,  A.  668,  BARNARD  v.  SHIRLEY,  135  Ind.  547,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  454,  34 

N.  E.  600,  35  N.  E.  117. 
Liability  for  pollntlnar  Mtream. 

Followed  on  second  appeal  in  151  Ind.  160,  41  L.  R.  A.  737,  47  N.  E.  671. 

Cited  in  Richmond  v.  Test,  18  Ind.  App.  497,  48  N.  E.  610,  denying  city's  liabil- 
ity to  riparian  owner  for  pollution  of  stream  forming  natural  outlet  for  sewer; 
Valparaiso  v.  Hagen,  153  Ind.  343,  48  L.  R.  A.  710,  74  Am.  St.  Hep.  306,  54  N. 
E.  1062,  denying  injunction  against  discharge  of  city  sewage  into  natural  water 
course;  Sloan  v.  James,  7  Del.  Co.  Rep.  323,  raising,  without  deciding,  question 
W'hether  water  from  artesian  well  can  be  discharged  into  stream,  affecting  volume 
or  temperature;  Straight  v.  Hover,  79  Ohio  St.  276,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  284,  87  N. 
E.  174,  on  rights  of  a  lower  proprietor  to  receive  water  free  from  pollution; 
Muncie  Pulp  Co.  v.  Koontz,  33  Ind.  App.  537,  70  N.  E.  999,  holding  whether  the 
discharging  of  waste  water  into  a  stream  in  a  given  case  is  a  reasonable  use  is 
a  question  of  fact  for  jury;  Bellevue  v.  Daly,  14  Idaho,  551,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  996, 
125  Am.  St.  Rep.  179,  94  Pac.  1036.  14  Ann.  Cas.  1136,  denying  duty  of  servient 
estate  to  protect  an  easement  in  water  against  pollution. 

Cited  in  notes  (41  L.R.A.  763,  764)  on  correlative  rights  of  upper  and  lower 
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proprietors  as  to  use  and  flow  of  water  in  stream;  (84  Am.  St.  Rep.  914)  on 
extent  of  municipal  right  to  pollute  waters;  (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  217)  on  riparian 
owner's  right  to  use  of  stream;  (10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  244)  on  right  of  riparian 
owner  to  purity  of  water. 

Distinguished  in  Weston  Paper  Co.  v.  Pope,  165  Ind.  400,  56  L.  R.  A.  901,  57 
X.  E.  719,  denying  right  of  factory  to  discharge  offensive  waste  into  stream; 
Skaggs  V.  Martinsville,  140  Ind.  480,  33  L.  R.  A.  782,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  209,  39  X. 
E.  241,  sustaining  ordinance  prohibiting  flowing  of  water  from  flowing  well  upon 
street. 

Disapproved  in  Piatt  Bros.  v.  Waterbury,  72  Conn.  553,  48  L.  R.  A.  706,  77  Am. 
St.  Rep.  335,  45  Atl.  154,  sustaining  right  of  lower  riparian  owner  to  compensa- 
tion for  discharge  of  city  sewage;  Strobel  v.  Kerr  Salt  Co.  164  K.  Y.  314,  51  L. 
R.  A.  692,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  643,  58  N.  £.  142,  enjoining  use  of  water  by  salt  works, 
diminishing  and  polluting  stream. 
Delleetfon  of  crerflow  of  river. 

Cited  in  Jean  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  9  Ind.  App.  57,  36  N.  E.  159,  sustaining  rail- 
road's right  to  protect  tracks  from  overflow  of  river  by  levee  not  interfering 
with  water  course. 

Disapproved  in  Cairo,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Brevoort,  25  L.  R.  A.  532,  62  Fed.  134, 
denying  right  of  riparian  proprietor  to  turn  overflow  of  steam  by  embankments. 
Rigrltt  to  put  property  to  lawful  use. 

Cited  in  Windfall  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Patterson,  148  Ind.  419,  37  L.  R.  A.  383,  62  Am. 
St.  Rep.  532,  47  N.  E.  2,  denying  injunction  against  drilling  for  gas  needed  in  fac- 
tor>-;  Haggart  v.  Stehlin,  137  Ind.  65,  22  L.  R.  A.  589,  35  N.  E.  997  (dissenting 
■opinion),  majority  holding  saloon  in  residence  section  actionable  nuisance; 
American  Asso.  v.  Eastern  Kentucky  Land  C-o.  2  Tenn.  Ch.  App.  175,  holding  no 
liability  for  diverting  a  stream  so  as  to  be  used  by  citizens  of  town  for  ordinary 
domestic  and  business  purposes;  Hill  v.  Standard  Min.  Co.  12  Idaho,  236,  85 
Pac.  907,  on  right  of  one  to  operate  a  mine  where  ore  is  located. 

Cited  in  note  (1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  762)   on  nonliability  for  diminution  of  water 
on  adjoining  land  by  pumping  from  well  on  one's  own  land. 
'When    auatalnlnfir    demurrer    In    harmleM   error. 

Cited  in  Hardison  v.  Mann,  20  Ind.  App.  408,  50  N.  E.  899,  and  Kniss  v.  Hol- 
brook,  16  Ind.  App.  237,  44  N.  E.  563,  holding  sustaining  demurrer  is  harmless 
error  where  facts  provable  under  another  paragraph. 
Revlevir   of  rullnflr  sustaining   demurrer. 

Cited  in  Eliason  v.  Bronnenberg,  147  Ind.  249,  46  N.  E.  582,  holding  special 
finding  cannot  present  same  question  as  ruling  sustaining  demurrer  to  complaint. 
Demurrer  to  ans^rer. 

Cited  in  McAfee  v.  Bending,  36  Ind.  App.  635,  76  N.  E.  412,  holding  that  in 
determining  the  sufiiciency  of  a  paragraph  of  an  answer  court  will  not  consider 
evidence  except  to  see  if  it  is  admissible  under  some  other  part  of  answer. 

24  L.  R.  A.  575,  MEYER  v.  KRAUTER,  56  N.  J.  L.  696,  29  Atl.  426. 
Clabtllty  for  frigrbtenlufr  of  horses. 

Cited  in  Hobbs  v.  St.  Louis,  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  113  Mo.  App.  132,  87  S.  W.  525, 
on  the  frightening  of  horses  by  locomotives  as  being  a  matter  of  common  knowl- 
edge. 

24  L.  R.  A.  577,  BEY'S  SUCCESSION.  46  La.  Ann.  773,  15  So.  297. 
Presumption  nnd   burden  of  rv*<<^of  sm   to  sanity. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.  R.  A.  725)  on  presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as  to 
sanity. 
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'W^III   Itaelf  aa  evidence   of  Mmlty   of   testator. 

Cited  in  Morere's  Succession,  114  La.  514,  38  So.  435,  on  presumption  of  sanity 
from  an  intelligent  will  written  or  dictated  by  testator. 

24  L.  R.  A.  584,  STATE  v.  SARRADAT,  46  La.  Ann.  700,  15  So.  87. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  State  v.  Fried,  46  La.  Ann.  1418,  15  So.  88. 
Market  reanilatloiia. 

Followed  in  New  Orleans  v.  Kientz,  52  Ia.  Ann.  954,  27  So.  344,  sustaining  or- 
•dinance  against  selling  market  products  near  markets;  New  Orleans  v.  Faber,  105 
La.  214,  53  L.  R.  A.  168,  footnote  p.  165,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  232,  29  So.  607,  sustain- 
ing ordinance  for  selling  certain  food  commodities  in  public  market  only;  New 
Orleans  v.  Graffina,  52  La.  Ann.  1085,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  387,  27  So.  590,  holding 
ordinance  prohibiting  fruit  dealer  from  selling  vegetables  not  discriminative  or 
oppressive. 

Cited  in  Central  Market  Co.  v.  Erie,  44  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  196,  holding  that  ordi- 
nance forbidding  purchase  or  sale  of  fruit,  butter  or  other  provisions  within  or 
about  any  market  place  is  void. 

Annotation  cited  in  State  v.  Perry,  161  N.  C.  663,  134  Am.  St.  Rep.  1002,  65 
S.  E.  915,  sustaining  an  ordinance  regulating  sale  of  fish  in  city  limits  outside 
of  market. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hutchins  v.  Durham,  32  L.  R.  A.  706,  which  holds  occu- 
pant of  market  stall,  licensee  and  not  lessee. 

Cited  in  notes   (48  L.  R.  A.  261)    on  legal  restrictions  on  department  stores; 
(38  L.  R.  A,  336)  on  municipal  power  over  nuisances  affecting  safety,  health,  and 
personal  comfort. 
Validity    of   diserlmlnatlnB:   ordinances. 

Cited  in  Crowley  v.  West,  52  La.  Ann.  533,  47  L.  R.  A.  656,  78  Am.  St.  Rep. 
355,  27  So.  53,  denying  validity  of  ordinance  prohibiting  additional  livery  stables, 
in  specified  locality  but  not  affecting  existing  stables:  New  Orleans  v.  Smythe, 
116  La.  685,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  727,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  566,  41  So.  33,  holding  an 
arbitrary  refusal  to  grant  a  permit  for  a  barroom  to  be  unlawful ;  State  ex  rel. 
Oalle  v.  New  Orleans,  113  La.  382,  67  L.R.A.  75,  36  So.  999,  2  Ann,  Cas.  92, 
denying  right  of  city  council  to  refuse  application  for  a  bar-room  license  on  mere 
ground  that  no  more  barrooms  are  needed. 

Cited  in  note  (53  L.  R.  A.  764)  on  constitutionality  of  statute  attempting  to 
grant  monopoly. 

24  L.  R.  A.  589,  LEMAN  v.  MANHATTAN  L.  INS.  (X).  46  La.  Ann.  1189,  49  Am. 

St.  Rep.  348,  15  So.  388. 
ConclvsiveneMM  of  proof  of  Iomi. 

Cited  in  Modern  Woodmen  v.  Kozak,  63  Neb.  166,  88  N.  W.  248,  holding  proofs 
of  loss  admissible,  but  not  conclusive  against  beneficiary  upon  question  of  suicide : 
Supreme  Tent,  K.  of  M.  v.  Stensland,  206  III.  131,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  137,  68  N.  E. 
1098,  sustaining  admissibility  of  evidence  by  beneficiary  contradicting  statement 
in  sworn  proofs  of  death,  that  death  was  by  suicide;  Evans  v.  Modern  Woodman, 
147  Mo.  App.  174,  129  S.  W.  485,  holding  that  question  of  insured's  age  was  for 
jury  where  proofs  of  death  stated  date  of  birth  differently  from  application, 
and  where  beneficiary  had  no  means  of  knowledge;  Osburn  v.  Court  of  Honor, 
152  Mo.  App.  662,  133  S.  W.  87,  holding  that  statement  in  proof  of  death  that 
insured  had  committed  suicide  is  not  conclusive. 

Cited  in   notes    (44   L.R.A.   853,   854)    on  conclusiveness  of   proof  of  loss 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 81. 
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against  insured  or  his  beneficiaries;    (45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  742,  743)   on  estoppel  by 
proofs  of  loss  to  show  that  death  was  not  caused  by  suicide. 
Preaomptlon  avalnat  Inanred'a  ■■lelde. 

Cited  in  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Nicklas,  88  Md.  473,  41  Atl.  906,  holding  biirdoi 
of  proof  on  insurer  to  show  suicide  by  insured;  Boynton  v.  Equitable  Life  Afisur. 
Soc.  105  La.  205,  52  L.  R.  A.  688,  29  So.  490,  holding  suicide  not  shown  by  evi- 
dence not  excluding  hypothesis  of  accident;  Sovereign  Camp  v.  Haller,  24  Ind. 
App.  112,  56  N.  E.  255,  and  Daughtry  v.  Knights  of  Pythias,  48  La.  Ann.  1204, 
55  Am.  St.  Rep.  310,  20  So.  712,  holding  suicide  established  by  evidence  giving 
no  basis  for  theory  of  death  by  accident  or  act  of  others;  Brignac  v.  Pacific  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  112  La.  677,  66  L.  R.  A.  322,  36  So.  595,  as  to  presumption  against 
suicidal  intent;  Hardinger  v.  Modern  Brotherhood,  72  Neb.  868,  101  N.  VV.  983, 
holding  burden  of  proving  self-destruction  is  on  party  pleading  it;  Equitable 
L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Herbert,  37  Ind.  App.  374,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  324,  76  N.  E.  1023, 
liolding  burden  of  proving  suicide  as  a  defense  to  an  action  on  an  insurance 
policy  is  on  insurance  company;  Grand  Lodge,  A.  O.  U.  W.  v.  Banister,  80  Ark. 
195,  96  S.  W.  742,  holding  that  a  death  is  presumed  to  be  accidental;  Cosmo- 
politan L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Koegel,  104  Va.  633,  52  S.  E.  166,  holding  fact  that  de- 
ceased is  found  with  a  pistol  in  his  hand  and  a  bullet  hole  in  his  head  not  suf- 
ficient to  prove  suicide;  Kornig  v.  Western  L.  Indemnity  Co.  102  Minn.  39,  112 
X.  W.  1039,  holding  fact  that  a  pistol  is  found  in  band  of  deceased  not  con- 
clusive; Brignac  v.  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  112  La.  578,  66  L.R.A.  326,  36  So. 
595,  refusing  to  disturb  a  finding  of  no  suicide  where  such  a  conclusion  was 
possible. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cox  v.  Royal  Tribe  of  Joseph,  60  L.  R.  A.  620,  which 
authorizes  consideration  of  presumption  of  death  from  natural  causes  in  deter- 
mining cause  of  death  of  insured,  found  dead  in  water. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  637)  on  presumption  against  insured's  suicide; 
(84  Am.  St.  Rep.  540)  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  self-destruction  as  defense  to 
life  insurance. 

Distinguished  in  Laessig  v.  Travelers*  Protective  Asso.  169  Mo.  281,  69  S.  W. 
469,  holding,  in  suit  on  accident  policy,  presumption  against  suicide  does   not 
raise  presumption  of  accidental  death. 
Suicide    a    qaeatlon    for    Jury. 

Cited  in  Supreme  Lodge  K.  of  P.  v.  Foster,  26  Ind.  App.  340,  69  X.  E.  877, 
and  Sovereign  Camp,  W.  of  VV.  v.  Haller,  30  Ind.  App.  455,  66  N.  E.  186,  holding 
insured's  suicide  question  for  jury. 

24  L.  R.  A.  592,  GIANFORTONE  v.  NEW  ORLEANS,  61  Fed.  Rep.  64. 
Mnniefpal  liability. 

Cited  in  New  Orleans  v.  Kerr,  50  La.  Ann.  417,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  442,  23  So.  384, 
holding  city  liable  for  breach  of  contract  for  impounding  stock,  through  failure 
to  furnish  adequate  police  protection;  New  Orleans  v.  Abbagnato,  26  L.  R.  A. 
335,  footnote  p.  329,  10  C.  C.  A.  367,  23  U.  S.  App.  533,  62  Fed.  246,  denying 
city's  liability  for  killing  by  mob,  permitted  by  negligence  of  city's  officials. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wallace  v.  Norman,  48  L.  R.  A.  620,  which  denies  city's 
liability  for  acts  of  officers  when  participating  in  conspiracy  or  mob;  Brown  v. 
Orangeburg  County,  44  L.  R.  A.  734,  which  sustains  county's  liability  for  lynch- 
ing of  person  other  than  prisoner;  Champaign  County  v.  Church,  48  L.  R.  A.  738, 
which  sustains  statute  making  county  liable  to  penalty  for  death  of  person  by  mob 
violence;  Chicago  v.  Manhattan  Cement  Co.  45  L.  R.  A.  848,  which  sustains  stat- 
ute compelling  county  to  pay  three  fourths  of  value  of  property  destroyed  by 
mob. 
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Cited  in  notes  (48  L.  R.  A.  468)  on  power  of  legislature  to  impose  burdens 
upon  municipalities  to  control  their  local  administration  and  property;  (12 
L.R.A. (N.S.)  538)  on  municipal  liability  for  torts  of  police  officers;  (38  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  152)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  death  caused  by  negligence  in  the 
performance  of  a  governmental  function. 
Threats  asratnat  the  peraon. 

Cited  in  Schultz  v.  State,  135  Wis.  650,  114  N.  W.  605,  holding  a  threat  of 
injury  to  reputation  not  a  threat  to  do  injury  to  the  person,  property,  business, 
profession,  calling  or  trade  of  such  person. 

24  L.  R.  A.  606,  ALLEN  v.  FORREST,  8  Wash.  700,  36  Pac.  971. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Seattle  Dock  Co.  v.  Seattle  &  L.  W.  Waterway 
Co.  195  U.  S.  624,  49  L.  ed.  350,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  789. 
Statute  relatlngr  to  sale  of  tide  lands* 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel,  Bartlett  v.  Forrest,  12  Wash.  487,  41  Pac.  194,  holding 
statute  giving  right  to  purchase  tide  lands  does  not  bind  state  to  sell. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Billings  v.  Bridges,  22  Wash.  66,  79  Am.  St.  Rep. 
914,  60  Pac.  60,  holding  right  of  applicant  for  tide  lands  complying  with  prelim- 
inary requirements  not  affected  by  repeal  of  statute. 
Inception  of  priTate  rlvht  to  public  or  tide  lands. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Wilson  v.  Grays  Harbor  &  P.  S.  R.  Co.  60  Wash.  33,  110 
Pac.  676,  holding  that  preference  right  of  abutters  to  lease  harbor  area  is  prop- 
erty or  interest  in  land,  which  is  subject  to  condemnation  for  railroad  right  of 
way;  State  ex  rel.  Billings  v.  Bridges,  22  Wash.  66,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  914,  60 
Pac.  60,  holding  the  payment  of  one  tenth  of  purchase  price  to  be  deposited  by 
purchaser  of  tide  lands  under  act  of  1895  did  not  make  a  binding  contract  of 
sale;  Seattle  &  L.  W.  Waterway  Co.  v.  Seattle  Dock  Co.  35  Wash.  513,  77  Pac. 
845,  holding  a  pre-emption  to  give  only  a  right  of  preference  to  purchase  and 
not  a  vested  interest;  State  ex  rel.  Pelton  v.  Ross,  39  Wash.  409,  81  Pac.  865, 
holding  the  filing  of  a  written  application  for  a  lease  of  public  lands  does  not 
confer  upon  applicant  any  interest  in  the  land;  Graham  v.  Great  Falls  Water 
Power  &  Townsite  Co.  30  Mont.  401,  76  Pac.  808,  holding  that  settler  must  com- 
ply with  all  prerequisites  of  pre-empting  land  before  he  has  any  vested  rights 
in  land. 

Cited  in  note  (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  340)  on  right  of  state  to  grant  tide  lands. 
O^vnerahlp  of  ahorea  and  bed  of  tidal  ^vaters. 

Cited  in  McGilvra  v.  Ross,  161  Fed.  400,  sustaining  state  ownership  of  shores 
and  beds  of  tidal  waters;  Brace  &  H.  Mill  Co.  v.  State,  49  Wash.  331,  95  Pac. 
278.  holding  that  state  by  constitutional  assertion  acquired  ownership  in  beds  and 
shores  of  navigable  lakes  up  to  high  water  mark. 

24  L.  R,  A.  610,  BLOCK  v.  SALT  LAKE  RAPID  TRANSIT  CO.  9  Utah,  31,  33 

Pac.  229, 
Abntter*a  rightm  In  m^eet. 

Cited  in  Coombs  v.  Salt  Lake  &  Ft.  D.  Co.  9  Utah,  325,  34  Pae.  248,  holding 
abutter  entitled  to  enjoin  operation  of  railroad  in  street  unless  damages  paid 
for  easement  taken;  Cereghino  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  26  Utah,  481,  99  Am. 
St.  Rep.  843,  73  Pac.  634,  sustaining  right  of  citizen  suffering  special  damage,  to 
enjoin  unlawful  laying  of  railroad  track  in  street;  Heilbron  v.  St.  Louis  South- 
western R.  Co.  52  Tex.  Civ.  App.  580,  113  S.  W.  610,  holding  that  abutter  has 
cause  of  action  against  person  obstructing  highway  where  he  suffers  special 
damage  beyond  that  suffered  by  public;  Blackwell,  £.  &>  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Gist,  18 
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Okla.  524,  90  Pac.  889,  holding  that  though  the  fee  to  street  is  in  the  public  the 
abutting  owner  has  the  right  of  ingress  and  egress  and  to  light  and  air;  Boise 
City  V.  Wilkinson,  16  Idaho,  166,  102  Pac.  148,  holding  that  a  city  cannot  deed 
away  a  street  to  a  private  individual. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Townsend  v.  Epstein,  52  L.  R.  A.  409,  which  sustains 
abutter's  right  to  relief  against  diminution  of  light  and  air  by  bridge  over  street; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tyson,  59  L.  R.  A.  399,  which  sustains  right  of  injunction 
against  pillars  in  street  in  front  of  adjoining  lot,  obstructing  light  and  air  from 
street;  Brand  v.  Multnomah  County,  50  L.  R.  A.  389,  which  holds  bridge  ap- 
proach raising  surface  of  street  to  established  grade  only,  not  additional  servi- 
tude. 

Cited  in  notes  (15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  52)  on  cutting  off  access  to  highway  as  & 
taking;  (25  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1267)  on  right  of  abutter  to  damages  for  special  in- 
juries where  street  railway  not  considered  additional  burden;  (28  L.R.A.(X.S.) 
1086)  on  preventive  remedy  of  nonconsenting  abutting  owner  where  use  of  high- 
way for  street  railway  authorized  by  public;  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  685,  817)  on 
abutter's  right  to  compensation  for  railroads  in  streets;  (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  239, 
260)  on  what  are  additional  servitudes  in  highways. 
Duty  of  street  ratllvray   to  other  nsera  of  street. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  Ogden  City  Street  R.  Co.  13  Utah,  254,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  726, 
44  Pac.  1046,  holding  street  railway  bound  to  use  degree  of  care  proportionate 
to  danger  of  propelling  power;  San  Antonio  Rapid  Transit  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Lim- 
burger,  88  Tex.  85,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  730,  30  S.  W.  533,  holding  that  right  of  elec- 
tric railway  companies  to  use  of  streets  is  not  different  from  that  of  horse-power 
railway  companies:  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Muncie  &  P.  Traction 
Co.  174  Ind.  180^  91  N.  E.  600,  holding  that  permission  may  be  given  inter-urban 
railroad  to  operate  cars  over  city  streets,  but  such  grant  must  be  restricted  to 
carriage  of  persons  and  such  property  as  is  usually  carried;  Grand  Trunk  West- 
ern R.  Co.  v.  South  Bend,  174  Ind.  212,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  854,  89  N.  E.  886,  hold- 
ing that  grant  to  railroad  of  right  to  use  street  is  upon  implied  condition  that 
such  use  shall  not  destroy  proper  use  thereof  by  public. 
"When   flndlngrs  conclusive  in  appellate  court. 

Cited  in  Whitesides  v.  Green,  13  Utah,  351,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  740,  44  Pac.  1032; 
Fissure  Min.  Co.  v.  Old  Susan  Min.  Co.  22  Utah,  444,  63  Pac.  .587;  McKay  v.  Farr, 
15  Utah,  264,  49  Pac.  649;  Gorringe  v.  Read,  24  Utah,  459,  68  Pac.  147;  McCor- 
nick  v.  Mangum,  20  Utah,  20,  67  Pac.  428;  Stahn  v.  Hall,  10  Utah,  403,  37  Pac. 
585;  Whitmore  v.  Utah  Fuel  Co.  26  Utah,  499,  73  Pac.  764;  Herriman  Irrig.  Co. 
V.  Keel,  26  Utah,  108,  69  Pac.  719, — holding  findings  not  clearly  erroneous  con- 
clusive on  appiellate  court;  Short  v.  Pierce,  11  Utah,  40,  39  Pac.  474.  denying  new 
trial  on  appeal,  where  findings  not  clearly  contrary  to  weight  of  evidence. 

24  L.  R.  A.  615,  BEAR  v.  HEASLEY,  98  Mich.  279,  57  N.  W.  270. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Lemp  v.  Raven,  113  Mich.  376,  71  N.  W.  627. 
Effect  of  attempted  adoption  of  constitution  by  religions  society. 

Cited  in  Russie  v.  Brazzell,  128  Mo.  105,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  542,  30  S.  W.  526, 
sustaining  legality  of  adoption  of  new  constitution  by  United  Brethren. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L,R.A.(X.S.)  723,  724)  on  schism  in  Church  of  United 
Brethren  in  Christ  on  attempted  adoption  of  constitution. 

Disapproved  in  Horsman  v.  Allen,  129  Cal.  135,  61  Pac.  796,  and  Philomath 
College  V.  Wyatt,  27  Or.  477,  26  L.  R.  A.  89,  footnote  p.  68,  37  Pac.  1022,  holding 
incorporation  into  confession  of  faith  of  doctrines  previously  contained  in  dis- 
cipline not  vital  change  destroying  identity  of  church. 
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Conelasiv^BeMi  of  decfalons  of  aMioelation  or  corporation  tribnnal.^ 

Cited  in  Ramsey  v.  Hicks,  44  Ind.  App.  507,  87  X.  £.  1091,  holding  that  govern- 
ing body  of  church  has  only  those  powers  expressly  or  impliedly  granted  by 
constitution. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Philomath  College  v.  Wyatt,  26  L.  R.  A.  68,  which  holds 
construction  of  legislative  acts  of  ecclesiastical  body  should  be  adopted  by  courts. 

Cited  in  notes  (49  L.  R.  A.  399)  on  conclusiveness  of  decisions  of  tribunals  of 
associations  or  corporations;    (24  L.R.A.(N.S.)    701,  702)    on  conclusiveness  of 
decision  of  ecclesiastical  tribunal  as  to  its  own  jurisdiction  or  powers. 
Rlffht*  of  dllf«rent  factions  on  dlTlMlon  of  chnrch. 

Cited  in  Ingles  v.  Bryant,  117  Mich.  114,  76  N.  W.  442,  refusing  permission  to 
file  bill  to  review  decree  entered  by  consent  determining  rights  to  church  prop- 
erty nearly  three  years  after  its  rendition,  bcause  of  subsequent  decision  contrary 
thereto;  Mack  v.  Kime,  129  Ga.  21,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  687,  58  S.  E.  184,  on 
forfeiture  of  right  to  property  of  a  religious  organization  of  members  of  a 
seceding  faction  of  a  church  practicing  on  religion  of  church. 

Cited  in  notes   (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)   876)   on  rights  of  minority  faction  in  church 
property;    (5   Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  702)    on  property  rights  on  division  in  religious 
Boc'ietv. 
Adherence  to  chnrch   faith  and   doctrine. 

Cited  in  Committee  of  Missions  v.  Pacific  Synod,  157  Cal.  122,  106  Pac.  395, 
holding  that  agreement  of  member  of  church  to  abide  by  rules  of  government  of 
such  church  is  implied  from  fact  of  membership;  Landrith  v.  Hudgins,  121  Tenn. 
666,  120  S.  W.  783;  Boyles  v.  Roberts,  222  Mo.  646,  121  S.  W.  805,— holding 
where  there  is  an  identity  of  doctrine  and  faith  of  two  churclies  a  majority  of 
church  organization  may  unite  churches  and  can  take  the  church  property  into 
another  church;  Dick  v.  General  Assembly  0.  A.  150  Mich.  217,  113  N.  W.  1126, 
holding  that  amendments  to  constitiition  of  a  society  must  be  in  substantial  ac- 
cordance with  provisions  of  constitution  in  force  at  time;  Yanthis  v.  Kemp,  43 
Ind.  App.  207,  86  N.  E.  451,  holding  that  approval  of  majority  of  congregation  of 
a  church  does  not  legalize  acts  violative  of  fundamental  principles  of  church. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  Pedigo,  32  L.  R.  A.  838,  which  denies  right  of 
majority  of  church  abandoning  its  religious  faith  to  hold  church  property;  Franke 
v,  Mann,  48  L,  R.  A.  850,  which  denies  right  of  majority  of  church  members  to 
employ  pastor  whose  teachings  inconsistent  with  those  of  sect  to  which  local 
churcii  belongs. 
Jnrindictlon  of  eqnlty  over  chnrchea. 

Cited  in  note  (68  Am.  St.  Rep.  865,  866)  on  jurisdiction  of  equity  over  volun- 
tary unincorporated  religious  associations. 

24  L.  W.  A.  629,  V\'OLCOTT  v.  PATTERSON,  100  Mich.  227,  43  Am.  St.  Rep. 

456,  58  N.  W.  1006. 
Uablllty  of  married  woman  for  profeii«lonal  serTlcea. 

Cited  in  Tyler  v.  Winder,  89  Keb.  411,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1083,  131  N.  W.  592, 
holding  that  married  woman  who  has  no  separate  estate  may  make  valid  con- 
tract to  compensate  attorney  for  services  in  divorce  action;  McCurdy  v.  Dillon, 
136  Mich.  682,  98  X.  W.  746,  holding  a  married  woman  liable  for  services  of  an 
attorney  in  a  divorce  suit;  Gilson  v.  Cadillac,  134  Mich.  194,  95  N.  W.  1084, 
holding  that  a  married  woman  might  make  herself  chargeable  with  the  services 
of  a  physician. 

Cited  in  notes  (13  L.R.A.  (X.  S.)  244)  on  liability  of  husband  on  wife's  con- 
tract for  attorney's  fees  in  divorce  proceedings;   (34 'LJl.A.(N.S.)  1080,  1081)  on 
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liability  of  married  woman  for  legal  services  in  divorce  suit;    (36  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1002)   on  power  to  allow  attorney's  fees  in  divorce  suit  after  reconciliation. 

24  L.  R.  A.  637,  SAX  ANTONIO  &  A.  P.  R.  CO.  v.  LONG,  87  Tex.  148,  47  Am- 

St.  Rep.  87,  27  S.  W.  113. 
Damas:^^*  for  pecmtiary  losa  by  nevllflrently  caaslnsr  deatb. 

Cited  on  second  appeal  in  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  650,  48  S.  W.  509,  holding  damages 
recoverable  for  loss  of  mother's  services  in  managing  estate  descending  to  plain- 
tiffs; Southern  Bell  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Cassin,  111  Ga.  618,  50  L.  R.  A.  712, 
36  S.  E.  881  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  action  not  maintainable  for 
negligent  killing  of  husband  or  father  voluntarily  settling  with  wrongdoer  in  life- 
time. 

"When  benellts  may  be  olfaet  asainat  damage*  caaaed  by  Besllflr«nt  kill- 
ing. 

Cited  in  Spiking  v.  Consolidated  R.  &  Power  Co.  33  Utah,  339,  93  Pac.  838, 
holding  in  an  action  for  wrongful  death  that  income  from  property  which  de- 
cedent's skill,  personal  supervision  and  diligence  had  produced,  might  be  con- 
sidered. 

Cited  in  notes  (67  L.R.A.  92)  on  mitigation  of  damages  for  personal  injury 
by  receipt  of  money  from  some  other  source  because  of  injury;  (8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
443)  on  reduction  of  damages  by  amount  paid  by  insurers. 

Distinguished  in  Tyler  S.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Rasberry,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  188,  34  S. 
W.  794,  holding  insurance  money  cannot  be  deducted  from  damages  for  negligently 
causing  death;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Younger,  90  Tex.  391,  38  S.  W.  1121, 
holding,  in  action  for  causing  wife's  deatb,  evidence  of  remarriage  inadmissible; 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &G.  R.  Co.  v.  Trippett,  60  Tex.  Civ.  App.  281,  111  S.  W.  761, 
holding  fact  that  deceased  left  an  estate  the  revenue  of  such  was  greater  than 
amount  deceased  would  have  contributed  to  plaintiff  no  ground  for  instructed 
verdict  for  defendant  in  action  for  wrongful  death. 
Meaaore   of    peconiary    damavea    for    nesllipent    kflllnv   of   relatfire. 

Cited  on  second  appeal  in  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  652.  48  S.  W.  599,  holding  instruc- 
tion confining  damages  to  loss  of  benefite  from  mental  and  bodily  labor  of  de- 
ceased erroneous. 

24  L.  R.  A.  642,  MEXICAN  NAT.  R.  CO.  v.  MUSSETTE,  86  Tex.  708,  26  8.  W. 

1075. 
Ijfabili ty  on  aopersedeaa  bond. 

Cited  in  Missouri,  K.  ft  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Lacy,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  397,  35  S.  W.  505, 
holding  bondsmen  liable  on  supersedeas  bond  accompanying  unprosecuted  writ 
of  error. 
Proximate    canae. 

Cited  in  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Sweeney,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  219,  36  S. 
W.  800,  holding  that  whether  injury  was  proximate  result  of  negligence  charged, 
question  for  jury;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Hennesey,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  319, 
49  S.  W.  917,  holding  negligence  in  carrying  passenger  past  station,  necessitating 
all  night  ride,  proximate  cause  of  illness;  Waters  Pierce  Oil  Co.  v.  Davis,  24  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  514,  60  S.  W.  453,  holding  seller's  failure  to  give  notice  of  danger  was 
proximate  cause  of  explosion  from  placing  gasoline  near  furnace;  Rigdon  v. 
Temple  Water  Works  Co.  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  546,  32  S.  W.  828,  holding  negligence 
in  constructing  water  tower,  proximate  cause  of  injury  from  exploding  lamp  over- 
turned by  its  fall ;  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Bigham,  90  Tex.  226,  38  S.  W.  162,  hold- 
ing injury  to  shipper  from  stampeding  cattle  while  trying  to  fasten  stock-pen  gate 
not  proximate  result  of  defective  fastening;  Marchand  v.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
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20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  4,  48  S.  W.  770,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  whether 
railrocul's  negligence  was  proximate  cause  of  injuries  to  person  against  whom  cow 
hurled  by  engine;  Travelers  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hunter,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  493,  70  S.  W. 
798,  holding  that  accidental  injury,  independent  of  all  other  causes,  produced 
acute  rheumatism  resulting  in  death  of  insured;  Texas  &  N.  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Bellar, 
51  Tex.  Civ.  App.  167,  112  S.  W.  323,  holding  that  railroad  which  negligently 
permits  fuel  oil  to  escape  and  saturate  ground  adjacent  to  plaintiff's  property  is 
liable  for  loss  by  fire  communicated  through  oil  regardless  of  how  oil  was 
ignited;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Mills,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App.  365,  116  S,  W. 
852,  holding  that  if  original  negligence  is  direct  cause  of  injury  it  will  not  re- 
lieve wrongdoer  from  liability  because  subsequent  events  may  have  concurred  in 
bringing  about  injury;  Evansville  Hoop  &  Stave  Co.  v.  Bailey,  43  Ind.  App.  157, 
84  N.  £.  549,  holding  complaint  not  insufficient  to  show  proximate  cause  where 
it  averred  failure  of  defendant  to  properly  guard  saw  which  could  have  been 
guarded  and  into  which  plaintiff  without  negligence  slipped  and  fell  and  failed 
to  aver  any  specific  act  of  negligence;  Reynolds  v.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co. 
101  Tex.  4,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  799,  102  S.  W.  724,  holding  that  the  escape  of  un- 
infected cattle  while  in  transit  from  a  quarantine  district  into  a  pasture  not  in 
such  district,  through  negligence  of  railroad  company  is  not  the  proximate  cause 
of  act  of  sanitary  commission  in  quarantining  pasture;  Shippers  Compress  & 
Warehouse  Co.  v.  Davidson,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  563,  80  S.  W.  1032,  holding  that 
the  building  of  a  gangway  across  public  street  without  right  leaving  narrow 
place  beneath  for  passage  of  teams  is  proximate  cause  of  death  of  person  driv- 
ing thereunder,  his  team  becoming  frightened  at  noise  of  truck  passed  over  gang- 
way by  servant  of  defendant;  St.  Louis  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bryant,  46  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  602,  103  S.  W.  237,  holding  that  the  putting  of  train  in  motion  before 
sufiicient  time  elapsed  to  allow  plaintiff  to  alight  is  proximate  cause  of  injury 
to  him  while  alighting  though  a  third  person  was  in  his  way  preventing  safe 
departure  from  train;  Galveston,  H.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Cochran,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
598,  109  S.  W.  261,  holding  that  the  backing  of  a  locomotive  against  another 
without  warning  causing  injury  to  person  inspecting  the  laHer  engine,  the  two 
engines  being  in  the  yard  for  wiping  and  inspection,  is  proximate  cause  of 
injury. 

Cited  in  note  (10  L,R.A.(N.S.)  384)  on  liability  for  injury  by  servant  to  third 
person  in  use  of  locomotives. 
Maater'a   liability    to   MerTant    for   fello^v    •errant'*    Incompetency. 

Cited  in  Texas  A  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  89  Tex.  622,  35  S.  W.  1042,  holding  rail- 
road cliargeable  with  knowledge  of  employee's  incompetency,  liable  for  injury  to 
fellow  servant. 

Cited  in  notes  (48  L.  R.  A.  385,  390)  on  duty  of  master  with  respect  to  em- 
ployment of  servants;  (25  L.  R.  A.  717)  on  liability  of  master  for  injuries  caused 
to  one  servant  by  incompetency  of  fellow  servant;  (41  L.  R.  A.  40)  on  knowledge 
as  element  of  employer *s  liability  to  injured  servant;  (54  L.  R.  A.  175)  on  vice 
principalship  as  determined  with  reference  to  character  of  act  which  caused  in- 
jury; (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  760,  772)  on  liability  of  master  for  fellow  servant's 
incompetency;  (48  L.R.A.  385,  390)  on  duty  of  master  with  respect  to  employ- 
ment of  his  servants. 

24  L.  R.  A.  647,  GRISWOLD  v.  ILLINOIS  C.  R.  CO.  90  Iowa,  265,  57  N.  W.  843. 
Avreementa  not   to  clalnt   damavea. 

Cited  in  Geiser  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Krogman,  111  Iowa,  510,  82  S.  W.  938,  sustaining 
validity  of  stipulation  in  cliattel  mortgage  against  liability  of  mortgagee  selling 
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property;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Carter,  95  Tex.  477,  68  S.  W.  159,  sustain- 
ing agreement  exempting  railroad  company  from  liability  for  loss  by  fire  com- 
municated from  its  engines  to  property  of  individual  for  whose  convenience  it 
maintains  private  switch;  Pennsylvania  Steel  Co.  v.  Washington  &  Bridge  Co. 
194  Fed.  1016,  holding  that  agreement  by  company  which  contracted  to  erect 
bridge  to  indemnify  bridge  company  against  all  liability  on  account  of  accident 
occasioned  by  negligence  '^or  otherwise"  is  not  void  as  against  public  policy; 
Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Beazley,  54  Fla.  387,  45  So.  761,  holding  contract 
between  employee  and  railway  company  by  which  company  gives  employee 
pecuniary  aid  and  other  benefits  when  sick  or  injured  by  his  own  negligence  or 
that  of  others  also  stipulating  that  acceptance  of  such  benefits  operate  as  re- 
lease of  company  from  liability  for  injury  is  not  against  public  policy;  German- 
American  Ins.  Co.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  77  S.  C.  472,  58  S.  E.  337,  12  Ann.  Ca«. 
495,  holding  that  carrier  can  lawfully  agree  with  owner  of  cotton  plac^  on 
its  grounds  that  euch  cotton  is  there  without  its  consent  and  at  the  sole  re- 
sponsibility of  owner  until  tendered  for  shipment;  Osgood  v.  Central  Vermont 
R.  Co.  77  Vt.  343,  70  L.TR.A.  934,  60  Atl.  137,  holding  that  in  considera- 
tion of  building  space  on  railway  right  of  way  a  stipulation  against  liability  of 
company  for  negligence  of  servants  causing  injury  to  lessee  his  servants  and 
property  is  valid  as  covering  injury  to  things  not  of  public  interest  and  not 
against  public  policy;  Sewell  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  78  Kan.  28,  96 
Pac.  1007    (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  to  contract  away  a  statutory  liability. 

(Mted  in  footnote  to  Osgood  v.  Central  Vermont  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A.  930,  which 
upholds  agreement  by  one  placing  structure  on  railroad  right  of  way  to  in- 
demnify railroad  company  against  liability  for  injury  thereto  by  carelessness  of 
railroad  company  or  its  servants. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.  R.  A.  798)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting  con- 
tracts and  business. 
-—  "By  leaaeeM  of  railroad  lands  as  to  damafre  from   Are. 

Cited  in  Ordelheide  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  80  Mo.  App.  367,  sustaining  right  of 
railroad  leasing  ground,  to  contract  for  exemption  from  liability  for  setting  fire 
to  buildings  thereon ;  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  74  Mo.  App. 
102;  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  197,  footnote 
p.  193,  17  C.  C.  A.  66,  36  U.  S.  App.  152,  70  Fed.  203,  Affirming  62  Fed.  905; 
Kennedy  Bros.  v.  Iowa  State  Ins.  Co.  119  Iowa,  32,  91  N.  W.  831, — holding  valid 
stipulation  against  liability  for  negligence  in  setting  fire  to  leased  buildings 
erected  on  right  of  way;  Stephens  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  109  Cal.  92,  29  L.  R.  A. 
754,  footnote  p.  751,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  41  Pac.  783,  holding  valid,  provision  in 
lease  of  railroad  property  against  responsibility  for  damage  by  tire;  Jamep 
guirk  Mill.  (.  o.  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  98  Minn.  27,  116  Am.  St.  Rep. 
336,  107  N.  W.  742,  holding  that  railway  company  in  granting  right  to  build 
elevator  on  its  right  of  way,  can  stipulate  against  payment  of  damages  for 
fire  from  operation  of  engines,  where  there  is  no  statutory  duty  on  its  part  to 
grant  the  right;  Ordelheide  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  175  Mo.  346,  75  S.  W.  149,  holding 
that  contract  stipulating  that  person  allowed  to  build  on  right  of  way  assumes 
all  liabilitj^  from  fires  from  any  cause  whatsoever  is  an  indemnity  against  loss 
from  fire  by  its  cause  and  valid;  Mansfield  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  & 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  74  Ohio  St.  32,  77  N.  E.  209,  6  Ann.  Cas.  782,  holding  valid  a 
loase  stipulating  that  lessor  be  exonerated  from  all  liability  for  fire  to  buildings 
or  property  on  land  covered  by  lease  on  right  of  way;  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Saulsbury,  115  Tenn.  410,  90  S.  W.  624,  5  Ann.  Cas.  744,  holding  that 
company  can  lawfully  lease  space  on  right  of  way  for  mill  site  and  stipulate 
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therein  agaiiust  liability  for  fire  communicated  to  mill  or  contents;  Cincinnati, 
N.  O.  A,  T.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  South  Fork  Coal  Co.  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  535,  71  C.  C.  A.  316, 
139  Fed.  530,  ra'^ng  but  not  deciding  question  of  liability  of  railway  com- 
pany for  burning  lumber  on  its  premises  near  tracks  as  affected  by  an  agreed 
exemption  from  liability  in  consideration  of  right  to  so  place  the  lumber. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Greenwich  Ins.  Co.  v.  Louisville  A,  N.  R.  Co.  66  L.  R.  A. 
477,  which  sustains  contract  releasing  company  from  liability  for  injury  by  fire 
to  building  permitted  to  be  placed  on  right  of  way. 

Cited  in  note  (15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  496)  on  validity  of  covenant  of  railroad  lease 
that  lessor  should  not  be  liable  for  damages  by  fire. 

Distinguished  in  Thomason  v.  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  122  La.  1000.  48  So. 
432,  holding  that  a  contract  exempting  railway  from  liability  for  fire  from 
engines  working  or  operating  on  spur  track  to  plaintiff's  mill  in  consideration 
for  building  the  spur,  does  not  apply  to  fires  communicated  from  engines  work- 
ing on  main  track,  where  mill  is  on  property  owned  by  plaintiff. 
Reformation  of  lease. 

Cited  in  Kielander  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  114  Iowa,  423,  87  N.  W. 
285,  reforming  lease  of  railroad  land  erroneously  describing  land  actually  and 
theretofore  occupied  by  lessee. 
XJsea  to  which  railroad  rlirltt  of  ^ray  may  be  devoted. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  516,  518)  on  uses  to  which  railroad  right  of 
way  may  be  devoted. 

24  L.  R.  A.  655,  A'HERN  v.  IOWA  STATE  AGRI.  SOC.  91  Iowa,  97,  68  N.  W. 

1092. 
Govemmental  avenoy. 

Cited  in  White  v.  Alabama  Insane  Hospital,  138  Ala.  483,  35  So.  454,  holding 
insane  hospital  created  by  statutes  a  state  agency  or  governmental  function  for 
care  of  insane;  Berman  v.  Minnesota  State  Agri.  Soc.  93  Minn.  129,  100  N.  W. 
732,  holding  Minnesota  state  agricultural  society  an  agency  of  the  state. 
Liability  of  flrovernmental   agency   for  nervaut'a   torta. 

Cited  in  Maia  v.  Eastern  State  Hospital,  97  Va.  511,  47  L.  R.  A.  579,  34  S.  E. 
617,  denying  liability  of  hospital  for  insane,  maintained  as  governmental  agency, 
for  negligent  injury  to  inmate;  Lynle  v.  National  Home,  170  Fed.  845,  holding 
National  Home  for  Disabled  Volunteer  Soldiers  a  government  agency  not  subject 
to  damage  suit  for  negligent  pollution  of  waters  of  spring  situated  on  plaintiff's 
land. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.  R.  A.  384)  on  nature  of  incorporated  institutions  belong- 
ing to  state. 
Injury  on   fair  irronnds. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hart  v.  Washington  Park  Club,  29  L.  R.  A.  492,  which 
liolds  no  presumption  of  negligence  arises  from  injury  by  runaway  horse  at  horse 
race. 
Lilablllty  for  false  arrest  by  asrent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Markley  v.  Snow,  64  L.R.A.  685,  holding  mining  partner- 
ship not  liable  for  act  of  employee  in  causing  arrest  of  one  suspected  of  firing 
building,  long  after  commission  of  the  crime;  Daniel  v.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  Co. 
67  L.R.A.  455,  which  holds  railroad  company  not  liable  for  arrest  by  cashier 
with  power  to  collect  money,  give  receipts,  sell  tickets,  care  for  money  received 
and  forward  it  to  treasurer,  of  innocent  person  whom  he  suspects  of  having 
stolen  money  which  has  come  into  his  possession;  Texas  Midland  Railroad  v. 
Dean,  70  L.R.A.  943,   which  holds  railroad  company  liable  for  act  of  baggage 
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master  in  assisting  in  wrongful  arrest  at  instance  of  city  authorities  of  pasaenger 
awaiting  at  station  for  train. 

24  L.  R.  A.  657,  FORD  v.  CHICAGO,  R.  I.  A  P.  R.  00.  91  Iowa,  179,  50  N.  W.  5. 
violation  of  master'a  rule  as  neirllflrenee. 

Cited  in  Green  v.  Brainerd  &  N.  M.  R.  Co.  85  Minn.  323,  88  N.  W.  974,  holding 
brakeman's  disobedience  of  conductor's  order  to  station  himself  on  rear  car,  con- 
tributory negligence;  Keeley  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  158  111.  App. 
243,  holding  that  serrant  who  knowingly  violates  rule  provided  for  his  safety 
cannot  recover  for  injury;  Brown  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  44  Wash.  7,  86  Pae. 
1053,  holding  that  the  running  of  an  engine  not  under  such  control  as  is  re- 
quired by  rules  of  company  whereby  the  engineer  is  hurt  amounts  to  contribu- 
tory negligence  on  his  part  precluding  recovery  though  company  is  also  n^ligent, 
also  citing  annotation  to  same  point. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  McCaffrey,  29  L.  R.  A.  104,  which  holds 
railroad  company  requiring  nineteen  hours'  work  per  day  from  employees  liable* 
for  accident  while  part  of  train  crew  temporarily  absent  for  food. 
Contribatory    nevltarence    aa    defense    afrain«t    atatvtory    liability. 

Report  of  later  appeal  in  106  Iowa,  87,  75  N.  W.  650,  holding  contributory  neg- 
ligence an  affirmative  defense  in  action  for  injury  by  defective  cattle-guard. 

Cited  in  Reeves  v.  Dubuque  &  S.  C.  R.  Co.  92  Iowa,  33,  60  N.  W.  243,  and  Han- 
son V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  94  Iowa,  413,  62  N.  W.  788,  holding,  in  stat- 
utory action  for  injury  through  imsafe  railroad  crossing,  plaintiff's  negligence 
matter  of  defense;  Stuber  v.  Gannon,  98  Iowa,  231,  67  N.  W.  105  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), majority  holding  plaintiff  in  action  for  personal  injuries,  under  statute  mak- 
ing owner  of  dog  liable  for  damage,  must  show  freedom  from  negligence;  Peter 
V.  Chicago  &  W.  M.  R.  Co.  121  Mich.  334,  46  L.  R.  A.  228,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  600, 
80  N.  W.  295  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  contributory  negligence  do 
bar  to  recovery  for  fire  set,  under  statute  making  company  absolutely  liable  un- 
less locomotive  in  good  order. 

Cited  in  notes   (28  L.R.A.  750)   on  whether  wrongdoer  may  take  advantage  of 
general  statutory  imposition  of  damages  for  negligent  injuries;    (9  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
342)    on   effect   of   contributory   negligence   in   private   action   for   violation   of 
statute  not  expressly  conferring  it. 
Railroad's  duty  to  pro^'lde  for  employees*  iiafety. 

Cited  in  Bryee  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  103  Iowa,  671,  72  N.  W.  780.  hold- 
ing railroad  liable  to  brakeman  struck  by  bridge  truss  near  track,  while  on  side 
ladder;  Hamilton  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  145  Iowa,  435,  124  N.  W.  363, 
holding  that  railroad  is  required  to  use  ordinary  and  reasonable  care  to  keep 
yards  in  reasonably  safe  condition  for  employees. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.  ed.  U.  S.  769)  on  railroad's  duty  to  provide  for  employees" 
safety. 
Proof  required  In  action  for  Iobm  dne  to  defective  cattle-arnard. 

Cited  in  Croddy  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  91  Iowa,  003,  60  N.  W.  214,  hold- 
ing,  in  statutory  action   for  railroad's  neglect  to  maintain  safe  cattle-guards, 
plaintiff  must  show  stock  killed  thereby. 
Failure   to  comply  Tvttb   Mtatnte  as  neflrliarenee. 

Cited  in  Ives  v.  Welden,  114  Iowa,  478,  54  L.  R.  A.  855,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  379, 
87  N.  W.  408,  holding  failure  to  label  gasoline  jug,  as  required  by  law,  negligence 
per  99, 

Contributory  nevllarenee  at  railroad  crosaiav. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  54  L.  R.  A.  803,  uriiieh 
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holds  failure  to  look  when  within  30  feet  of  track  does  not  prevent  recovery; 
Keenan  v.  Union  Traction  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  217,  which  holds  failure  to  look  for 
train  when  within  35  feet  of  track,  negligence. 
Borden  of  proof  aa  to  contribatory  nesUgrence* 

Cited  in  note  (33  LJl.A.(N.S.)  1226)  on  burden  of  proof  as  to  contributory 
negligence. 

24  L.  R.  A.  664,  MULLEN  v.  REED,  64  Conn.  240,  42  Am.  St  Rep.  174,  29  Atl. 

478. 
l^hat   la^r   applfeable   to    conatrvctlon    of « Instrament. 

Cited  in  Rockwell  v.  Bradshaw,  67  Conn.  14,  34  Atl.  758,  holding  will  con- 
struable  according  to  laws  of  testator's  domicil;  Kavanaugh  v.  Supreme  Council, 
158  Mo.  App.  245,  138  S.  W.  359,  holding  that  law  of  state  where  contract  is 
made  and  be  performed  controls  its  execution,  validity,  interpretation  and  legal 
effect;  Brandeis  v.  Atkins,  204  Mass.  475,  26  L.R.A. (N.S.)  232,  90  N.  E.  861, 
holding  that  the  words  "heirs  at  law"  in  an  instrument  setting  aside  part  of 
an  estate  in  trust  for  beneficiary  and  heirs  at  law  if  such  beneficiary  die  before 
termination  of  trust  shall  be  construed  by  laws  of  place  where  instrument  is 
executed  though  beneficiarj^  die  domiciled  in  another  state. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Pollard,  36  L.  R.  A.  271,  as  to 
law^  governing  effect  of  answers  in  application  for  policy,  and  their  use  in  evi- 
dence. 

Cited  in  notes  (63  L.R.A.  858)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  contracts  of  insurance; 
(52   Am.   St,    Rep.   545,    568,   570)    on   law   governing   mutual   or   membership 
life  or  accident  insurance. 
lilTho   are   "Itelra." 

Cited  in  Ruggles  v.  Randall,  70  Conn.  48,  38  Atl.  885,  holding  word  "heirs"  in 
will  signifies  those  entitled  by  law  to  inherit,  unless  such  construction  unreason- 
able; Thomas  v.  Covert  (Thomas  v.  Supreme  Lodge  K.  P.)  126  Wis.  599,  3 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  908,  105  N.  W.  922,  5  Ann.  Cas.  456,  allowing  widow  to  take  a 
child's  share  of  sum  payable  to  "legal  heirs"  of  assurred  under  his  benefit 
certificate. 

Cited  in  notes   (30  L.R.A.  593,  594,  595)   on  who  are  "heirs"  within  meaning 
of  life  insurance  policies;    (44  Am.  St.  Rep.  404,  406,  409)  on  insurance  payable 
to  **heirs." 
^oeMtlons  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Williston  v.  Haight,  76  Conn.  503,  57  Atl.  170,  holding  that  questions 
not  raised  on  trial  are  not  properly  before  court  on  appeal. 

24  L.  R.  A.  667,  CAMPBELL'S  APPEAL,  64  Conn.  277,  29  Atl.  494. 
Inlterltance  by  or  throagrh  alien. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  L.  R.  A.  178)  on  alien's  right  to  inherit;   (31  L.  R.  A.  148) 
on  effect  of  state  statutes  and  Constitutions  on  inheritance  through  alien;    (37 
L.R.A.(X.S.)  109)  on  tracing  descent  through  alien. 
RlfCbt    to   appeal. 

Cited  in  Woodbury's  Appeal,  70  Conn.  456,  39  Atl.  791,  holding  appeal  will  be 
dismissed  where  record  fails  to  show  appellant's  pecuniary  interest. 

24  L.  R.  A.  671,  TATE  v.  GREENSBORO,  114  N.  C.  392,  19  S.  E.  767. 
<Hrnenibtp  and  control  of  trees  In  hlgrb'vraT-. 

Approved  in  Browne  v.  Asheville  Electric  Co.  138  N.  C.  637,  69  L.R.A.  636,  107 
Am.  St.  Rep.  554,  51  S.  E.  62,  holding  that  an  electric  light  company  must  com- 
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pensate  abutting  owners  for  destruction  of  trees  on  edge  of  sidewalk  not  inter- 
fering with  public  use  of  such  sidewalk;  Rosenthal  v.  Goldsboro,  149  N.  C.  131, 
20  L.R.A.(]^.S.)  812,  62  S.  E.  905,  16  Ann.  Cas.  639,  holding  abutter  not  entitled 
to  compensation  for  or  notice  before  removal  of  shade  trees  on  highway  by  city 
authorities,  tlie  roots  of  such  trees  being  dangerous  to  sewer  system. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  Detroit,  Y.  &  A.  A.  R.  Co.  125  Mich.  175,  51  L.  R,  A.  958, 
footnote  p.  955,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  509,  84  N.  W.  49  (dissenting  opinion),  nuijority 
denying  street  railway's  right  to  remove  shade  trees  without  first  giving  owner 
opportunity  to  do  so;  Hazelhurst  v.  Mayes,  84  Miss.  14,  64  L.R.A.  807,  36  So.  33. 
holding  abutter's  right  to  maintain  trees  in  highway  subordinate  to  municipal 
right  to  erect  electric  light  wires  and  polew:  .Jeffress  v.  Greenville,  154  X.  C. 
499,  70  S.  E.  919,  holding  that  town  with  authority  to  widen  street  has  authority 
to  remove  shade  trees  and  is  not  liable  to  abutting  owner  therefor;  La  Grange 
V.  Overstreet,  141  Ky.  52,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  95(5,  132  S.  W.  1(59,  holding  that  board 
of  trustees  had  right  to  order  removal  of  unsightly  locust  tree  which  was  useless 
as  shade  tree;  Morris  v.  Salt  Lake  City,  35  Utah,  485,  101  Pac.  373,  holding 
that  abutter  has  no  relief  for  destruction  of  trees  on  highway  caused  by  proper 
lowering  of  grade. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Stretch  v.  Cnssopolis,  61  L.  R.  A.  345,  which  denies  right 
to  remove  shade  trees  from  street,  without  notice  to  abutter;  Wyant  v.  Central 
Teleph.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  497,  which  sustains  telephone  company's  right  to  do  neces- 
sary trimming  of  trees  in  highway  without  giving  owner  opportunity  to  do  so; 
Bradley  v.  Southern  Xew  England  Teleph.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  280,  which  denies 
power  of  selectmen  to  cut  and  trim  trees  overhanging  highway,  without  owner's 
consent;  Carmel  v.  Shaw,  27  L.  R.  A.  580,  which  holds  city  has  complete  control 
over  shade  trees  in  public  street;  Vanderhurst  v.  Tholcke,  35  L.  R.  A.  267,  which 
holds  determination  of  city  council  that  trees  on  sidewalk  are  obstruction  con- 
clusive; Donahue  v.  Keystone  Gas  Co.  70  L.R.A.  761,  which  holds  gas  company 
negligently  permitting  gas  to  escape  from  pipes  in  highway  liable  for  resulting 
injury  to  shade  trees  in  front  of  abutting  property  though  fee  of  street  is  in 
public. 

Cited  in  notes  (36  L.  R.  A.  599)  on  power  of  municipal  corporations  to  define, 
prevent,  and  abate  nuisances;    (39  L.  R.  A.  670)   on  municipal  power  over  nui- 
sances aflFecting  highways  and  waters;    (100  Am.  St.  Rep.  241)    on  removal  of 
trees  from  street. 
Control  of  and  rlslits  In  side^ralk  and  htirh^ray. 

Cited  in  Hester  v.  Durham  Traction  Co.  138  X.  C.  291,  1  L.R.A. (N.S.)  984,  50 
S.  E.  711,  holding  that  city  authorities  may  properly  allow  erection  of  street 
railway  track  part  of  which  runs  across  corner  of  sidewalk  on  a  curve;  Smith  v. 
Hendersonville.  152  N.  C.  620,  68  S.  E.  145,  on  rights,  powers  and  liability  of 
municipalities  in  highway  as  extending  to  sidewalk  as  well  as  roadway;  Statou 
V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  147  X.  C.  435,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  953,  61  S.  E.  455, 
holding  that  an  abutter  has  rights  in  street  not  possessed  by  general  public  for 
invasion  of  which  by  an  unlawful  use  he  may  maintain  action  in  his  own  right 
though  fee  belongs  to  city;  Dorsey  v.  Henderson,  148  N,  C.  425,  62  S.  E.  547, 
holding  city  having  proper  authority  to  change  grade  of  street  not  liable  for 
injury  consequentially  resulting  from  a  change  unless  work  is  done  in  negligent 
and  unworkmanlike  manner. 
Manlclpal  liability  for  olllcem'  torts. 

Cited  in  note  (95  Am.  St.  Rep.  82)  on  liability  of  municipal  bonds  for  minis- 
terial acts  in  maintenance  of  streets. 

Distinguished  in  Love  v.  Raleigh,  116  X.  C.  306,  28  L.  R.  A.  193,  21  8.  £.  503. 
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denying  city's  liability  for  negligence  of  servants  conducting  fireworks  display 

witliout  lawful  authority. 

Rlvht  to  revie^r  dlacretfonary  action  of  manlctpal  authorities. 

Approved  in  Small  v.  Edenton,  146  N.  C.  628,  20  L.R.A.  (NJS.)  147,  60  S.  E. 
413,  holding  that  an  ordinance  of  town  council  compelling  removal  of  stationary 
awnings  is  not  subject  to  review  by  court  except  as  to  reasonableness. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Higgs,  126  N.  C.  1031,  48  L.  R.  A.  452,  35  S.  E.  473  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  sustaining  court's  right  to  review  municipal  ordinance  against 
projecting  signs  in  street;  State  v.  Staples,  157  N.  C.  638,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  697, 
73  S.  E.  112,  holding  that  courts  will  not  interfere  with  exercise  of  discretionary 
powers  of  municipality  for  public  welfare,  unless  their  action  is  clearly  un- 
reasonable. 

24  L.  R.  A.  679,  STATE  USE  OF  HARTLOVE  v.  M.  FOX  &  SON,  79  Md.  514, 

47  Am.  St.  Rep.  424,  29  Atl.  601. 
lilablltty  to  third  persons  for  nearliflrence  In  perform injc-  contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pittsfield  Cottonwear  Mfg.  Co.  v,  Pittsfield  Shoe  Co.  60  L. 
R.  A.  117,  which  holds  one  contracting  with  owner  to  heat  portion  of  builc^ing 
retained  liable  to  tenants  of  lower  floor  for  injury  by  freezing  and  bursting  of 
water  pipes  designed  for  their  protection  from  fire;  McCaffrey  v.  Mossberg  &  G^ 
Mfg.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  822,  which  denies  liability  of  manufacturer  of  drop  press- 
for  injury  to  employee  of  purchaser  from  breaking  of  defective  hook;  Bragdon 
V.  Perkins-Campbell  Co.  66  L.R.A.  924,  which  holds  seller  of  sidesaddle  to  hus- 
band under  no  duty  to  wife  for  whose  use  he  knows  it  to  have  been  purchased 
so  as  to  render  him  liable  to  her  for  negligence  in  its  construction. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A,  (N.S.)  .304)  on  liability  of  manufacturer  or  vendor  for 
injuries  from  defect  to  third  parties;  (19  L.R.A. (N.S.)  932)  on  liability  of 
manufacturer,  packer,  or  vendor  to  persons  not  in  privity  of  contract,  for  injury 
from  defects  in  article;  (100  Am.  St.  Rep.  199)  on  right  to  recover  for  n^ligence 
in  absence  of  privity. 
Ltlablllty  of  seller  of  danfperons  article. 

Cited  in  Waters  Pierce  Oil  Co.  v.  Davis,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  512,  60  S.  W.  463, 
holding  seller  of  gasoline  not  giving  notice  of  dangerous  character  liable  for  in- 
jury to  buyer's  employee. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Huset  v.  J.  T.  Case  Tlireshing  Mach.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  303, 
which  holds  manufacturer  supplying  dangerous  machine  to  another,  without  no- 
tice of  dangerous  character,  liable  for  injury  to  vendee's  employee;  Peters  v.  Jack- 
son, 57  L.  R.  A.  428,  which  holds  one  mistakenly  selling  poisonous  drug  for  harm* 
less  medicine  liable  to  third  person  taking  it;  Ives  v.  Welden,  54  L.  R.  A.  854, 
which  holds  merchant's  failure  to  label  gasoline  renders  him  liable  for  injury  to 
member  of  purchaser's  family  by  explosion;  Woodward  v.  Miller,  64  L.  R.  A.  932, 
holding  vendor  of  buggy  having  concealed  defect  liable  for  resultant  injuries,  in 
absence  of  privity  of  contract  between  him  and  one  injured;  Skinn  v.  Reutter, 
63  L.R.A.  743,  which  holds  seller  of  diseased  hogs  liable  for  injury  to  life  or 
property  resulting  therefrom;  O'Neill  v.  James,  68  L.R.A.  342,  which  denies  lia- 
bility of  manufacturer  of  champagne  cider  for  injuries  to  employee  of  customer 
through  explosion  of  bottle  not  known  to  be  peculiarly  liable  thereto. 

Cited  in  notes  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1179)  on  liability  of  manufacturer  to  person 
not  in  privity  of  contract  injured  by  article  dangerous  to  life;  (34  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
702)  on  damages  recoverable  for  selling  diseased  animals;  (47  Am.  St.  Rep. 
551)  on  liability  in  absence  of  statutes;  (93  Am.  St.  Rep.  847)  on  liability  of 
persons  communicating  contagious  or  infectious  disease  to  others  by  sale  of 
diseased  animals. 
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24  L.  R.  A.  684,  MANNING  v.  LEIGHTON,  66  Vt.  84,  26  Atl.  258. 

Motion  for  reargument  denie<l  in  66  Vt.  57,  28  Atl.  630. 
'Wbat  aasets  arlTe  Jmrlsdlctlon   to  appoint  admiaistrator. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  EngeUkirger's  Appeal,  51  L.  R.  A.  876,  which  holds  ancil- 
lary administration  grantable  in  any  county  where  note  constituting  decedent's 
entire  assets  is;  Re  Mayo,  54  L.  R.  A.  660,  which  authorized  appointment  of  ad- 
ministrator  in  county  where  nonresident  killed,  to  bring  action  for  his  death. 
Lilen  for  attorney's  fees. 

Cited  in  Gottetein  v.  Harrington,  25  Wash.  511,  65  Pac.  753,  holding  statutory 
lien  of  attorney  upon  papers  of  client  in  his  possession  for  compensation,  retain* 
ing  lien  merely,  not  enforceable  by  action. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Loofbourow  v.  Hicks,  55  L.  R.  A.  874,  which  holds  lien 
for  attorney's  fees  allowed  by  judgment  of  foreclosure  enforceable  against  land 
bid  in  by  mortgagee  or  assignee. 

Cited  in  note  (51  Am.  St.  Rep.  251,  252,  267)  on  lien  of  attorneys. 
Collateral  attack  on  Jadflrment. 

Cited  in  note  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  15)  on  collateral  attack  on  judgment. 

24  L.  R.  A.  693,  BYRNE  v.  KANSAS  CITY,  FT.  S.  A^  M.  R.  CO.  9  C.  C.  A.  666, 

22  U.  S.  App.  220,  61  Fed.  605. 
HVlien   relation   of  master  and  servant   exists. 

Cited  in  Hardy  v.  Shedden  Co.  37  L.  R.  A.  39,  24  C.  C.  A.  264,  47  U.  S.  App. 
362,  78  Fed.  613,  holding  driver  of  truck  hired  for  use  in  procession,  special  ser- 
vant of  hirer;  Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hoechner,  14  C.  C.  A.  472,  31  U.  S.  App. 
644,  67  Fed.  459,  denying  company's  liability  for  negligent  operation  of  railroad 
under  exclusive  control  of  receivers;  Brady  v.  Chicago  &  G.  W.  R.  Co.  57  L.  R. 
A.  715,  52  C.  C.  A.  52,  114  Fed.  104,  denying  railroad's  liability  to  employee  for 
negligence  of  switchmen  of  depot  company;  Roe  v.  Winston,  86  Minn.  87,  90  K. 
W.  122,  holding  contractor  having  control  over  work  trains  furnished  by  rail- 
road liable  for  negligence  of  engineer;  Garven  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  100 
Mo.  App.  620,  75  S.  W.  193,  holding  master  not  liable  for  negligence  of  servants 
under  control  of  stranger;  Indiana  Union  Traction  Co.  v.  Benadum,  42  Ind.  App. 
123,  83  N.  E.  261,  holding  that  servants  of  plaintiff  assisting  defendant  in  IcMid- 
!ng  plaintiff's  horse  on  car  are  acting  for  defendant  who  therefore  becomes 
liable  for  their  negligence;  Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Parkinson,  82  C.  C.  A.  29,  152 
Fed.  682,  holding  oil  company  liable  for  consequences  of  negligent  act  of  driver 
of  one  of  its  tanks  where  the  company  had  the  right  and  power  to  control  driver 
at  the  instant  he  did  the  negligent  act;  Otis  Steel  Co.  v.  Wingle,  82  C.  C.  A  62, 
152  Fed.  916,  holding  that  servant  of  independent  contractor  does  not  become 
temporarily  the  servant  of  company  loading  wagon  of  such  servant  under  his 
direction,  making  loaders  his  fellow  servants. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.R.A.  42,  76)  on  which  of  two  or  more  persons  is  master  of 
another  who  is  conceded  to  be  servant  of  one  of  them;  (54  Am.  St.  Rep.  74)  on 
acts  of  servant  for  which  master  is  not  responsible. 

Distinguished  in  Frecker  v.  Nicholson,  41  Colo.  14,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1125,  92 
Pac.  224,  14  Ann.  Cas.  730,  holding  driver  of  carriage  the  servant  of  owner  and 
not  of  hirer;  Shepard  v.  Jacobs,  204  Mass.  114,  26  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  444,  134  Am. 
St.  Rep.  648,  90  N.  E.  392,  holding  that  chauffeur  of  automobile  rented  for  length 
of  two  days  is  servant  of  owner  and  not  of  hirer. 

fVbo    liable    for    negrliirence    of    employees    of    railroad    nslns    another's 
tracks. 

Cited  in  Cleveland,  C.  a  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Berry,  152  [nd.  611,  46  L.  R.  A.  48, 
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53  N.  E.  415,  holding  railroad  liable  for  negligence  of  employees  operating  its 
trains  on  another's  tracks ;  Atwood  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  72  Fed.  456,  deny- 
ing railroad's  liability  for  negligence  of  crew  of  its  train  while  running  over 
another's  track,  subject  to  superintendent's  orders;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Stepp,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  357,  90  C.  C.  A.  431,  164  Fed.  791,  holding  carrier 
operating  its  trains  on  tracks  of  another  company  liable-  for  injury  to  a  third 
person  through  negligence  in  operation  though  train  was  operated  under  rules 
and  regulations  of  track  owners  and  under  orders  of  its  train  despatcher. 

Cited  in  notes  (44  L.R.A.  746)  on  liability  of  lessor  of  railroad  for  injuries 
caused  by  negligence  of  another  company  using  road  under  lease,  license  or  other 
contract;  (22  L.R.A. (N.S.)  324)  on  liability  of  railroad  for  negligence  of  em- 
ployee while  running  on  road  of  another,  subject  to  orders  of  the  latter's  train 
despatcher. 

Distinguished  in  Hulburt  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  130  Mo.  665,  31  S.  W.  1051,  holding 
railroad,  charged  with  duty  of  repairing  engines,  liable  to  employee  injured  while 
running  over  another  road;  Clark  v.  Geer,  32  C.  C.  A.  300,  57  U.  S.  App.  473, 
86  Fed.  451,  and  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Groves,  56  Kan.  610,  44  Pac.  628, 
holding  railroad  operating  trains  on  another's  tracks,  subject  to  control  of  lat- 
ter's despatcher  liable  for  employee's  negligence. 
Liability  of  person  in  control  of  anotbem  property  and  nervanta. 

Cited  in  American  Exp.  Co.  v.  Ogles,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  410,  81  S.  W.  1023, 
holding  it  proper  to  limit  recovery  to  separate  act  of  express  company  which 
operated  special  train  with  railroad  servants,  where  railroad  was  also  negligent; 
Collier  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  40  Wash.  645,  82  Pac.  935,  holding  railroad 
company  using  tracks  of  another  company  merely  for  switching  purposes  not 
liable  to  third  person  for  injury  resulting  from  defect  in  track;  Clough  v.  Grand 
Trunk  W.  R.  Co.  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  449,  85  C.  C.  A.  1,  165  Fed.  84,  holding  carrier 
not  liable  to  employee  of  circus  company  for  injury  caused  by  collision  of  two 
circus  trains  where  carrier  contracted  to  supply  moving  force  to  circus  trains 
and  stipulated  against  liability  of  any  kind  in  connection  with  operation  of  such 
trains;  Sager  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  166  Fed.  533,  on  liability  of  carrier  for 
damages  caused  by  engine  rented  to  independent  person  or  company;  Fisher  v 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  169  Fed.  958,  holding  that  cars  and  men  of 
railroad  company  working  in  certain  county  on  tracks  of  bridge  company  under 
contract  by  which  the  two  exchanged  work,  are  working  for  bridge  company  and 
are  not  in  service  of  common  carrier  within  liability  statute;  Philadelphia  k 
R.  Coal  &  I.  Co.  V.  Barrie,  102  C.  C.  A.  618,  179  Fed.  54,  holding  coal  dealer 
hiring  driver  and  team  to  haul  coal,  from  another  coal  dealer  paying  stipulated 
sum  and  having  complete  control  thereof,  liable  for  negligence  of  such  driver. 
Street   railwayn   as   "railroads." 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Vail  v.  Broadway  R.  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  626,  which  holds  pas- 
senger on  street  car  platform  not  passenger  on  "any  railroad"  so  as  to  assume 
risk  of  injury;  Bloxham  v.  Consumers'  Electric  Light  &  Street  R.  Co.  29  L.  R. 
A.  507,  which  holds  "street  railway"  within  provision  for  selling  railroad  prop- 
erty for  delinquent  taxes;  Diebold  v.  Kentucky  Traction  Co.  63  L.R.A.  637, 
which  holds  an  electric  railway  for  carrying  of  passengers  and  freight  between 
cities  in  different  states  a  trunk  railway  within  exception  of  such  railways  from 
constitutional  prohibition  against  granting  franchises  to  other  than  the  highest 
bidder. 

Distinguished  in  effect  in  Savannah,  T.  k  I.  of  H.  R.  v.  Williams,  117  Ga.  416, 
61  L.R.A.  250,  footnote  p.  249,  43  S.  E.  751,  holding  chartered  street  railroad  a 
railroad  within  statute  as  to  liability  for  negligence  of  fellow  servant 
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Intersection  of  milroads. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Bridgeport  Traction  Co. 
29  L.  R.  A.  367,  which  sustains  right  to  make  grade  crossing  at  intersection  of 
steam  and  street  railroads. 
Dvty    to   maintain    lookovt    on    train. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  292)  on  duty  to  maintain  lookout  on  railroad  tTain. 
fVlien  Federal,  bovnd  by  decisions  of  state,  covrts. 

Cited  in  Elliott  v.  Felton,  56  C.  C.  A.  76,  119  Fed.  272,  holding  decision  of  sUte 
court  as  to  vice  principalship  not  binding  on  Federal  court  in  action  for  injuries 
Ciiuaing  death;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Sklar,  61  C.  C.  A.  284,  126  Fed.  298, 
holding  Federal  court  may  exercise  independent  judgment  upon  question  off  gen- 
eral jurisprudence  arising  under  state  statute  not  specifically  construed  as  to 
such  question  by  state  court;  Soutiiern  R.  Co.  v.  Simpson,  65  C.  C.  A.  563,  131 
Fed.  709,  on  duty  of  Federal  court  to  follow  state  supreme  court  construction 
of  a  statute,  but  declining  to  follow  it  beyond  its  necessary  authority;  Adelbert 
College  V.  Wabash  R.  Co.  96  C.  C.  A.  465,  171  Fed.  811,  17  Ann.  Cas.  1204,  on 
acceptance  by  Federal  court  of  state  court's  construction  of  state  statute;  Three 
States  Lumber  Co.  v.  Blanks,  69  L.R.A.  289,  66  C.  C.  A.  353,  133  Fei.  482,  hold- 
ing decisions  of  state  court  on  excuses  for  nonreturn  of  replevied  property,  not 
binding  on  Federal  court,  such  question  being  one  of  general  law  in  Tennessee; 
Rogers  v.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  69  C.  C.  A.  321.  136  Fed.  574,  follow- 
ing construction  of  statute  placed  thereon  by  state  supreme  court. 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  402,  438)  on  questions  of  state  law  as  to  which 
state  court  decisions  must  be  followed  in  actions  originating  in,  or  removed  to. 
Federal  courts. 

Distinguished  in  Louisville  Trust  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  22  C.  C.  A.  338,  47  U.  S. 
App.  36,  76  Fed.  300,  holding  Federal  court  not  bound  by  state  court's  construc- 
tion of  statutes  rendered  after  rights  involved  originated. 
Contributory    neirllK^nce    as    defense* 

Cited  in  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Ihlenberg,  34  L.  R.  A.  398,  21  C.  C.  A.  553,  43  U. 
S.  App.  726,  75  Fed.  880,  holding  Federal  court  in  Tennessee  will  enforce  nonrepug^- 
nant  constitutional  provision  of  stat«  where  injury  received,  as  to  employer's  lia- 
bility; National  Surety  Co.  v.  State  Bank,  61  L.  R.  A.  397,  56  C.  C.  A.  661,  120 
Fed.  697,  holding  foreign  corporations,  compelled  to  make  state  officer  an  agent 
for  service  of  process,  not  estopped  by  latter's  negligence. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  573)  on  how  far  statutes  will  be  regarded  as  having 
abrogated  maxim  that  one  cannot  profit  by  his  own  wrong. 
Absolute  liability   for  breach  of  statutory  dvty. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Womack,  97  C.  C.  A.  559,  173  Fed.  756,  on 
contributory  negligence  as  merely  mitigating  damages  resulting  from  breach  off 
statute  absolutely  fixing  liability;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Sutton.  103  C.  C.  A.  5J, 
179  Fed.  474,  holding  railway  company  absolutely  liable  for  injury  to  person 
walking  on  track  caused  by  failure  to  comply  with  statute  and  such  liability  is 
not  aff'ected  by  contributory  negligence  though  such  fact  may  be  considered  in 
mitigation  of  damages. 
Mitigation   of   damages  by   contrlbvtory   nearliRence. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Martin,  113  Tenn.  278,  87  S.  W.  418,  holding 
it  affirmative  error  for  court  to  instruct  jury  that  they  "may"  reduce  damages  for 
contributory  negligence  and  that  the  instruction  should  have  read  "must." 
Rlgrlit  of  third  persons  to  take  advantaare  of  champerty. 

Cited  in  note   (35  L.R.A. (N.S.)  516)   on  right  of  third  persons  to  take  advan- 
tage of  champerty. 


1297  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [24  L.RJl.  702 

24  L.  R.  A.  702,  LOW  v.  REES  PRINTING  CX).  41  Neb.  127,  43  Am.  St.  Rep. 

670,  69  N.  W.  362. 
InfrlmremeBt  of  freedom  of  contrAct. 

Cited  in  State  t.  Haun,  61  Kan.  161,  47  L.  R.  A.  375,  59  Pac  340,  holding  stat- 
ute requiring  wages  paid  in  money  unconstitutional;  lie  House  Bill  No.  203,  21 
Colo.  28,  39  Pac.  431,  holding  act  fixing  mode  of  ascertaining  compensation  for 
mining  coal  invalid;  State  ex  rel.  Zillmer  v.  Kreutzberg,  114  Wis.  543,  58  L.  R. 
A.  754,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  934,  90  N.  W.  1098,  holding  statute  forbidding  discharge 
of  employee  because  member  of  union  unconstitutional;  Temple  Iron  Co.  v.  Car- 
manoskie,  10  Kulp,  39,  7  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  260,  enjoining  intimidation  of 
employees  by  strikers;  Vegelahn  v.  Gantner,  167  Mass.  98,  35  L.  R.  A.  723,  57  Am. 
St.  Rep.  443,  44  N.  E.  1077,  enjoining  strikers'  patrol  in  front  of  factory:  L.  D. 
Willcutt  &  Sons  Co.  v.  Driscoll,  200  Mass.  121,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1244,  85  N.  E. 
897,  on  interference  with  the  right  to  contract;  Jordan  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  536,  11  L.R.A.{N.S.)  608,  103  S.  W.  633,  14  Ann.  Cas.  016,  holding  an  act 
prohibiting  payment  of  any  servant  or  employee  for  labor  performed  by  writing 
redeemable  or  payable  in  goods  or  merchandise  to  be  invalid  as  a  violation  of 
state  and  Federal  constitutions. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.  270)  on  validity  and  effect  of  statutes  requiring 
wages  to  be  paid  in  lawful  money;  (02  Am.  St.  Rep.  178)  on  protection  of  corpo- 
rations from  special  and  hostile  legislation  respecting  employees;  (78  Am.  St. 
Rep.  245)  on  acts  as  to  employment  which  legislature  may  declare  criminal. 

Distinguished  in  Harbison  v.  Knoxville,  103  Tenn.  447,  56  L.  R.  A.  322,  76  Am. 
St.  Rep.  682,  53  S.  W.  955,  holding  act  requiring  payment  of  wages  in  money 
constitutional;  Dennis  v.  Moses,  18  Wash.  591,  40  L.  R.  A.  314,  52  Pac.  333,  dis- 
senting opinion  by  Reavis,  J.,  who  holds  act  requiring  appraisement  of  property 
sold  on  execution  or  foreclosure  constitutional;  Lawrence  v.  Rutland  R.  Co.  80 
Vt.  387,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  358,  67  Atl.  1091,  13  Ann.  Cas.  476,  holding  legislative 
restriction  concerning  means  of  payment  of  employees  by  railroad  corporation 
not  a  violation  of  freedom  of  contract  where  the  power  to  make  reasonable 
regulations  is  reserved  in  charter. 
—'  statutory  rearvlatlon  of  koum  of  labor. 

Cited  in  Ritchie  v.  People,  155  111.  110,  29  L.  R.  A.  84,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  315, 
40  N.  E.  454,  holding  statute  limiting  employment  of  females  in  factories  or 
workshops  to  eight  hours  a  day  unconstitutional;  Seattle  v.  Smyth,  22  Wash. 
329,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  939,  60  Pac.  1120,  holding  city  ordinance  restricting  hours 
of  labor  on  public  works  unconstitutional;  Re  Eight  Hour  Law,  21  Colo.  32,  30 
Pac.  328,  and  Re  Morgan,  26  Colo.  443,  47  L.  R.  A.  64,  footnote  p.  52,  77  Am.  St. 
Rep.  269,  58  Pac.  1071,  nolding  eight-hour  law  applying  to  mines  and  smelters 
unconstitutional ;  Cleveland  v,  Clements  Bros.  Constr.  Co.  67  Ohio  St.  222,  59  L. 
R.  A.  782,  footnote  p.  775,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  670,  65  N.  E.  885,  holding  void,  act 
limiting  to  eight  hours  a  day  work  of  laborers  on  public  contract;  Re  Ten-Hour 
Law,  24  R.  I.  611,  61  L.  R.  A.  615,  54  Atl.  602  (dissenting  opinion),  majority 
sustaining  legislation  limiting  to  ten  hours  a  day,  work  of  street  railway  em- 
ployees; State  V.  Muller,  48  Or.  254,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  805,  85  Pac.  855,  11  Ann. 
Cas.  88,  holding  that  legislature  may  regulate  the  number  of  hours  which  an  em- 
ployer may  require  a  female  employee  to  work  per  day;  Opinion  to  Governor,  24 
R.  I.  611,  61  L.R.A.  615,  54  Atl.  602  (dissenting  opinion),  on  validity  of  act  regu- 
lating hours  of  labor;  Lochner  v.  New  York,  198  U.  S.  63,  49  L.  ed.  944.  26  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  539,  3  Ann.  Cas.  1133,  holding  that  an  act  to  regulate  hours  of  labor 
of  bakers  to  sixty  hours  per  week  and  ten  hours  per  day  is  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fiske  v.  People,  62  L.  R.  A.  291,  which  holds  void,  restric- 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 82. 
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tion  of  hours  of  labor  on  city  contracts  to  eight  hours  per  day;  Re  Dalton,  47  L. 
R.  A.  380,  which  sustains  eight-hour  law  applicable  only  to  employees  of  state, 
municipality,  or  subdivision  of  state;  Stat(j  t.  McNally,  36  L.  R.  A.  533,  which 
denies  power  of  city  council  to  make  violation  of  ordinance  fixing  hours  of  labor 
on  public  works  a  misdemeanor;  Wenham  v.  State,  58  L.  R,  A.  825,  which  sus- 
tains statute  limiting  hours  of  work  of  women  in  certain  employments;  State  v. 
Buchanan,  59  L.  R.  A.  342,  which  sustains  prohibition  against  employment  of 
women  more  than  ten  hours  a  day  in  certain  establishments;  Short  v.  Bullion, 
B.  &,  C.  Min.  Co.  45  L.  R.  A.  603,  which  sustains  eight-hour  law  for  miners, 
smelters,  and  refiners;  Holden  v.  Hardy,  37  L.  R.  A.  103,  which  sustains  act  pro- 
hibiting employment  in  underground  mines  for  more  than  eight  hours  per  day; 
Re  Ten-Hour  Law,  61  L.  R.  A.  612,  which  sustains  limitation  to  ten  hours  a  day, 
work  of  street  railway  employees. 

Cited  in  notes    (65  L.R.A.  41,  42,  43)    on  legislative  limitation  of  hours  of 
labor;    (48   L.   ed.  U.  S.    149)    on   validity   of   legislation   regulating  hours  of 
labor. 
Claim  legislation. 

Cited  in  Livingston  Loan  &  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Drummond,  49  Neb.  2105,  68  N.  W. 
375,  holding  exemption  of  building  and  loan  associations  from  general  interest 
laws  not  class  legislation;  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cornell,  110  Fed.  825,  holding 
anti-trust  law  prohibiting  combinations  to  fix  prices,  excepting  associations  of 
laboring  men,  unconstitutional;  State  ew  rel.  Dawson  County  v.  Farmers  &  M. 
Irrig.  Co.  59  Neb.  5,  80  N.  W.  52,  holding  statute  exempting  irrigation  companies 
from  general  law  requiring  bridges  over  canals  or  ditches  across  highways  un- 
constitutional; Maryraont  v.  Nevada  State  Bkg.  Board,  —  Nev.  — ,  32  L..R^\. 
(N.S.)  486,  111  Pac.  295,  holding  that  state  cannot  limit  transaction  of  ordinary  ' 
banking  business  to  corporations;  People  v.  Richards  &  K.  Mfg.  Co.  1  111.  C.  C. 
180,  holding  a  law  preventing  transportation  and  mercantile  corporations  from 
combining  to  maintain  prices  unconstitutional  for  expressly  exempting  mining 
and  other  corporations  whose  product  is  result  of  labor  from  its  operation; 
Cleland  v.  Anderson,  66  Neb.  259,  5  L.H.A.(N.S.)  140,  92  N.  W.  30G.  holding  an 
act  prohibiting  combinations  to  raise  or  maintain  prices  of  commodities  not  in- 
valid for  expressly  excepting  combinations  of  laborers  to  raise  or  maintain 
wages. 

Distinguished  in  Dugger  v.  Mechanics'  &  T.  Ins.  Co.  95  Tenn.  259,  28  L.  R.  A. 
800,  32  S.  W.  5,  upholding  exception  of  baled  cotton  from  statute  making  void 
all  stipulations  limiting  liability  to  less  than  entire  loss,  not  exceeding  insurance. 
EfTeet  on  statntc  of  Invalidity  of  part. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Cornell  v.  Poynter,  59  Neb.  434,  81  N.  W.  431;  Crawford 
Co.  V.  Hathaway,  60  Neb.  760,  84  N.  W.  271;  Redell  v.  Moores,  63  Neb.  225,  55 
L.  R.  A.  743,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  431,  88  N.  W.  243;  State  ex  rel,  Wheeler  v.  Stewart, 
52  Neb.  250,  71  N.  W.  941, —  holding  whole  act  fails  where  invalid  portion  ob- 
viously induced  enactment;  Scott  v.  Flowers,  61  Neb.  627,  85  N.  W.  857,  dissent- 
ing opinion  by  Norval,  J.,  who  holds  whole  act  invalid  where  unconstitutional 
section  induced  adoption. 

IVben  statute  bcld  nnconiitltatlonal. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel,  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Moores,  55  Neb.  495,  41  L.  R.  A.  629,  76 
N.  W.  175,  holding  statute  repugnant  to  right  of  local  self-government,  though 
not  expressly  prohibited,  imconstitutional. 

24  L.  R.  A.  710,  LYNN  v.  SOUTHERN  P.  CO.  103  CaL  7,  36  Pac.  1018. 
Standlngr  on  oatnlde  of  car  or  In  ivronar  place  aa  negrllKrence. 

Cited  in  Nieboer  t.  Detroit  Electric  R.  Go.  128  Mich.  494,  87  N.  W.  626  (dia- 
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scnting  opinion ),  majority  denying  liability  of  street  car  company  to  passenger 
injured  while  riding  on  bumper  of  crowded  car;  Jackson  v.  Natchez  &  W.  R.  Co. 
114  La.  090,  70  L.R.A.  299,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  366,  38  So.  701,  holding  it  not  con- 
tributory negligence  to  ride  on  platform  of  crowded  car  where  a  refusal  to  ride 
would  necessitate  the  staying  out  all  night  in  rain;  Lane  v.  Choctaw,  O.  G.  R.  Co. 
19  Okla.  337,  91  Pac.  883,  holding  it  not  contributory  negligence  for  passenger  to 
ride  in  baggage  car  on  mixed  train  when  passenger  coach  is  over  crowded  and 
no  warnings  against  riding  in  baggage  car  are  posted. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Benedict  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  57  L.R.A.  639, 
which  holds  carrier  liable  for  injury  caused  by  requiring  passengers  on  over- 
crowded cars  to  ride  on  platform;  Morgan  v.  Lake  Shore  &.  M.  S.  R.  Co.  70 
L.R.A.  609,  which  holds  it  not  negligence  per  se  for  passenger  on  crowded  train 
to  seek  relief  on  platform  on  becoming  sick  from  lack  of  proper  ventilation  and 
tobacco  smoke. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  327)  on  riding  on  platform  of  railroad  car  aa 
negligence. 
Liability  for  failure  to  provide  train. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.  R.  A.  544)  on  liability  to  passenger  for  default  or  delay 
in  running  railroad  trains. 
Lilablllty  of  carrier  permlttlnjir  overcro'wdinir* 

Cited  in  Weisshaar  v.  Kimball  S.  S.  Co.  66  L.  R.  A.  87,  footnote  p.  84,  63  C.  O. 
A.  143,  128  Fed.  401,  holding  steamship  owner  liable  for  death  of  pas^nger  by 
swamping  of  boat  sent  to  convey  passengers  to  steamer,  and  permitted  to  be  over- 
crowded by  officer  in  charge;  Rex  v.  Toronto  R.  Co.  23  Ont.  L.  Rep.  209,  holding 
that  failure  of  railroad  to  prevent  overcrowding  in  cars  is  act  of  negligence  of 
which  passenger  may  complain  and  nuisance  under  section  221  of  Code;  Chicago 
^  W.  I.  R.  Co.  V.  Newell,  113  111.  App.  265,  holding  carrier  liable  for  injury  to 
passenger  standing  on  platform  of  overcrowded  car,  caused  by  operation  of  train 
at  undue  speed  around  sharp  curve;  Lobner  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Ca  79 
Kan.  814,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  974,  101  Pac.  463,  holding  that  overcrowding  of  car 
clausing  injury  to  passenger  should  go  to  jury  on  question  of  negligence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Weisshaar  v.  Kimball  S.  S.  Co.  65  L.R.A.  84,  which  holds 
^steamship  owner  liable  for  death  of  passenger  drowned  by  swamping  of  over- 
loaded boat  used  to  convey  passengers  to  vessel. 

Cited  in  notes  (7  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  731)  on  injury  by  crush  in  entering  car  at 
elevated  or  subway  station;  (32  L.R.A. (N.S.)  476)  on  liability  of  carrier  for 
injury  to  passenger  by  crowd  at  station  or  stopping  place;  (37  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
724)  on  carrier's  liability  for  negligent  or  meddlesome  act  of  fellow  passenger. 

24  L.  R.  A.  715,  ROBINSON  v.  EXEMPT  FIRE  CO.  103  Cal.  1,  42  Am.  St.  Rep. 

93,  36  Pac.  955. 
Testimony  an  to  deduction   from   ivltneMies'  observation. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Chin  Hane,  108  Cal.  602,  41  Pac.  697,  holding  witness  may 
testify  that  shots  sounded  as  though  fired  inside  of  building;  Stout  v.  Pacific  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  130  Cal.  474,  62  Pac.  732,  holding  witness  may  state  whether  blow  light 
or  heavy;  Federal  Betterment  Co.  v.  Reeves,  77  Kan.  114,  93  Pac.  627,  16  Ann. 
Cas.  796,  holding  that  bodily  appearance  and  conduct  as  indicating  health  or 
lack  of  it  may  be  testified  to  by  any  competent  person  in  a  position  to  know; 
Davis  ▼.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  31  Utah,  316,  88  Pac.  2,  holding  that  wife 
of  person  injured  may  testify  as  to  health  of  husband  before  and  after  injury 
and  as  to  presence  or  absence  of  pain,  where  she  attended  him  during  illness 
and  lived  with  him  for  years  previous  thereto;   Crosby  v.  Portland  R.  Co.  53 
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Or.  506,  100  Pac.  300,  holding  nonexpert  may  testify  as  to  general  appearan.v 
for  health  as  observed  before  and  after  injury. 
Relief    from    Improvident    stlpvlatlon. 

Cited  in  Moffitt  v.  Jordan,  127  Cal.  629,  60  Pac.  175,  holding  appellate  court 
will  not  review  relief  from  stipulation,  unless  discretion  clearly  abused;   Truett 
V.  Onderdonk,  120  Cal.  586,  53  Pac.  26,  holding  court  may  relieve  party   from 
stipulation  for  dismissal. 
DiTlaible  oontractn. 

Cited  in  note   (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  280)   on  divisible  contracts. 

24  L.  R.  A.  717,  NORFOLK  &  W.  R.  CO.  v.  WARD,  90  Va.  687,  44  Am.  St.  Rep. 

945,  19  S.  E.  849. 
Coiitrlbatory    neirllirence   of   employ^ee* 

Cited  in  notes  (49  L.  R.  A.  35)  on  contributory  negligence  in  entering  or  re- 
maining in  employment;   (48  L.  R.  A.  757,  758,  765)  on  servant's  right  of  actioD 
for  injuries  received  in  obeying  direct  command. 
Amiumption  of  rink* 

Cited  in  Ostrander  v.  Lansing,  111  Mich.  697,  70  N.  W.  332,  holding  assumption 
of  risk  from  cave-in  by  workman  on  sewer,  where  danger  increased  by  prior  exca- 
vation, question  for  jury;  Jacobson  v.  United  States  Gypsum  Co.  144  Iowa.  10. 
120  N.  W.  651,  holding  that  servant  does  not  assume  risk  of  enhanced  dangers 
arising  from  any  negligent  act  as  omission  of  master;  Grimm  v.  Omaha  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.  79  Neb.  396,  112  N.  W.  620,  holding  defendant  master  has  burden 
of  proving  that  "trouble  finder"  of  electric  company  assumed  risk  of  crossed 
wires  of  high  voltage. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  360)  on  servant's  assumption  of  risk  from 
changing  condition  of  working  place  during  progress  of  work;  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1218)  as  to  whether  servant  may  assume  risk  of  dangers  created  by  master's 
negligence;  (97  Am.  St.  Rep.  898)  on  right  of  recovery  by  employee  accepting 
extra  hazardous  duties. 

24  L.  R.  A.  719,  CITIZENS*  NAT.  BANK  v.  BERRY,  53  Kan.  696.  37  Pac.  131. 
Determination  as  to  validity  of  seizure  of  property  to  satisfy  judgment,  in 
(  itizens'  Bank  v.  McClelland,  53  Kan.  699,  37  Pac.  132. 
Aatborlty    of   corporation    president    respectlnir    lltlgratlon. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Marshall,  56  Kan.  445,  43  Pac.  774,  sustaining 
president's  authority  to  represent  bank  in  litigation;  Dallas  Ice  Factory  &  Cold 
Storage  Co.  v.  Crawford,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  180,  44  S.  \V.  875,  holding  corporation 
hound  by  agreement  of  president  and  general  manager  to  pay  attorney's  fee. 

24  L.  R.  A.  721,  PEOPLE  v.  EATON,  100  Mich.  208,  59  N.  W.  145. 
Use   of   lalirlt'way. 

Cited  in  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Brotherton  v.  Detroit,  148  Mich.  114,  ill  N.  W. 
860   (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  use  of  highways  for  public  in  general  for  pass- 
age and  traffic  without  distinction. 
Klfrhtn   of   telephone   companies   In   lilirli'way. 

Cited  in  Michigan  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Benton  Harbor,  121  Mich.  514,  47  L.  R.  A. 
107,  footnote  p.  104,  80  N.  W.  386,  holding  city's  consent  unnecessary  to  use  of 
streets  by  telephone  companies. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Dailey  y.  State,  24  L.  R.  A.  724,  which  denies  telegraph 
company's  right  to  cut  branches  from  trees  in  highway. 

Cited  in  note  (39  L.  R.  A.  621)  on  municipal  control  over  public  nuisances  on 
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public  streets  and  highways,  created  by  street  railroads  and  other  electrical  com- 
panies. 

Stmte  control  of  klir^'waTW* 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Rocky  Mountain  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Red  Lodge,  30  Mont. 
344,  76  Pac.  758,  holding  that  statute  giving  telephone  companies  right  to  erect 
poles  in  public  highways  is  not  amended  by  subsequent  act  empowering  cities 
to  remove  obstructions  and  telephone  poles  from  streets  the  state  not  surrender- 
ing entire  control  to  city. 

tine   of   hiffhvrayii   by    electrical    companies     an     additional     servitude  — 
Conduits* 

Cited  in  Castle  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  49  App.  Div.  441,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  482,  hold- 
ing conduit  in  city  street  for  telephone  wires  not  additional  burden. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Coburn  v.  New  Teleph.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  672,  which  holds 
occupation  of  sidewalk  with  trench  and  pipes  for  conduit  for  telephone  wires  not 
additional  burden. 

Cited  in  note  (7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  87)  on  telephone  or  telegraph  as  additional 
burden  on  highway.  • 

<— •  Poles  and   -wires. 

Cited  in  Magee  v.  Overshiner,  150  Ind.  135,  40  L.  R.  A.  373,  footnote  p.  370,  65 
Am.  St.  Rep.  358,  49  N.  E.  951,  holding  reasonable  use  of  city  streets  for  tele- 
phone system  not  additional  servitude;  Donovan  v.  Allert,  11  N.  D.  297,  58  L.  R. 
A.  780,  footnote  p.  775,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  720,  91  N.  W.  441,  holding  telephone  poles 
and  wires  in  street  additional  burden;  McC'ann  v.  Johnson  County  Xeleph.  Co. 
-69  Kan.  217,  66  L.R.A.  176,  76  Pac.  870.  2  Ann.  Cas.  156,  holding  the  construc- 
tion and  maintenance  of  telephone  on  rural  higliway  not  an  additional  burden 
■on  such  highway  for  which  abutters  may  demand  compensation;  Kirby  v. 
Citizens'  Teleph.  Co.  17  S.  D.  370.  97  N.  W.  3,  2  Ann.  Cas.  152,  holding  construc- 
tion and  operation  of  telephone  system  on  city  streets  in  manner  not  to  incon- 
venience abutters,  is  not  an  additional  servitude  entitling  them  to  compensation ; 
Frazier  v.  East  Tennessee  Teleph.  Co.  115  Tenn.  420,  3  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  325,  112 
Am.  St.  Rep.  856,  90  S.  W.  620,  5  Ann.  Cas.  838,  holding  telephone  wires  and 
poles  erected  in  street  not  an  additional  burden  on  fee  of  abutters. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Eels  v.  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  640. 
which  holds  permanent  use  of  highway  for  telephone  poles  and  wires  not  within 
public  easement;  Snyder  v.  Ft.  Madison  Street  R.  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  345,  which  holds 
electric  railway  poles  not  ground  of  complaint  to  abutter;  Palmer  v.  Larchmont 
Electric  Co.  43  L.  R.  A.  672,  which  holds  electric  light  poles  not  additional  burden 
on  fee  in  country  highway;  French  v.  Robb,  57  L.  R.  A.  966,  which  holds  right  to 
maintain,  as  against  owner  of  soil,  poles  and  wires  rightfully  placed  in  street  to 
light  it.  not  lost  by  wrongfully  using  for  private  lighting;  McCann  v.  Johnson 
County  Teleph.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  171,  which  holds  construction  and  maintenance  of 
telephone  line  on  rural  highway  not  additional   servitude. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  189)  on  measure  of  damages  for  right  of 
way  for  telegraph  or  telephone  line  in  street;  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  188)  on  electric 
line  in  street  or  highway  as  additional  burden;  (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  262)  on  tele- 
graph and  telephone  lines  as  additional  servitudes  in  highways. 

Disapproved  in  Krueger  v.  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  106  Wis.  107,  50  L.  R.  A.  304, 
footnote  p.  298,  81  N.  W.  1041,  holding  telephone  poles  and  wires,  additional  bur- 
den; Cater  v.  Northwestern  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  60  Minn.  550,  28  L.  R.  A.  315, 
footnote  p.  310,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  543,  63  N.  W.  Ill,  holding  telephone  line  along 
country  highway  not  additional  burden;  Bronson  v.  Albion  Teleph.  Co.  67  Neb. 
115,  60  L.R.A.  428,  footnote  p.  426,  93  N.  W.  201,  holding  poles  and  wires  perma- 
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nently  and  exclusively  occupying  portion  of  street,  addit^nal  burden;  Coegriff 
V.  Tri-State  Teleph.  Co.  16  N.  D.  215,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1145,  107  N.  W.  525, 
holding  the  erection  and  operation  of  telephone  and  telegraph  system  on  rural 
highway  to  constitute  an  additional  servitude  and  not  to  be  a  proper  street 
use. 

24  L.  R.  A.  724,  DAILEY  v.  STATE,  61  Ohio  St.  348,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  578,  37  X 

E.  710. 
O'wneriihip  of  fee  In  hliphivay. 

Cited  in  Rhode  Island  Hospital  Trust  Co.  v.  Hayden,  20  R.  I.  549,  42  L.  R.  A. 
109,  40  Atl.  421,  holding  fee  of  highways  in  abutting  owner,  subject  to  public 
easement;  Hamilton,  G.  &  C.  Traction  Co.  v.  Parish,  67  Ohio  St.  190,  60  L.R.A. 
531,  65  N.  E.  1011,  holding  fee  of  highways  outside  of  municipalities  in  abutters; 
Chestnut  v.  Columbus,  D.  &  M.  R.  Co.  15  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  339,  holding  fee 
of  land  which  is  occupied  by  highways  outside  municipalities  is  in  abutting 
landowner. 
Oirnertihlp  and  eontrol  of   trees   in   hlffli'vvay. 

Cited  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Krueger,  30  Ind.  App.  30,  64  N.  E.  635,  holding 
abutter  owning  fee  of  highway  has,  as  to  shade  trees  therein,  rights  and  remedies 
of  freeholder,  subject  only  to  public  easement;  Bronson  v.  Albion  Teleph.  Co. 
67  Neb.  114,  60  L.ILA.  427,  footnote  p.  426,  93  N.  W.  201,  2  Ann.  Cas.  639, 
holding  telephone  company  liable  for  injury  to  trees  of  abutter  by  authorized 
erection  of  poles;  Slabaugh  v.  Omaha  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  87  Keb.  808, 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1086,  128  N.  W.  505,  holding  that  electric  light  company  ia 
liable  to  abutting  owner  for  damage  caused  by  trimming  shade  trees. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Carmel  v.  Shaw,  27  L.  R.  A.  580,  which  holds  city  has  com- 
plete control  over  shade  trees  in  public  street;  Bradley  v.  Southern  New  England 
Teleph.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  280,  which  denies  power  of  selectmen  to  cut  and  trim  treea 
overhanging  highway,  without  owner's  consent;  Vanderhurst  v.  Tholcke,  35  L.  R. 
A.  267,  which  holds  determination  of  city  council  that  trees  on  sidewalk  are  ob- 
struction, conclusive;  Stretch  v.  Cassopolis,  51  L.  R.  A.  346,  which  denies  right  to 
remove  shade  trees  from  street  without  notice  to  abutter;  Miller  v.  Detroit,  Y.  3l 
A.  A.  R.  Co.  51  L.  R.  A.  955,  which  sustains  street  railway  company's  right  to  re- 
move obstructing  shade  trees  without  compensation  to  abutter;  Donahue  v.  Key- 
stone Gas  Co.  70  L.R.A.  761,  which  holds  gas  company  negligently  permitting 
gas  to  escape  from  pipes  in  highway  liable  for  resulting  injury  to  shade  trees 
in  front  of  abutting  property  though  fee  of  street  is  in  public. 

Cited  in  notes  in  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  113,  on  rights,  obligations  and  remedies 
as  to  trees  of  persons  over  whose  land  a  highway  runs;  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  169^ 
on  injury  to  trees  on  street  by  telegraph  company  as  malicious  mischief;  39 
L.R.A.  670,  on  municipal  power  over  trees  on  streets;  (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1126) 
on  liability  to  abutter  for  mutilating  trees  in  highway  by  putting  up  poles  or 
wires. 
Additional  •crTitndes. 

Cited  in  East  End  Bkg.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Cleveland,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  504,  14  Ohio 
tS.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  42,  holding  grading  of  street  is  lawful  street  purpose  contemplated 
in  original  acquisition. 
—  Blectrle  lines  as. 

Cited  in  Callen  v.  Columbus  Edison  Electric  Light  Co.  66  Ohio  St.  178,  M 
L.R.A.  786,  64  N.  E.  141,  holding  electric  light  poles  and  wires  cannot  be 
placed  in  street  with  municipal  consent  without  compensating  abutting  own- 
ers; Donovan  v.  Allert,  11  N.  D.  297,  58  L.R.A.  780,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  720,  fl 
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N.  W.  441,  holding  telephone  poles  and  wires  in  highway  additional  servitude; 
Phillips  V.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  130  N.  0.  624,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  868,  41  S.  E. 
1022,  holding  owner  entitled  to  additional  compensation  for  telegraph  line  upon 
railroad  right  of  way;  Cosgriif  v.  Tri-State  Teleph.  Co.  15  N.  D.  218,  5  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1142,  107  N.  W.  525,  holding  the  erection  of  telephone  and  telegraph 
poles  and  wires  in  street  to  be  an  additional  burden  entitling  abutters  to  com- 
pensation; McCann  v.  Johnson  Co.  Teleph.  Co.  69  Kan.  224,  66  L.R.A.  171,  76 
Pac.  870,  2  Ann.  Cas.  156  (dissenting  opinion),  on  electric  wires  as  an  addi- 
tional burden  on  highway;  Denver  v.  United  States  Teleph.  Co.  8  N.  P.  667,  10 
Low  D.  277,  holding  construction  and  maintenance  of  telegraph  or  telephone 
line  upon  highway  is  new  and  additional  burden  on  fee  for  which  owner  is  en- 
titled to  compensation;  Tannian  v.  City  &,  Suburban  Teleg.  Asso.  1  Ohio  N.  P. 
N.  S.  82,  13  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  734,  holding  telephone  poles  in  street  constitute 
additional  burden  upon  fee  and  abutting  owners  may  enjoin  their  erection  and 
compel  removal  of  those  erected;  Johnstown  &  C.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Cush,  14  Ohio 
S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  152,  holding  telephone  line  on  highway  is  additional  burden  upon 
fee  and  abutting  owner  is  entitled  to  compensation  therefor;  Slabaugh  v.  Omaha 
Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  87  Keb.  808,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1084,  128  N.  W.  505,  hold- 
ing electric  light  company  liable  to  abutting  lot  owner  for  damage  caused  by 
trimming  trees  between  sidewalk  and  curb. 

Cited  in  notes  (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  263;  24  L.R.A.  722)  on  telegraph  or  tele- 
phone as  additional  burden  on  highway;  (8  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1091)  on  delay  in 
applying  for  injunction  against  telephone  or  telegraph  line  in  street  or  high- 
way. 

Disapproved  in  Frazier  v.  East  Tennessee  Teleph.  Co.  115  Tenn.  419,  3  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   323,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  856,  90  S.  W.  620,  5  Ann.  Cas.  838,  holding  that 
telephone  wires  and  poles  erected  in  street  do  not  constitute  an  additional  use 
of  street  for  which  abutters  are  entitled  to  compensation. 
lirroniirfiil    Injury   to   property. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Johnson,  7  Wyo.  517,  54  Pac.  502,  holding  intention- 
ally driving  sheep  across  prosecutor's  iminclosed,  uncultivated  land  not  within 
statute  punishing  malicious  trespass. 
Batoppel  of  landoTrner  by  acqmiesccnce   In   nvronjirfnl   occupancy . 

Cited  in  Fries  v.  Wheeling,  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.  56  Ohio  St.  146,  46  N.  E.  516,  sus- 
taining owner's  right  to  recover  within  twenty-one  years  compensation  for 
land  taken  by  railroad;  Lloyd  v.  Columbus  Citizens'  Teleph.  Co.  5  Ohio  N.  P. 
X.  S.  280,  18  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  811,  holding  acquiescence  of  landowner  in 
wrongful  occupancy  by  telephone  company  without  notice  not  continued  for 
twenty-one  years  does  not  estop  such  owner. 
Use   of  hiirli'way  subject   to  cbangrc. 

Cited  in  Ganz  v.  Ohio  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  72  C.  C.  A.  186,  140  Fed.  695„ 
holding  that  board  of  county  commissioners  has  no  power  to  grant  permanent 
right  to  telegraph  company  to  use  highway  for  erection  of  poles  and  wires 
they  having  mere  right  to  permit  temporary  use,  subject  to  change  of  condi- 
tions. 

24  L.  R.  A.  730,  PORT  ROYAL  &  A.  R.  00.  v.  KING,  93  Ga.  63,  19  S.  B.  809. 

24  L.  R.  A.  732,  PATTON  v.  STATE,  93  Ga.  Ill,  19  S.  E.  734. 

Dos  ••  property. 

Cited  in  Graham  v.  Smith,  100  Ga.  436,  40  L.  R.  A.  505,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  323, 
28  S.  E.  225,  holding  owner  of  dog  may  maintain  trover;  Columbus  R.  Co.  v. 
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VVoolfolk,  128  Ga.  633,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1137,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  404,  58  S.  E.  152, 
holding  action  to  lie  for  malicious  and  wanton  killing  of  dog. 

Cited  in  notes  (40  L.R.A.  512)  on  property  rights  in  dogs;    (67  Am.  St.  Rep. 
298)   on  property  in  dogs  and  remedies  for  its  enforcement;    (128  Am.  St.  Rep. 
167)  on  dogs  as  property  subject  of  offense  of  malicious  mischief;   (9  Eng.  Ral. 
Cas.  687)  on  property  rights  in,  and  liability  for,  injuries  by  dogs. 
Doir  as   domciitlc   animal. 

Cited  in  Strong  v.  Georgia  R.  &,  Electric  Co.  118  Ga.  520,  45  S.  E.  366,  on  dog 
as  a  domestic  animal. 

Distinguished  in  Wilcox  v.  State,  101  Ga.  564,  39  L.  R.  A.  709,  28  S.  E.  981, 
holding  dog  Mrithin  statute  against  cruelty  to  domestic  animals. 
Rlftbt    to   kill    doara* 

Cited  in  State  v.  Churchill,  15  Idaho,  656,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  842,  98  Pac.  853. 
16  Ann.  Cas.  947,  holding  that  property  owner  may  protect  it  from  the  worrying 
of  dogs  and  may  eject  the  dogs  with  what  force  seems  necessary  under  cirenm- 
stances  even  to  extent  of  killing  in  absence  of  malice  and  also  citing  annotation 
to  same  point. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hodges  v.  Causey,  48  L.  R.  A.  95,  which  denies  rigbt  to 
kill  trespassing  dog  whose  owner  notified  to  keep  him  from  premises. 
Statatorr  liability  for  damage  to  property. 

Cited  in  Seaboard  Air-Line  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  3  Ga.  App.  648,  60  S.  E.  353, 
on  liability  under  statute  as  applying  only  to  those  who  damage  inanimate  prop- 
erty. 

24  L.  R.  A.  734,  CARTER  v.  THORSON,  5  S.  D.  474,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  893,  59  N. 

W.  469. 
Contract    to    do    pabllc    printing. 

Cited  in  Carter  v.  State,  8  S.  D.  159,  65  X.  W.  422,  holding  allegation  "that 
there  was  a  large  amount  of  printing  to  be  done"  insufficient  in  action  by  one 
contracting  to  do  printing  required  by  state. 
'Wbat    conntltntes    '^Indebtedness"    i^vltbln    statutory    limitation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kelly  v.  Minneapolis,  30  L.  R.  A.  281,  which  requires  de- 
duction of  amount  of  sinking  fund  from  total  apparent  debt  to  ascertain  actual 
debt;  Saleno  v.  Neosho.  27  L.  R.  A.  769,  which  holds  contract  by  city  to  pay 
fixed  price  annually  for  water  supply  not  a  debt  for  aggregate  amount;  South 
Bend  v.  Reynolds,  49  L.  R.  A.  795,  which  holds  limitation  of  city  debt  not 
exceeded  by  contract  for  erection  of  city  liall,  for  which  yearly  rent  to  be 
paid  with  option  to  purchase;  Ramsey  v.  Shelby ville,  08  L.R.A.  300,  which  holds 
obligation  beyond  revenue  for  year  created  by  ordinance  obligating  city  to  raise 
each  year  $1,000  to  maintain  library  if  it  should  be  donated  to  city. 
Limitation   of   mvnldpal    liability. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Indianapolis  v.  Wann,  31  L.  R.  A.  743,  which  holds 
contract  for  street  lights  for  five  years,  payable  monthly,  void. 

24  L.  R.  A.  737,  TALCOTT  v.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK,  53  Kan.  480,  36  Pac.  1066, 
Entry   In   bank  pass  book. 

Cited  in  Andrews  v.  State  Bank,  9  N.  D.  328,  83  N.  W.  235,  and  Quattrochi 
Bros.  V.  Bank,  89  Mo.  App.  509,  holding  entry  in  pass  book  a  receipt,  not  con- 
tract to  pay  money;  Lucks  v.  Northwestern  Sav.  Bank,  148  Mo.  App.  383,  128 
S.  W.  19,  holding  that  entries  in  passbook  proved  to  have  been  made  by  bank 
officers  make  prima  facie  caae  in  depositor's  favor. 


1305  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [24  L.R.A.  763 

'Written  coKtracts. 

Followed  in  Lewis  v.  Norris,  80  Kan.  622,  103  Pac.  134,  holding  a  writing 
acknowledging  receipt  of  money  belonging  to  another  but  containing  no  words 
implying  a  promise  to  pay  that  other,  not  to  be  a  contract  in  writing  within  sav 
ing  clause  of  statute  of  frauds. 

24  L.  R.  A.  740,  He  RICKER,  66  N.  H.  207,  29  Atl.  659. 
<^mallllcatlon   to  vlmtkt  to  practice  la^v. 

Cited  in  Re  Applicants  for  License,  143  N.  C.  16,  10  L.R.A.(N.8.)   296,  55  S. 
£.  635,  10  Ann.  Cas.  187,  on  l^islative  imposition  of  qualifications  to  the  practice 
of  law. 
HIToman'*  riffkt  to  liold  ofllce. 

Cited  in  Opinion  of  Justices,  73  N.  H.  621,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  418,  62  Atl.  969,  6 
Ann.  Cas.  283,  holding  women  not  eligible  to  appointment  as  notaries  public  in 
absence  of  affirmative  legislation,  such  office  being  public  and  governmental. 
'Woman'ii    riybt    to    practlne    la'w. 

Cited  in  Re  Branch,  70  N.  J.  L.  648,  67  Atl.  431,  on  woman's  right  to  be  ad- 
mitted to  the  practice  of  law. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Maddox,  66  L.  R.  A.  298,  which  denies  right  of  woman 
to  practise  law. 
Adoption   of   laiv    In   Bnvland. 

Cited  in  Edgerly  v.  Barker,  66  N.  H.  457,  28  I..  R.  A.  334,  31  Atl.  900,  hold- 
ing  law  of  estates  tail  not  in  force  by  adoption. 
'Who   are    pnblio   offlcem. 

Cited  in  Wiggins  v.  Manchester,  72  N.  H.  581,  68  Atl.  622,  holding  janitor 
of  police  building  appointed  by  municipal  authorities,  employee,  not  public  offi- 
cer. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  v.  Rathbone,  28  L.  R.  A.  384,  which  hold^  notary 
within  prohibition  against  public  officer  receiving  free  transportation;  State  v. 
Loechner,  59  L.  R.  A.  916,  which  holds  member  of  city  board  of  education,  a 
ministerial  officer;  Hyatt  v.  Hamilton  County,  63  L.R.A.  614,  which  holds  that 
failure  of  legislature  to  provide  for  compensation  of  attorney  appointed  to  con- 
duct disbarment  proceedings  will  not  absolve  county  from  liability  for  reason- 
able compensation. 

24  L.  R.  A.  763,  BARBOUR  v.  HICKEY,  2  App.  D.  C.  207. 
Blleot   of  delay   on   rlflflit   to  «peclllc   performance. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Reid  v.  Mix,  55  L.  R.  A.  706,  which  requires  one  seeking 
to  rescind  contract  for  delay  to  show  special  damages,  or  other  party's  intent 
to  treat  contract  at  end. 
SnAcIency  of  tender. 

Cited  in  notes   (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  339)   on  tender  by  vendee  of  purchase  price 
before  due  as  putting  other  party  in  default;    (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)   233)   on  tender 
by  check;    (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  596)  on  sufficiency  and  effect  of  tender. 
Riffbts  of  pnrcliaaer  nnder  land  contract  not  nlgrncd  by  wife. 

Cited  in  Kuratli  v.  Jackson,  60  Or.  211,  38  L.R.A.(N,S.)  1199,  118  Pac.  192; 
Bride  v.  ReeveSi  36  App.  D.  C.  484, — holding  that  if  wife  does  not  join  in  contract 
to  convey  land,  purchaser  will  take  subject  to  dower  right,  but  cannot  have  abate- 
ment of  purchase  price  equivalent  to  value  of  dower  right. 
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24  L.  R.  A.  768,  CHAMFER  v.  GREENCASTLE,  138  Ind.  339,  46  Am.  St-  Rep. 

390,  35  N.  E.  14. 
ReasomablcneMi   and    coniitltatlonality    of    ordinances. 

Cited  in  Skaggs  v.  Martinsville,  140  Ind.  478,  33  L.  R.  A.  782,  49  Am.  St.  Rep. 
209,  39  N.  £.  241,  holding  courts  will  not  inquire  as  to  reasonableness  when 
power  exists  to  pass  ordinance;  Shelbyvilie  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R, 
Co.  146  Ind.  70,  44  N.  E.  929,  and  Shea  v.  Muncie,  148  Ind.  23,  46  N.  E.  138, 
holding  unreasonableness  not  valid  objection  to  ordinance  passed  in  pursuance 
of  power  specifically  conferred;  Marshall  &  B.  Co.  v.  Nashville,  109  Tenn.  511,  71 
S.  W.  815,  holding  ordinance  providing  that  all  printing  for  city  shall  bear 
union  label  invalid;  Scott  v.  Laporte,  162  Ind.  46,  68  N.  E.  278,  holding  that  an 
ordinance  by  which  city  contracted  to  purchase  water  from  private  company 
and  supply  power  for  which  taxing  power  is  pledged  in  effect  guarantying  a 
private  enterprise,  is  unreasonable;  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Crawfordsville,  164 
Ind.  74,  72  N.  £.  1025,  holding  that  a  specific  grant  of  power  by  legislature  to  a 
Cfty  to  require,  by  ordinance,  a  railroad  company  to  maintain  crossing  lights, 
cannot  be  questioned  by  any  other  body  when  in  harmony  with  the  constitution; 
Indianapolis  v.  Miller,  168  Ind.  289,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  824,  80  N.  £.  626,  holding 
an  ordinance  requiring  all  theater  entrances  for  patrons  to  be  on  public  street 
and  not  on  an  alley  is  unreasonable  and  invalid  under  a  general  grant  of  power 
t©  city;  Chicago,  I.  &,  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Salem,  170  Ind.  159,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  661,  82 
N.  £.  913,  on  the  powers  of  municipalities  and  the  reasonableness  of  their  exer- 
cise; Chimene  v.  Baker,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  523,  75  S.  VV.  330,  holding  that  an 
ordinance  expressly  authorized  by  city  charter,  prohibiting  construction  of  com- 
bustible buildings  within  certain  limits  cannot  be  attacked  for  unreasonableness. 

Cited  in  note  (78  Am.  St.  Rep.  271)  on  validity  of  municipal  ordinances. 
Mnnlclpal  regrnlation  of  liquor  traffic. 

Cited  in  Steffy  v.  Monroe  City,  135  Ind.  467,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  436,  35  N.  E. 
121,  denying  validity  of  municipal  ordinance  prohibiting  screens  in  bar-room; 
Bennett  V.  Pulaski  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.)  47  L.  R.  A.  281,  footnote  p.  278,  52  S.  VV. 
913,  sustaining  ordinance  for  closing  saloons  between  ten  and  four  o'clock 
at  night,  and  on  Sundays,  but  not  requirement  for  removing  curtains  on  front 
doors  and  windows;  State  ex  rel.  Sheffel  v.  McCammon,  111  Mo.  App.  632,  86 
S.  W.  510,  holding  that  city  cannot  in  effect  prohibit  the  running  of  a  dram  shop 
under  a  general  power  to  regulate. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Gerhardt,  33  L.  R.  A.  313,  which  upholds  re- 
quirement for  keeping  doors  of  room  where  liquor  sold  locked  during  prohibited 
hours;  State  v.  Barge,  53  LI  R.  A.  428,  which  sustains  ordinance  against  liquor 
dealer  keeping  room  for  lounging,  drinking,  or  immoral  purposes;  Campbells- 
ville  V.  Odewalt,  60  L.  R.  A.  723,  which  holds  void,  ordinance  subjecting  to  fine, 
possessor  of  premises  on  which  liquor  was  furnished  in  violation  of  law,  although 
without  his  knowledge  or  consent;  State  v.  Austin,  25  L.  R.  A.  283,  which  holds 
valid,  ordinance  forbidding  unmarried  minors  to  enter  barroom,  except  as  agent 
or  servant;  Ex  parte  Sikes,  24  L.  R.  A.  774,  which  holds  prohibition  of  sale 
of  liquor  not  included  in  authority  to  "license  and  regulate;"  Paul  v.  Washing- 
ton, 65  L.R.A.  902,  which  sustains  municipal  ordinance  forbidding  use  of  any 
screen  of  any  nature  to  shut  off  view  from  street  of  interior  of  place  where  liquor 
is  sold. 

Cited  in  notes   (48  L.  R.  A.  261)   on  legal  restrictions  on  department  stores; 
(21  L.  R.  A.  794)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting  contracts  and  busi- 
ness;   (114  Am.  St.  Rep.  300,  303)  on  power  of  municipality  to  regulate  dealing 
in  intoxicating  liquors. 
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DigtinguiBhed  in  Delphi  y.  Hamling,  172  Ind.  649,  89  N.  E.  308,  holding  an 
x)rdinance  regulating  place  for  sale  of  liquor  as  to  entrances,  arrangement  of 
fixtures,  screens  and  colored  glass  reasonable  and  valid  under  specific  grant  of 
power  by  legislature. 
JPollee  poorer  of  state. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Duensing  v.  Roby,  142  Ind.  191,  33  L.  R.  A.  220,  51 
Am.  St.  Rep.  174,  41  N.  £.  145,  holding  statute  regulating  horse  racing  within 
police  power;  State  v.  Theriault,  70  Vt.  627,  43  L.  R.  A.  294,  67  Am.  St.  Rep. 
695,  41  Atl.  1030,  upholding  statute  authorizing  commissioners  stocking  stream 
to  prohibit  fishing  for  certain  period;  State  ew  rel.  Cox  v.  Board  of  Education, 
21  Utah,  414,  60  Pac.  1013,  and  Blue  v.  Beach,  155  Ind.  130,  50  L.  R.  A.  69,  80 
Ajn.  St.  Rep.  105,  56  N.  E.  89,  sustaining  statute  empowering  boards  of  health 
to  require  vaccination  of  school  children;  Stull  v.  De  Mattos,  23  Wash.  76, 
^1  L.  R.  A.  895,  62  Pac.  451,  holding  license  tax  on  persons  selling  stocks  of 
merchandise  at  auction  not  within  police  power;  Knight  &  J.  Co.  v.  Miller,  172 
Ind.  37,  87  N.  £.  823,  18  Ann.  Cas.  1146,  holding  that  an  act  prohibiting  com- 
binations in  restraint  of  trade  is  valid  as  an  exercise  of  state  police  power. 

Cited  in  note  (53  Am.  St.  Rep.  572)  on  definition  of  police  power. 
Implied  povrers  of  manlci  pall  ties. 

Cited  in  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Crown  Point,  146  Ind.  422, 
■35  L.  R.  A.  685,  45  N.  E.  587,  holding  municipalities  possess  only  express  or 
necessarily  implied  powers,  and  those  essential  to  declared  purposes;  Skaggs  v. 
Martinsville,  140  Ind.  479,  33  L.  R.  A.  782,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  209,  39  N.  £.  241, 
holding  ordinance  prohibiting  flow  of  water  from  well  on  streets  within  power  in- 
cidental to  control  of  streets;  Tahlequah  v.  Quinn,  6  Ind.  Terr.  516,  82  S.  W. 
886,  holding  under  statute  that  city  had  power  to  contract  with  any  person  or 
corporation  for  construction  of  water  system  to  supply  city  with  water  and  to 
grant  them  exclusive  use  of  streets  and  alleys  for  such  purpose. 

Cited  in  notes  (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  702)  on  license  or  regulation  of  business  as 
sanitary  measure;  (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  641)  on  municipal  regulations  of  street 
railways  for  protection  of  public. 

24  L.  R.  A.  774,  Ex  parte  SIKES,  102  Ala.  173,  15  So.  522. 
Manidpal   rearalation   of  sale  of  liquor. 

Cited  in  Cooke  v.  Loper,  151  Ala.  548,  44  So.  78,  holding  an  ordinance  au- 
thorizing refusal  of  license  grant  to  places  not  approved  by  committee  created 
by  the  ordinance,  under  city  charter  is  valid. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Campbellsville  v.  Odewalt,  60  L.  R.  A.  723,  which  holds 
void,  ordinance  subjecting  to  fine,  possessor  of  premises  on  which  liquor  was  fur- 
nished in  violation  of  law  although  without  his  knowledge  or  consent. 
Reasonableness  of  license  fee. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Fayette,  148  Ala.  499,  42  So.  621,  holding  imposition  of 
$750  license  fee  not  prohibitive  and  valid  where  limit  is  $1,000  and  the  year 
previous  saloons  had  done  business  at  a  fair  profit  under  $500  license;  Kendrick 
V.  State,  142  Ala.  46,  39  So.  203,  sustaining  license  tax  of  $500  on  emigrant 
agents. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  789)  on  amount  of  liquor-license  fee  a% 
characterizing  its  imposition  as  an  exercise  of  police,  or  of  taxing  power;  (14 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  795)  on  amount  of  liquor-license  fee  as  characterizing  statute  or 
ordinance  imposing  it  as  prohibitory  or  regulative. 
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24  L.  R.  A.  776,  REPUBLICAN  MOUNTAIN  SILVER  MINES  v.  BROWN.  T 

C.  C.  A.  412,  19  U.  S.  App.  203,  58  Fed.  644. 
Noninterference  Trith  Internal  nianusement  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  Sidway  v.  Missouri  Land  &  Live-Stock  Co.  101  Fed.  486,  holding  court 
without  jurisdiction  to  interfere  in  internal  management  of  solvent  foreign  cor- 
poration; Condon  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  89  Md.  120,  44  L.  R.  A. 
155,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  109,  42  Atl.  944,  holding  courts  cannot  regulate  internal 
management  of  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  state;  Re  Rapplej^e.  43 
App.  Div.  87,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  338,  holding  courts  without  jurisdiction  to  com- 
pel inspection  by  stockholder  of  books  of  foreign  corporation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Madden  v.  Penn  Electric  Light  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  638,  which 
sustains  court's  noninterference  with  internal  management  of  foreign  corporation 
at  suit  of  resident  stockholder;  Clark  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  43 
L.  R.  A.  390,  which  denies  power  to  enjoin  illegal  assessments  on  resident  mem- 
bers of  foreign  insurance  company. 
Appointment   of   receiver   for  corporation   at   iitockliOlder*s   reqneat. 

Cited  in  Dudley  v.  Dakota  Hot  Springs  Co.  11  S.  D.  562,  79  N.  W.  839,  hold- 
ing, in  absence  of  statute,  receiver  for  corporation  cannot  be  appointed  at  suit 
of  stockholder;  Wallace  v.  Pierce- Wallace  Pub.  Co.  101  Iowa,  333,  38  L.  R.  A 
128,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  389,  70  N.  W.  216,  holding  dissensions  between  equal  own- 
ers of  stock  will  not  justify  receiver's  appointment;  Scott  v.  Farmers*  Loan 
&  T.  Co.  16  C.  C.  A.  363,  32  U.  S.  App.  468,  69  Fed.  22,  holding  equity  cannot 
prevent  levy  of  execution  by  appointing  receiver  for  insolvent  corporation ;  Groom 
v.  Mortimer  Land  Co.  113  C.  C.  A.  173,  192  Fed.  852,  holding  that  Texas  stock 
holder  of  New  Jersey  corporation  cannot  maintain  bill  in  Texas  to  wind  up 
corporation,  where  voluntary  proceedings  have  been  brought  for  dissolution  under 
New  Jersey  law;  Black  v.  Sullivan  Timber  Co.  14/  Ala.  334,  40  So.  667,  holdinir 
that  receiver  will  not  be  appointed  for  corporation  in  Florida  at  request  of  stock- 
holder by  Alabama  courts  where  according  to  Florida  statute  the  directors 
shall  be  trustees  to  wind  up  affairs  of  corporation,  voluntarily  dissolved;  Pearee 
V.  Sutherland,  90  C.  C.  A.  519,  164  Fed.  613,  holding  that  a  resident  stockholder 
of  a  foreign  corporation  has  no  standing  in  abHence  of  statute  to  apply  for  ap- 
pointment of  receiver  for  corporation  which  will  in  effect  dissolve  corporation, 
on  grounds  of  mismanagement. 

Cited  in  notes  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  201)  as  to  when  and  at  whose  instance  a 
receiver  of  a  corporation  may  be  appointed;  (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  444)  on  rigbt 
of  holder  of  debenture  to  a  sale  of  the  corporate  property. 

Distinguished   in  Arents  v.   BlackwelPs  Durham   Tobacco   Co.   101    Fed.  344, 
authorizing  appointment  of   receiver  to  wind  up  affairs  of  corporation  where 
threatened  action  of  stockholder  would  destroy  business. 
PoTrers  of  equity  conrt  to  dissolve  corporations  and  appoint  receiver. 

Cited  in  Carson  v.  Allegany  Window  Glass  Co.  189  Fed.  796,  holding  that 
receiver  of  corporation  cannot  be  appointed  merely  because  directors  of  corpo- 
ration do  not  agree  as  to  business  methods  or  policy  of  corporation;  John  H. 
McGowan  Co.  v.  Ingalls,  60  Fla.  121,  63  So.  932.  holding  that  court  of  equity 
has  power  to  authorize  its  receiver  to  purchase  goods  or  to  make  contracts  for 
benefit  of  property  in  hands  of  receiver;  People  ex  rel.  Daniels  v.  District  Ct. 
33  Colo.  302,  80  Pac.  908,  holding  that  equity  courts  have  no  power  under 
statute  in  this  state  to  appoint  a  receiver  for  a  going  business  corporation  such 
jurisdiction  only  existing  in  an  action  pending  in  which  the  receiver  is  desired: 
Boothe  V.  Summit  Coal  Min.  Co.  55  Wash.  176,  104  Pac.  207.  holding  that  equity- 
will  appoint  a  receiver  for  a  solvent  going  corporation  where  one  of  the  two 
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4K|ual  owners  of  the  capital  stock  has  taken  arbitrary  control  of  corporate  prop- 
crty,  denying  the  other  owner  any  voice  in  the  matter;  Conklin  v.  United  States 
Shipbuilding  Co.  140  Fed.  220,  holding  that  state  statute  giving  state  equity 
court  power  to  dissolve  corporation  does  not  creati>  a  right  enforceable  in  a 
Federal  court  of  equity;  Monmouth  Invest.  Co.  v.  Means,  80  C.  C.  A.  527,  151 
Fed.  166,  on  the  dissolution  of  corporation  and  appointment  of  a  receiver  there- 
for. 

Cited  in  notes  (39  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1032)  on  inherent  equity  jurisdiction  to  ap- 
point  receiver  or  wind  up  corporation  because  of  mismanagement  or  fraud;    (7 
£ng.  Rul.  Cas.  689)  on  jurisdiction  to  wind  up  foreign  corporation. 
TttL'mr  vovernlnv  stockltolder's  rivlita* 

Cited  in  Giesen  v.  London  ft  N.  VV.  American  Mortg.  Co.  42  C.  C.  A.  519, 
102  Fed.  587,  holding  subscriber  for  stock  consents  to  be  governed  by  charter 
iind  by-laws;  Metcalf  v.  American  School  Furniture  Co.  122  Fed.  119,  holding 
minority  etockholdera  bound  to  acquiesce  in  discontinuance  of  corporation  by  will 
of  majority  when  charter  so  allows. 
Xeeemmity   of   notice    of   •toclckoldem'   meetlnv* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bagley  v.  Reno  Oil  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  184,  which  requires 
previous  notice  to  authorize  change  at  regular  annual  meeting,  of  by-laws  increas- 
ing number  of  directors. 

24  L.  R.  A.  781,  BROOKE  v.  PHILADELPHIA,  162  Pa.  123,  29  Atl.  387. 
Conntltiitfonal    limitation    of    mnnldpal    indebtedm«««. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Braddock,  31  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  146,  holding  constitutional 
limitation  refers  to  outstanding,  not  net,  indebtednens. 

Distinguished  in  Houston  v.  Lancaster,  191  Pa.  145,  44  W.  N.  C.  217,  43  Atl. 
83,  holding  municipal  debt  cannot  exceed  2  per  cent  of  assessed  valuation  with- 
out popular  vote;  Com.  ex  rel.  Halferty  v.  Schmitz,  18  Pa.  Dist.  R.  866,  holding 
that  in  arriving  at  the  amount  of  indebtedness  of  a  school  district  the  amount 
of  the  sinking  fund  should  not  be  deducted,  no  part  of  such  being  in  the  form 
of  bought-up  obligations. 
Tl^bat  constltnten  "IndebtedneM**   ^frlthln  constltntlonnl   rentrlctlon. 

Cited  in  Bruce  v.  Pittsburg,  166  Pa.  155,  30  Atl.  831,  holding  uncanceled  cer- 
tificates in  sinking  fund  not  part  of  municipal  indebtedness  within  constitutional 
restriction:  Murphy  v.  Spokane,  64  Wash.  690,  117  Pac.  476,  holding  that  sinking 
fund  is  to  be  applied  to  axtinguislmient  of  principal  debt  and  cannot  be  created 
as  part  of  debt  itself;  Schuldice  v.  Pittsburg,  59  Pittsb.  L.  J.  196,  holding  that 
bonds  of  municipality  held  by  its  sinking  fund  should  not  be  considered  as  part 
of  indebtedness;  Com.  ex  rel.  Halferty  v.  Schmitz,  39  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  35,  hold- 
ing that  indebtedness  of  school  district  is  amount  actually  borrowed  without  de- 
ducting amount  in  sinking  fund;  Alexander  v.  Philadelphia,  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  799, 
holding  a  "temporary  loan*'  to  municipality  for  present  expenditure  to  be  an 
indebtedness  within  meaning  of  constitutional  restriction. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  South  Bend  v.  Reynolds,  49  L.  R.  A.  795,  which  holds 
limitation  of  city  debt  not  exceeded  by  contract  for  erection  of  city  hall  for 
which  yearly  rent  to  be  paid,  with  option  to  purchase;  McBean  v.  Fresno,  3i 
L.  R.  A.  794,  which  holds  limitation  of  city  indebtedness  not  violated  by  con- 
tract to  pay  annual  sum  for  term  of  years,  if  annual  sum  within  limit;  Ramsey 
T.  Shelbyville,  68  L.R.A.  300,  which  holds  obligation  beyond  revenue  for  year 
created  by  ordinance  obligating  city  to  raise  each  year  $1,000  to  maintain 
library  if  it  should  be  donated  to  city. 

Cited  in  notes    (37   L.R.A.(N.S.)    1068)    on  creation  of  indebtedness  within 
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meaning  of  debt  limit  provisions;    (44  Am.  St.  Rep.  241)   on  what  is  municipal 

indebtedness  within  prohibition  against. 

ConatltntioiMil   restriction   of   munlcliial  appropriations. 

Cited  in  Com.  eas  rel.  Philadelphia  Police  Fund  Asso.  v.  Walton,  182  Pa.  376. 
61  Am.  St.  Rep.  712,  38  Atl.  790,  upholding  city's  appropriation  to  police 
pension  fund  association;  Haeussler  v.  St.  Louis,  205  Mo.  684,  103  S.  W.  1034^ 
holding  that  an  issuance  of  city  bonds  to  pay  for  building  bridge  for  street  and 
railroad  purposes,  the  bridge  to  belong  to  and  be  under  complete  control  of 
city  is  valid  and  not  an  appropriation  in  furtherance  of  railroad  purpose; 
Brooks  V.  Brooklyn,  146  Iowa,  146,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  432,  124  N.  W.  868,  holding 
that  city  may  buy  land  for  fire  department  and  build  thereon  making  pa^'ment 
from  general  fund  under  statute  which  is  not  repealed  by  statute  requiring 
submission  of  real  estate  purchases  to  vote  of  electors  and  payment  by  issue  of 
warrants. 
Constrnctlon   of  "pledge." 

Cited  in  Street  Grading  Dist.  No.  60  v.  Hagadorn.  108  C.  G.  A.  429,  186  Fed. 
455,  holding  that  w^ord  "pledge"  in  Kirby's  Dig.  Ark.  section  5720,  is  used  in  its 
colloquial  rather  than  in  teclmical  sense,  since  there  can  be  no  pledge  iiFithout 
delivery,  and  there  can  be  no  delivery  of  ''uncollected  assessmoits." 

24  L.  R.  A.  787,  SAVAGE  v.  SALEM,  23  Or.  381,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  088,  31  Pac. 

832. 
Stmctnre  In  street  as  nnlannce. 

Cited  in  Pettit  v.  Grand  Junction,  110  Iowa,  358,  03  N.  W.  381,  holding  town 
buildings  caused,  by  town  authorities,  to  be  erected  in  public  street,  public  nui- 
sance; Perry  v.  Castner.  124  Iowa,  389,  66  L.R.A.  162,  100  N.  W.  84,  2  Ann.  Cas. 
363,  holding  that  a  stairs  descending  from  sidewalk  in  front  of  building  to  base- 
ment entrance  is  a  nuisance  to  plaintiff  where  opening  is  ten  inches  from  edge 
of  his  building  and  the  persons  passing  down  obstruct  view  of  his  windows 
though  such  structure  is  authorized  by  city. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Barrows  v.  Sycamore,  25  L.  R.  A.  535,  which  holds  stand- 
pipe  in  street  unlawful  use  of  same;  Costello  v.  State,  35  L.  R.  A.  303,  which 
holds  permanent  appropriation  of  part  of  sidewalk  for  fruit  stand  indict- 
able nuisance. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.  R.  A.  659)  on  municipal  power  over  nuisances  affecting 
highways  and  waters. 
Mnnlclpal   authorisation   of   obstruction    In   streets. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel.  Healy  v.  Clean  Street  Co.  226  111.  481,  9  L,RJL.(N.S.> 
459,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  156,  80  N.  E.  298,  holding  an  ordinance  allowing  street 
cleaning  company  to  erect  rubbish  boxes  on  streets  under  no  restrictions  and 
for  a  term  of  ten  years  void. 

Cited  in  notes  (4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  572)  on  right  of  municipality  to  place  polling 
booth  in  street;  (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  509)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  per- 
mitting obstruction  in  street;  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  543,  600,  601,  621.  622)  on 
liability  of  municipality  for  defects  or  obstructions  in  streets;  (125  Am.  St. 
Rep.  347,  349)  on  grant  by  city  of  right  to  use  streets  and  sidewalks  for  private 
purpose. 
Scope   of  city's  control   of   streets. 

Cited  in  McAllen  v.  Hamblin,  129  Iowa,  332,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  436,  105  N.  W. 
593,  6  Ann.  Cas.  980,  holding  that  street  sprinkling  is  a  public  improvement 
coming  under  city^s  control  of  streets  and  may  be  paid  for  from  general  funds. 


1311  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [24  L.R.A.  793 

Revocation  of  Itcenne  to  maintain  burden  on  land. 

Cited  in  Africa  v.  Knoxville,  70  Fed.  737 »  holding  municipal  consent  to  use 
of  city  streets  by  street  railroad  cannot  be  revoked  as  to  streets  unoccupied; 
South  Highland  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  v.  Kansas  City,  100  Mo.  App.  521,  75  S. 
W.  383,  holding  license  granted  by  city  authorities  to  abutter  to  build  wall  and 
bring  street  above  grade  revocable  at  will;  Mead  v.  Portland,  45  Or.  9,  76  Pac. 
347,  holding  that  wharves  built  by  private  owner  under  proper  city  authoriza- 
tion for  a  public  purpose  cannot  be  removed  except  by  eminent  domain  and 
after  compensation. 

Cited  in  note  (49  L.  R.  A.  618)  on  revocability  of  license  to  maintain  bur- 
den on  land  after  licensee  has  incurred  expense  in  creating  burden. 

24  L.  R.  A.  789,  MERTZ  v.  BERRY,  101  Mich.  32,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  379,  59  N. 

W.  445. 
Homestead  exemptions. 

Cited  in  Flannagan  v.  Forsythe,  6  Okla.  229,  50  Pac.  152,  holding  exemption 
of  homestead  from  prior  debts  includes  liability  for  tort  growing  out  of  war- 
ranty of  title  to  personalty  sold;  Shelby  v.  Ziegler,  22  Okla.  818,  98  Pac.  989, 
holding  that  after  receiver's  final  receipt  has  been  issued,  homestead  under  Act 
of  Congress,  of  1862,  is  not  exempt  as  against  execution  on  judgment  for  tort,  ren- 
dered subsequent  to  delivery  of  receipt;  Allen  v.  Crane,  152  Mich.  385,  16  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  950,  116  N.  W.  392,  holding  homestead  exempt  from  judgment  for  part  of 
price  on  fraudulent  sale  where  the  part  rightfully  due  had  been  invested  in  the 
homestead;  Sperry  v.  Cook,  138  Mo.  App.  304,  120  S.  W.  654  (dissenting opinion), 
on  homestead  as  being  exempt  from  tort  as  well  as  contract  obligations:  Brun 
▼.  Mann,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  165,  80  C.  C.  A.  513,  151  Fed.  158,  holding  that  statu- 
tory exemption  of  land  acquired  by  homestead  acts  from  debts  contracted  prior 
to  receipt  of  patent  does  not  exempt  such  land  from  liability  for  torts  previous- 
ly committed. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Stern  v.  Lee,  26  L.  R.  A.  814,  which  holds  exemption  of 
homestead  continues  after  conveyance  in  fee  during  minority  of  youngest  child. 

Cited  in  note   (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)    947)   on  exemption  of  homestead  from  liabil- 
ity for  tort. 
Debt. 

Cited  in  Leman  v.  Chipman,  82  Neb.  395,  117  N.  W.  886,  holding  the  word 
"debt"  as  used  in  exemption  statute  applies  to  a  judgment  against  a  surety  on 
a  supersedeas  bond  such  debt  b^ing  contracted  as  of  date  of  approval  of  bond; 
Re  Harper,  175  Fed.  424,  holding  an  unliquidated  claim  for  damages  for  false 
and  fraudulent  representation  is  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankruptcy 
act. 

24  L.R.A.  793,  LYNCH  v.  DURFEE,  101  Mich.  171,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  404,  59 

N.  W.  409. 
"What    constltntes    "ne^vrspaper." 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Colwell,  14  App.  Div.  31,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  720,  Affirming 
18  Misc.  404,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  720,  holding  daily  paper  mainly  devoted  to  financial 
and  mercantile  affairs,  but  containing  local  and  general  news,  newspaper;  Lynn 
V.  Allen,  146  Ind.  688,  33  L.  R.  A.  781,  footnote  p.  779,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  223, 
44  N.  E.  646,  holding  daily  journal,  devoted  to  legal  matters,  newspaper;  Hans- 
com  V.  Meyer,  60  Neb.  72,  48  L.  R.  A.  411,  footnote  p.  409,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  507, 
82  N.  W.  114,  authorizing  publication  of  legal  notice  in  weekly  newspaper  devoted 
particularly  to  certain  class  of  business;   Hall  v.  Milwaukee,   115  Wis.  485,  91 
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N.  W.  998,  holding  law  and  business  reporter,  issued  twice  daily,  having  smaU 
circulation  "newspaper"  within  statute  providing  for  publication  of  city  no- 
tices; United  States  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Marquam,  41  Or.  406,  60  Pac.  37,  holding 
weekly  paper  of  sensational  tone,  having  general  circulation,  "newspaper"  with* 
in  statute  providing  for  publication  of  notice'  of  execution  sale;  Brice  v.  Graves, 
142  Iowa,  725,  121  N.  W.  504,  holding  a  daily  publication  of  four  years  stand- 
ing with  paid  subscription  of  over  200  copies  per  day,  such  copies  containing 
general  news  and  advertisements  of  all  kinds  including  legal  notices  is  a  "news- 
paper;" Puget  Sound  Pub.  Co.  v.  Times  Printing  Co.  33  Wash.  560,  74  Pac.  802, 
holding  a  paper  giving  special  prominence  to  legal  news  to  be  a  newspaper  of 
general  circulation. 

Distinguished  in  Crowell  v.  Parker,  22  R.  I.  62,  84  Am.  St  Rep.  815,  46  All. 
35,   holding   "Real   Estate   Register   and   Rental   Guide,*'   not   usually   used    for 
legal  notices,  not  ''public  newspaper.'' 
'What   constitutes   one  a  subscriber   to   nevrspaper. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ash  ton  v.  Stoy,  30  L.  R.  A.  584,  which  holds  person  to 
whom  newspaper  sent  without  his  consent,  under  contract  with  third  person, 
not  subscriber. 

24  L.  R.  A.  795,  FERGUSON  v.  SNOHOMISH,  8  Wash.  668,  36  Pac:  969. 
Povrer  of  municipality  to  annex  agrricnltural   lands. 

Cited  in  Copeland  v.  St.  Joseph,  126  Mo.  433,  29  S.  W.  281,  holding  city 
limits  may  be  extended  over  contiguous  farms  having  present  prospect  of  becom- 
ing urban  property;  State  ex  rel.  Major  v.  Kansas  City,  233  Mo.  217,  134  S.  W. 
1007,  holding  that  reasonableness  of  attempt  of  city  to  extend  its  cor]>orate 
limits  so  as  to  take  large  tract  of  additional  territory  must  depend  upon  facts, 
circumstances  and  conditions  of  each  case. 
Municipal    taxation    of   rural    lands. 

Cited  in  Frace  v.  Tacoma,  16  Wash.  70,  47  Pac.  219,  sustaining  taxation  of 
agricultural  land  within  corporate  limits  for  municipal  purposes. 

Cited  in  note   (34  L.  R.  A.  195)   on  municipal  taxation  of  rural  lands  within 
limits    of   corporation. 
Adntlsslon   of  corporate  existence  by  suit  in  corporate   name. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  King  County  v.  South  Park,  34  Wash.  164,  101  Am.  St. 
Hep.  998,  75  Pac.  636,  holding  that  suit  against  a  city  in  its  corporate  name  to 
test  its  legal  existence  will  not  lie. 
Incorporation  of  toirnn  and  cities. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Williams  v.  Second  Judicial  Dist.  Ct.  30  Nev.  234,  94 
N.  W.  70,  holding  a  statute  conferring  on  a  district  court  authority  to  deter- 
mine whether  qualifications  to  incorporation  of  a  town  have  been  complied  with 
by  occupants  not  unconstitutional. 

24  L.  R.  A.  798,  BURGESS  v.  MULDOON,  18  R.  I.  607,  29  Atl.  298. 
ESffect  of  divorce  on  curtesy. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Doyle  v.  Rolwing,  55  L.  R.  A.  332,  which  holds  right  of 
curtesy  defeated  by  divorce  for  wife's  fault. 

Cited  in  note  (112  Am.  St.  Rep.  578)   on  effect  of  divorce  on  tenancy  by  the 
curtesy. 
Requisites  of  tenancy  by  curtesy. 

Cited  in  notes  (112  Am.  St.  Rep.  572;  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  476)  on  requisites  of 
estates  of  tenancy  by  the  curtesy. 
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^4  L.  B.  A.  800,  HORN  v.  BENNETT,  136  Ind.  158,  34  N.  E.  321,  956. 
Relative  priority  of  notes  ■ecured  hy  mortvave. 

Cited  in  Alden  v.  White,  32  Ind.  App.  080,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  261,  66  N.  £.  509, 
on  the  regpective  assignees  of  portions  of  security  taking  pro  tanto  as  between 
<each  other. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Nashville  Trust  Co.  v.  Smythe,  27  L.  R.  A.  663,  which 
upholds  agreement  for  preference  given  to  assignee  of  part  of  series  of  notes 
secured  by  mortgage  or  vendor's  lien. 
Relation   of   notea   to  Mkortgmge   secnritr* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Owings  v.  McKenzie,  40  L.  R.  A.  154,  which  holds 
second  note  secured  by  deed  of  trust  not  made  due  by  mere  nonpayment  of 
first  note;  Kemohan  v.  Manss,  29  L.  R.  A.  317,  which  holds  bona  fide  purchaser 
before  maturity  of  genuine  notes  secured  by  mortgage  entitled  to  priority  over 
previous  assignee  of  genuine  mortgage  and  forged  copies  of  notes. 
"Wliat  eonatitntes  election  to  consider  debt  dne  on  default  of  instalment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Swearingen  v.  Lahner,  26  L.  R.  A.  765,  which  holds  bring- 
ing suit   sufficient  election   to  consider  whole   debt  due  on  default  of   instal- 
ment. 
Acceleration  of  payment  on  partial  default  as  affecting  neflrottabilitr* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  American  Nat.  Bank  v.  American  Wood  Paper  Co.  29  L. 
R.  A.   103,  which  holds  negotiable,  corporate  bonds  secured  by  mortgage  with 
provision  accelerating  payment  on  default  as  to  part. 
Enforcement  of  mortfraflre  for  part  of  debt. 

Cited  in  note  (37  L.  R.  A.  759)  on  proceedings  to  enforce  mortgage  for  part 
of  mortgage  debt. 

24  L.  R.  A.  806,  BUGKMAN  v.  STATE,  34  Fla.  48,  15  So.  697. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Van  Dorn  v.  State,  34  Fla.  63,  15  So.  701. 
Rlsbt  to  Jury  trial. 

Cited  in  Hughes  v.  Hannah,  39  Fla.  371,  22  So.  613,  holding  act  conferring 
on  equity  courts  jurisdiction  of  actions  to  recover  real  property,  with  damages 
for  detention,  illegal;  Wiggins  v.  Williams,  36  Fla.  650,  30  L.  R.  A.  758,  18  So. 
■859,  holding  statute  providing  for  assessment  of  damages  for  trespass  on  timber 
lands  by  court  of  equity  unconstitutional;  Louisiana  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  State, 
75  Ark.  444,  88  S.  W^  559,  5  Ann.  Cas.  637,  holding  that  issues  of  fact  in  quo 
warranto  proceedings  respecting  franchises  corporate  interests  and  property 
rights  are  triable  by  jury;  Hathorne  v.  Panama  Park,  44  Fla.  196,  103  Am. 
St.  Rep.  138,  32  So.  812,  holding  that  statute  providing  for  enforcement  of 
mechanic's  and  materialmen's  liens  by  bill  in  equity  is  not  a  denial  of  right 
to  trial  by  jury  since  that  right  was  only  guaranteed  as  it  existed  at  common 
law. 

Annotation  cited  -in  State  ex  rel.  Cates  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  120  Tenn.  122, 
110  S.  W.  565,  holding  that  suit  of  a  foreign  corporation  for  alleged  conspiracy 
in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in  equity  is  not  triable  by  jury. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Salt  Creek  Valley  Turnp.  Co.  v.  Parks,  28  L.  R.  A.  769, 
which  upholds  right  to  jury  trial  in  proceedings  to  declare  turnpike  road  aban- 
doned; Ex  parte  Keeler,  31  L.  R.  A.  678,  which  holds  summary  proceeding  for 
restraining  order  against  carrying  on  nuisance  not  violation  of  right  to  jury 
trial. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   639)  on    right  to  jury  in  quo  warranto. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel,  Broatch  v.  Moores,  56  Neb.  36,  76  N.  W.  530,  and 
L.R^  Au.  Vol.  III.— 83. 
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Atty.  Gen.  v.  Sullivan,  163  Mass.  451,  28  L.  R.  A.  467,  footnote  p.  455,  40  N. 
E.  843,  denying  right  to  jury  trial  in  quo  warranto. 
^no   'warranto   to  Inqnlre   Into  franchiae   rtarhta. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Boodie  v.  Bryan,  50  Fla.  351,  39  So.  929,  on  quo  warranto 
on  relation  of  private  person  upon  refusal  of  attorney  general  to  institute  suit. 
Exclnslveneas  of  remedy  am  to  election  of  ofHcera. 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  210)  on  provision  for  testing  election  of  officer 
before  municipal  body  as  exclusive  remedy. 

24  L.  R.  A.  812,  HODGES  v.  COOKSEY,  33  Fla.  715,  15  So.  549. 
Dlfftremi   for  rent. 

Cited  in  Schofield  v.  Liody,  35  Fla.  2,  16  So.  780,  sustaining  exemption  from 
distress  of  property  other  than  products  of  rented  land:  Smith  v.  Gufford,  36 
Fla.  491,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  37,  18  So.  717,  holding  horse  exempt  from  distress  for 
rent. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hutsell  v.  Deposit  Bank  of  Paris,  39  L.  R.  A.  403,  which 
holds  right  of  distress  does  not  pass  to  assignee  of  rent  note. 

24  L.  R.  A.  815,  FAWCETT  v.  SUPREME.  SITTING,  0.  OF  I.  H.  64  Conn.  170, 
29  Atl.   614. 

Distribution  of  aaneta  of  Inaolvent  corporation. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Commercial  Alliance  L.  Ins.  Co.  17  App.  Div.  390,  45  N. 
Y.  Supp.  223,  holding  death  claim  accruing  after  beginning  of  proceedings  to 
dissolve  insolvent  life  insurance  company  not  allowable;  Sands  v.  E.  S.  Greeley 
&  Co.  88  Fed.  132,  31  C.  C.  A.  425,  59  U.  S.  App.  610,  holding  transmission  of 
assets  of  foreign  insolvent  to  primary  receiver  before  satisfying  claims  of  do- 
mestic creditors  without  prior  equities  proper;  Cowen  v.  Failey,  149  Ind.  384,  49 
N.  E.  270,  permitting  members  of  insurance  order  to  prove  claims  in  state  of  cor- 
poration'?  domicil,    crediting  amounts    received   from    local   receiver. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Failey  v.  Fee,  32  L.  R.  A.  311,  which  requires  pa^'ment 
of  established  debts  before  sending  assets  to  receiver  at  domicil  of  foreign  in- 
solvent corpora  Mon. 

Cited  in  note  (38  L.  R.  A.  99)  on  distribution  of  assets  of  insolvent  insurance 
company. 
Poorer   of   receiver   ontalde   of   Jnrladlction. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Castleman  v.  Templeman,  41  L.  R.  A.  367,  which  denies 
receiver's  power  to  consent  to  decree  in  other  state  for  payment  of  assessments 
by  stockholders  to  c-'xiitors. 
Coniltr. 

Cited  in  Nashua  Sav.  Bank  v.  Anglo-American  Land  Mortg.  &  Agency  Co.  lOS 
Fed.  782,  dissenting  opinion  by  Aldrich,  J.,  who  holds  action  by  foreign  cor- 
poration to  recover  stock  assessment  subject  to  such  conditions  as  courts  may 
impose. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Baldwin  v.  Hosmer,  25  L.  R.  A.  739,  which  denies  right  of 
local  branch  of  foreign  society  to  refuse  to  turn  over  assessments  to  ancillary 
receiver. 
Statu*    of    benefit    aMoctatlona. 

Cited  in  notes   (38  L.R.A.  46,  53,  57)   on  whether  benefit  association  is  insur* 
ance  company;   (52  Am.  St.  Rep.  548)  on  application  of  insurance  laws  to  mutual 
or  membership  life  or  accident  insurance  companies. 
Rifflit   of  member  npon   resclMiion  of  contracts. 

Cited  in  Supreme  Council  C.  L.  H.  v.  Black,  59  C.  0.  A.  417,  123  Fed.  653, 
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sustaining  right  of  member  of  benefit  association  which  has  wrongfully  renounced 

its  contract  of  tnsurance,  to  recover  moneys  paid  therein. 

Retention  of  fraternity  funds  to  u^eure  bolders   of  benefit  cevtiflcates. 

Cited  in  Kane  v.  Knights  of  Columbus,  84  Conn.  105,  79  Atl."63,  holding  that 
reserve  funds  established  by  fraternal  benefit  society  pursuant  to  charter  are 
trust  funds  of  which  society  is  trustee;  Grand  Lodge,  A.  O.  U.  W.  v.  Grand 
Lodge,  A.  0.  U.  W.  81  Conn.  208,  70  Atl.  617,  holding  that  funds  in  the  hands 
of  a  section  of  a  grand  lodge  for  the  protection  of  its  members  are  trust  funds 
and  may  be  retained  by  it  after  division  from  the  main  body  by  act  of  supreme- 
lodge. 

24  L.  K.  A.  831,  HERNANDEZ'S  SUCCESSION,  46  La.  Ann.  962,  15  So.  46L 
ESITect  of  atatntea  forblddlnar  remarriage  after  divorce. 

Cited  in  Benton's  Succession,  106  La.  503,  59  L.  R.  A.  149,  31  So.  123,  holding 
provision  forbidding  divorced  party  to  marry  within  certain  time  does  not  affect 
validity  of  marriage  elsewhere;  Frame  v.  Thormann,  102  Wis.  673,  79  N.  W.  39, 
holding  statute  forbidding  guilty  divorced  party  from  remarrying,  without  extra- 
territorial force. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Shattuck,  40  L.  R.  A.  428,  which  sustains  mar- 
riage, valid  wliere  made,  by  divorced  person  leaving  state  to  evade  law  against 
remarrying;  Crawford  v.  State,  35  L.  R.  A.  224,  which  holds  valid,  marriage  in 
other  state  with  innocent  woman,  of  man  prohibited  by  divorce  decree  from  re- 
marrying; Ovitt  v.  Smith,  36  L.  R.  A.  223,  which  holds  void,  remarriage  by  per- 
son from  whom  divorce  granted ;  McLennan  v.  McLennan,  38  L.  R.  A.  863,  which 
holds  marriage  contract  in  other  state  before  lapse  of  time  for  taking  appeal 
absolutely  void ;  State  use  of  Newman  v.  Kimbrough,  52  L.  R.  A.  668,  which  holds 
marriage  in  other  state,  between  divorced  man  and  his  paramour,  not  entitled  to 
recognition  in  state  where  divorce  granted,  to  which  he  returns  immediately  after 
marriage;  Durland  v.  Durland,  63  L.R.A.  959,  which  upholds  power  of  legislature 
to  forbid  divorced  persons  to  marry  within  six  months  after  granting  of  the  de- 
cree. 

Cited  in  notes  (57  L.  R.  A.  169,  170)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  validity  of 
marriage;  (59  L.R.A.  136)  on  conflict  of  laws  on  subject  of  divorce;  (60  Am. 
St.  Rep.  941)  on  validity  of  foreign  marriage  in  violation  of  laws  of  place 
where  parties  reside;  (79  Am.  St.  Rep.  368)  on  extraterritorial  effect  of  statutes 
prohibiting  remarriage  after  divorce;  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  830)  on  law  governing 
validity  of  marriage. 

Distinguished  in  Gabisso's  Succession,  119  La.  712,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1086, 
121  Am.  St.  Rep.  529,  44  So.  438,  12  Ann.  Cas.  574,  holding  that  a  marriage  con- 
tracted by  divorce  for  adultery  with  person  implicated  in  the  charge  is  abso- 
lutely void. 

24  L.  R.  A.  843,  NEWARK  v.  WATSON,  56  N.  J.  L.  667,  29  Atl.  487. 
Preservation  of  public   liealth. 

Cited  in  State,  Van  Reipen,  Prosecutor,  v.  Jersey  City,  58  N.  J.  L.  266,  33 
Atl.  740,  sustaining  right  to  condemn  water  rights  of  canal  for  municipal  supply. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lowe  v.  Prospect  Hill  Cemetery  Asso.  46  L.  R.  A.  237, 
which  authorizes  injunction  against  interment  in  cemetery  when  likely  to  pol- 
lute and  poison  water  in  wells  in  vicinity. 
Title  to  lands  granted  for  pnblie  v«e. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  La  Societa  Italiana  Di  Mutua  Beneficienza  v.  San  Fran*  ' 
Cisco,  63  L.  R.  A.  382,  which  denies  city^s  power  to  grant  to  private  corporation, 
land  granted  to  city  by  United  States,  and  set  apart  for  cemetery. 
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Cited  in  note   (23  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  120)   on  reversion  to  owner  of  title  to  land 
dedicated  to  public. 
Po^irer  of  levislmtvre  oTer  mvnioSp*!  property. 

Cited  in  Van  Cleve  v.  Paasaic  Valley  Sewerage  Comrs.  71  N.  J.  li.  225,  68 
Atl.  571,  holding  that  a  city  sewer  system  is  not  private  property  for  the  taking 
of  which  by  the  state  compensation  must  be  paid. 
Reffulatlona  of  burials  a»d  cemeterlea. 

Cited  in  notes  (27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  265)  on  regulations  of  burials  and  cemeteries; 
<87  Am.  St.  Rep.  681,  684)  on  power  of  municipality  to  regulate,  prohibit^  or 
discontinue  cemeteries. 

24  L.  R.  A.  850,  MYGATT  v.  COE,  142  N.  Y.  78,  36  N.  E.  870. 
Covenants   rnnnlnv   trtilk   land. 

Followed  on  subsequent  appeal  in  147  N.  Y.  462,  42  N.  E.  17,  Affirming  64 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  877,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  1130,  holding  that  words  "heirs  and  assigns" 
•do  not  make  covenant  nm  with  land;  Wiggins  v.  Pender,  132  N.  C.  637,  61  L.  R. 
A.  775,  footnote  p.  772,  44  S.  £.  362,  holding  that  covenant  of  warranty  inures 
to  benefit  of  assignee  not  named  therein,  if  assigns  are  named  in  habendum 
clause  of  deed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bald  Eagle  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Nittany  Valley  R.  Co.  29 
Xi.  R.  A.  423,  which  holds  Intention  of  parties  controlling  in  determining  whether 
covenant  runs  with  land;  Wallace  v.  Pereles,  53  L.  R.  A.  644,  which  holds  con- 
veyance by  married  woman  of  land  deeded  her  by  husband  without  consideration 
will  not  carry  covenants  in  deed  to  husband;  Doty  v.  Chattanooga  U.  R.  Oo.  48 
L.  R.  A.  160,  which  holds  covenant  for  running  certain  trains  binding  on  sub- 
sequent purchaser  of  railroad. 

Cited  in  notes  (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  665,  686,  689;  15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  250,  251, 
252)  on  what  covenants  run  with  land. 

Limited  in  Clarke  v.  Priest,  21  App.  Div.  177,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  489,  Affirming 
18  Misc.  502,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  766,  holding,  where  covenantee  estopped  by  deed 
to  grantee  to  assert  title  to  encumbrance,  covenant  against  encumbrances  runs 
with  land;  Geiszler  v.  De  Graaf,  166  N.  Y.  341,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  669,  59  N.  E. 
993,  holding  covenant  against  encumbrances  runs  with  land. 
'—  Tl^hen  privity  of  estate  exist*. 

Followed  on  subsequent  appeals  in  147  N.  Y.  463,  42  N.  E.  17,  holding  that 
covenantor's  legal  possession  creates  privity  of  estate,  carrying  covenants  of  war- 
ranty and  quiet  enjoyment  to  remote  grantee;  152  N.  Y.  461,  57  Am.  St,  Rep. 
S21,  46  N.  E.  949,  holding  that  husband's  acts  of  care,  management,  and  occu- 
pancy with  family  of  wife's  property  do  not  give  interest  making  covenants 
run  with  land. 

Cited  in  Gould  v.  Partridge,  52  App.  Div.  44,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  870,  raising,  with- 
out determining,  whether  privity  of  estate  exists  between  grantor  agreeing  to 
imaintain  water  wheel  and  furnish  power,  and  subsequent  grantee;  Hurxthal  v. 
St.  Lawrence  Boom  &  Lumber  Mfg.  Co.  53  W.  Va.  94,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  954,  44 
S.  E.  520,  holding  purchaser  of  lands  at  judicial  sale,  assignee  of  former  owner 
so  as  to  be  entitled  to  benefit  of  covenant  for  benefit  of  heirs,  devisees,  and  as- 
signs. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  617)  on  right  of  remote  grantee  to  sue  for 
breach  of  covenant  when  covenantor  had  neither  title  nor  possession;  (126  Am. 
St.  Rep.  371)  on  liability  of  husband  on  wife's  covenants  and  conditions  in 
4eed. 

Distinguished  in  Trolan  v.  Rogers,  88  Hun,  425,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  836,  holding 
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no  privity  of  estate  between   heirs  claiming   under   independent   title,  and  an- 
cestor, working  estoppel  upon  latter's  covenant. 
PowMsnton  Indlcatlnsr  title. 

ated  in  Schwinn  v.  Perkins,  79  N.  J.  L.  518,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  63,  78  Atl.  19, 
21  Ann.  Cas.  1223,  holding  that  mere  occupancy  or  personal  presence  of  com- 
plainant upon  ground  does  not  of  itself  constitute  such  possession  as  will  sustain 
action  for  forcible  entry;  Clark  v.  Kirkland,  64  Misc.  589,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  1117, 
holding  that  persons  in  possession  though  not  in  actual  occupation  have  such 
possession  from  which  title  may  be  presumed  as  will  support  an  action  to 
remove  cloud  on  title. 
Rlslita  of  purchaser  on   forecloaure. 

Cited  in  Wright  v.  Phipps,  90  Fed.  562,  holding  original  covenants  in  deed 
run  to  purchaser  under  mortgage;  Wesco  v.  Kern,  36  Or.  436,  60  Pac.  563,  rais- 
ing,  without  deciding,  whether  purchaser  on   foreclosure  may   maintain   action 
on  covenant  of  warranty  in  mortgagor's  claim  of  title. 
Res   Judicata. 

Cited  in  Roberts  &  Co.  v.  Buckley,  80  Hun,  62,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  873;  Abbey 
v.  Wheeler,  58  App.  Diy.  453,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  432;  Roberts  v.  Buckley,  145  N. 
Y.  229,  39  N.  £.  966, — holding  decision  on  former  appeal  must  be  followed  so 
far  as  facts  and  questions  are  identical;  Genet  v.  Delaware  k  H.  Canal  Co.  13 
Misc.  424,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  147,  holding  res  jiidicaia  does  not  apply  where  differ- 
ent state  of  facts  developed  on  retrial;  Trombley  &  C.  Co.  v.  Seligman,  133  App. 
Div.  527,  117  N.  Y.  Supp.  1063,  holding  that  an  appellate  court  may  correct  a 
manifest  error  made  in  a  former  appeal  and  reverse  or  qualify  that  decision 
though  it  is  court's  duty  to  follow  the  former  decision  in  the  same  case. 
Ooeupaiter  of  married  ^fvoman's  lands. 

Cited  in  Van  Nostrand  v.  Hubbard,  35  App.  Div.  202,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  739, 
holding  married  woman  occupying  farm  under  contract  of  sale,  presumptively 
in  possession. 

24  L.  R.  A.  854,  BLAKER  v.  HOOD,  53  Kan.  499,  36  Pac.  1115. 
Private    banks. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Du  Quoin  v.  Kelly,  43  L.  R.  A.  644,  which  holds  private 
bank  not   '^regularly   organized  bank"   within   statute   as   to   deposit  of   public 
fluids. 
Constitutional   protection   of   riarht   of  contract. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Third  Nat.  Bank  v.  Divine  Grocery  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  445, 
which  denies  right  to  prevent  transfer  of  property  in  payment  of  debt  while 
solvent. 
Police  po^ver  of  state. 

Followed  in  West  v.  Topeka  Sav.  Bank,  66  Kan.  536,  63  L.  R.  A.  144,  97  Am. 
St.  Rep.  385,  72  Pac.  252,  sustaining  constitution ality  of  act  providing  for  or- 
ganization and  regulation  of  banks  as  exercise  of  police  power  of  state. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Wilson,  61  Kan.  36,  47  L.  R.  A.  74,  58  Pac.  981,  sustaining 
act  regulating  weighing  of  coal  at  mine;  McLean  v.  State,  81  Ark.  308,  126  Am. 
St.  Rep.  1037,  98  S.  W.  729,  11  Ann.  Cas.  72,  holding  that  legislation  prohibiting 
mine  owners  or  operators  from  screening  coal  before  weighing  it  to  ascertain 
compensation  of  miners  is  within  police  power;  State  v.  Richcreek,  167  Ind. 
221,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  878,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  491,  10  Ann.  Cas.  899,  upholding 
banking  regulation  that  building,  furniture  and  ftxtures  must  not  exceed  one> 
third  of  bank  capital. 
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Cited  in  notes    (5  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    877)    on  power  to  prohibit  or  impose  condi- 
tions upon  right  of  individuals  to  engage  in  banking;    (55  L.  ed.  U.  S.  J29)   on 
prohibiting  or  restricting  private  banking. 
Reaulrement    that   bill    contain    only    one   sabjectf    expreraed   in    title. 

Cited  in  Re  Thomas,  53  Kan.  661,  37  Pac.  171,  sustaining  ordinance  to  pro- 
hibit and  regulate  manufacture  and  sale  of  liquor  for  certain  excepted  purposes; 
Wilson  V.  Clark,  63  Kan.  516,  65  Pac.  705,  sustaining  statute  relating  to  gen- 
eral subject  of  elections;  State  v.  Wilcox,  64  Kan.  790,  68  Pac.  634,  sustaining 
statute  creating  state  medical  board,  regulating  practice  of  medicine,  and  pre- 
scribing penalties;  Wichita  v.  Missouri  &  K.  Teleph.  Co.  70  Kan.  446,  78  Pac. 
S86,  holding  title,  ^^An  act  providing  for  formation  of  telephone  companies,'* 
sufficient  to  describe  a  provision  that  such  companies  be  formed  in  mode  and 
manner  prescribed  by  general  laws  of  state  for  formation  of  private  corpo- 
rations; Re  Schley,  71  Kan.  269,  80  Pac.  631,  holding  that  an  act  providing 
for  maintenance  and  regulation  of  charitable  and  reformatory  hospitals  and 
providing  code  of  judicial  procedure  for  lunacy  inquests,  does  not  cover  two 
distinct  subjects,  but  two  subjects  naturally  connected. 

24  L.  R.  A.  857,  STATE  v.  JUNEAU,  88  Wis.  180,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  877,  59 

N.  W.  580. 
Competency  of  cblldren  as  ^vltnessea. 

Cited  in  Freeny  v.  Freeny,  80  Md.  409,  31  Atl.  304,  and  State  v.  King,  117 
Iowa,  488,  91  N.  W.  768,  holding  competency  of  children  of  tender  years  as  wit- 
nesses within  court's  discretion;  Wheeler  v.  United  States,  159  U.  S.  525,  40 
L.  ed.  247,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  93,  holding  boy  of  five,  competent  witness;  Barnard 
v.  State,  88  Wis.  660,  60  N.  W.  1058,  holding  permitting  child  of  seven  to  tes- 
tify to  assault  on  her,  within  court's  discretion;  Clark  v.  Finnegan,  127  Iowa, 
645,  103  N.  W.  970,  holding  child  of  seven  competent  witness  where  from 
testimony  it  was  disclosed  that  he  was  of  more  than  average  intelligence  and 
that  he  could  distinguish  truth  and  falsehood;  Evers  v.  State,  84  Neb.  712,  121 
N.  W.  1005,  holding  child  six  years  of  age  not  an  incompetent  witness  as  a  matter 
of  law  or  statute;  Van  Salvellergh  v.  Green  Bay  Traction  Co.  132  Wis.  174,  111 
N.  W.  1120,  holding  that  six  year  old  child  may  properly  be  allowed  to  testify 
but  that  age  should  be  considered  in  determining  weight  to  be  given  to  such  evi- 
dence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lee  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  63  L.R.A.  271,  which  holds  in- 
competent as  a  witness  one  entirely  ignorant  of  the  meaning  of  the  ceremony  of 
administering  an  oath. 

Cited  in  notes  (124  Am.  St.  Rep.  305;  40  L.  ed.  U.  S.  244)  on  competency  of 
children  as  witnesses. 
Judicial   discretion;    conclnslirenesa. 

Cited  in  Murphy  v.  State,  124  Wis.  656,  102  N.  W.  1087,  holding  direction  for 
acquittal  discretionary  with  trial  court  where  uncorroborated  testimony  of 
accomplices  is  the  only  evidence  against  accused;  State  v.  Crouch,  130  Iowa,  483, 
107  N.  W.  173,  holding  question  as  to  competency  of  witness  for  discretion  of 
court,  which  will  not  be  interfered  with  except  for  gross  abuse;  State  v. 
Werner,  16  N.  D.  89,  112  N.  W.  60,  holding  competency  of  eight  year  old  child 
to  understand  nature  of  oath  for  determination  by  trial  judge  in  use  of  dis- 
cretion, such  determination  being  conclusive  in  absence  of  gross  abuse. 
Open  le.wdnemi. 

Cited  in  Morris  v.  State,  109  Ga.  354,  34  S.  E.  577,  raising,  without  deciding, 
question  whether  indecent  exposure  before  one  person  indictable  as  open  lewdness. 
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C«rtifleatton  of  doabtfvl  questions  of  la^r. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Heiden,  139  Wis.  525,  121  N.  W.  138,  holding  a  question  of 
law  not  certifiable  wliere  facts  preliminary  to  the  question  have  not  been  re- 
solved. 
Materiality  of  consent  of  child  to  asannlt. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Fujita,  20  N.  D.  565,  129  N.  W.  360,  holding  that  consent 
of  child  is  immaterial  in  prosecution  for  assault  with  intention  to  commit 
rape. 

24  L.  R.  A.  859,  BURROUGHS  v.  EASTMAN,  101  Mich.  419,  45  Am.  St.  Rep. 

419,  59  N.  W.  817. 
Arrest   wltbont   warrant. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Krubeck,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  36,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  522,  5  Lack. 
Legal  News,  343,  holding  constitutional  provisions  against  issuing  warrant  un- 
supported by  oath  do  not  apply  to  arrest  without  warrant;  Gowan  v.  Smith, 
157  Mich.  462,  122  N.  W.  286,  on  authorization  of  arrest  without  warrant  for 
misdemeanors  committed  in  presence  of  officer;  State  v.  Byrd,  72  S.  C.  109,  51 
S.  £.  542,  holding  statute  authorizing  magistrate  to  arrest  a  person  committing 
a  misdemeanor  in  his  presence  not  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Cain,  28  L.  R.  A.  688,  which 
holds  officer's  arrest  of  disorderly  passenger  without  warrant,  in  response  to 
telegram  by  conductor,  who  pointed  out  person  to  be  arrested,  not  unlawful; 
McCullough  V.  Greenfield,  62  L.  R.  A.  906,  holding  that  possession  of  warrant 
does  not  justify  arrest  in  anothei  town  of  accused,  under  direction  by  telephone 
of  officer  having  warrant;  State  ex  rel.  Livingstone  v.  Williams,  67  L.R.A.  166, 
which  holds  that  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  arrest  without  warrant  of 
designated  persons  for  alleged  commission  of  a  misdemeanor. 

Cited    in   notes    (51    L.R.A.   207)    on   liability   of   officer   fox   making  arrest; 
(84  Am.  St.  Rep.  682,  683,  689)  on  right  of  policeman  to  make  arrest. 
Dae  process  of  la^r. 

Cited  in  Daniels  v.  Homer,  139  N.  C.  226,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)   997,  51  S.  E.  992, 
holding  that  fish  nets  used  in  violation  of  fish  law  may  be  summarily  seized 
and  sold  without  process. 
Person  entitled  to  take  advantave  of  Inconsistent  verdict. 

Cited  in  Robinson  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  135  Mich.  259,  97  N.  W.  689,  hold- 
ing that  railroad  company  cannot  complain  of  verdict  in  favor  of  car  company 
in  personal  injury  case  where  such  car  company  owed  no  duty  to  plaintiff  and 
railway  company  owed  duty  and  was  held  liable. 
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OASES  IN  25  L.  R  A. 


25  L.  R.  A.  33,  MITCHELL  v.  MARKER,  10  C.  C.  A.  306,  22  U.  S.  App.  326,  62 

Fed.  139. 
Liability  for  Inlury  to  elevator  passenger. 

Cited  in  Springer  v.  Ford,  189  111.  434,  52  L.  R.  A.  931,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  464, 
69  N.  £.  953;  Riland  v.  Hirahler,  7  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  386;  Southern  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso. 
V.  LawBon,  97  Tenn.  371,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  804,  37  S.  W.  86;  McOrell  Buffalo  Office 
Bldg.  Co.  90  Hun,  34,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  599;  Luckel  v.  Century  Bldg.  Co.  177  Mo. 
628,  76  S.  W.  1035, — ^holding  relation  between  owner  of  elevator  and  passenger 
similar  to  that  between  common  carrier  and  passenger;  Gibson  t.  International 
Trust  Co.  177  Mass.  103,  52  L.  R.  A.  929,  58  N.  E.  278,  discussing  question  of 
liability  of  owner  of  elevator  as  common  carrier;  Russo  v.  Morris  Bldg.  &  Land 
Improv.  Asso.  104  La.  438,  29  So.  46^  holding  elevator  owner  liable  for  injury  to 
passenger  thrown  off  balance  by  starting  of  elevator;  Munsey  v.  Webb,  37  App. 
P.  C.  187,  holding  that  person  controls  building  used  for  business  purposes 
equipped  with  passenger  elevators,  is  required  to  use  highest  degree  of  care 
for  passenger's  safety;  Shellaberger  v.  Fisher,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  257,  75  C.  C.  A. 
9,  143  Fed.  940;  Edwards  v.  Burke,  36  Wash.  112,  78  Pac.  610;  Belvedere  Bldg. 
Co.  V.  Bryan,  103  Md.  537,  64  Atl.  44, — holding  owner  of  building  in  which 
there  is  elevator  must  exercise  the  highest  degree  of  care  possible  under  the  cir- 
cumstances; Ohio  Valley  T.  Co.  v.  Warnke,  42  Ind.  App.  334,  84  N.  E.  999; 
Cooper  v.  Century  Realty  Co.  224  Mo.  723,  123  S.  W.  848,— holding  relation  be- 
tween owner  of  elevator  and  passenger  similar  to  that  of  common  carrier  and 
passenger;  Ferguson  v.  Truax,  132  Wis.  496,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  356,  112  N.  W. 
513,  13  Ann.  Cas.  1092,  holding  one  who  has  been  forbidden  use  of  passenger 
elevator  because  of  his  misconduct  thereon  not  a  passenger  so  as  to  recover  for 
injuries  received. 

Annotation  cited  in  Morgan  v.  Saks,  143  Ala.  141,  38  So.  848,  holding  not 
contributory  negligence  per  se  for  one  to  walk  rapidly  toward  elevator  and  on 
seeing  door  open  to  walk  in  without  stopping  to  see  whether  elevator  was  in 
place. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Griffen  v.  Manice,  52  L.  R.  A.  922,  which  holds  only  rea- 
sonable care  required  as  to  safety  of  machinery  and  appliances  for  moving  ele- 
vator; Gibson  v.  International  Trust  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  928,  which  denies  liability 
for  injury  to  passenger  from  involuntary  starting  by  conductor  grasping  mech- 
anism to  prevent  falling;  Malloy  v.  New  York  Real  Estate  Asso.  41  L.  R.  A.  487, 
which  denies  owner's  liability  for  injury  to  one  falling  into  elevator  shaft,  insuffi- 
cient railing  for  which  has  been  left  oat  of  place  by  third  person;  Olson  v. 
Schultz,  36  L.  R.  A.  790,  which  holds  lessor  liable  for  defects  in  elevator  which  he 
covenants  to  keep  in  repair,  without  notice  of  them. 
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Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  745,  752)  on  liability  for  injury  to  eleTator 
passenger;  (15  LJl.A.(N.S.)  786)  oa  liability  of  master,  to  servant  injured  by 
elevators  not  inclosed  as  required;  (50  Am.  St.  Rep.  80d,  807)  #n  liability  of 
owners  of  elevators  used  for  passengers  or  employees. 

Disapproved  in  Burgess  v.  Stowe,  134  Mich.  210,  96  N.  W.  29;   Edwards  v. 
Manufacturers  Bldg.  Co.  27  R.  I.  249,  2  L.R.A.(X.S.)    746,  114  Am.  St.  Rep. 
37,   61   Atl.   646,   8    Ann.   Cas.   974, — holding   landlord   maintaining  elevator    in 
building  for  tenants  required  to  exercise  only  ordinary  care. 
'When  objection  to  tektliniony  available. 

Cited  in  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  St.  John,  29  C.  C.  A.  635,  57  U.  S. 
App.  366,  85  Fed.  807;  Davis  v.  United  States,  46  C.  C.  A.  624,  107  Fed.  757; 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Hellenthal,  31  C.  C.  A.  417,  60  U.  S.  App.  156,  88  Fed. 
119, — holding  objection  to  evidence  not  distinctly  indicating  grounds,  of  no  avail 
on  appeal;  Supreme  Council  C.  K.  of  A.  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co.  11  C.  C.  A.  105,  22' 
U.  S.  App.  439,  63  Fed.  57,  holding  objection  to  clerical  error  in  declaration  as  to 
termination  of  bond  should  have  pointed  out  error  to  render  it  available  oit 
appeal. 
Effect  of  proceedlncpii  ajralnst  ^vrongrdoer  on  title  to  property* 

Cited  in  Ledbetter  v.  Embree,  12  Ind.  App.  619,  40  N.  E.  928,  and  Oilman  v. 
Gilby  Twp.  8  X.  D.  032,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  791,  80  N.  W.  889,  holding  judgment  for 
conversion  does  not  operate  to  vest  title  in  goods  without  payment;  Briggs  v. 
McDonald,  160  Mass.  41,  43  N.  E.  1003,  sustaining  right  of  officer,  who  is  obligee 
in  bond  of  indemnity  in  attachment  to  recover  thereon  without  paying  judgment 
for  conversion  against  him;  Aldrich  v.  Hodges,  164  Mass.  571,  42  N.  E.  107,  hold- 
ing pendency  of  action  by  consignor  against  officer  for  conversion  of  goods  taken 
on  execution  against  one  of  consignees  no  defense  to  another  action  by  the  con- 
signees for  conversion;  Rogers  v.  Barnes,  169  Mass.  185,  38  L.  R.  A.  148,  47  N. 
E.  602,  holding  mortgagor  of  land  can  recover  full  damages  for  wrongful  execu- 
tion of  power  of  sale  by  mortgagee  even  if  he  cannot  redeem  from  purchaser; 
Irving  V.  Ford,  179  Mass.  222,  00  N.  E.  491,  holding  freedom  acquired  by  runaway 
slave  left  only  right  of  action  in  owner. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bolton  Mines  Co.  v.  Stokes,  31  L.  R.  A.  789,  which  holds 
bringing  of  replevin  suit  discontinued  before  judgment  no  bar  to  claim  for  pay- 
ment from  assets  of  purchaser's  estate. 
ConfllctlnHT  remedies. 

Cited  in  Zimmerman  v.  Robinson,  128  Iowa,  77,  102  N*.  W.  814,  5  Ann.  Cas. 
960,  holding  action  to  recover  purchase  price  of  property  by  buyer  on  ground 
that  contract  had  been  rescinded  in  which  judgment  was  rendered  against  plain- 
tiff, no  bar  to  action  for  breach  of  warranty;  Taber  v.  Breck,  192  Mass.  364,  78 
N.  E.  472,  holding  member  of  a  firm  under  a  contract  by  which  he  is  employed 
by  firm  at  a  salary-,  leaving,  and  by  which  when  he  leaves  the  employ  of  firm  he 
is  to  turn  over  his  stock  to  his  copartner  at  a  certain  price,  cannot  after  he  has 
turned  over  the  shares  and  brought  an  action  to  specifically  enforce  the  con> 
tract,  sue  for  profits  accruing  on  the  shares. 

Distinguished  in  Whitney  v.  Abbott,  191  Mass.  64,  77  N.  E.  524;  Frisch  v. 
Wells,  200  Mass.  431,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  145,  86  N.  E.  775,— holding  action  by 
seller  for  balance  due  on  conditional  sale  contract  bar  to  subsequent  action  of 
replevin  for  the  goods  sold. 

26  L.  R.  A.  37,  SPRINGFIELD,  F.  &  M.  INS.  CO.  v.  HULL,  61  Ohio  St  270,  46 

Am.  St.  Rep.  671,  87  N.  E.  1116. 
Effect  of  dnresa. 

Cited  in  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kirkpatrick,  111  Ala.  467,  20  So.  651,  holding 
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threats  of  imprisonment  in  order  to  induce  settlement  for  ]oss  under  insurance 
policy  avoid  the  settlement;  Heaton  v.  Norton  County  State  Bank,  69  Kan.  292,  52 
Pae.  876,  holding  that  transfer  of  bank  stock  by  woman  under  threat  to  arrest 
husband  is  luider  duress,  and  void ;  Ohio  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hopkins,  8  App.  D.  C.  156, 
holding  test  as  to  enforceability  of  demand  connected  with  illegal  transaction  is 
whether  aid  from  that  transaction  is  needed  to  establish  case;  McCormick  Har- 
vesting Mach.  Co.  V.  Miller,  64  Neb.  648,  74  N.  W.  1061,  holding  contract  to 
compound  crime  illegal;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Goodholm,  61  Kan.  763,  60  Pac. 
1066,  holding  action  for  personal  injuries  may  be  brought  without  restoring 
small  amount  paid  for  fraudulent  settlement. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Weber  v.  Shay,  37  L.  R.  A.  230,  which  holds  contract  by 
attorneys  to  prevent  finding  of  indictment  against  accused  person  void;  Titus  v. 
Rochester  German  Ins.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  478,  which  holds  fraudulent  representations 
inducing  compromise  through  mistake  as  to  legal  rights  ground  for  relief;  Jonea 
v.  Dannenberg  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  271,  which  holds  void,  in  hands  of  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser, note  given  to  stop  criminal  prosecution;  United  States  Fidelitj'  &  G.  Co. 
V.  Charles,  57  L.  R.  A.  212,  which  holds  void,  note  to  reimburse  surety  on  fidelity 
bond  given  on  condition  of  not  prosecuting  principal;  William  Deering  &  Co.  v. 
Cunningham,  64  L.  R.  A.  410,  which  holds  void,  contract  to  withdraw  opposition 
to  granting  of  pardon. 
liUiblltty  for  total  loMi  under  Btatnte. 

Cited  in  Hubbard  v.  Winshel,  6  Ohio  N.  P.  252,  and  Schild  v.  Phcenix  Ins. 
Co.  6  Ohio  N.  P.  135,  holding  value  of  buildings  destroyed  is  immaterial  where 
statute  fixes  liability  for  total  loss;  Milwaukee  Mechanics'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Russell, 
65  Ohio  St.  256,  56  L.R.A.  161,  62  N.  E.  338,  holding  act  fixing  liability  for  total 
loss,  a  part  of  all  fire  policies  issued  since  its  passage. 
ResctiMlon  of  contract  of  •cttlement. 

Cited  in  Munzer  v.  Stern,  105  Mich.  527,  29  L.R.A.  86],  55  Am.  St.  Rop.  468, 
63  X.  W.  513,  holding  vendor  not  required  to  return  goods  surrendered  by 
fraudulent  vendee  upon  compromise  of  claim  before  bringing  action  to  recover 
remainder;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Goodholm,  61  Kan.  763,  60  Pac.  1066,  holding 
person  injured  in  railway  collision  not  obliged  to  return  amount  received  in 
fraudulent  settlement  before  bringing  action;  Manley  v.  Carl,  20  Ohio  ('.  C\ 
173,  11  Ohio  C.  D.  8,  holding  refund  or  tender  of  money  paid  as  consideration  is 
not  necessary  in  order  to  repudiate  fraudulent  contract  and  have  deed  set  aside; 
Reeder  v.  Mason,  7  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  234,  28  Ohio  C.  C.  168,  holding  plaintiff  in 
action  on  debt  might  have  amount  tendered  and  paid  into  court  by  defendant 
and  proceed  with  his  action  for  balance. 

Distinguished  in  Conrad  v.  Keller  Brick  Co.  12  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  127,  31 
Ohio  C.  C.  703,  holding  where  contract  of  release  of  cause  of  action  for  personal 
injury  is  not  void  but  merely  voidable  for  fraud,  such  release  cannot  be  avoided 
without  tender  back  of  consideration;  Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Burke,  69  Ohio 
St.  309,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  666,  70  N.  E.  74,  holding  action  not  maintainable 
on  insurance  policy,  after  settlement  effected  through  fraudulent  representations 
of  insurance  company,  without  return  or  tender  of  amount  received. 

Denial  of  relief  on  lllegral  contract. 

Cited  in  Heintz  v.  Sawyer,  1  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  151,  holding  neither  party  to 
mortgage  based  in  part  upon  illegal  consideration  will  be  given  aid  of  court 
of  equity;  Schneider  v.  Kamp,  6  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  366,  holding  one  party  to 
agreement  to  operate  keeping  book  on  horse  races  cannot  recover  proceeds  of 
such  agreement  from  administrator  of  other  party  thereto. 

Cited  in  notes   (59  Am.  St.  Rep.  638)   on  contracts  incapable  of  ratification; 
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(117  Am.  St.  Rep.  497)  on  enforcement  of  contracts,  consideration  for  which  has 
partly  failed,  or  is  partly  illegal;  (117  Am.  St.  Rep.  523)  on  enforcement  of  con- 
tracts in  nature  of  compounding  criminal  prosecutions. 

25  L.  R.  A.  42,  MILLER  v.  HYDE,  161  Mass.  472,  42  Am.  St  Rep.  424,  37  N.  E. 
760. 

25  L.  R,  A.  48,  MOYER  v.  EAST  SHORE  TERMINAL  CO.  41  S.  C.  300,  44  Am. 

St.  Rep.  709,  19  S.  E.  651. 
Effect  of  by-la.'vra  on   tbose  dealing  "vrlili  eorpormtlon* 

Cited  in  Tres  Palacios  Rice  &.  Irrig.  Co.  v.  Eidman,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  547,  -93 
8.  W.  698;  Pine  Beach  Invest.  Corp.  v.  Columbia  Amusement  Co.  106  Va.  815, 
56  S.  E.  822, — holding  no  secret  limitations  on  implied  authority  in  by-laws  of 
corporation  are  binding  on  innocent  persons  dealing  with  officer  of  corporation. 

(3ited  in  footnotes  to  Wells  t.  Black,  37  L.  R.  A.  619,  which  holds  by-law  of 
savings  bank  declaring  waiver  of  stockholders'  liability,  void;  Ackenhausen  v. 
People's  Sav.  Bank,  33  L.  R.  A.  408,  which  requires  by-law  to  be  brought  to  de- 
positor's notice  to  relieve  savings  bank  from  liability  for  paying  forged  order  to 
one  presenting  pass  book;  Clark  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  43  L.  R.  A. 
390,  which  holds  constitution  and  by-laws  of  mutual  insurance  association  binding 
on  members,  whether  known  or  not ;  McLendon  v.  Sovereign  Camp,  W.  W.  52  tk  R. 
A.  444,  which  holds  reasonable  delay  in  delivering  benefit  certificate  gives  no  right 
to  recover  on  certificate  delivered  after  death  of  insured. 

Cited  in  notes  (49  L.  R.  A.  473)  on  time  for  which  contracts  of  employment 
may  be  made  on  behalf  of  corporation  by  its  officers,  directors,  and  agents;  (32 
L.  R.  A.  481)  on  liability  of  members  of  mutual  fire  insurance  companies. 

25  L.  R.  A.  52,  TEXAS  &  P.  R.  CO.  v.  GAY,  86  Tex.  571,  26  S.  W.  599. 
Jnrladlcilon  of  foreign  court. 

Cited  in  Story  v.  Jones,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  61,  40  S.  W.  417,  refusing  to  declare 
null,  after  twenty-five  years,  deed  irade  by  order  of  court  of  another  state,  of  land 
in  this  state;  American  Tribune  New  Colony  Co.  v.  Schuler,  34  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
565,  79  S.  W.  370,  holding  court  had  not  jurisdiction  to  wind  up  affairs  of  a 
foreign  corporation  not  domiciled  within  state  and  having  no  property  therein; 
Horn  V.  Pere  Marquette  R.  Co.  151  Fed.  631.  as  to  relation  of  circuit  courts  of 
the  United  States  within  different  judicial  districts  of  the  same  state  to  each 
other. 
Jurisdiction  over  receiver  of  corporation. 

Cited  in  Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  69  Fed.  878,  entertaining 
jurisdiction  in  action  by  railway  to  remove  receiver  appointed  by  state  court,  on 
ground  of  mismanagement  and  fraud;  Ocean  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Wilder,  107  Ga,  224,  33 
S.  E.  179,  holding  validity  of  order  appointing  receiver  for  want  of  jurisdiction 
in  appointment  can  be  called  in  question  in  collateral  proceeding;  Adams  v.  San 
Antonia  A.  P.  R.  Co.  34  Tex.  Civ.  App.  415,  79  S.  W.  79,  holding  burden  of 
showing  invalidity  of  appointment  of  receiver  upon  plaintiff  in  personal  injury 
action. 
Antliorlty  of  veeeiver  appointed  by  anotber  Jnrlsdletlon. 

Cited  in  Howard  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Ck>.  11  App.  D.  C.  335,  holding  decree 
of  state  court  appointing  receiver  has  no  effect  in  District  of  Columbia;  Trinity 
&  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Brown,  91  Tex.  677,  45  S.  W.  793,  holding  appointment  by  United 
States  court  of  receiver  over  railway  in  several  states  and  extended  to  railway 
operating  in  district  of  another  state  valid. 
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litabllltT  for  aets  of  recel-rer. 

Cited  in  San  Antonio  &  A.  P.  R,  Co.  v.  Adams,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  200,  32  S.  W. 
733,  holding  collusion  in  appointment  of  receiver  of  railway  interested  in  the  ap- 
pointment, must  involve  the  corporation,  to  make  it  responsible  for  acts  of  re- 
ceiver; Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Bath,  17  Tex.  Civ,  App.  708,  44  8.  W.  695, 
holding  purchaser  of  railway  sold  under  foreclosure  while  being  operated  by  re- 
ceiver liable  for  loss  of  cotton  shipped  over  road  after  its  sale  and  before  delivery; 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  McFadden  Bros.  89  Tex.  145,  33  S.  W.  853,  holding 
that  railway  company  taking  charge  of  its  property  after  discharge  of  receiver  is 
not  by  that  fact  made  liable  for  breach  of  his  contracts  or  for  his  torts;  Texas 
&  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Gay,  88  Tex.  116,  30  S.  W.  543,  holding  railway  liable  for  negli- 
gently killing  fireman  while  operated  by  receiver  appointed  by  collusion;  Pool  v. 
Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  338,  27  S.  W.  744,  holding  receiver  ap- 
pointed in  one  state  over  property  in  another  cannot  make  certificates  preference 
lien  on  such  property;  Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist,  321  Wis.  292,  99  N.  W.  909,  hold- 
ing if  a  receiver  is  imposed  upon  the  court  by  keeping  therefrom  knowledge  of 
the  real  purpose  of  those  who  nominate  him  in  the  interest  of  the  corporation 
or  its  officers  or  both,  he  is  to  be  deemed,  as  to  creditors,  the  agent  of  their 
adversaries. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bartlett  v.  Cicero  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  42  L,  R.  A.  715, 
which  holds  fund  in  hands  of  corporation  on  discharge  of  receiver  liable  for  in- 
juries caused  by  receiver's  negligence. 

Cited  in  note  (74  Am.  St.  Rep.  300)  on  action  without  leave  of  court  against 
railroad  receiver  or  railroad  for  which  he  is  appointed. 
Statnte  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  Prichard  v.  McCord-Collins  Co.  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  683,  71  S.  W.  303, 
holding  nristake  in  naming  defendant  corporation  in  original  petition  may  take 
case  out  of  statute;  Texas  4*  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Watson,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  656,  36  S. 
W.  290,  holding  statute  of  limitations  bar  to  action  originally  brought  against 
receiver  of  railway  and  by  amendment  brought  against  railway;  Armstrong  v. 
Elliott,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  46,  48  S.  W,  606,  holding  defendant  must  ask  for  sub- 
mission to  jury  the  question  of  bar  of  statute  of  limitations;  Dunn  v.  Taylor, 
42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  245,  94  S.  W.  347,  holding  in  order  to  suspend  running  of 
statute  of  limitations  so  as  to  permit  an  attack  on  a  tax  judgment  on  ground  of 
fraud  there  must  not  have  only  been  fraud  in  obtaining  the  judgment  but  it 
must  have  been  coupled  with  such  concealment  of  fraud  as  to  prevent  the  at- 
tacking party  from  discovering  same  by  due  diligence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  Blachley,  53  L.  R.  A.  849,  which  holds  running* 
of  limitation  against  action  to  recover  back  money  not  prevented  by  fraud  unless 
investigation  prevented  by  affirmative  efforts ;  Mereness  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  61  L, 
R.  A.  410,  which  holds  running  of  limitations  on  demand  certificate  of  deposit 
not  interrupted  by  bank's  misrepresentations  in  denial  of  liability;  Pietsch  v. 
Milbrath,  68  L.R.A.  945,  which  holds  that  the  fraudulent  concealment  of  a  cause 
of  action  at  law  will  not  prevent  running  of  limitations  where  the  statute  ex- 
pressly s.tates  that  it  shall  not  run  under  such  circumstances  in  equity  cases. 

Cited  in  note   (16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  259)   as  to  when  limitations  begin  to  run 
in  case  of  fraud  or  concealmoit. 
"Wlten  Instruction  to  Jary  required. 

Cited  in'  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Black,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  123,  67  S.  W.  330,  hold- 
ing mere  omission  in  court's  charge  must  be  corrected  by  asking  for  special 
instruction;  Beaumont,  8.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Olmstead,  66  Tex.  CJiv.  App.  105, 
120  S.  W.  696,  holding  that  party  cannot  complain,  in  absence  of  request  for 
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special  charge,  that  charge  to  jury  was  not  as  full  and  specific  as  desired;  St. 
Xx>uis  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Lovelady,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  283,  81  S.  W.  1040,  holding  failure 
to  charge  as  to  law  on  certain  issue  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  where  there 
was  no  request  for  such  charge. 
"Wben  appointment  of   receiver  !■  proper. 

Cited  in  note   (72  Am.  St.  Rep.  31,  32)   as  to  when  appointment  of  receiver 
is  proper. 
Pamilnsr  of  title  on  Judicial  sale* 

Cited  in  J.  M.  West  Lumber  Co.  v.  Lyon,  63  Tex.  Civ.  App.  655,  116  S-  W. 
052,  holding  that  in  judicial  sales  title  passes  by  order  of  court  confirming  sale, 
and  not  from  date  of  deed. 

25  L.  R.  A.  67,  STECK  v.  COLORADO  FUEL  &  IRON  00.  142  N.  Y.  236,  58  N. 

y.  S.  R.  765,  37  N.  E.  1. 
Reference  of  caaea  triable  to  Jnry. 

Followed  in  Snell  v.  Niagara  Paper  Mills,  193  N.  Y.  437,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  266. 
86  N.  E.  460,  holding  a  compulsory  reference  will  not  be  granted  by  reason  of  a 
counterclaim  involving  an  examination  of  a  long  account  when  the  cause  of 
action  set  out  in  the  complaint  entitles  plaintiff  to  a  jury  trial,  and  the  de- 
fense puts  in  issue  all  the  material  allegations. 

Cited  in  Irving  v.  Irving,  90  Hun,  423,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  744,  holding  answer  can 
be  looked  at  to  determine  whether  long  account  involved  making  it  referable: 
Importers  &  T.  Xat.  Bank  v.  Werner,  54  App.  Div.  440,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  996,  re- 
fusing compulsory  reference  where  long  account  is  not  immediately  but  only 
collaterally  involved;  Fisher  v.  Haines,  62  App.  Div.  69,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  787, 
allowing  reference  where  it  will  be  necessary  to  prove  debts,  liens,  claims,  taxes, 
judgments,  and  other  encumbrances,  and  earnings  of  railway;  Allentown  Rolling 
Mills  v.  Dwyer,  26  App.  Div.  101,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  624,  holding  fact  that  many 
items  go  to  make  up  alleged  damages  for  breach  of  contract  do  not  necessarily 
render  cause  referable;  Haig  v.  Boyle,  20  Misc.  155,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  816,  referring 
action  on  promissory  note  founded  on  numerous  items  where  answer  sets  up  coun- 
terclaim with  numerous  items  also;  Jones  v.  Lester,  77  App.  Div.  175,  78  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1000,  holding  reference  of  action  for  accounting  as  between  partners,  im- 
proper when  partnership  denied  by  answer,  until  fact  determined;  Sartorius  v. 
Gottlieb,  80  App.  Div.  114,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  159,  holding  reference  improper  where 
money  judgment  demanded  on  accoulit  for  single  purchase  and  sale  of  stock,  and 
interest  charges  advanced  by  broker;  Kennedy  v.  Horikoshi,  82  App.  Div.  416,  81 
N.  Y.  Supp.  827,  holding  reference  improper  where  complaint  based  on  contract 
put  in  issue  by  answer  and  counterclaim  requiring  examination  of  long  account; 
Malone  v.  Saints  Peter  &  Paul's  Church,  172  N.  Y.  282,  64  N.  E.  961  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  reversing  69  App.  Div.  422,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  1005,  and  holding 
compulsory  reference  may  be  ordered  in  action  by  .administrator  to  enforce  com- 
mon-law liability,  if  apparent  trial  will  involve  examination  and  auditing  of  long 
account;  Ames  v.  French,  83  App.  Div.  455,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  452,  holding  action  on 
account  stated  referable,  where  answer  alleged  that  account  was  false  and  fraudu- 
lent, and  trial  would  involve  examination  of  long  account;  Malone  v.  Saints  Peter 
&  Paul's  Church,  69  App.  Div.  422,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  1005,  holding  action  by  execu- 
tor or  administrator  to  enforce  common- law  cause  not  referable;  Betcher  v.  Grant 
County,  9  S.  D.  84,  68  N.  W.  163,  questioning,  without  deciding,  whether  anything 
but  pleadings  may  be  examined  to  determine  whether  examination  of  long  account, 
involved;  Kindberg  v.  Chapman,  115  App.  Div.  155,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  686,  hold- 
ing when  defendant  admits  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  but  counterclaims 
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for  money  loaned  consisting  of  a  great  number  of  items^  a  reference  is  proper; 
Jordan  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  126  App.  Div.  921,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  1133;  Ewart  v.  Kass, 
17  S.  D.  224,  95  N.  W.  915, — holding  long  accounts  in  a  counterclaim  will  noi 
justify  compulsory  reference;  New  York  Metal  Ceiling  Co.  v.  Kierman,  73  N.  J. 
L.  765,  65  Atl.  444,  holding  suit  to  enforce  a  mechanic's  lien  may  be  proper  sub- 
ject of  a  reference  under  the  statute. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Eao  parte  Keeler,  31  L.  R.  A.  678,  which  holds  summary 
proceeding  for  restraining  order  against  carrying  on  nuisance  not  violation  of 
jight  to  jury  trial. 

Cited  in  notes  (13  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  146,  147)  on  constitutionality  of  compulsory 
reference  in  actions  at  law;  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  265)  on  counterclaim,  set-off,  or 
affirmative  defense,  as  basis  for  compulsory  reference;  (39  L.R.A. (N.S.)  46) 
on  denial  of  jury  trial  because  matters  in  issue  complicated;  (3  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
405)   on  compulsory  reference  to  long  account. 

Distinguished  in  Berry  v.  Maldonado  &  Co.  61  Misc.  442,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  800, 
holding  an  action  is  referable  if  the  answer  renders  necessary  the  examination 
<of  a  long  account  w^hich  refers  to  matters  mentioned  in  the  complaint;  Price  v. 
Parker,  44  Misc.  589,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  98,  holding  fact  that  examination  of  a 
long  account  is  necessary  only  by  reason  of  defense  interposed  will  not  defeat 
.a  reference  where  the  effect  of  the  defense  is  to  make  the  long  account  an  ele- 
ment in  proof  of  plaintiff's  cause  of  action. 

Explained  in  Crawford  v.  Canary,  28  App.  Div.  136,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  874,  holding 
.affidavits  may  be  considered  by  court  to  determine  whether  action  referable. 

Criticized  in  Guaranty  Trust  Co.  v.  Robinson,  31  Misc.  281,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  366, 
referring  action  which  answer  discloses  will  require  examination  of  long  account. 

25  L,  R.  A.  79,  WOOLSEY  v.  CHICAGO,  B.  &  Q.  R.  00.  39  Neb.  798,  58  N.  W. 

444. 
Liability  for  injury  to  pasaenarer. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Purple  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  700,  which  holds 
one  riding  on  train  prohibited  from  carrying  passengers,  a  trespasser;  Menden- 
hall  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  120,  which  holds  one  riding  on 
platform  of  baggage  car  at  direction  of  brakeman,  to  whom  money  paid,  not  a 
passenger;  Chattanooga  Rapid  Transit  Co,  v.  Venable,  51  L.  R.  A.  886,  which 
holds  night  watchman  at  depot,  getting  on  train  to  announce  readiness  to  resume 

.duty,  a  passenger;  Louisville  &  X.  R.  Co.  v.  Weaver,  50  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  holds 
station  agent  riding  on  train  witliout  paying  fare,  several  hours  after  work  ended, 
a  passenger;  Brashear  v.  Houston  C.  A.  &  N.  R.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  811,  which 
sustains  right  of  recovery  of  passenger  going  on  platform  with  intent  to  get  off, 
when  thrown  off  by  sudden  increase  of  speed;  Jones  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  490,  which  denies  right  of  one  attempting  to  enter  car  of  mixed 
train  at  distance  from  station,  to  recover  for  injury  from  sudden  jolting  of  car  in 

-  eoupling. 

Cited  in  notes  (5  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1026;  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  426)  on  liability  of 
railroad  to  person  wrongfully  on  train  by  collusion  with  employee;  (13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  367)  on  liability  of  railroad  for  negligence  in  ejecting  trespasser  from 
moving  train;  (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  75,  84,  93)  on  who  are  passengers  and  when 
they  become  such. 
Contributory  neffllarenee  of  employee. 

Cited  in  Fremont,  E.  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  French,  48  Neb.  641,  67  N.  W.  472, 
holding  question  of  plaintiff's  negligence  in  stepping  from  train,  when  evidence 

•  conflicting  as  to  its  being  stationary,  is  for  jury. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  Distler  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  762^  which  holds 
stepping  from  station  platform  on  slowly  moving  train  not  negligence  per  #e. 
Dlrectlns:  verdict. 

Cited,  in  Elliott  v.  Carter  White-Lead  Co.  53  Neb.  461,  73  N.  W.  948,  sasUin- 
ing  directed  verdict,  where  employee  was  injured  by  accidental  dropping  of  lead 
pig  on  his  foot,  due  to  unforeseen  cause;  Shiverick  v.  R.  J.  Gunning  Co.  58  Neb. 
32,  78  N.  W.  460,  sustaining  directed  verdict  for  obliterating  sign  painted  on 
surface  -^f  party  wall  not  belonging  to  defendant;  Rogers  v.  Marriott,  59  Neb.  776, 
82  N.  W.  21,  sustaining  directed  verdict  for  defendant  sued  on  wagering  contract. 

25  L.  R.  A.  81,  MEUER  v.  CHICAGO,  M.  &  ST.  P.  R.  00.  5  S.  D.  568,  49  Am.  St. 

Rep.  898,  59  N.  W.  945. 
Preanmptlon  aa   to   la^Pfa   of   anotber   atate. 

Cited  in  Commercial  Bank  v.  Jackson,  9  S.  D.  607,  70  N.  W.  846,  Reaffirming 
on  second  appeal  7  S.  D.  141,  63  N.  W.  548,  presuming  law  of  another  state 
to  be  same  as  that  of  forum  as  to  liability  of  married  women  on  their  contracts; 
Morris  v.  Hubbard,  10  S.  D.  262,  72  ^.  W.  894,  holding  laws  of  another  state  pre- 
sumed to  be  similar  to  those  of  forum  as  to  incompetency  of  oral  evidence  of  clerk 
to  contradict  recitals  of  an  execution ;  Woolacott  v.  Case,  63  Kan.  36,  64  Pac.  905, 
holding  statutes  of  another  state  respecting  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  presumed 
to  be  same  as  law  of  forum;  Wilhite  v.  Skelton,  5  Ind.  Terr.  630,  82  S.  W,  932, 
holding  presumption  is  that  statute  of  frauds  of  another  state  is  the  same  as 
that  of  forum;  Iowa  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Schnose,  19  S.  D.  260,  103  N.  W.  22,  9 
Ann.  Gas.  255,  holding  law  of  another  state  as  to  effect  of  an  extension  releasing 
a  surety  presumed  to  be  same  as  that  of  forum;  Foss  v.  Petterson,  20  S.  D.  97, 
104  N.  W.  915,  holding  in  determining  legal  status  of  a  substituted  beneficiary 
in  an  insurance  policy  it  will  be  presumed  that  law  of  another  state  the  same 
as  that  of  forum. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Broadway  Bank,  42  L.  R.  A. 
140,  which  denies  presumption  that  statutory  restrictions  on  alienation  of  inter- 
ests of  cestui  que  trust  are  law  of  other  state;  Aslanian  v.  Dostumian,  47  L.  R.  A. 
495,  which  denies  presumption  that  law  merchant  as  to  protest  of  draft  prevails 
in  Asiatic  Turkey. 

Cited  in  note    (67  L.R.A.  53)   on  presumption  as  to  similarity  of  law  of  an- 
other state. 
Conflict  of  laTra  reapectins:  carrier's  contracts. 

Cited  in  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Harrison,  119  .\la.  545,  43  L.  R.  A.  387,  72  Am. 
St.  Rep.  936,  24  So.  552,  holding  law  of  state  where  shipping  contract  made  im- 
material, when  schedule  of  freight  rates  approved  by  Interstate  Commerce  Law 
have  been  published. 

Cited  in  note  (63  L.  R.  A.  527)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  carrier's  contracts. 
Contracts   exemptinir   carrier   from   liability. 

Cited  in  Heumphreus  v.  Fremont,  E.  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  8  S.  D.  112,  65  N.  W. 
466,  holding  fact  that  person  in  charge  had  ridden  in  car  with  stock  no  evidence  of 
waiver  of  stipulation  to  ride  in  caboose  only;  Lothian  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
25  S.  D.  322,  126  N.  W.  621,  holding  that  telegraph  company  cannot  under  sec 
tion  1583  of  Civil  Code  exonerate  itself  by  agreement  from  liability  for  gros^ 
negligence,  fraud  or  wilful  wrong. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Crary  v.  I^high  Valley  R.  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  815,  which  re- 
quires proof  of  negligence  causing  injury  to  passenger  using  excursion  ticket  by 
which  passenger  assumes  risk  of  accident;  Ullman  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  56 
L.  R.  A.  246,  which    sustains   carrier's    right  to   secure  entire   exemption   from 
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liability  as  insurer  for  loss  not  due  to  negligence  or  misfeasance;  Pdyne  v.  Terre 
Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  472,  which  sustains  stipulation  in  pass  releasing 
carrier  from  liability  for  negligence;  Mears  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  56 
L.  R.  A.  884,  which  authorizes  cflrrier  to  stipulate  for  exemption  from  liability 
for  wet;  Tecumseh  Mills  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  49  L,  R.  A.  557,  which  holds 
prohibition  against  carriers  limiting  liability  inapplicable  to  contract  by  domestic 
corporation  in  other  state  for  transportaton  entirely  outside  of  state;  Illinois  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Beebe,  43  L.  R.  A.  210,  which  denies  negligence  of  stock  owner  in  remain- 
ing in  stock  car  on  train  starting  while  he  is  attending  to  stock;  McNeill  v. 
Durham  &  C.  R.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  227,  which  holds  that  acceptance  of  free  trans- 
portation which  carrier  is  prohibited  under  penalty  from  granting  does  not  pre- 
vent a  recovery  for  injuries  due  to  carrier's  negligence;  Russell  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  67 
L.R.A.  433,  which  sustains  carrier's  right  to  limit  common  law  liability  by 
special  contract  thereby  exempting  itself  from  .liability  for  loss  resulting  other- 
wise than  by  negligence  or  misfeasance. 

Cited  in  notes  (1  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  676)  on  risks  of  negligence  assumed  by  con- 
tract with  carrier  as  including  gross  negligence;  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  624)  on 
right  of  carrier  to  exempt  itself  from  liability  for  negligence. 

Disapproved  in  Summerlin  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  56  Fla.  692,  19  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  193,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  164,  47  So.  557,  holding  all  stipulations  by  a 
carrier  of  goods  for  exemption  from  negligence,  whether  gross  or  ordinary,  are 
ineffectual. 

25  L.  R.  A.  87,  QUIRK  v.  MLT.LER,  14  Mont.  467,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  647,  36  Pac. 

1077. 
▼alldfty  of  eon  tracts  In.  relation  to  testimony. 

Cited  in  Young  v.  Thomson,  14  Colo.  App.  315,  59  Pac.  1030,  holding  contract 
to  suppress  evidence,  against  public  policy;  Wright  v.  Somers,  125  111.  App.  258, 
holding  that  contract  to  pay  fact  witness  for  loss  of  time,  is  void  as  against 
public  policy;  J.  I.  Caae  Threshing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Fisher,  144  Iowa,  50,  122  N. 
W.  575,  holding  that  agreement  to  pay  person  for  procuring  evidence  of  other 
party's  breach  of  contract  was  not  illegal;  Neece  v.  Joseph,  95  Ark.  564,  30 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  282,  129  S.  W.  797,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  655,  holding  that  contract 
to  secure  evidence  of  given  facts,  which  will  permit  winning  of  lawsuit,  is  void 
as  against  public  policy;  Hughes  v.  Mullins,  36  Mont.  276,  92  Pac.  758,  13  Ann. 
Cas.  209,  holding  contract  whereby  one  for  a  consideration  to  furnish  evidence 
that  would  enable  another  to  win  certain  suits,  void. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  279;  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  147)  on  validity  of  con- 
tracts to  furnish  evidence. 

Distinguished  in  Casserleigh  v.  Wood,  14  Colo.  App.  279,  59  Pac.  1024,  holding 
agreement  to  furnish  evidence  already  procured,  and  necessary  to  establish  claim, 
not  against  public  policy;  Smith  v.  Hartsell,  150  N.  C.  80,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  207, 
63  S.  £.  172,  holding  an  agreement  by  a  party  to  give  all  true  evidence  when 
called  oir  in  any  suit  it  may  be  necessary  to  bring  to  recover  an  estate  in  which 
he  has  an  interest,  not  void  as  against  public  policy,  when  there  is  no  evidence 
that  he  is  to  receive  payment  therefor  beyond  the  legal  witness  fees. 

25  L.  R.  A.  90,  YALE  GAS  STOVE  CO.  v.  WILCOX,  64  Conn.  101,  42  Am.  St. 

Rep.  159,  29  Atl.  303. 
lilabllltjr  of  promoters. 

Cited  in  Hambleton  v.  Rhind,  84  Md.  488,  40  L.  R.  A.  231,  36  Atl.  597;  Wood- 
bury Heights  Land  Co.  v.  Loudenslager,  55  N.  .7.  Eq.  92,  35  Atl.  436 ;  Goodwin  T. 
Wilbur,  104  111.  App.  62, — holding  that  one  who  represents  prospective  purchaser 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 84. 
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of  property,  procures  subscriptions  to  proposed  corporation,  gets  up  prospectus, 
does  everything  to  start  enterprise,  is  a  promoter  bound  to  reveal  facts  to  intend- 
ing subscribers;  Seehom  v.  Hall,  130  Mo.  261,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  562,  32  S.  W.  643, 
holding  person  associating  with  others  to  purchase  property  must  account  to  oth- 
ers for  any  sum  he  received  as  commission  unknown  to  them;  Hayward  v.  Leeson. 
176  Mass.  318,  49  L.  R.  A.  732,  footnote  p.  725,  57  N.  E.  656,  holding  promoters 
of  corporation  liable  to  account  for  net  profits  received  by  them  where  they  have 
had  issued  to  them  one  third  of  capital  stock  without  informing  intending  sub- 
scribers; Forest  Land  Co.  v.  Bjorkquist,  110  Wis.  552,  86  N.  W.  183,  refusing  to 
enjoin  action  to  enforce  judgment  for  deficiency  on  foreclosure  against  stock- 
holders of  corporation  which  had  purchased  land  of  one  employing  agent  to  sell 
who  had  promoted  company;  Hutchinson  v.  Simpson,  92  App.  Div.  424,  87  N.  Y. 
Supp.  369  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  stock  subscription  contract  with 
promoters  holding  options  on  property,  does  not  give  corporation  right  of  action 
to  compel  promoters  to  account  for  secret  profit;  Yeiser  v.  United  States  Board 
&  Paper  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  729,  footnote  p.  724,  46  C.  C.  A.  576,  107  Fed.  348,  sus- 
taining right  of  corporation  to  secure  cancelation  of  stock  paid  for  out  of  secret 
profits,  by  subscribers,  from  sale  of  property  to  corporation;  Gasser  v.  Wall, 
116  Minn.  63,  131  N.  W.  850,  holding  that  where  persons  unite  in  joint  enter- 
prise profits  obtained  by  anyone  inures  to  benefit  of  all;  Mason  v.  Carrothers, 
105  Me.  409,  74  Atl.  1030,  holding  corporation  may  recover  secret  profits  erf 
promoter  although  it  may  have  been  guilty  of  some  illegal  conduct  connected 
with  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit  but  not  with  reference  to  matter  in  liti- 
gation; Lomita  Land  &  Water  Co.  v.  Robinson,  154  Cal.  51,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1132,  97  Pac.  10;  The  Telegraph  v.  Loetscher,  127  Iowa,  389,  101  N.  W.  773, 
4  Ann.  Cas.  667;  Wills  v.  Nehalem  Coal  Co.  52  Or.  78,  96  Pac.  528;  Old 
Dominion  Copper  Min.  &  Smelting  Co.  v.  Bigelow,  203  Mass.  202,  40  L.R^4. 
(N.S.)  339,  89  N.  E.  193, — holding  promoters  liable  to  corporation  for  secret 
profits;  Hall  v.  Grayson  County  Nat.  Bank,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  330,  81  S.  W.  762, 
holding  false  representations  by  promoter  sufficient  ground  to  avoid  stock  sub- 
scription by  one  relying  thereon;  Miller  v.  Denman,  49  Wash.  223,  16  L.R.A, 
(N.S.)  351,  95  Pac.  67,  holding  original  incorporators  are  liable  to  subscriber 
for  the  amount  paid  on  his  stock  subscription  upon  their  abandonment  of  the 
enterprise  upon  their  failure  to  secure  full  subscriptions  of  stock;  A.  J.  Cranor 
Co.  V.  Miller,  147  Ala.  273,  41  So.  678,  as  to  liability  of  promoters  of  a  corpo- 
ration to  the  subscribers  also  citing  annotation  on  this  point. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Milwaukee  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Dexter,  40  L.  R.  A.  837, 
which  denies  promoter's  liability  for  profit  on  transferring  to  corporation  land 
purchased  before  formation  of  corporation  commenced;  Shields  v.  Clifton  Hill 
Land  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  509,  which  holds  no  vested  right  of  creditors  to  whom  cor- 
porators had  been  personally  liable  violated  by  validating  corporate  charter; 
Hooper  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  262,  which  denies  enforcement  of  mort- 
gage received  by  promoters  on  corporate  property;  St.  Johns  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Munger. 
29  L.  R.  A.  63,  which  holds  fraud  of  promoters  in  inducing  subscription  no  de- 
fense to  assessment  on  stock;  Pietsch  v.  Milbrath.  68  L.R.A.  945,  which  holds 
that  promoters  of  corporation  cannot  escape  liability  to  take  for  fraudulent 
profits  in  transferring  to  it  property  at  an  excessive  value  by  limiting  stock 
subscription  to  themselves  until  the  transaction  is  consummated. 

Cited  in  notes  (16  L.R.A. (X.S.)  348)  on  liability  of  incorporators  for  funds 
subscribed  toward  incorporation  never  completed;  (18  L.R.A,(N.S.)  1106)  on 
duty  and  liability  of  promoters  to  corporation  and  its  members. 

Distinguished  in  Tompkins  v.  Sperry,  96  Md.  682,  54  Atl.  254,  holding  neither 
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■corporation  nor  its  receiver  has  right  of  action  against  shareholders  selling  shares 
under  false  representations  as  to  value  of  property. 
Remedies  as  to  fraudulent  contracts. 

Cited  in  Houts  v.  Scharbauer,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  613,  103  S.  W.  679,  holding 
that  joint  purchaser  with  agent  who  was  to  receive  commission  for  selling  land 
may  rescind  upon  discovery  of  facts,  where  seller  was  party  to  fraud;  Water 
Comrs.  V.  Bobbins,  82  Conn.  643,  74  Atl.  938,  holding  where  contract  is  partly 
executed,  it  is  open  to  the  party  upon  whom  fraud  was  practiced,  prqvided  he 
acts  promptly  after  discovery  of  the  fraud,  either  to  repudiate  the  contract  or 
to  continue  on  with  contract  and  sue  for  the  fraud. 

Cited  in  notes  (34  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1210)  on  right  to  retain  property  purchased 
through  secretly  interested  agent  and  seek  relief  against  agent;  (117  Am.  St. 
Rep.  512)  on  contracts  tending  to  create  breach  of  confidence  or  trust  or  induce 
fraud;  6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  816)  on  nondisclosure  of  material  facts  as  ground  for 
rescission  of  contract. 
Enforcement  of  contracts  asrainst  public  policy. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Woodson  v.  Hopkins,  70  L.R.A.  645,  which  holds  one 
conducting  loan  office  and  receiving  rates  of  interest  so  extortionate  as  to  shock 
.moral  sense  and  be  against  public  policy  not  entitled  to  aid  of  equity  to  com- 
pel agent  to  pay  over  money  received  in  business  or  to  obtain  possession  of 
property  pertaining  to  business. 
Measure  of  damages  for  fraudulent  representations. 

Cited  in  note  (123  Am.  St.  Rep.  783)  on  measure  of  damages  for  fraudulent 
representations  including  contract  for  sale  or  exchange  of  land. 

25  L.  R.  A.  106,  BLAKESLEE  v.  CARROLL,  64  Conn.  223,  29  Atl.  473. 
Privilege  of  -vrltness. 

Cited  in  Dennehy  v.  O'Connell,  66  Conn.  181,  33  Atl.  920,  holding  petition  to 
board  of  police  commissioners  maliciously  charging  officers  with  perjury,  and 
requesting  their  removal,  not  privileged  communication;  Lauder  v.  Jones,  13 
N.  D.  554,  101  K.  W.  907,  holding  evidence  given  in  judicial  proceedings 
privileged;  Schultz  v.  Strauss,  127  Wis.  329,  106  N.  W.  1066,  7  Ann.  Cas.  528, 
iiolding  communications  made  to  grand  jury  privileged. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cooley  v.  Galyon,  60  L.  R.  A.  139,  which  holds  words  ma- 
■liciously  spoken  by  witness  in  judicial  proceeding  of  stranger,  absolutely  priv- 
ileged, if  pertinent  and  responsive;  Kubricht  v.  State,  68  L.  R.  A.  969,  which 
holds  clergyman  entering  on  baptismal  record,  as  reputed  father  of  bastard  child, 
.name  of  person  known  to  have  been  acquitted,  guilty  of  libel;  Shinglemeyer  v. 
Wright,  50  L.  R.  A.  129,  which  holds  information  given  to  detectives  as  to  larceny 
-with  reason  for  suspecting  certain  person  as  thief  privileged. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  467)  on  privilege  attaching  to  proceedings 
:for  impeachment  or  removal  of  public  officers;  (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  122,  124)  on 
what  libelous  statements  are  privileged;  (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  54)  on  effect  of 
malice  of  words  otherwise  privileged. 

25  L.  R.  A.  110,  Re  SIMS,  54  Kan.  1,  45  Am.  St.  Rep,  261,  37  Pac.  136. 

Contempts. 

Cited  in  Re  Davis,  58  Kan.  377,  49  Pac.  160,  holding  committee  of  legislature 
investigating  bribery  charges  cannot  imprison  witness  for  refusal  to  testify;  Cook 
V.  Wyatt,  60  Kan.  538,  57  Pac.  130,  holding  sheriff  cannot  appeal  from  discharge 
from  illegal  imprisonment  of  witness  comniitte<i  for  contempt;  Sharp  v.  SUite, 
102  Tcnn.  12,  43  L.  R.  A.  789,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  851,  49  S.  W.  752,  holding  par- 
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doning  power  of  governor  extends  to  caaes  of  contempt;  Re  Huron,  58  Kan.  159, 
36  L.  R.  A.  825,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  614,  48  Pac.  574  (dissenting  opinion),  majority 
holding  notary  public  cannot  punish  for  contempt;  State  ex  rel.  Coleman  v, 
Ross,  78  Kan.  602,  97  Pac.  788,  as  to  quality  of  criminality  in  contempts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Clark,  28  L.  R.  A.  242,  which  upholds  right  to  sum- 
marily enforce  answer  by  imprisoning  witness. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Siebert,  61  Kan.  113,  58  Pac.  971,  upholding  statute  per- 
mitting  clerk  of  court  to  issue  warrants  of  arrest  and  admit  to  bail  during  court 
vacation. 
Delearatfon  of  po'vrer. 

Cited  in  Western  XJ.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Myatt,  98  Fed.  350,  holding  statute  confer- 
ring legislative  as  well  as  judicial  functions  on  state  court  of  visitation,  uncon- 
stitutional; State  ex  rcl.  Godard  v.  Johnson,  61  Kan.  812,  49  L.  R.  A.  666,  60  Pac 
1068,  holding  all  governmental  powers  cannot  be  delegated  to  single  tribunal; 
State  ex  rel.  Taylor  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  76  Kan.  474,  92  Pac.  606,  holding  act 
creating  board  of  railroad  commissioners  with  power  to  fix  rates  not  delegation 
of  legislative  or  judicial  powers;  Nash  v.  Glen  Elder,  81  Kan.  450,  106  Pac.  292, 
holding  statute  empowering  county  boards  to  hear  and  determine  the  appli- 
cation of  a  city  of  the  third  class  for  permission  to  extend  its  corporate  limits 
not  in  violation  of  the  constitution  as  conferring  judicial  powers  upon  county 
boards;  State  v.  Carter,  74  Kan.  157,  86  Pac.  138,  as  to  statute  conferring  upon 
county  attorneys  the  power  to  commit  witnesses  being  unconstitutional. 

25  L.  R.  A.  114,  STATE  ex  rel.  AMBLER  v.  HOCKER,  34  Fla.  25,  16  So.  581. 
Dlsqaallflcatlon  of  one  'vrltb  Judicial  po'vrer. 

Cited  in  Findley  v.  Smith,  42  W.  Va.  305,  26  S.  E.  370,  limiting  extent  of 
power  of  disqualified  judge  to  mere  formal  orders  necessary  to  forward  to  proper 
tribunal;  State  v.  Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  66  Neb.  882,  93  N.  W.  319,  holding  statutes 
disqualifying  judge  on  account  of  interest  should  be  given  liberal  construction; 
Juliana  v.  State,  167  Ind.  426,  79  N.  £.  359,  holding  an  attorney  consulted  by 
defendant's  wife  with  a  view  to  his  employment  and  who  examined  the  indict- 
ment and  consulted  with  defendants  but  who  was  not  retained  is  not  competent 
to  sit  as  special  judge  in  defendant's  case;  Stevens  v.  Hall,  8  Idaho,  555,  69 
Pac.  282,  holding  under  statute  one  who  acted  as  attorney  in  action  is  not  dis- 
qualified from  acting  as  judge  in  an  action  to  revive  judgment  entered  in  the 
original  action  where  the  only  questions  involved  are  the  regularity  of  entry 
of  such  judgment  and  the  payment  thereof. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Jamieson  v.  Wiggin,  46  L.  R.  A.  317,  which  holds  one  not 
an  attorney  not  eligible  as  judge;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  McGuire,  47  L.  R,  A.  413, 
w^hich  holds  judge  disqualified  to  try  case  in  which  plaintiff  is  corporation  of 
which  his  w^ife  is  a  shareholder ;  State  eat  rel.  Barnard  v.  Board  of  Education,  40 
L.  R.  A.  317,  which  holds  school  director  disqualified  to  try  charges  against  school 
superintendent  towards  whom  he  has  personal  enmity;  State  ew  rel.  Getchel  v. 
Bradish,  37  L.  R.  A.  289,  which  holds  disqualification  of  one  member  of  town 
board  to  sit  on  rehearing  for  revocation  of  license  makes  revocation  invalid. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.  R.  A.  465)  on  competent  of  judge  as  witness  in  cause- 
on  trial  before  him. 

25  L.  R.  A.  120,  OSBORNE  v.  STATE,  33  Fla.  162,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  99,  14  So. 

588. 
Taxation  of  corporate  bnalneaa. 

Cited  in  Knoxville  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Harris,  99  Tenn.  712,  53  L.  R.  A.  931,  43  S, 
W.  115,  holding  tax  imposed  on  business  of  railroad  done  within  state  valid;  State* 
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T.  Rocky  Mountain  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  27  Mont.  402,  71  Pac.  311,  upholding  validity 
of  state  statute  imposing  license  tax  upon  each  telephone  used  in  local  or  state 
business;  State  ex  rel.  Coleman  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  75  Kan.  622,  90  Pac. 
299,  holding  law  requiring  foreign  corporations  doing  business  in  state  to  pay 
charter  fee,  valid;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  State,  82  Ark.  318,  101  S.  W.  748, 
12  Ann.  Cas.  82,  holding  statute  requiring  forei^^n  corporations  to  file  certified 
copies  of  their  articles  of  incorporation  with  secretary  of  state  and  pay  a  reason- 
able fee  therefor,  valid;  Hardee  v.  Brown,  56  Fla.  386,  47  So.  834,  holding  where 
a  license  tax  is  imposed  upon  express  companies  with  reference  to  intrastate 
business,  the  fact  that  interstate  business. is  also  done  by  the  company  does  not 
relieve  it  of  the  tax  if  it  desires  to  do  intrastate  business. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  State  Assessors,  25  L.  IL  A.  134,  which  upholds 
■state  tax  on  domestic  corporations  generally,  although  incidentally  affecting  cor- 
poration engaged  in  interstate  commerce;  Littlefield  v.  State,  28  L.  R.  A.  688, 
vrhich  limits  power  to  license  sales  of  milk  to  regulation^  and  not  raising  of 
revenue. 

Cited  in  notes  (57  L.  R.  A.  63,  92)  on  taxation  of  corporate  franchises  in  the 
United  States;  (60  L.  R.  A.  650,  679,  688)  on  corporate  taxation  and  the  com- 
merce clause;  (30  L.  R.  A.  419,  432,  433)  on  limit  of  amount  of  license  fees. 

Distinguished  in  State  esB  rel.  Donovan  v.  District  Court,  27  Mont.  424,  71  Pac. 
401,  holding  occupation  tax  on  general  business  of  express  company  invalid,  as 
regulation  of  interstate  commerce. 
Conatructlon    of    «tAiiit«B. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  56  Fla.  667,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
670,  47  So.  969,  holding  statutes  should  be  so  construed  as  to  render  them 
constitutional  if  possible. 

25  L.  R.  A.  134,  STATE,  LUMBERVILLE  DELAWARE  BRIDGE  CO.,  PROSE- 
CUTORS, V.  STATE  ASSESSORS,  65  N.  J.  L.  629,  26  Atl,  711. 
Corporate  taxatloii. 

Cited  in  Knoxville  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Harris,  99  Tenn.  712,  53  L.  R.  A.  931,  43  8. 
W.  115,  upholding  tax  laid  on  business  of  railroad  done  within  state;  State,  Mars- 
den  Co.,  Prosecutor,  v.  State  Assessors,  61  N.  J.  L.  463,  39  Atl.  638,  holding  tax 
laid  on  corporation,  a  license,  and  not  property  tax,  and  unaffected  by  fact  that 
capital  in  part  invested  in  patent  rights;  Lockhaven  Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.  v.  United 
States  Mortg.  k  T.  Co.  34  Colo.  247,  81  Pac.  804,  holding  statute  requiring 
foreign  corporations  to  pay  an  annual  license  tax  based  upon  the  amount  of 
capital  stock  for  privilege  of  doing  business  within  the  state  is  a  tax  on  the 
business  of  foreign  corporations  and  not  a  property  tax;  North  Jersey  Street 
R.  Co.  V.  Jersey  City,  73  N.  J.  L.  483,  65  Atl.  833,  holding  franchise  tax  imposed 
on  persons  or  corporations  occupying  public  itreets  is  in  nature  of  license  tax 
and  not  a  tax  upon  property. 

Cited  in  notes  (60  L.  R.  A.  675,  677)  on  corporate  taxation  and  the  commerce 
clause;   (60  L.  R.  A.  339)  on  constitutional  equality  in  the  United  States  in  rela- 
tion to  corporate  taxation;    (57  L.  R.  A.  35,  79,  80)   on  taxation  of  corporate 
franchises  in  the  United  States. 
Interstate  commerce. 

Cited  in  Ames  v.  Kirby,  71  N.  J.  L.  447,  59  Atl.  558,  holding  statute  prohibit- 
ing pool  selling  not  in  conflict  with  interstate  commerce  clause  of  Federal  Consti- 
tution although  it  may  incidentally  'operate  to  prevent  interstate  wagers  by 
telegraph. 
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25  L.  R.  A.  139,  CHAMBERLAIN  v.  NORTH  EASTERN  IL  CO.  41  S.  C.  399,  44 

Am.  St.  Rep.  717,  19  S.  E.  743,  996. 
Title  to  mftmb  land. 

Cited  in  Chisolm  v.  Caines,  67  Fed.  290,  holding  marsh  lands  in  harbor  and 
bays  subject  to  grant  by  state  to  private  parties. 
Corporate   rlffbta    to   land. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wilson  v.  Leary,  38  L.  R.  A.  240,  which  holds  resulting 
trust  in  favor  of  grantor  not  created  by  conveyance  in  fee  to  corporation  with 
limited  e.vistence;  Gurney  v.  Minneapolis  Union  Elevator  Co.  30  L.  R.  A.  534, 
which  holds  erection  of  public  warehouse  on  railroad  land  not  abandonment  of 
easement;  Morrison  v.  St.  Paul  &  N.  P.  R.  Co.  30  L.  R,  A.  546,  which  holds  lease 
of  railroad  for  999  years,  not  a  sale. 
Disposition  of  land  acquired  for  a  public  use. 

Cited  in  Spierling  v.  Ohl,  232  111.  586,  83  N.  £.  1068,  13  Ann.  Cas.  430,  hold- 
ing that  one  who  conveys  land  and  thereby  secures  dismissal  of  condemnation, 
proceedings  parts  with  the  fee  and  cannot  question  subsequent  disposition  there- 
of although  purpose  for  which  condemnation  was  sought  has  been  abandoned. 
<lneatlona  considered  on  rebenrinc 

Cited  in  Powell  v.  Nevada,  C.  &  O.  R.  Co.  28  Nev.  343,  82  Pac.  96,  holding 
questions  not  raised  on  original  hearing  will  not  be  considered  on  rehearing. 

25  L.  R.  A.  143,  FLETCHER  v.  TUTFLE,  151  lU.  41,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  220,  37  N. 

E.  683. 
Bqnitjr  Jnriadiction  over  political  rigtktu. 

Cited  in  Morgan  v.  Nunn,  84  Fed.  564,  refusing  to  enjoin  removal  of  general 
clerk  in  office  of  internal  revenue  collector;  Green  v.  Mills,  30  L.  R.  A.  94,  foot- 
note p.  90,  16  C.  C.  A.  523,  25  U.  S.  A  pp.  383,  69  Fed.  858,  refusing  to  enjoin  per- 
formance of  duties  by  supervisor  of  registration  because  right  to  vote  might  be 
interfered  with;  Marshall  v.  Illinois  State  Reformatory,  103  111.  App.  70,  denying 
jurisdiction  of  equity  to  restrain  removal  of  party  from  office;  Taylor  v.  Ker- 
cheval,  82  Fed.  500,  refusing  to  restrain  United  States  marshal  from  removing 
deputy;  State  ex  rel.  McCaffery  v.  Aloe,  152  Mo.  480,  47  L.  R.  A.  398,  footnote 
p.  393,  54  S.  W.  494,  holding  that  person  must  go  to  court  of  law  to  obtain  purely 
political  rights;  Weaver  v.  Toney,  107  Ky.  434,  50  L.  R.  A.  109,  footnote  p.  105, 
54  S.  W.  732.  refusing  mandatory  injunction  to  enforce  right  to  have  inspector  at 
polls,  appointed  by  executive  committee  of  political  partj';  People  ex  rel.  Malley 
V.  Barrett,  203  fil.  104,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  296,  67  N.  E,  742,  holding  chancery 
without  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  election  board  from  producing,  counting,  and  can- 
vassing ballots  pursuant  to  subpoena  of  proper  tribunal;  Anthonj'  v.  Burrow,  129 
Fed.  790,  holding  equity  without  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  issuance  by  state  officers 
charged  with  duty,  of  certificate  of  nomination  to  candidate  for  Congress; 
Duggan  V.  Emporia,  84  Kan.  434,  114  Pac.  235.  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  719,  holding 
that  courts  will  not  enjoin  calling  and  holding  of  election;  Thom  v.  Cook,  113 
Md.  90,  77  Atl.  120,  dismissing  appeal  in  action  for  injunction  to  prevent  super- 
visors of  elections  from  placing  on  official  ballot,  names  of  certain  persons  nomi- 
nated by  certificate,  because  election  time  had  passed;  Thompson  v.  Haskell.  24 
Okla.  77,  102  Pac.  700,  holding  that  injunction  does  not  lie  to  prevent  governor 
issuing  proclamation  of  result  of  election  held  for  purpose  of  detaching  certain- 
territory  from  one  county  and  annexing  it  to  another;  Bennett  Trust  Co.  v.. 
Sengstacken,  58  Or.  351,  113  Pac.  863,  holding  that  injunction  will  not  lie  to 
determine  whether  commissioners  of  incorporated  ports  under  laws  of  1909,  right- 
fully hold  such  office;  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Huston,  27  Okla.  617,  34  L.R.A. 
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(X.S.)  388,  113  Pac.  190,  holding  that  district  court  has  power  to  enjoin  exe- 
cutive officers  of  state  other  than  governor  from  using  public  funds  contrary 
to  law;  Vickery  v.  Wilson,  40  Colo.  496,  90  Pac.  1034;  People  ex  rel.  Koelling 
V.  Cannon,  3  111.  C.  C.  268, — ^holding  chancery,  has  no  jurisdiction  to  compel 
public  officers  to  obey  the  election  law;  United  States  Standard  Voting  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Hobflon,  132  Iowa,  45,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  516,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  539,  109  N. 
W.  458,  10  Ann.  Cas.  972,  holding  court  of  equity  has  no  power  to  enjoin  use 
of  voting  machines  at  election;  Winnett  v.  Adams,  71  Neb.  824,  99  N.  W.  681, 
nolding  a  court  of  equity  will  not  undertake  to  supervise  the  acts  and  manage- 
ment of  a  political  party  for  the  protection  of  a  purely  political  right;  State  ex 
rel.  Crawford  v.  Dunbar,  48  Or.  Ill,  85  Pac.  337,  holding  an  injunction  will  not 
issue  to  restrain  secretary  of  state  from  printing  on  the  ballots  for  an  election 
the  title  of  a  proposed  act  in  certain  specified  terms;  McDonald  v.  Lyon,  43  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  487,  95  S.  W.  67,  holding  equity  will  not  enjoin  a  chairman  of  an 
executive  committee  of  a  political  party  from  calling  a  state  convention  of  the 
party;  Corcoran  v.  Pittston,  11  Kulp,  85,  holding  injunction  will  not  lie  to  try 
title  to  an  office. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Taylor  v.  Lord,  31  L.  R.  A.  473,  which  de- 
nies power  of  court  to  interfere  with  location  by  governor  of  site  for  public  insti- 
tution; Denny  v.  State,  31  L.  R.  A.  726,  which  denies  right  to  create  double  dis- 
tricts so  as  to  give  counties  having  less  than  population  for  one  senator  or  repre- 
sentative a  voice  in  electing  more  than  one;  Davis  v.  Hambrick,  51  L.  R.  A.  671, 
which  holds  decision  of  state  central  committee  between  bodies  claiming  to  be  ex- 
ecutive committee  of  county  conclusive  on  courts;  Phelps  v.  Piper,  33  L.  R.  A.  53, 
which  holds  question  as  to  which  faction  of  political  party  is  true  representative, 
political  rather  than  judicial;  Covington  v.  Buffett,  47  L.  R.  A.  622,  which  denies 
court's  jurisdiction  to  determine  existence  of  vacancy  in  office  of  senator;  Feslcr 
V.  Brayton,  32  L.  R.  A.  578,  which  denies  right  to  injunction  against  holding  elec- 
tion under  alleged  unconstitutional  statute;  State  ex  rel.  Cranm^r  v.  Thorson,  33 
L.  R.  A.  582,  which  denies  right  to  enjoin  certifying  of  proposed  constitutional 
amendment. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)   382,  384)  on  interference  by  equity  in  matters 
preceding  elections. 
Injunction  In  favor  of  atate. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Taylor  v.  Lord,  28  Or.  508,  31  L.  R.  A.  476,  43  Pac.  471, 
holding  state  not  exempt  from  rules  of  law  applicable  to  individuals  in  asking  in- 
junction against  public  officers. 
Injunction  asralnat  enforcement  of  la'vr. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  O'Hare,  124  111.  App.  299,  holding  threatened  trespass  by 
municipal   authorities    cannot    be   enjoined    where    such    trespass    if    committed 
would  be  wholly  in  connection  with  due  and  proper  enforcement  of  law. 
Political   and   Judicial   qneatlona. 

Cited  in  McConaughy  v.  Secretary  of  State,  106  Minn.  416,  119  N.  W.  408, 
holding  question,  as  to  whether  constitutional  amendment  has  been  legally 
adopted  a  judicial  question  over  which  the  courts  have  jurisdiction. 

26  L.  R.  A,  149,  ELLERBE  v.  FAUST,  119  Mo.  653,  25  S.  W.  390.    . 
BSlfect  of  bT-lA'«v>  on  benefit  society  n&entberabip. 

Cited  in  Loeffler  v.  Modern  Woodmen,  100  Wis.  84,  75  N.  W.  1012,  holding 
member  of  benefit  association  bound  by  by-law  which  works  forfeiture  of  his  busi- 
nesf*,  though  adopted  after  he  became  member ;  Supreme  I^dge  K.  of  P.  v.  Trebbe,. 
179  III.  356,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  120,  53  N.  E.  730,  holding  member  of  benefit  society 
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amenable  to  suicide  by-law  adopted  after  he  became  member;  Franta  v.  Bohemian 
Roman  Catholic  Central  Union,  164  Mo.  314,  54  L.  R.  A.  726,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  611, 
63  S.  W.  1100,  holding  fraternal  benefit  society  may  limit  its  membership  to  re- 
ligious order  and  expel  member  for  not  observing  rule  of  church  and  by-law  of 
society;  State  ex  reL  Schrempp  v.  Grand  Lodge,  A.  0.  U.  W.  70  Mo.  App.  4U7, 
holding  benefit  society  not  estopped  to  expel  member  for  infraction  of  by-law  be- 
cause he  was  assessed  for  death  losses  after  he  was  known  to  have  infracted  law; 
Hall  V.  Western  Travelers  Acci.  Asso.  69  Neb.  603,  96  N.  W.  170,  holding  that 
member  of  mutual  benefit  society  is  bound  by  -subsequent  amendment  to  consti- 
tution; Reynolds  v.  Supreme  Council,  R.  A.  192  Maas.  158,  7  L.R^.(N.S.)  1163, 
78  N.  £.  129,  7  Ann.  Cas.  150,  holding  that  raising  rate  of  assessment  on  mem- 
ber of  mutual  benefit  society  by  change  of  by-laws  does  not  impair  his  contract; 
Williams  v.  Supreme  Council  C.  M.  B.  A.  152  Mich.  8,  115  N.  W.  1060,  holding 
that  application  is  part  of  contract,  though  not  made  so  by  certificate  or  by- 
laws in  force  at  time  it  was  signed;  Brown  v.  Great  Camp,  K.  M.  M.  167  Mich. 
133,  132  N.  W.  562;  Grand  Lodge,  A.  0.  U.  W.  v.  Burns,  84  Conn.  365,  80  Atl. 
157, — ^holding  that  by-law  providing  that  member  who  should  become  retail 
liquor  seller  should  forfeit  rights  in  beneficiary  fund  was  reasonable  and  valid. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  L.  R.  A.  620)  on  charter  restrictions  on  eligibility  to  be- 
come shareholder  in  corporation;  (1  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1065)  on  efifect  of  adoption 
of  by-laws  by  fraternal  insurance  order  upon  benefit  certificates  already  issued; 
(24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1031)  on  validity  of  retrospective  law  of  benefit  association 
as  to  manner  of  establishing  claim;  (52  Am.  St.  Rep.  551,  558)  on  effect  of  by- 
laws of  mutual  or  membership  life  or  accident  insurance  companies. 

Distinguished  in  Sackberger  v.  National  Grand  Lodge  I.  0.  T.  L.  73  Mo.  App. 
42  (concurring  opinion),  as  to  power  of  benefit  association  to  pass  law  affecting 
existing  insurance  of  member  without  his  assent;  Grand  Lodge  A.  O.  U.  W. 
V.  Haddock,  72  Kan.  40,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1068,  82  Pac.  583,  holding  that  adop- 
tion of  by-law  excluding  liquor  dealers  does  not  avoid  certificate  of  member  al- 
ready in  liquor  business. 
Forfeiture  of  Inanrance  contract. 

Cited  in  Behling  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  L.  Ins.  Co.  117  Wis.  32,  93  N.  W.  800, 
holding  self-executing  forfeiture  clause  in  insurance  contract,  because  of  nonpay- 
ment of  premium,  enforceable;  Whighan  v.  Independent  Foresters,  44  Or.  554, 
75  Pac.  1067,  holding  that  fraternal  society  is  not  estopped  to  forfeit  policy  for 
false  statements  in  application,  unless  after  knowledge  of  such  statements  it 
dealt  with  member  as  in  good  standing. 

Cited  in  note  (52  Am.  St.  Rep.  574)  on  forfeiture  of  mutual  or  membership 
life  or  accident  insurance  policies. 

Distinguished  in  Leech  v.  Order  of  R.  Telegraphers,  130  Mo.  App.  20,  109  S. 
W.  811,  holding  that  fraternal  benefit  society  waives  right  to  declare  forfeiture 
for  nonpayment  of  dues  by  retaining  assessments  subsequently  paid. 

25  L.  R.  A.  152,  DUFFIELD  v.  WILLIAMSPORT  SCHOOL  DISTRICT,  162  Pa. 
476,  29  Atl.  742. 

CompnlaorT  vaccination. 

Cited  in  Morris  v.  Columbus,  102  Ga.  800,  42  L.  R.  A.  180,  66  Am.  St.  Rep. 
243,  30  S.  E.  850,  sustaining  compulsory  vaccination  within  city  limits  when  epi- 
demic exists  or  is  apprehended;  Com.  v.  Pear,  183  Mass.  246,  66  N.  E.  719,  uphold- 
ing constitutionality  of  statute  imposing  fine  for  violation  of  requirement  of 
board  of  health  that  all  inhabitants  of  city  be  vaccinated;  Bissell  v.  Davison,  65 
Conn.  192,  29  L.  R.  A.  254,  footnote  p.  251,  32  Atl.  348,  upholding  statute  ex- 
cluding unvaccinated  children  from  public  schools;  Blue  v.  Beach,  155  Ind.  137, 
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50  L.  R.  A.  71,  footnote  p.  64,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  195,  66  N.  E.  89,  holding  local 
board  of  health  may  require  vaccination  as  prerequisite  to  school  attendance  dur- 
ing threatened  epidemic;  Viemei«ter  v.  White,  88  App.  Div.  61,  84  N.  Y.  Supp. 
712,  holding  regulation  excluding  unvaccinated  children  from  schools  reasonable 
and  constitutional,  independent  of  specific  menace  of  disease;  Glover  v.  Board  of 
Education,  14  S.  D.  144,  84  N.  W.  761,  holding  suspension  of  pupil,  after  rein- 
statement by  court   order,  because   it  was  then   thought   epidemic   of   smallpox 
threatened,  not  contempt  of  court;  Mathews  v.  Kalamazoo  Bd.  of  Edu.  127  Mich. 
536,  54  L.  R.  A.  736,  footnote  p.  736,  86  N.  W.  1036,  denying  right  of  school  dis- 
trict to  adopt  continuing  rule  excluding  all  unvaccinated  pupils  when  contagious 
disease  not  epidemic;  Osbom  v.  Russell,  64  Kan.  509,  68  Pac.  60,  holding  statute 
excluding  pupils  infected  with  contagious  disease  from  schools,  no  authority  for 
exclusion  until  successfully  vaccinated;  Lawbaugh  v.  Board  of  Education,  66  III. 
App.  167,  holding  vaccination  of  pupils  as  qualification  for  admission  to  public 
schools  reasonable  regulation;  Lyndall  v.  Board  of  Public  Education,  25  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  647,  Affirmed  in  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  234,  holding  school  directors  may  exclude 
teachers  as  well  as  pupils  who  have  not  been  vaccinated ;  State  ex  rel.  Freeman  v. 
Zimmerman,  86  Minn.  358,  58  L.  R.  A.  80,  footnote  p.  78,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  36  U 
90  N.  W.  783;  Gerhard  v.  Packer  T\*'p.  School  District,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  340,  9  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  721,  denying  mandamus  to  compel  admittance,  to  public  school,  of  child 
without  certificate  of  vaccination;  Field  v.  Robinson,  198  Pa.  638,  48  Atl.  873,  re- 
fusing mandamus  to  compel   principal  to  admit  unvaccinated  pupils  to  public 
school ;  Nissley  v.  Hummelstown,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  734,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  483,  2  Dauphin 
Co.  Rep.  366,  holding  valid,  requirement  of  certificate  of  successful  vaccination  as 
condition  precedent  to  admission  to  public  schools;  State  ew  rel.  Cox  v.  Board  of 
Education,  21  Utah,  416,  60  Pac.  1013,  holding  reasonable  option  given  pupils  dur- 
ing epidemic  to  be  vaccinated  or  stay  away  from  school;   Auten  v.  School  Bd. 
83   Ark.   436,   104   S.  W.   130,   holding  regulation    of    school    board    requiring 
presentation  of  vaccination  certificate  as  condition   precedent  to  admission  of 
pupil,  reasonable  and  valid;  Hutchins  v.  Durham,  137  N.  C.  70,  49  S.  £.  46,  2 
Ann.  Cas.  340,  holding  where  a  school  board  has  entire  and  exclusive  control  of 
the  public  schools  they  may  require  vaccination  as  a  prerequisite  to  attendance; 
State  ex  rel.  CBannon  v.  Cole,  ^20  Mo.  707,  22  L.R.A,(X.S.)   989,  119  S.  W. 
424,  holding  under  statute  giving  school  directors  authority  to  make  all  needful 
rules  and  r^ulations  for  organization,  grading  and  government  of  their  school 
districts  such  directors  had  authority  to  exclude  all  pupils  not  vaccinated  dur- 
ing a  threatened  smallpox  epidemic;   Viemeister  v.  White,   179  K,   Y.  240,   70 
L.R.A.  798,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  859,  72  N.  E.  97,  1  Ann.  Cas.  834;  State  ex  rel. 
Milhoof  V.  Board  of  Education,  76  Ohio  St.  303,  81  N.  E.  568,  10  Ann.  (as.  879; 
Stull  V.  Reber,  215  Pa.  160,  64  Atl.  419,  7  Ann.  Cas.  415, — holding  statute  re- 
quiring exclusion  from  public  schools  of  children  who  had  not  been  vaccinated 
a  valid  exercise  of  the  police  power;  Lyndall  v.  Board  of  Public  Education,  10 
Pa.  Dist.  R.  665,  holding  board  of  education  had  power  to  suspend  teachers  who 
failed  to  produce  vaccination  certificates;  Com.  ex  reL  Carson  v.  Rowe,  218  Pa. 
172,  67  Atl.  56,  holding  statute  requiring  vaccination  of  pupils  of  public  schools 
imposed  no  duty  upon  school  directors  to  exclude  a  child  who   had  not  been 
vaccinated  and  mandamus  cannot  issue  against  them  to  compel  them  to  exclude 
such  child;  Jacobson  v.  Massachusetts,  197  U.  S.  33,  49  L.  ed.  652,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  358,  3  Ann.  Cas.  765,  affirming  183  Mass.  246,  67  L.R.A.  939,  66  N.  E.  719, 
upholding  statute  authorizing  board  of  health  to  require  vaccination  of  all  in- 
habitants and  penalizing  disregard  of  such  requirement. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Smith,  28  L.  R.  A.  820,  which  denies  authority  to 
quarantine,  for  refusal  to  be  vaccinated,  one  not  shown  to  have  been  exposed  to 
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smallpox;  Com.  v.  Pear,  67  L.R.A.  935,  which  sustains  power  of  legislature  to 
authorize  health  authorities  of  municipality  to  require  under  penalty  all  citizens 
to  be  vaccinated  when  considered  necessary  for  the  public  health;  Re  Viemeister, 
70  L.R.A.  796,  which  upholds  statute  recjuiring  vaccination  as  proper  requisite 
to  attendance  at  public  schools. 

Cited  in  notes  ( 26  L.  R.  A.  728 )  on  special  powers  and  liabilities  of  municipali- 
ties in  times  of  epidemic;  (17  L.R.A. {N.S.)  709,  712)  on  compulsory  vacci- 
nation: (47  Am.  St.  Rep.  546;  49  L.  ed.  U.  S.  643,  644)  on  constitutionality  of 
compulsory  vaccination;  (65  Am.  St.  Rep.  338)  on  refusal  to  be  vaccinated  as 
cause  for  which  children  may  be  excluded  from  public  schools. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Adams  v.  Burdge,  95  Wis.  402,  37  L.  R.  A.  161, 
footnote  p.  167,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  123,  70  X.  VV.  347,  and  Potts  v.  Breen,  167  111. 
77,  39  L.  R.  A.  155,  footnote  p.  152,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  262,  47  N.  E.  81,  Affirming  60 
111.  App.  207,  denying  reasonableness  of  rule  of  state  board  of  health,  compelling 
vaccination  as  prerequisite  to  school  attendance  when  epidemic  is  not  prevailing 
or  threatening. 
Rlirlit  to  exclude  cblld  from  acliool  for  pttreafa  abnae  of  teacher. 

Cited  in  Board  of  Education  v.  Purse,  101  Ga.  440,  41  L.  R.  A.  607,  65  Ana.  St. 
Rep.  312,  28  S.  E.  896,  holding  board  of  education  can  exclude  from  school,  chil- 
dren of  parent  abusing  teacher  in  school  during  school  hours. 

25  L.  R.  A.  155,  FORD  v.  FORSGARD,  87  Tex.  185,  27  S.  W.  67. 
Property  exempt  aa  bomeatead. 

Cited  in  Brennan  v.  Fuller,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  511,  37  S.  VV.  641,  holding  busi- 
ness building,  a  portion  of  which  occupied  by  owner  as  postoffice,  a  business  home- 
stead not  subject  to  liens  of  his  creditors;  Smith  v.  Guckenheimer,  42  Fla.  49,  27 
So.  900  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  homestead  exemption  does  not 
extend  to  improvements  other  than  residence  and  business  house  of  owner,  and 
land  on  which  situated. 
Abandonment  of  bomeatead. 

Cited  in  Rente  v.  Sullivan,  52  Tex.  Civ.  App.  463,  116  S.  W.  350,  holding  that 
where  homestead  was  established  in  building  used  as  hotel,  there  could  be  no 
abandonment  of  part  only  of  premises  by  failing  to  use  such  part  for  homestead 
premises;  Re  Presnall,  167  Fed.  409,  holding  debtor  leased  home  to  daughter  as 
a  boarding  house  and  retained  one  room  for  his  wife  and  himself  he  did  not  aban- 
don the  property  as  a  homestead. 

25  L.  R.  A.  157,  DOYLE  v.  FITCHBURG  R.  CO.  162  Mass.  66,  44  Am.  St.  Rep. 

335,  37  N.  E.  770. 
Jurladlction. 

.  Cited  in  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Hurd,  56  L.  R.  A.  211,  47  C.  C.  A.  621,  108  Fed. 
122,  sustaining  jurisdiction  of  Federal  district  court  over  action  brought  under 
statute  of  another  state  to  recover  for  death  by  negligence. 
^V^ben   employee  a   paaaensrer. 

Cited  in  Simmons  v.  Oregon  R.  Co.  41  Or.  164,  69  Pac.  440,  holding  railway 
employee  traveling  gratuitously  on  his  own  business  during  lay-off,  is  passenger; 
Chattanooga  Rapid  Transit  Co.  v.  Venable,  105  Tenn.  469,  51  L.R.  A.  886,  58  S. 
W.  861,  holding  railroad  employee  carried  from  work  as  gratuity,  a  passenger; 
Dickinson  v.  West  End  Street  R.  Co.  177  Mass.  367,  52  L.  R.  A.  327,  83  Am.  St. 
Rep.  284,  59  N.  E.  60,  holding  street  railway  employee  riding  gratuitously  while 
off  duty  a  passenger;  Doyle  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  166  Mass.  494,  33  L.  R.  A.  846, 
iootnote  p.  844,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  417,  44  N.  E.  611,  holding  ticket  given  to  em- 
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ployee,  conceded  to  be  passenger,  not  mere  gratuity;  Dayton  Coal  &  I.  Co.  v. 
Bodd,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  463,  110  C.  C.  A.  395,  188  Fed.  606,  holding  that  mine 
employees  gratuitously  carried  to  and  from  work  on  railroad  operated  by  mine 
owner  as  private  road  are  not  passengers;  Harris  v.  City  &  E.  G.  R.  Co.  69  W. 
Va.  06,  —  L.R.A.(X.S.)  — ,  70  S.  E.  859,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  D,  59,  holding  that 
servant  of  railroad  who  is  furnished  with  pass,  is  passenger;  Headline  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  113  Minn,  81,  128  N.  W.  1115,  holding  that  bridge  carpenter  who 
had  free  transportation  to  and  from  work  can  recover  from  railroad  for  injury 
caused  by  negligence  of  engineer  and  conductor;  Indianapolis  Traction  &  Termi- 
nal Co.  V.  Romans,  40  Tnd.  App.  196,  79  N.  E.  1068,  holding  servant  of  street 
railroad  company  riding  to  hi;j  home  at  close  of  day's  work,  on  a  free  ticket 
issued  by  such  company  for  his  convenience,  a  passenger;  Hebert  v.  Portland  R. 
Co.  103  Me.  322,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  297,  69  Atl.  266,  13  Ann.  Caa.  886,  holding 
employee  of  street  railway  company  riding  to  work  on  a  regular  street  car  of 
the  company  of  his  own  volition  and  not  by  direction  of  company  and  paying 
his  fare  with  coupons  issued  him  by  the  company  as  part  of  his  wages,  a  pas- 
senger; Tingley  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  109  App.  Div.  797,  96  N.  Y.  Supp  866,  as 
to  physician  of  railway  company  riding  on  a  pass  which  was  not  a  mere  gratuity 
but  a  part  consideration  of  his  employment  being  a  passenger. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  McNulty  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  376,  which 
holds  railroad  employee  working  on  bridge  a  passenger  while  riding  home  on 
train;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Weaver,  50  L.  R.  A.  381,  which  holds  station 
agent  riding  on  train  without  paying  fare,  several  hours  after  work  ended,  a 
passenger. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  L.R.A.  324)  on  railroad  employees  or  officers  as  passengers; 
(61  Am.  St.  Rep.  88)  on  who  are  passengers  and  when  they  become  such. 

Distinguished  in  Walsh  v.  Cullen,  235  111.  96,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  914,  85  N.  E. 
223,  holding  proprietor  of  elevator  not  a  carrier  of  passengers  as  to  his  own 
employees;  Kilduff  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  195  Mass.  309,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  874,  81 
N.  E.  191,  holding  workman  employed  by  street  railway  company  in  construction 
of  a  new  line  of  track,  while  being  transported  home  on  a  special  car  used  for 
workmen  over  a  portion  of  the  track  not  yet  open  to  the  public,  not  a  passenger. 
IVho  are  fellonv  servants. 

Cited  in  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Hendricks,  49  Tex.  Civ.  App.  324,  108  S. 
W.  745,  holding  brakeman  who  at  close  of  days  work  had  determined  to  quit  the 
employ  of  defendant  railway  company  was  struck  by  defendant's  engine  while 
crossing  a  bridge  not  fellow  servant  of  other  employees  of  company;  Louisville 
&  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Wade,  46  Fla.  201.  35  So.  863,  holding  rule  denying  master's  lia- 
bility for  an  injury  by  a  fellow  servant  has  no  application  to  one  who  when  in- 
jured was  not  engaged  in  the  performance  of  his  duties  to  the  common  master 
but  had  left  the  scene  of  his  labors  and  was  engaged  in  his  ow^n  pursuits. 

Cited  in  note  (50  L.  R.  A.  462,  467)  on  what  servants  are  deemed  to  be  in 
same  common  employment,  apart  from  statutes,  where  no  questions  as  to  vice 
principalship  arise. 

Distinguished  in  Louisville  &  X.  R.  Co.  v.  Stuber.  54  L.  R.  A.  698,  48  C.  C.  A. 
152,  lOa  Fo<l.  937,  holding  foreman  of  water  supply  on  railroad  traveling  from  sta- 
tion to  station  on  pass  in  performance  of  duties,  fellow  servant  of  engineer ;  Dishon 
V.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  126  Fed.  202,  holding  section  hand  caught  be- 
tween cars  after  working  hours,  fellow  servant  to  employees  operating  ears. 
Effect  of  settlement  for  mrrongrfnl  act  cansinfr  death. 

Cited  in  Southern  Bell  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Cassin,  111  Ga.  616.  50  L.  R.  A. 
711,  36  S.  E.  881,  holding  widow's  right  of  action  for  wrongful  act  causing  death 
of  husband  taken  away  by  settlement  made  by  husband  before  decease. 
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Cited  in  note  (70  Am.  St.  Rep.  684)  on  compromise  or  release  of  actions  for 
death  of  human  being. 
statutory  action  for  death  of  paMienarer. 

Cited  in  Hudson  v.  Lynn  &  B.  R.  Co.  185  Mass.  516,  71  N.  E.  66,  as  to  amount 
recovered  against  railway  company  for  death  of  passenger  being  in  nature  of 
penalty  to  widow,  children  or  next  of  kin. 
Llmttatton   of  carrier's  Itabiltty. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Boston  &  N.  Street  R.  Co.  205  Mass.  109,  90  N.  E.  1152,  to 
the  point  that  railroad  cannot  release  itself  by  contract  made  in  advance,  from 
penalty  imposed  by  statute  for  negligence  in  carriage  of  passenger. 

Cited  in  note  (37  L.R.A.(N.S.)   237)   on  validity  of  stipulation  in  pass  limit- 
ing carrier's  liability. 
Relatlonahlp  of  maater  aad  Mervant   oatalde  Tvorkiny   hours. 

Cited  in  note  (12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  857)  on  existence  of  relationship  where  serv- 
ant goes  on  master's  premises  at  other  than  hours  of  actual  labor. 

25  L.  R.  A.  159,  FISH  v.  CAPWELL,  18  R.  I.  667,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  807,  29  Ail. 

840. 
Products  of  the  soil  as  realty. 

Annotation  cited  in  Ross  v.  Cook,  71  Kan.  119,  80  Pac.  38,  holding  growing 
grass  part  of  realty  and  requires  an  agreement  in  writing  for    its    sale    and 
severance  from  the  realty. 
Title  to  timber  and  lovs. 

Cited  in  Polk  v.  Carney,  21  S.  D.  297,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  719,  112  N.  W.  147, 
holding  that  written  contract  not  acknowledged,  whereby  one  party  was  to  cut 
timber  from  certain  tract  and  deliver  certain  amount  to  other  party,  was  mere 
license,  revocable  by  sale  of  land;  Clarke  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  26 
R.  I.  60,  58  Atl.  245,  holding  agreement  authorizing  party  to  cut  and  remove  all 
wood  on  certain  land  merely  a  revocable  license  and  conveyed  no  interest  in  land. 

Annotation  cited  in  Richbourg  v.  Rose,  63  Fla.  186,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  1061. 
44  So.  69,  12  Ann.  Cas.  274,  as  to  whether  sale  of  standing  timber  is  within 
statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Yockey  v.  Norn,  26  L.  R.  A.  145,  which  holds  title  to 
timber  does  not  pass  until  delivery  on  cars  under  unrecordable  instrument  requir- 
ing payment  of  balance  when  loaded  on  cars ;  Macomber  v.  Detroit,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co. 
32  L.  R.  A.  102,  which  holds  title  to  logs  not  forfeited  by  failure  to  remove  within 
time  fixed  by  contract ;  Magnetic  Ore  Co.  v.  Marbury  Lumber  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  434. 
which  holds  title  of  absolute  grantee  to  timber  not  forfeited  by  failure  to  cut  and 
remove  within  reasonable  time. 

Cited  in  note  (13  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  280)  on  character  of  purchase  of  standing 
timber  to  be  removed  within  specified  period,  as  of  realty,  or  of  personalty. 

Disapproved  in  Brown  v.  Bishop,  105  Me.  280,  74  Atl.  724,  holding  written 
instrument  authorizing  one  to  cut  all  timber  on  certain  lot  passed  an  interest 
in  the  timber  growing  there;  Richbourg  v.  Rose,  53  Fla.  186,  125  Am.  St.  Rep. 
1061,  44  So.  69,  12  Ann.  Cas.  274,  holding  a  sale  of  standing  timber  is  a  contract 
concerning  an  interest  in  land  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 

25  L.  R.  A.  161,  MATTHEWS  v.  ST.  LOUIS  &  S.  F,  R.  CO.  121  Mo.  298,  24  & 
W.  591. 

Absolute  liability  of  railroads  for  1<mmi  of  property. 

Affirmed  in  165  U.  S.  1,  41  L.  ed.  611,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  243,  upholding  statute 
making  railroad  company  absolutely  liable  for  property  destroyed  by  fire. 
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Cited  in  Campbell  v.  Missouri  P.  B,  Co.  121  Mo.  346,  25  L.  R.  A.  176,  footnote 
p.  175,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  530,  25  S.  W.  936;  Adums  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  138 
Mo.  249,  28  S.  W.  496;  Clioctaw  O.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Alexander,  7  Okla.  685,  52  Pac. 
«44;  McFarland  v.  Missouri  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  94  Mo.  App.  340,  68  S.  W.  106;  Black- 
more  V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  162  Mo.  461,  62  S.  W.  993;  Walker  Bros.  v.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  68  Mo.  App.  471, — upholding  statute  making  railroad  absolute  insurer 
•of  property  destroyed  by  it;  Jensen  v.  South  Dakota  C.  R.  Co.  25  S.  D.  511,  35 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1020,  127  N.  W.  660,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  C,  700,  holding  that  statute 
imposing  absolute  double  liability  upon  railroad  'which  sets  fire  along  right  of  way 
is  constitutional;  Eraser  v.  Pere  Marquette  R.  Co.  18  Ont.  L.  Rep.  696,  as  to 
liability  of  railway  company  for  damage  caused  by  fire. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Leavitt  v.  Canadian  P.  R.  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  162,  which  sus- 
tains statute  limiting  railroad's  liability  for  fires  to  difference  between  amount  of 
loss  and  amount  of  insurance;  McCullem  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  49  L.  R.  A. 
642,  which  sustains  presumption  of  negligence  from  issuance  of  sparks  from  loco- 
motive sufficient  to  kindle  fire  and  destroy  adjacent  property;  Johnson  v.  Oregon 
Short  Line  R.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  744,  which  holds  a  railroad  company  liable  for 
horse  killed  on  unfenced  track;  Kirk  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  416, 
which  holds  necessary  use  of  salt  to  keep  switches  free  from  ice  not  render  com- 
pany liable  for  killing  of  cattle  attracted  thereby;  Birmingham  Mineral  R.  Co.  v. 
Parsons,  27  L.  R.  A.  263,  which  holds  invalid,  act  imposing  absolute  liability  for 
stock  killed  on  railroad  track;  Dyer  v.  Maine  Central  R.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  416, 
which  holds  clause  in  statute  making  railroad  company  liable  for  losses  by  fire 
set  out  by  engines  w^hich  gives  it  the  benefit  of  insurance  inapplicable  t<>  loss  due 
to  its  own  negligence. 

Cited  in  notes  (31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  861,  864,  866)  on  constitutionality  of  stat- 
utes requiring  railroad  to  fence  tracks  and  build  cattle  guards;  (35  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1016)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  making  railroads  absolutely  liable 
for  damage  by  fire  or  to  stock;  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  171)  on  statutory  liability 
of  railroads  for  fire. 

Disapproved  in  Stephenson  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  165, 
holding  in  action  against  a  railroad  company  for  damage  caused  by  fire  along 
its  right  of  way  communicated  from  engine  the  plaintiff  must  show  negligence. 

Contrtbiitory   neslfarence. 

Cited  in  Bowen  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  179  Mass.  527,  61  N.  E.  141;  Wall  v. 
Piatt,  169  Mass.  406,  48  N.  £.  270;  Boston  Excelsior  Co.  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co. 
93  Me.  65,  47  L.  R.  A.  85,  footnote  p.  82,  44  Atl.  138;  Adams  v.  St.  Louis  & 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  138  Mo.  249,  28  S.  W.  496;  Walker  Bros.  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  68 
Mo.  App.  471, —  holding  under  statute  owner*s  negligence,  short  of  fraud,  no 
bar  to  recovery  for  loss  by  fire  set  by  locomotive;  Wyatt  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line 
R.  Co.  156  N.  C.  314,  72  S.  E.  383,  holding  that  contributory  negligence  of  owner 
of  building  destroyed  by  fire  alleged  to  have  been  started  by  railroad  cannot  be 
shown  by  evidence  that  building  was  old,  neglected  and  inflammable. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Peter  v.  Chicago  &  W.  M.  R.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  224,  which 
holds  contributory  negligence  no  defense  to  railroad  company's  absolute  liability 
for  fires;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Zernecke,  55  L.  R.  A.  610,  which  sustains 
statute  making  carrier  liable  for  injury  to  passengers  not  due  t^  their  criminal 
negligence  or  violation  of  express  rule. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.  672)  on  how  far  statutes  will  be  regarded  as  having 
abrogated  maxim  that  one  cannot  profit  by  his  own  wrong;    (12  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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624,   620)    on  duty   of  abutter  to   prevent   accumulation  of  combustibles   near 

railway. 

Abatement   of  damagrea. 

Cited  in  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  74  Mo.  App.  113,  holding  rail- 
road cannot  escape  liability  for  loss  by  fire  because  owner  first  receives  com- 
pensation from  insurance  company;  Matthews  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  142  Mo. 
659,  44  S.  W.  802,  holding  railroad  cannot  have  damages  for  loss  of  bam  by 
fire  from  its  locomotive  reduced  by  amount  of  insurance  paid  to  owner;  Hartford 
F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Wabash  R.  Co.  74  Mo.  App.  113,  holding  railroad  liable  to  insur- 
ance company  for  damage  by  fire  caused  by  it,  where  it  has  settled  with  owner 
after  notice  of  insurance  company's  claim;  Williams  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
123  Mo.  585,  27  S.  W.  387,  holding  damages  for  personal  injury  cannot  be 
abated  by  partial  compensation  from  collateral  source. 
Llabilftr  tor  property  not  inanrable. 

Cited  in  Lumbermen's  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &,  M.  R.  Co.   149 
Mo.  173,  50  S.  W.  281,  and  Adams  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.   138  Mo.  249, 
28  S.  W.  496,  holding  damages  for  loss  by  fire  by  locomotive  includes  property 
not  insurable. 
Itiablllty  under  Insurance  contract. 

Cited  in  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  Ordelheide,  88  Mo.  App.  592,  holding  insurance 
contract  in  lease  enforceable,  although  loss  occasioned  by  negligence  of  assured. 
Police  poifver. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Davis-Smith  Co.  v.  Clausen,  65  Wash.  180,  37  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  474,  117  Pac.  1101,  holding  that  statute  creating  employee's  indemnity 
fund  by  assessments  upon  employers  in  hazordous  callings  is  within  police  power ; 
State  v.  Tower,  185  Mo.  92,  68  L.R.A.  408,  84  S.  W.  10,  holding  anti-smoke  stat- 
ute valid  exercise  of  police  power;  Kuchler  v.  Weaver,  23  Okla.  438,  100  Pac.  915, 
18  Ann.  Cas.  462,  holding  statute  prohibiting  the  maintenance  of  a  slaughter 
house  within  one  half  mile  of  the  corporate  limits  of  a  city  of  the  first  class,  valid 
exercise  of  the  police  power. 
ItOcomotlTCS  a«   iAcreaiilnfr  Are  risk. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  Belt  &  Terminal  R.  Co.  v.  Mendonsa,  193  Mo.  522,  91  S.  W. 
65;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Pfau,  212  Mo.  413,  111  S.  W.  10,— holding  in- 
creased risk  from  fire  from  passing  locomotives  is  an  element  of  damages  in 
condemnation  proceedings. 
Evidence  as  to  canse  of  fire. 

Cited  in  Conner  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  181  Mo.  414,  81  S.  W.  145,  holding  evi- 
dence sufiicient  to  submit  case  to  jury  as  to  cause  of  destruction  of  plaintiff's 
property  by  fire. 
Due  process  of  law. 

Cited  in  Holmes  v.  Murray,  207  Mo.  418,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  434,  123  Am.  St.  Rep. 
386,  105  S.  W.  1085,  13  Ann.  Cas.  845,  holding  statute  providing  that  where  sheep 
or  other  domestic  animals  are  killed  or  maimed  by  dogs,  the  owner  of  such 
animals  may  recover  from  owner  of  dog  or  dogs  the  full  amount  of  damages  does 
not  deprive  the  owner  of  the  dog  or  dogs  of  his  property  withoat  due  prooess  of 
law. 

Insurance  as  relleTlns  tort  feasor. 

Cited  in  Foster  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  143  Mo.  App.  551,  128  S.  W.  36,  holding 
although  an  insurance  company  may  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  insured,  as 
against  a  tort  feasor  causing  the  loss,  yet  this  right  is  not  one  that  the  wrong- 
doer can  assert  to  defend  an  action  against  him  by  property  owner;  Illinois  G. 
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R.  Co.  V.  Hicklin,  131  Ky.  627,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  872,  115  S.  W.  762,  holding  one 
who  has  negligently  burned  another's  property  cannot  rely  on  insurance  carried 
hy  owner  to  defeat  the  liability  for  such  negligence. 
Effect  •<  legrlalittlve  authority  on  liability  for  niilMince. 

Cited  in  note   (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)   81)  on  effect  of  legislative  authority  upon  lia- 
bility for  private  nuisance  in  ordinary  operation  of  railroad. 
Liability    (or   damaarea   from    use   of   one'a   property. 

Cited  in  Garnet  Ditch  v.  Reservoir  Co.  v.  Samson,  48  Colo.  294,  110  Pac.  79, 
holding  that  owner  of  reservoir  is  liable  for  injuries  occasioned  by  leakage  or 
breaking  of  embankment. 

26  L.  R.  A.  176,  CAMPBELL  v.  MISSOURI  P.  R.  CO.  121  Mo.  340,  42  Am.  St. 

Rep.  530,  26  S.  W.  936. 
Constmction   of  remedial   statnteii. 

Cited  in  Cochran  v.  Thomas,  131  Mo.  273,  33  S.  W.  6,  holding  remedial  statute 
should  be  gi%'^en  such  liberal  construction  as  will  advance  remedy. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chicago,  R.  1.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Zernccke,  55  L.  R.  A.  610, 
which  sustains  statute  making  carrier  liable  for  injury  to  passengers  not  due 
to  their  criminal  negligence  or  violation  of  express  rule. 
Liability  of  railroads  for  iiettins  flreii. 

Cited  in  Blackmore  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  162  Mo.  461,  62  S.  W.  993;  McFar- 
land  V.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  90  Mo.  App.  340,  68  S.  W.  105;  St.  Louis  & 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Mathews,  165  U.  S.  19,  41  L.  ed.  618,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  243; 
Walker  Bros.  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  68  Mo.  App.  471,  upholding  act  making 
railway  absolute  insurer  of  property  destroyed  by  its  locomotives;  Lumbermen's 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  149  Mo.  173,  50  S.  W.  281, 
holding  railroad  liable  for  fire  communicated  to  building  not  abutting  its  right 
of  way;  Dolph  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  149  Mich.  281,  112  S.  W.  981,  as  to 
absolute  liability  of  railway  company  for  fires  set  by  its  engine;  Fraser  v.  Pere 
Marquette  R.  Co.  18  Ont.  L.  Rep.  596,  as  to  necessity  of  proving  negligence  on 
part  of  railway  company  setting  the  fire. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  McCullen  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  K.  Co.  49  L.  R.  A.  642, 
which  sustains  presumption  of  negligence  from  issuance  of  sparks  from  loco- 
motive sufficient  to  kindle  fire  and  destroy  adjacent  property;  Peter  v.  Chicago 
&  W.  M.  R.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  224,  which  holds  contributory  negligence  no  defense 
to  railroad  company's  absolute  liability  for  fires;  Dyer  v.  Maine  Central  R.  Co. 
67  L.R.A.  416,  which  holds  clause  in  statute  making  railroad  company  liable  for 
losses  by  fire  set  out  by  engines  which  gives  it  the  benefit  of  insurance  inapplicable 
to  loss  due  to  its  own  negligence. 

Cited  in  note  (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1016)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  making 
railroads  absolutely  liable  for  damage  by  fire  or  to  stock. 
AdmlMlbility   of   evidence   of   other   injury. 

Followed  in  Big  River  Lead  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  123  Mo.  App. 
397,  101  S.  W.  636,  holding  admissible,  evidence  that  sparks  from  other  loco- 
motives fell  further  from  track  than  plaintiff's  barn. 

Cited  in  Matthews  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  142  Mo.  657,  44  S.  W.  802,  admitting 
evidence  of  spark  from  an  engine  falling  upon  tent  erected  on  site  of  bam  sub- 
sequent to  its  destruction  by  fire;  Dunning  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  91  Me.  101,  64 
Am.  St.  Rep.  208,  39  Atl.  352,  holding  evidence  of  fires  set  by  other  locomotives 
at  other  places  admissible  on  question  whether  any  locomotive  set  the  fire  in 
question;  Smart  v.  Kansas  City,  91  Mo.  App.  594,  denying  admissibility  of 
evidence  that  other  persons  injured  at  point  in  sidewalk  where  accident  occurred; 
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Golden  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &.  P.  R.  Co.  84  Mo.  App.  60,  admitting  evidence  that 
particular  engine  set  other  fires  on  same  trip;  Lesaer  Cotton  Co.  v.  St.  Louis. 
I.  M.  k  S.  R.  Co.  52  C.  C.  A.  99,  114  Fed.  137,  and  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lake 
Erie  k  W.  R.  Co.  174  111.  42,  60  N.  E.  1023,  refusing  to  admit  testimony  that 
fires  had  been  set  by  other  engines  when  particular  engine  identified  as  setting 
fire  in  question;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Shannon,  25  Okla.  756,  108  Pac.  401, 
21  Ann.  Cas.  1209,  holding  that  evidence  of  setting  of  other  fires  by  other  loco- 
motives is  competent,  in  action  for  damage  by  fire  from  one  of  railroad's  loco- 
motives, where  it  is  shown  that  all  locomotives  are  of  same  construction;  Charl- 
ton V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  200  Mo.  442,  98  S.  W.  529,  holding  in  personal 
injury  action  proof  of  other  accidents  at  same  place  and  under  same  conditions 
admissible;  Tapley  v.  St.  Louis  &  H.  R.  Co.  129  Mo.  App.  93,  107  S.  W.  470; 
Smith  V.  Central  Vermont  R.  Co.  80  Vt  216,  67  Atl.  635;  Hawley  v.  Sumpter  R. 
Co.  49  Or.  517,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  532,  90  Pac.  1106,— holding  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages resulting  from  fires  caused  by  passing  engines,  it  may  be  shown  that  other 
fires  were  caused  by  locomotives  of  defendant  at  various  times  in  the  same 
vicinity. 

Cited  in  notes    (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1152)    on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  con- 
dition  before   and   after   accident   of   property   whose   defects   alleged    to    have 
caused  injury;    (11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  246)   on  admissibility  of  fact  collateral  to 
issue. 
Inffunible  interest. 

Cited  in  Dean  v.  Charleston  &  W.  Car  R.  Co.  55  S.  C.  507,  33  S.  E.  679,  hold 
ing  evidence  that  property  destroyed  by  fire  could  not  have  been  insured  by 
railroad  properly  excluded. 
Recovery    not^w^lthntandliifr   allesratfons. 

Cited  in  Fields  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  80  Mo.  App.  606;  Sims  v.  Chicago  ft  A.  R. 
Co.  83  Mo.  App.  260;  Walker  Bros.  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  68  Mo.  App.  474; 
Hartpence  v.  Rogers,  143  Mo.  633,  45  S.  W.  650,  —  holding  recovery  not  pre- 
vented because  more  was  alleged  in  pleadings  than  was  necessary  to  be  proved; 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Garrison,  66  Kan.  (}29,  72  Pac.  225  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  allegation  of  negligence  in  use  of  engine  from  which 
fire  escaped,  not  sufficient  to  support  folding  of  negligence  in  use  of  defective 
spark  arrester. 
Kvidence  aa  to  cause  of  Are. 

Cited  in  Gibbs  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ins.  Co.  104  Mo.  App.  285,  78  S.  W.  835; 
Fields  V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  113  Mo.  App.  647,  88  S.  W.  134;  Markt  v.  Chicago, 
B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  339  Mo.  App.  462,  122  S.  W.  1142;  Conner  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  181 
Mo.  414,  81  S.  W\  145, — holding  evidence  sufficient  to  warrant  submission  of  cause 
of  fire  to  jury  where  it  was  shown  that  fire  could  not  in  all  probability  have 
started  in  any  way  other  than  from  sparks  from  defendant's  engine;  Manning 
T,  Cape  Girardeau  &  C.  R.  Co.  337  Mo.  App.  635,  119  S.  W.  464,  holding  in 
absence  of  direct  evidence  plaintiff*  failed  to  make  out  a  prima  facie  case  by 
failing  to  show  the  possibility  of  the  fire  being  started  by  sparks  thrown  from 
an  engine  of  defendant  at  the  place  and  to  the  distance  where  the  fire  occurred. 
Snrplnaave. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  St  Louis  Merchants'  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  207  Mo.  601. 
106  S.  W.  740,  holding  in  action  under  attorney's  lien  act  the  plaintiff  alleges 
that  he  gave  notice  required  by  the  act,  when  no  notice  was  necessary,  he  will 
not  be  required  to  sustain  sufficiency  of  notice  or  fail  in  the  suit;  Chase  v. 
Atchison  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  70  Kan.  664,  79  Pac.  163,  holding  that  where  peti- 
tion  is  sufficient  to  establish  liability  of  railway  for  breach  of  contract  of  car- 
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riage  and  to  that  extent  is  supported  by  the  evidence  allegations  of  tortious 
acts  of  conductor  may  be  disregarded  as  surplusage  although  apparently  the 
main  cause  of  action  relied  upon  by  plaintiff. 
Police  pcvrer. 

Cited  in  McGuire  v.  Chicago,  B,  &  Q.  R.  Co.  131  Iowa,  383,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
726,   108   N.   W.   902,   holding  statute   declaring   invalid  any   private  contract 
limiting  the  liability  of  a  railway  company  for  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  serv- 
ant, valid  exercise  of  police  power. 
Snflciency  of  complaint    for  statatory   neffllircnce. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  233  Mo.  682,  136  S.  W.  304, 
holding  that  complaint  for  statutory  negligence  need  only  state  facts  sufficient 
to  bring  cause  within  terms  of  statute,  without  pleading  statute. 
lilabillty  for  dmtntkgeu  from  use  of  one's   property. 

Cited  in  Garnet  Ditch  &  Reservoir  Co.  v.  Samson,  48  Colo.  239,  110  Pac.  79, 
holding  that  owner  of  reservoir  is  liable  for  injuries  occasioned  by  leakage  or 
breaking  of  embankment. 

25  L.  R.  A.  178,  RUHE  v.  BUCK,   124  Mo.  178,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  439,  27   S. 

W.  412. 
Conflict  of  laTTs. 

Cited  in  F.  B.  Hauck  Clothing  Co.  v.  Sharpe,  83  Mo.  App.  391,  holding  mar- 
ried woman's  liability  as  accommodation  maker  of  note  governed  by  place  of 
delivery;  Robison  v.  Pease,  28  Ind.  App.  611,  63  N.  E.  479,  holding  married 
woman  liable  as  surety  on  note  executed  in  one  state  to  make  good  default  on 
bond  on  which  she  was  surety  in  another  state;  Bowles  v.  Field,  78  Fed.  744. 
sustaining  foreclosure  of  married  woman's  mortgage  given  to  secure  note  with 
which  she  had  taken  up  notes  as  surety  though  latter  not  valid  in  her  domicil ; 
Walling  V.  Christian  &  C.  Grocery  Co.  41  Fla.  489,  47  L.  R.  A.  612,  footnote  p. 
608,  27  So.  46,  holding  law  of  one  state  as  to  married  woman's  contracts  not 
applicable  to  conveyances  of  real  property  in  another  state;  Smith  v.  Supreme 
Lodge,  K.  of  P.  83  Mo.  App.  522,  holding  contract  of  insurance  made  by  benefit 
society  with  its  member  controlled  by  common  law  which  prevails  as  to  it  in 
state  where  made;  Tremain  v.  Dyott,  161  Mo.  App.  221,  142  S.  W.  760,  holding 
that  matters  respecting  remedy  depend  upon  law  of  place  where  suit  is  brought: 
Dorr  Cattle  Co.  v.  Des  Moines  Nat.  Bank,  127  Iowa,  167,  98  X.  W.  918,  4  Ann. 
Cas.  519,  holding  recovery  of  damages  in  malicious  prosecution  depends  on  law 
of  forum;  Fryklund  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  101  Minn.  39,  111  N.  W.  727, 
holding  lex  fori  governs  in  all  matters  of  procedure,  including  question  of 
pleading,  evidence  and  parties  to  and  form  of  action;  Garrigue  v.  Keller,  164 
Ind.  680,  69  L.R.A.  872,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  324,  74  N.  E.  523,  holding  that  a  note 
for  the  payment  of  which  a  married  woman  becomes  surety  is  made  payable  in 
a  state  w^here  such  contract  is  invalid,  will  not  defeat  her  liability,  if  contract 
was  valid  at  her  domicile,  when  executed. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Freeman's  Appeal,  37  L.  R.  A.  452,  which  holds  guaranty 
by  married  woman  invalid  in  state  of  residence  not  validated  by  delivery  by 
agent  in  other  state;  Armstrong  v.  Best,  25  L.  R.  A.  188,  which  denies  en- 
forceability in  North  Carolina  of  contract  by  married  woman,  valid  in  other 
state  where  made;  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  64  L.  R.  A.  586,  which  holds  written 
promise  of  married  woman,  valid  where  made,  enforceable  in  New  Jersey,  though 
void  if  made  therein;  Poison  v.  Stewart,  36  L.  R.  A.  771,  which  holds  surrender 
by  man  of  marital  rights  to  land  in  other  state  in  consideration  of  release  of 
dower  to  land  in  same  state  governed  by  law  of  that  state;  Smith  v.  Ingram, 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 85. 
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61  L.  R.  A.  878,  which  holds  law  of  place  where  land  located,  goTerns  as  to 
privy  examination  of  married  woman;  Williams  v.  Pope  Mfg.  Co.  50  L.  R.  A. 
816,  which  sustains  nonresident  married  woman's  right  to  bring  in  own  name, 
according  to  law  of  domicil,  action  for  tort  to  her  person;  Gipps  Brewing  Co.  t. 
De  France,  28  L.  R.  A.  386,  which  holds  agreement  to  return  or  pay  for  barrels, 
etc.,  in  which  beer  shipped  contrary  to  law,  unenforceable. 

Cited  in  notes  (57  L.  R.  A.  520,  512,  525)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  capacity 
of  married  woman  to  contract;  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  772)  on  same  point;  (85 
Am.  St.  Rep.  578)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  rights  and  obligations  of  married 
woman. 

Distinguished  in  Gates  v.  Tebbetts,  100  Mo.  App.  596,  75  S.  W.  169,  upholding 
defense  under  foreign  statute  prohibiting  action  on  notes  for  recovery  of  debt 
after  foreclosure  of  mortgage. 

Disapproved   in  International  Harvester  Co.  v.  McAdams,   142  Wis.   123,  26 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    779,    324  N.  W.   1042,  holding  contract  which   would  be   invalid 
according  to  law  of  forum  but  valid  where  made  should  be  enforced  unless  con- 
tract is  against  public  policy. 
Judsment  a*  notice. 

Cited  in  Wagner  v.  Beadle,  82  Kan.  47Q,  108  Pac.  859,  as  to  actual  notice  not 
being  necessary'  to  rendel:  judgment  conclusive  as  against  subsequent  attack  on 
ground  of  fraud. 

25  L.  R.  A.   188,  ARMSTRONG  v.  BEST,  112  N.  C.  59,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  473, 

17  S.  E.  14. 
Conflict  of  In^w^s. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Ingram,  130  N.  C.  104,  61  L.  R.  A.  881,  40  S.  E.  984  (dis- 
tinguished in  dissenting  opinion,  p.  110,  61  L.  R.  A.  883),  holding  married 
woman's  contract  for  conveyance  of  land  in  another  state  governed  by  law 
where  land  situated;  Hanover  Nat.  Bank  v.  Howell,  118  N.  C.  274,  23  S.  K 
1005,  holding  contract  of  married  woman  valid  when  made  can  only  be  enforced 
at  her  domicil  in  another  state  if  valid  in  that  state;  Brown  v.  Dalton,  105  Ky. 
672,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  325,  49  S.  W.  443,  refusing  enforcement  of  wife's  agree- 
ment to  assume  purchase-money  note  of  husband,  in  consideration  of  convey- 
ance of  land  situated  in  another  state  where  contract  valid;  Robison  v.  Pease, 
28  Ind.  App.  611,  63  N.  E.  479,  holding  defense  of  coverture  under  law  of  forum 
not  available  as  defense  to  note  given  for  default  under  bond  enforceable  in  state 
where  made;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Shaw,  109  Tenn.  241,  59  L.  R.  A.  500,  97  Am. 
St.  Rep.  840,  70  S.  W.  807,  holding  note  signed  in  Tennessee  by  married  woman 
domiciled  with  husband  in  that  state,  but  payable  in  Ohio,  is  contract  of  latter 
state;  Young  v.  Hart,  101  Va.  484,  44  S.  E.  703,  holding  contract  of  married 
woman  valid  where  made  and  to  be  performed,  will  be  enforced  in  manner 
provided  by  local  laws;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Gardiner,  51  Neb.  78,  70  N. 
W.  508,  holding  limitation  of  carrier's  liability  under  foreign  statute  unen- 
forceable when  against  public  policy;  National  Exch.  Bank  v.  Rook  Granite 
Co.  155  N.  C.  45,  70  S.  E.  1002,  holding  that  contract  of  non-resident  married 
woman  made  in  state  where  she  has  full  contractual  capacity  is  binding  here; 
Williamson  v.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  151  N.  C.  229,  65  S.  E.  974,  holding  in 
respect  to  telegram  sent  from  another  state  stipulations  offensive  to  policy  of 
the  forum  would  not  be  enforced;  Holshouser  v.  Gold  Hill  Copper  Go.  138  N. 
C.  258,  70  L.R.A.  188,  50  S.  E.  650,  holding  statutory  preference  of  a  licenae  tax 
of  the  domicile  will  not  be  enforced  in  the  place  where  corporation's  asBets  are 
if  contrary  to  policy  of  that  forum. 
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Cited  in  notes  (67  L.  R.  A.  514,  518)  on  conflict  of  lawa  as  to  capacity  of 
married  woman  to  contract;  (28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  772)  on  same  point;  (46  Am. 
St.  Rep.  455)  on  asserting  against  married  woman  a  liability  valid  in 
state  where  created  but  not  in  foreign;  (85  Am.  St.  Rep.  570,  571)  on  conflict 
of  laws  as  to  rights  and  obligations  of  married  woman. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Wemwag,  116  N.  C.  1063,  28  L.  R.  A.  297,  47  Am. 
St.  Rep.  873,  21  S.  E.  683,  holding  dealer  delivering  meat  on  telephonic  mes- 
sage to  hotel  within  certain  area  affected  by  ordinance  though  place  of  business 
outside,  liable  to  fine. 

Disapproved  in  International  Harvester  Co.  v.  McAdam,  142  Wis.  122,  26 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  779,  124  N.  W.  1042,  holding  married  woman's  accommodation 
note  if  valid  where  made  may  be  enforced  in  a  forum  where  it  would  be  invalid. 

25  L.  R.  A,  190,  LEVY  v.  WAITT,   10  C.  C.  A.  227,  21  U.  S.  App.  394,  61 

Fed.  1008. 
Bzclvaive  nae  or  appropriation   of  tmdemarlc. 

Cited  in  Atwater  v.  Castner,  32  C.  C.  A.  79,  50  U.  S.  App.  394,  88  Fed.  643, 
upholding  preliminary  injunction  against  infringement  of  geographical  trade 
name  where  there  was  public  acquiescence  for  twenty  years  and  infringement 
enjoined  by  court  of  another  circuit;  Macmahan  Pharmacal  Co.  v.  Denver 
Chemical  Mfg.  Co.  51  C.  C.  A.  306,  113  Fed.  468,  holding  that  common-law  right 
to  exclusive  use  of  trademark  depends  upon  such  use  as  to  identify  goods  in 
connectimi  with  which  it  is  used,  as  those  of  particular  manufacturer;  Burt  v. 
Tucker,  178  Mass.  501,  52  L.  R.  A.  115,  footnote  p.  112,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  499, 
59  N.  E.  1111,  holding  that  use  of  trademark  may  be  resumed  as  against  another 
who  has  acquired  right  to  use  it  in  good  faith  in  interval  of  discontinuance; 
Heublein  v.  Adams,  125  Fed.  785,  holding  appropriation  of  word  "club"  applied 
to  cocktails  as  trade  name,  shown  by  use  that  was  long  continued,  notorious,, 
and  universally  recognized;  Johnson  v.  Seabury,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  702,  61  Atl.  5,. 
holding  Red  Cross  a  proper  trademark  where  it  had  come  to  mean  to  the  public 
the  usual  designation  of  the  article;  R.  J.  Reynolds  Tobacco  Co.  v.  Allen  Bros. 
Tobacco  Co.  151  Fed.  829,  on  marks  which  by  use  have  become  the  common 
designation  of  the  article;  Dietz  v.  Horton  Mfg.  Co.  96  C.  C.  A.  41,  170  Fed. 
869,  on  tentative  or  experimental  uses  of  trademarks  without  adoption  as  a 
distinguishing  mark. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  American  Waltham  Watch  Co.  v.  United  States  Wa.tch 
Co.  43  L.  R.  A.  826,  which  authorizes  injunction  against  deceptive  use  of  word 
"Waltham"  by  other  manufacturer  of  watches  at  same  place;  Pillsbury- Wash- 
bum  Flour  Mills  Co.  v.  Eagle,  41  L.  R.  A.  162,  which  authorizes  injunction 
against  use  of  geographical  name  on  flour  made  elsewhere  from  wheat  of  different 
grade;  Hoyt  v.  J.  T.  Lovett  Co.  31  L.  R.  A.  44,  which  denies  right  to  appro- 
priate words  '*Green  Mountain"  as  trademark. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)   966)  on  acquisition  of  trade  name  in  restrict- 
ed locality  notwithstanding  use  in  other  places;  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  253,  255,  257) 
on  territorial  extent  of  right  in  trademark  or  name  used  in  limited  locality; 
(45  L.  ed.  U.  S.  64)  on  laches  or  abandonment  of  trademark  as  defense. 

25  L.  R.  A.  193,  MILLBRAB  CO.  v.  TAYLOR   (Cal.)   37  Pac.  235. 

25  L.  R.  A.  198,  PALTROVITCH  v.  PHCENIX  INS.  CO.  143  N.  Y.  73,  60  N.  Y. 

8.  R.  462,  37  N.  £.  639. 
Notice  of   lou  under  potior. 

Cited  in  Matthews  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  154  N.  Y.  457,  39  L.  R,  A.  436^ 
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61  Am.  St.  Rep.  627,  48  N.  E.  751,  holding  policy  not  void  because  of  delay  in 
notice  of  loss  where  Are  occurred  after  death  of  insured  and  before  appointment 
of  administrator;  Solomon  v.  Continental  F.  Ins.  Co.  160  N.  Y.  602,  46  L.  R.  A. 
685,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  707,  55  N.  E.  279,  holding  service  of  notice  of  loss  within 
reasonable  time,  if  sent  three  days  after  actual  knowledge  by  insured,  though 
fifty  days  after  fire;  Smaldone  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  15  App.  Div.  234,  44 
N.  Y.  Supp.  201,  holding  insurance  company  estopped  to  deny  liability  when 
insured  misled  by  agent  as  to  procedure  to  prove  loss;  Partridge  v.  Milwaukee 
Mechanics'  Ins.  Co.  13  App.  Div.  526,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  632,  holding  policy  not 
canceled  where  local  agent  without  returning  premium  sent  to  insured  other 
policies  to  take  its  place,  who  received  them  day  after  fire;  Messmer  v.  Niagara 
F.  Ins.  Co.  24  App.  Div.  246,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  478,  holding  question  of  waiver  of 
condition  as  to  proof  of  loss  should  be  submitted  to  jury  when  informal  proof 
retained  without  objection;  Davis  v.  Grand  Rapids  F.  Ins.  Co.  15  Misc.  265,  36 
N.  Y.  Supp.  791,  holding  retention  by  company  of  proofs  of  loss  for  nearly  a 
month  without  objection  waiver  of  defects;  Porter  v.  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  164 
N.  Y.  510,  62  L.  R.  A.  429,  58  N.  E.  641,  holding  conditions  and  formalities  for 
ascertaining  extent  of  loss  under  policy,  after  loss  has  occurred,  construed  lib- 
erally in  favor  of  insured;  Peele  v.  Provident  Fund  Soc.  147  Ind.  552,  44  N.  E. 
661,  holding  notice  by  beneficiary  within  five  days  after  coroner's  finding  of  acci- 
dental death,  though  sixteen  days  after  death,  in  time;  Whalen  v.  Western 
Assur.  Co.  107  C.  C.  A.  590,  185  Fed.  493,  holding  that  notice  given  about  one 
month  after  canal  boat  sank  was  not  *'prompt^'  within  meaning  of  policy  of 
insurance. 

Distinguished  in  St.  Paul  Fire  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mittendorf,  24  Okla.  655,  28 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  654,  104  Pac.  354,  holding  provision  for  proof  of  loss  under  oath 
meant  oath  of  insured  and  oath  of  others  was  not  a  substantial  compliance  with 
the  provision. 

25  L.  R.  A.  200,  ANDERSON  v.  GILL,  79  Md.  312,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  402,  29 

Atl.   527. 
Vilabllity  of  eollectlns  bank  to  cmitomer. 

Approved  in  Noble  v.  Doughten,  72  Kan.  351,  3  L.R.A.(N.R.)  1176,  83  Pac. 
1048,  holding  indorsee  w^ho  takes  another  check  on  presentment  in  lieu  of  cash 
does  so  at  his  own  risk  and  must  show  due  diligence  to  charge  prior  parties 
also  citing  annotation  on  this  point. 

Cited  in  Kershaw  v.  Ladd,  34  Or.  381,  44  L.  R.  A.  239,  56  Pac.  402,  holding 
receiving  bank  sending  check  same  day  by  mail  to  drawee  bank  not  negligent; 
Morris  v.  Eufaula  Nat.  Bank,  122  Ala.  592,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  95,  25  So.  499, 
holding  reasonable  time  to  present  check  on  bank  in  same  place  when  it  is 
drawn  is  till  close  of  banking  house  in  next  secular  day;  Morris  v.  Eufaula  Nat. 
Bank,  122  Ala.  591,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  95,  25  So.  499,  holding  loss,  brought  about 
by  failure  of  bank  on  which  check  drawn,  falls  on  drawer  of  check,  and  not  on 
collecting  bank  receiving  it  in  payment  of  draft  against  accepting  debtor; 
Comer  v.  Dufour,  95  Ga.  379,  30  L.  R.  A.  302,  footnote  p.  300,  51  Am.  St.  Rep. 
89,  22  S.  £.  543,  holding  first  presentment  of  check  for  payment  fixes  rights  of 
parties,  and  holder  accepts  check  of  drawee  in  lieu  of  money  at  his  peril;  Kirk- 
ham  V.  Bank  of  America,  26  App.  Div.  121,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  767,  holding  collect- 
ing bank  bound  to  return  draft  to  customer  properly  protested,  or  to  pay  him 
the  money. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Buckhannon  Bank,  27  L.  R.  A.  332, 
which  denies  liability  to  drawer  of  worthless  check  by  taking  substituted  check 
from  drawee  which  is  not  presented  with  due  diligence;  Edminsten  v.  Herpel- 
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sheimer,  69  L.  R.  A.  934,  which  requires  dieck  to  be  presented  not  later  than 
day  after  receipt  to  hold  drawer;  Pepperday  t.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  39  L.  R.  A. 
529,  which  holds  bank  taking  check  on  sale  of  stock  for  principal  and  crediting 
him  with  its  amount  liable  if  check  proves  worthless. 

Cited  in  notes  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1168,  1170)  on  diligence  required  in  collect- 
ing check  taken  by  collecting  bank;  (10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  512,  541)  on  effect  of 
transfer,  without  indorsement,  of  worthless  check,  or  note  of  third  person. 

Distinguished  in  Manitoba  Mortg.  k  Invest.  Co.  v.  Weiss,  18  S.  D.  464,  112 
Am.  St.  Rep.  799,  101  N.  W.  37,  5  Ann.  Cas.  858,  holding  negligence  in  not  pre- 
senting check  on  day  following  its  receipt  makes  it  an  absolute  payment. 

26  L.  R.  A.  207;  KOFKA  v.  ROSICKY,  41  Neb.  328,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  685,  69 

N.  W.  788. 
Specific  performance  of  oral  eon  tract  to  convey  or  contract  to  devise* 

Followed  in  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  80  Neb.  100,  113  N.  W.  1042,  holding 
clearly  proven  oral  ^agreement  to  devise  enforceable  when  so  far  executed  that 
fraud  would  result  if  not  fulfilled;  Ponberton  v.  Pemberton,  76  Neb.  673,  107 
N.  W.  996,  holding  a  written  promise  to  adopt  which  is  void  under  statute 
may  at  death  of  promisor  be  specifically  enforced;  Stanton  v.  Driffkorn,  83 
Neb.  45,  118  N.  W.  1092,  denying  specific  enforcement  where  one  of  the  parties 
concealed  his  interest  in  the  purchase  and  failed  to  show  entire  good  faith; 
Hespin  v.  Wendelm,  85  Neb.  178,  122  N.  W.  852,  holding  specific  performance 
proper  in  favor  of  a  stepson  who  on  the  faith  of  a  promise  of  property  and  an 
equal  share  with  children  lived  with  decedent  during  minority. 

Cited  in  McCabe  v.  Healy,  138  Gal.  86,  70  Pac.  1008,  enforcing  trust  against 
heirs  of  one  persuading  nephew  to  take  charge  of  his  business  in  consideration 
of  promise  to  will  him  property;  Wilson  v.  Heath,  23  Misc.  718,  53  N.  Y.  Supp. 
166,  holding  oral  promise  to  will  all  property  to  one  consenting  to  be  as  daughter 
to  promisor,  if  fully  performed  by  promisee,  enforceable  against  promisor's 
estate;  Svanburg  v.  Fosseen,  75  Minn.  361,  43  L.  R.  A.  431,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  400, 
78  N.  W.  4,  decreeing  specific  performance  of  oral  contract  for  conveyance  of 
reAl  Pfitate  in  consideration  of  service  not  measurable  in  money;  Owens  v. 
McNally,  113  Cal.  449,  33  L.  R.  A.  372,  footnote  p.  369,  46  Pac.  710,  refusing 
specific  performance  of  contract  between  uncle  and  niece  to  leave  her  all  his 
proper ty  at  death,  when  promisor  subsequently  married  %Toman  who  was  igno- 
rant of  contract;  Lothrop  v.  Marble,  12  S.  D.  515,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  626,  81  N.  W. 
885,  enforcing  agreement  against  estate  of  one  promising  to  convey  real  estate 
in  consideration  of  care  during  life,  while  suffering  from  disease;  Lucas  v. 
Lucas,  64  Neb.  192,  89  N.  W.  769,  decreeing  specific  performance  where  com- 
plete conveyance  refused  on  account  of  misrepresentation  as  to  account  trans- 
ferred by  vendee  as  consideration;  Davies  v.  Cheadle,  31  Wash.  173,  71  Pac. 
728,  quieting  title  in  promisee  in  possession  of  land  under  testamentary  oral 
agreement  to  will  same,  in  consideration  of  services  afterwards  performed  by 
promisee;  Teske  v.  Dittberner,  65  Neb.  169,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  614,  91  N.  W. 
181,  charging  grantee  of  promisor,  under  conveyance  in  violation  of  testamentary 
oral  agreement,  with  trust  in  favor  of  promisee;  Brown  v.  Webster,  90  Neb. 
603,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1201,  134  N.  W.  185,  holding  that  oral  agreement  between 
husband  and  wife  having  separate  estates,  that  upon  predecease  of  either  sur- 
vivor shall  become  owner  of  all  estate,  m'ay  be  specifically  enforced  where  they 
made  reciprocal  wills,  but  one  afterwards  made  another  will;  Shold  v.  Van 
Treeck,  88  Neb.  81,  128  N.  W.  1134,  upholding  decree  requiring  specific  perform- 
ance of  oral  contract  to  convey  land;  O'Connor  v.  Waters,  88  Neb.  229,  129  N. 
W.  26 1^  holding  that  oral  contract  by  father  with  son,  after  latter'i  majority, 
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that  former  would  convey  certain  tract  of  land  to  son  if  he  would  remain  with 
parenta  and  care  for  them  will  be  specifically  enforced,  where  son  performed 
conditions;  Rice  v.  Lincoln  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  88  Neb.  315,  129  N.  W.  425,  hold- 
ing that  contract  made  to  sell  land  to  railroad  for  railroad  use  will  be  enforced 
unless  inequitable;  Stewart  v.  Smith,  6  Cal.  App.  156,  01  Pac.  667,  holding  an 
agreement  to  leave  real  and  personal  estate  to  children  who  owned  it  on  con- 
sideration that  they  turn  it  over  to  decedent,  their  mother,  to  use  during  her 
life  was   specifically  enforceable;    Waters  v.  Cline,   121  Ky.  618,  123  Am.   St. 
Rep.  215,  85  S.  W.  209,  holding  an  adopted  child  might  recover  the  equivalent 
value  of  lands  which  under  oral  contract  of  adoption  were  to  be  devised  but 
were  not  devised;   Spencer  v.  Spencer,  25  R.  I.  242,  55  Atl.  637,  holding  con- 
tract to  devise  need  not  be  in  writing  if  performed  on  one  side;  Jordan  v.  Abney, 
97  Tex.  303,  78  S.  W.  486,  holding  that  contracts  to  leave  property,  if  certain 
and  not  offensive  to  statute,  are  enforceable,  but  withholding  opinion  whether  a 
bare  contract  to  adopt  may  be  enforced;  Teske  v.  Dittberner,  70  Neb.  546,  113 
Am.  St.  Rep.  802,  98  N.  W.  57,  on  prevention  of  fraud  as  the  basis  of  enforce- 
ment of  oral  executed  agreements  to  devise;  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  75  Kan.  126, 
9  L.R.A.(N.S.)   233,  88  Pac.  743,  on  the  impracticability  of  redress  in  damages 
and  the  part  execution  removing  the  contract  from  the  statute  of  frauds,  aa  the 
basis  of  equitable  relief  upon  contracts  by  parol  to  make  devise;  Strang  v.  Hall, 
131  Iowa,  596,  106  N.  W.  631,  on  the  taker  of  land  as  to  which  a  partly  exe- 
cuted contract  to  devise  was  outstanding,  as  a  trustee  for  the  person  entitled 
to  the  ultimate  devise;  Laird  v.  Vila,  93  Minn.  52,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  420,  100 
N.  W.  656,  holding  that  wife  who  took  under  void  agreement  with  husband  to 
devise  to  her  and  she  in  turn  to  complainant  children  could  not  urge  that  her 
agreement  was  void,  but  held  as  trustee  ex  maleficio;   Chehak  v.  Battles,  133 
Iowa,  110,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1133,  110  N.  VV.  330,  12  Ann.  Cas.  140,  on  the  effeet  of 
a  contract  to  adopt  as  giving  contractual  rights  in  property  which  equity  will 
establish;  Starnes  v.  Hatcher,  121  Tenn.  343,  117  S.  W.  219,  holding  the  exclu- 
siveness  of  the  statutory  mode  of  adoption  is  no  objection  to  the  enforcement 
of  the  promise  to  devise,  they  being  distinct;   Koslowski  v.  Newman,  74  Neb. 
708,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)   707,  105  N.  W.  295,  holding  that  one  having  possession  of 
property  of  decedent  in  virtue  of  contract  to  leave  it  to  him  need  net  turn  it 
over  to  the  administrator  and  then  claim  it  by  legal  proceedings. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Clancy  v.  Flusky,  52  L.  R.  A.  277,  which  authorizes 
specific  performance  of  oral  contract  to  convey  land  to  son  for  taking  care  of 
father  for  life,  as  fully  performed  by  son  as  possible,  though  father  moved  away 
before  death;  Bryson  v.  McShane,  49  L.  R.  A.  527,  which  holds  specifically, 
enforceable  executed  oral  contract  to  give  entire  property  for  support  during 
life  and  burial  after  death;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  &  W.  I.  R. 
Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  167,  which  refuses  to  require  payment  of  interest  not  provided 
for  as  condition  of  specific   performance  of  contract. 

Cited  in  notes  (102  Am.  St.  Rep.  241)  on  contract  for  tele  of  land  within 
statute  of  frauds;  (128  Am.  St.  Rep.  386)  on  refusal  of  specific  performance 
of  valid  contract  for  other  reason  than  that  property  is  of  a  particular  class. 

Distinguished  in  Ferguson  v.  Herr,  64  Neb.  657,  90  N.  W.  625,  holding  where 
agreement  of  adoption  made,  right  of  adopted  child  to  inherit  dependent  upon 
terms  of  contract;  Weeks  v.  Lund,  69  N.  H.  83,  45  Atl.  249,  holding  perform- 
ance by  stranger  of  services  susceptible  of  pecuniary  estimation,  in  considera- 
tion  of  oral  agreement  to  convey,  not  sufficient  to  take  case  out  of  statute  of 
frauds;  Ferguson  v.  Herr,  64  Neb.  657,  90  N.  W.  625,  holding  that  in  a  atatu- 
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iory  adoption  no  rights  of  inheritance  are  created  except  by  the  inclusion  of 
the  statutory  provision  that  such  rights  are  given. 
— •  Sufleleney  of  promise- 
Cited  in  Best  v.  Qralapp,  60  Neb.  813,  96  N.  W.  641,  6  Ann.  Cas.  491,  hold- 
ing an  agreement  that  one  should  "receive"  property  on  consideration  that  he 
would  live  with  and  care  for  promisor,  when  performed  on  promisee's  part,  is 
sufficient;  Teske  v.  Dittbemer,  70  Neb.  646,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  802,  98  N.  W.  67, 
holding  that  oral  promise  that  promisee  shall  receive  the  property  at  promisor's 
death  is  sufficient  but  that  a  homestead  is  by  statute  not  subject  to  alienation 
in  this  manner. 
—  Proof  of  eontraot. 

Followed  in  Peterson  v.  Bauer,  76  Neb.  657,  107  N.  W.  993,  111  N.  W.  361 
holding  that  the  proof  of  an  oral   agreement  must  be  clear  and  satisfactory, 
making  due  allowance  for  lapses  of  memory  during  the  course  of  years. 

Cited  in  Peterson  v.  Bauer,  83  Neb.  416,  119  N.  W.  764,  holding  on  direct 
evidence  of  plaintiff  corroborated  by  other  matters  the  making  of  the  contract 
was  sufficiently  proved  to  be  specifically  enforced. 

25  L.  R.  A.  215,  HEINBOKEL  v.  NATIONAL  SAV.  LOAN  ft  BLDG.  ASSO. 

68  Minn.  340,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  519,  59  N.  W.  1050. 
Bnildlns   and   loan   aMioclatlonw  p    rig^tm   of   ifrlthdraTvtns   member. 

Followed  in  Hoyt  v.  Interocean  Bldg.  Asso.  58  Minn.  345,  60  N.  W.  678, 
without  discussion. 

Cited  in  Musial  v.  Kosciuszko  Bldg.  ft  L.  Asso.  80  111.  App.  466;  Engelhardt 
V.  Fifth  Ward  Permanent  Dime  Sav.  ft  L.  Asso.  148  N.  Y.  288,  35  L.  R.  A.  303, 
42  N.  E.  710;  Pawlick  v.  Homestead  Loan  Asso.  15  Misc.  431,  37  N.  Y.  Supp. 
164;  Domestic  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Jourdain,  110  111.  App.  200,  —  holding  withdrawing 
member  of  loan  association  cannot  bring  action  until  funds  in  treasury  appli- 
cable to  payment  of  his  claim;  Daley  v.  People's  Bldg.  Loan  ft  Sav.  Asso.  172 
Mass.  536,  52  N.  E.  1090,  holding  provision  of  building  association  that  share- 
holder entitled  to  receive  par  value  of  shares  binds  corporation  only  to  extent 
of  funds  accumulated  for  that  purpose;  Denison  v.  Alpena  Loan  ft  Bldg.  Asso. 
117  Mich.  103,  75  N.  W.  300,  liability  of  withdrawing  member  for  embezzlement 
by  secretary  cannot  be  litigated  in  action  by  member  for  amount  due  if  neces- 
sary conditions  exist  for  payment  upon  withdrawal  notices;  Andrews  v.  Roanoke 
Bldg.  Asso.  ft  Invest  Co.  98  Va.  455,  49  L.  R.  A.  660,  36  S.  E.  531,  holding 
statute  of  limitations  does  not  run  against  withdrawing  member  of  building 
association  until  fund  accumulated  sufficient  to  meet  his  demands;  Fitzgerald 
V.  State  Mut.  Bldg.  ft  L.  Asso.  76  N.  J.  £q.  141,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  743,  79  Atl. 
454,  holding  that  members  of  building  and  loan  association  cannot  withdraw  unless 
right  is  given  by  by-laws  or  statute,  and  if  such  right  is  given  it  will  be  restricted 
to  terms  of  by-law  or  statute;  Colin  v.  Wellford,  102  Va.  585,  102  Am.  St.  Rep. 
859,  46  S.  £.  780,  holding  a  withdrawing  member  of  an  insolvent  building  as- 
sociation, though  fact  of  insolvency  are  not  notorious  and  no  legal  steps  have 
been  taken  in  insolvency,  cannot  by  withdrawing  become  a  creditor  of  the 
association;  Ft.  Smith  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Cohn,  75  Ark.  503,  87  S.  W.  1172;  Tilling- 
hast  y.  United  States  Sav.  ft  Loan  Co.  99  Minn.  68,  108  N.  W.  472,— holding 
he  is  only  entitled  to  share  pro  rata  with  other  stockholders  in  the  assets  al- 
though he  held  notes  of  the  association  for  supposed  value  of  his  stock;  Miers 
V.  Columbia  Mut.  Bldg.  ft  L.  Asso.  157  Fed.  941,  holding  a  withdrawing  member 
by  giving  notice  of  withdrawal  some  time  before  appointment  of  receiver  gained 
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no  superior  rights  to  other  members — th«re  being  no  funds  available  to  pay  bis 
claim. 

Cited  in  note  (35  L.  R.  A.  301).  on  withdrawal  from  building  and  loan  msaocia- 
tiona. 
Amoclatl^n'*   rlsht  to  alter  by-laTva* 

Cited  in  Stilwell  v.  People's  Bldg.  Loan  &  Sav.  Asso.  19  Utah,  267,  57  Pftc. 
14,  holding  membership  in  loan  association  subject  to  association's  right  to 
alter  by-laws;  Eastern  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Snyder,  98  Va,  719,  37  S.  E.  208, 
holding  building  association  may  pass  by-laws  affecting  remedies  of  its  members 
after  they  have  become  members. 
Menibeni    of    aanoclation    as    creditom. 

Cited  in  Cook  t.  Emmet  Perpetual  &  Mut.  Bldg.  Asso.  90  Md.  291,  44  Atl. 
1022,  holding  general  creditors  of  loan  association  entitled  to  priority  over  with- 
drawing members  in  distribution  of  assets;  Rabbitt  v.  Wilcoxen,  103  Iowa,  40, 
38  L.  R.  A.  186,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  152,  72  N.  W.  306,  holding  shareholder  of 
insolvent  company  giving  notice  of  withdrawal,  after  withdrawal  of  entire  amouiit 
permitted  by  by-laws,  entitled  to  share  only  as  general  creditors;  Re  Youth's 
Temple  of  Honor,  73  Minn.  325,  76  N.  W.  59,  holding  members  of  an  endow- 
ment association  undergoing  dissolution  are  not  creditors  thereof. 
Allegations  necewHtry  in  actions  by  ^w^ltbdra-vrlnir  member. 

Cited  in  Huntington  County  Loan  &  Sav.  Asso.  v.  Emerick,  23  Ind.  App.  181, 
55  N.  E.  106,  holding  unnecessary,  allegations  of  funds  sufficient  to  meet  claim 
of  member;  Stilwell  v.  People's  Bldg.  Loan  &  Sav.  Asso.  19  Utah,  269,  67  Pac. 
14,  holding  withdrawing  member,  in  action  against  loan  association,  must 
allege  and  prove  fund  applicable  to  payment  of  his  debt. 

25  L.  R.  A.  217,  LINN  v.  CHAMBERSBURG,  160  Pa.  511,  28  Atl.  842. 
Po'wer  of  municipality   to  maintain  public  service*  plants* 

Cited  in  Mealey  v.  Hagerstown,  92  Md.  754,  48  Atl.  746,  and  Jaekaonyille 
Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Jacksonville,  36  Fla.  267,  30  L.  R.  A.  544,  foolaiote  p. 
540,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  24,  18  So.  677,  holding  city  authorized  to  erect  electric 
lighting  plant  for  public  and  private  use;  O'Brien  v.  Erie  City,  20  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
342,  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  491,  holding  municipality  may  build  conduit  for  electric 
wires;  Mayo  v.  Washington,  122  N.  C.  24,  40  L.  R.  A.  169,  footnote  p.  163, 
29  S.  E.  343  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that  municipality  cannot 
issue  bonds  for  electric  light  plant  without  legislative  authority;  Cary  v. 
Blodgett,  10  Cal.  App.  467,  102  Pac.  668,  holding  that  the  grant  of  power  to 
construct  a  water  or  light  plant  included  the  right  to  supply  the  citizens  with 
water  or  light  for  their  private  use. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mitchell  v.  Negaunee,  38  L.R.A.  157,  which  sustains 
right  of  city  to  own  electric  light  plant  to  furnish  light  to  citizens;  Fawcett  v. 
Mt.  Airy,  63  L.R.A.  870,  which  upholds  power  of  municipality  to  procure  a 
plant  for  lighting  its  streets. 

Cited  in  note  (15  L.R.A. (N.S.)   712)  on  power  of  municipality  to  own  electric 
light  plant. 
Ijlntltatlons  npon  municipal  Indebtedness. 

Cited  in  Gaston  v.  Meadville  Schools,  5  Pa.  Dist.  R.  550,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  267, 
holding  one  claiming  municipal  indebtedness  beyond  constitutional  limit  must 
show  it. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  South  Bend  v.  Reynolds,  40  L.  R.  A.  796,  which  holds 
limitation  of  city  debt  not  exceeded  by  contract  for  erection  of  city  hall  for 
which  yearly  rent  to  be  paid,  with  option  to  purchase;   Saleno  v.   \eosho,  27 
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L.  R.  A.  769,  which  holds  contract  by  city  to  pay  fixed  price  annually  for  water 
supply  not  a  debt  for  aggregate  amount;  Kelly  v.  Minneapolis,  30  !».  R.  A. 
281,  which  requires  deduction  of  amount  of  sinking  fund  from  total  apparent  debt 
to  ascertain  actual  debt;  McBean  v.  Fresno,  31  L.  R.  A.  794,  which  holds  limita- 
tion of  city  indebtedness  not  violated  by  contract  to  pay  annual  sum  for  term 
of  years  if  annual  sum  within  limit;  Indianapolis  v.  Wann,  31  L.  R.  A.  743, 
which  holds  contract  for  street  lights  for  five  years  payable  monthly  void;  Ram- 
sey V.  Shelbyville,  68  L.R.A.  300,  which  holds  obligation  beyond  revenue  for 
year  created  by  ordinance  obligating  city  to  raise  each  year  $1,000  to  maintain 
library  if  it  should  be  donated  to  city. 

25  L.  R.  A.  222,  WILLIAMSON  v.  JONES,  39  W.  Va.  231,  19  S.  E.  436. 
Life  tenant'ii  rlflrhts  in  minerals,  etc. 

Cited  in  Williamson  v.  Jones,  43  W.  Va.  565,  38  L.  R.  A.  697,  footnote  p. 
694,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  891,  27  S.  E.  410,  holding  life  tenant  has  no  right  to 
extract  oil  from  land;  Koen  v.  Bartlett,  41  W.  Va.  566,  31  L.  R.  A.  130,  footnote 
p.  128,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  884,  23  S.  E.  664,  holding  tenant  of  life  estate  has  right 
to  full  enjoyment  of  land  including  oil  and  gas  mines  already  opened  or  opened 
during  life  estate;  Hook  v.  Garfield  Coal  Co.  112  Iowa,  219,  83  N.  W.  963, 
holding  that  cotenant  cannot  use  or  sell  coal  found  under  entire  tract  where 
vein  has  not  been  already  opened;  Carter  v.  Tyler  County  Court,  45  W.  Va. 
810,  43  L.  R.  A.  726,  footnote  p.  725,  32  S.  E.  216,  holding  prospective  product 
of  oil  well  cannot  be  taxed  to  lessee  as  personal  property;  Higgins  Oil  k  Fuel 
Co.  V.  Snow,  51  C.  C.  A.  271,  113  Fed.  437,  holding  dowress  in  oil  lands  not 
bound  by  judgment  in  action  to  which  she  was  not  made  party;  Higgins  Oil 
&  Fuel  Co.  V.  Snow,  51  C.  C.  A.  275,  113  Fed.  433,  holding  life  tenant  can  work 
mines  when  already  opened,  but  cannot  open  them;  Wilson  v.  Youst,  43  W.  Va. 
839,  39  L.  R.  A.  296,  28  S.  £.  781,  holding  court  can  direct  sale  of  oil  under- 
lying land  in  possession  of  life  tenant  and  apportion  royalty  among  parties 
interested;  Williamson  v.  Jones,  43  W.  Va.  580,  38  L.  R.  A.  697,  64  Am.  St. 
Rep.  891,  27  S.  E.  410,  holding  equity  has  jurisdiction  of  suit  by  remainder 
man  to  enjoin  removal  of  oil  by  life  tenant;  Haskell  v.  Sutton,  53  W.  Va.  222, 
44  S.  E.  533  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  equity  will  enjoin  lessee 
from  drilling  wells  and  taking  oil  under  void  lease  by  widow. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Marshall  v.  Mellon,  35  L.  R.  A.  816,  which  holds  life 
tenant's  right  to  operate  for  oil  and  gas  limited  to  operations  begun  before  life 
tenancy  accrued;  Gannon  v.  Peterson,  55  L.  R.  A.  701,  which  denies  right  of 
owners  of  expectancy  to  injunction  against  owner  of  determinable  fee  mining 
coal;  Swayne  v.  Lone  Acre  Oil  Co.  69  L.R.A.  986,  which  denies  right  of  one 
entitled  to  undivided  life  estate  as  surviving  husband  or  wife  to  demand  abso- 
lutely any  part  of  production  of  oil  wells  subsequently  opened  by  remainder- 
men. 

Cited  in  note   (9  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  495)   on  right  to  restrain  life  tenant  from 
committing  wanton  or  malicious  destruction. 
'When  oil  and  va«  part  of  realty. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Youst,  43  W.  Va.  835,  39  L.  R.  A.  296,  28  S.  E.  781,  and 
Haskell  v.  Stitton,  53  W.  Va.  215,  44  S.  E.  533,  holding  oil  in  crevices  of  rock 
is  part  of  realty;  Bettman  v.  Harness,  42  W.  Va.  438,  36  L.  R.  A.  569,  footnote 
p.  566,  26  S.  E.  271,  enjoining  unlawful  extraction  of  oil  or  gas  from  land,  they 
being  part  of  land;  Lawson  v.  Kirchner,  50  W.  Va.  347,  40  S.  E.  344,  holding 
lease  of  infant's  land  for  oil  and  gas  purposes  is  conditional  contingent  sale  of 
oil  and  gas  in  place;  Murray  v.  Allred,  100  Tenn.  115,  39  L.  R.  A.  252,  footnote 
p.  249,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  740,  43  S.  W.  355,  holding  oil  a  mineral  in  reservation 
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in  deed  of  ^'all  mines,  minerals  and  metals  in  and  under  the  land;"  Ka.Tifla4» 
Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Haskell,  172  Fed.  563,  on  the  nature  of  property  in  natural 
gas  or  petroleum  in  place  and  denying  the  power  of  a  state  to  forbid  the  trans- 
portation of  such  substances  for  use  beyond  the  state  limits;  Wagner  t.  Mallory. 
41  App.  Div.  129,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  526,  holding  oil  lease  for  a  term  is  an  incorpo- 
real right  disconnected  from  the  land  and  therefore  not  covered  by  a  conveyance  of 
"lands  and  premises;"  Harvey  Coal  k  Coke  Co.  v.  Dillon,  59  W.  Va.  621,  6 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  637,  53  S.  E.  928,  holding  a  coal  lease  with  privilege  of  renewal 
till  all  the  merchantable  coal  should  be  worked  out  was  a  chattel  interest  in 
land,  the  coal  in  place  remaining  till  mined  a  part  of  the  land;  Isom  t.  Rex 
Crude  Oil  Co.  147  Cal.  661,  82  Pac.  317,  holding  an  ordinary  lease  gave  no  right 
to  take  oil  from  the  soil;  People  ex  rel.  Carrell  v.  Bell,  237  111.  337,  19  L.R.A. 
(N.  S.)  748,  86  N.  E.  593,  15  Ann.  Cas.  511,  on  the  mineral  character  of  pe- 
troleum, and  holding  an  oil  lease  taxable  as  mining  leases;  Rymer  v.  South 
Penn  Oil  Co.  54  W.  Va.  536,  46  S.  E.  559,  on  oil  or  gas  in  place  as  part  of  the 
realty;  Backer  v.  Penn  Lubricating  Co.  89  C.  C.  A.  419,  162  Fed.  632,  note,  on 
property  in  oil  in  place. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Eel  ley  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co.  39  L.  R.  A.  765,  which  sustains 
right  to  drill  oil  well  on  own  land  near  line  of  other  perscm  whose  oil  dravm 
out;  Parish  Fork  Oil  Co.  v.  Bridgewater  Gas  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  566,  which  holds 
right  to  produce  and  take  oil  not  vested  in  lessees  by  mere  drilling  of  well  and 
discovery  of  oil;  Manufacturers'  Gas  &  Oil  Co.  v.  Indiana  Natural  Gas  &  Oil  Co. 
50  L.  R.  A.  768,  which  holds  unlawful,  pimiping  of  natural  gas  to  injury  of 
other  persons  having  wells  supplied  from  same  reservoir;  Hicks  v.  American 
Natural  Gas  Co.  65  L.R.A.  209,  which  holds  ejectment  instead  of  injunction 
appropriate  remedy  for  ousting  from  possession  one  who  has  drilled  a  well  and 
is  proceeding  to  drill  others  under  oil  and  gas  lease  alleged  to  be  invalid. 

Cited  in  notes  (33  L.R.A.  847)  on  liability  for  rent  on  oil  and  gas  lease;   (140 
Am.  St.  Rep.  952)   on  nature  of  surface  and  mineral  estates  when  severed;    (44 
L.  ed.  U.  S.  729)  on  property  in  petroleum  oil  or  gas. 
Vue  ot  ex  parte  allldavlta. 

Cited  in  Shinn  v.  Board  of  Education,  39  W.  Va.  509,  20  S.  E.  604,  discussing 
use  of  ew  parte  affidavits  read  without  notice. 
Jurisdiction  of  equity  aa  to  oil  leases. 

Cited  in  Eastern  Oil  Co.  v.  Coulehan,  65  W.  Va.  536,  64  S.  E.  836,  holding 
equity  had  jurisdiction  where  it  was  urged  that  an  oil  lease  had  been  forfeited 
and  eviction  attempted  by  the  lessor. 
Ratiflcation  of  -voidable  Judicial  sales. 

Cited  in  Dunfee  v.  Childs,  59  W.  Va.  253,  53  S.  E.  209,  holding  that  delay  in 
attacking  a  title  originating  in  judicial  sale  while  recognizing  the  title  and  per- 
mitting expenditure  of  money  by  claimants  under  it  works  an  estoppel;  Rhea  v. 
Shields,  103  Va.  312,  49  S.  E.  70,  holding  remaindermen  estopped  by  having  assent- 
ed after  attaining  majority  to  judicial  proceedings  begun  while  they  were  iniant» 
and  culminating  in  a  judicial  sale. 
Estoppel  by  conduct. 

Cited  in  Mylius  v.  Koontz,  69  W.  Va.  625,  73  S.  E.  319,  holding  that  where  one 
by  word  or  conduct  intentionally  causes  another  to  believe  in  existence  of  certain 
state  of  things  and  such  other  acts  thereon,  former  will  be  estopped  from  denying 
existence  of  such  state  of  things. 

25  L.  R.  A.  238,  NOBLE  v.  MITCHELL,  100  Ala.  519,  14  So.  581. 
Divisibility   of   statute    partly   unconstitutional. 

Affirmed  in  Noble  v.  Mitchell,  164  U.  S.  369,  41  L.  ed.  473,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep^ 
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110,  holding  decision  of  state  court  that  unconstitutional  provisions  of  statute 
are   separable,   is   binding. 

Cited  in  Spigener  v.  Rives,  104  Ala.  438,  16  So.  74,  per  Coleman,  J.,  dissenting, 
holding  constitutionality  of  particular  sections  of  statute  will  not  be  determined, 
when  separable  from  sections  on  which  case  based. 
Action*  ayalmat  li|«iiranc«  avents. 

Cited  in  Adler-Weinberger  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Rothschild,  123  Fed.  149,  holding  com- 
pliance with  provisions  of  policy  as  to  proofs  of  loss  not  condition  to  right  of 
action  against  agent  acting  for  unlicensed  company;  Webster  v.  Ferguson,  94 
Minn.  93,  102  N.  W.  213  (dissenting  opinion),  on  statutory  liability  of  agents  of 
foreign  insurance  companies. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Com.  v.  Reinoehl,  25  L.  R.  A.  247,  which  holds  Guarantee 
Lloyds  not  a  ''company"  within  provision  as  to  acting  as  agent  for  foreign 
company;  State  v.  Stone,  25  L.  R.  A.  243,  which  holds  agents  of  individuals 
within  provison  as  to  acting  as  insurance  agent  for  principal  without  certificate 
of  permission  to  do  business. 

Cited  in  note  (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  124)  on  who  are  insurance  agents. 
RevalB'tlom  of  Imsaramce. 

Cited  in  Hoadley  v.  Purifoy,  107  Ala.  290,  30  L.  R.  A.  363,  footnote  p.  361, 
18  So.  220,  refus^ing  mandamus  to  compel  issuance  of  license  to  unincorporated 
foreign  insurance  company;  Enterprise  Lumber  Co.  v.  Mundy,  62  N.  J.  L.  21, 
66  L.  R.  A.  200,  42  Atl.  1063,  holding  valid  a  "Lloyds"  contract  of  insurance; 
Daggs  y.  Orient  Ins.  Ce.  136  Mo.  391,  36  L.  R.  A.  229,  38  S.  W.  86,  holding 
valid,  statute  requiring  payment  of  full  amount  of  insurance  on  total  loss;  State 
ex  rel.  Western  Tie  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  PuUiam,  222  Mo.  231,  136  S.  W.  443,  holding 
that  legislature  may  impose  on  foreign  insurance  companies  such  terms  as  it  may 
deem  proper  as  condition  to  right  to  do  business  in  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Com.  v.  Vrooman,  26  L.  R.  A.  250,  which  upholds  legisla- 
tive power  to  confine  insurance  business  to  corporations;  State  ex  rel.  Hoadley 
V.  Insurance  Comrs.  33  L.  R.  A.  288,  which  holds  unconstitutional,  discrimina- 
tion between  residents  and  nonresidents  as  to  conditions  of  doing  insurance  busi- 
ness. 

Cited  in  note  (24  L.  R.  A.  303)  on  restrictions  on  business  of  foreign  insurance 
companies. 
Argument  to  Jury. 

Cited  in  McNeill  v.  State,  102  Ala.  127,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  16  So.  352, 
holding  proper,  prosecuting  attorney's  statement  to  jury  that  defendant  on 
charge  of  murder  should  not  be  imprisoned,  but  hung. 

25  L.  R.  A.  243,  STATE  v.  STONE,  118  Mo.  388,  24  S.  W.  164. 
Rearalation  of  Insurance. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Beardsley,  88  Minn.  25,  92  N.  W.  472,  holding  agent  for 
nonresident  partnership,  doing  insurance  business  within  statute  requiring 
agents  of  insurance  companies  to  be  licensed;  State  v.  Phelan,  66  Mo.  App. 
558,  holding  individuals  not  debarred  from  doing  business,  but  must  comply 
with  regulations;  People  v.  Gay,  107  Mich.  425,  30  L.  R.  A.  465,  66  N.  W.  292, 
holding  act  prohibiting  solicitation  of  insurance  by  nonresident  person  valid; 
Cravens  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  148  Mo.  604,  53  L.  R.  A.  311,  71  Am.  St.  Rep. 
628,  50  S.  W.  519,  holding  foreign  insurance  companies  doing  business  must 
conform  to  laws;  Enterprise  Lumber  Co.  v.  Mundy,  62  N.  J.  L.  21,  55  L.  R.  A. 
201,  42  Atl.  1063,  holding  "Lloyds"  policy  valid  in  absence  of  prohibiting  statute; 
New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cravens,  178  U.  S.  396,  44  L.  ed.  1122,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
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Rep.  962,  holding  ntat^  may  prescribe  conditions  upon  which  foreign  insuram-e 
company  may  trani<act  business;  State  v.  Alley,  96  Mis8.  780,  51  So.  467  (dis- 
senting opinion),  on  inter-insurance  as  not  within  jurisdiction  of  insurance  de- 
partment, where  not  specifically  named  in  statute;  VV  hit  taker  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins. 
Co.  133  Mo.  App.  669,  114  S.  W.  53.  on  the  power  to  impose  conditions  on 
foreign  insurance  companies. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Com.  v.  ReinoBhl,  25  L.  R.  A.  247,  which  holds  Guarantee 
Lloyds  not  a  * 'company*'  within  provision  as  acting  as  agent  for  foreign  company. 

Cited  in  notes    (24  L.  R.  A.  303)    on  restrictions  on  business  of  foreign  in- 
surance companies;    (25  L.  R.  A.  239)    on   restrictions  on  insurance  by   unin- 
corporated  associations  and   individuals;    "Lloyds'*   associations. 
Regulation  of  '^companle*." 

Cited  in  Brady  v.  Mattern,  126  Iowa,  168,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  291,  100  N.  W. 
358,  holding  that  regulation  on  unincorporated  building  and  loan  associations 
was  not  class   legislation   though   it  did  not  apply   to   incorporated   ones   and 
virtually  prevented  individuals  from  going  into  such  business. 
Construction  of  "contpany"  In  •tatute. 

Cited  in  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v.  State.  135  6a.  654,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
29,  69  S.  E.  725,  holding  that  term  *' rail  road  companies*'  employed  in  act  re- 
quiring railroad  companies  to  equip  locomotives  with  lieadlights  includes  natural 
persons  as  well  as  corporations:  Peninsular  Industrial  Ins.  Co.  v.  State,  61  Fla. 
381,  55  So.  398,  holding  that  terms  companies  or  associations,  as  used  in  revenue 
laws  requiring  two  per  cent  of  gross  premiums  to  be  paid  as  tax.  apply  to  all 
who  are  authorized  to  do  insurance  business,  whether  as  chartered  associations 
or  otherwise;  Lowther  v.  Bridgeman,  57  W.  Va.  309,  50  S.  E.  410.  holding  the 
authority  of  the  county  court  to  grant  to  companies  franchises  to  construct 
telephone  lines  included  power  to  grant  the  right  to  individuals;  Efland  v. 
Southern  R.  Co.  146  X.  C.  144,  59  S.  E.  355.  holding  regulation  of  every  railroad 
express  or  tranj^portation  company  engaged  in  the  carriage  of  freight  applied 
to  the  business  rather  than  to  the  corporation  and  included  individuals. 

25  L.  R.  A.  247,  COM.  v.  REINCEHL,   163  Pa.  287,  29  Atl.  896. 
Validity  of  ''Lloyds*'  Inanranee. 

Explained  in  Re  Lloyd's  Asao.  15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  586,  3  Pa.  Dist.  R.  822  h<dding 
"Lloyds"  company  cannot  issue  policy  of  insurance  in  commcmwealth  without 
committing  misdemeanor. 

Cited  in  Enterprise  Lumber  Co.  v.*  Mundy,  62  N.  J.  L.  21,  55  L.  R.  A.  201, 
42  Atl.  1063,  holding  "IJioyds"  contract  of  insurance  valid  in  absence  of  pro- 
hibiting statute;  Re  Life  Ins.  15  Pa.  Dist.  R.  127,  32  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  37,  on  the  right 
of  an  individual  or  unincorporated  body  to  engage  in  the  business  of  life  insur- 
ance. 
Liability  of  Insurance  agents. 

Cited  in  Adler-Weinberger  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Rothschild,  123  Fed.  146,  holding  agent 
negotiating  policy  with  company  not  complying  with  laws,  personally  liable, 
though  property  msured  not  within  state. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Stone,  25  L.  R.  A.  243,  which  holds  agents  of 
individuals  within  provision  as  to  acting  as  insurance  agent  for  principal  with- 
out certificate  of  permission  to  do  business. 

Cited  in  note    (25   L.  R.   A.   239)    on   restrictions  on   insurance  by   uninoor* 
porated   associations   and    individuals;    '' Lloyds"   associations. 
Regulation   of  Insurance. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Alley.  00  Miss.  778.  51  So.  467  (dissenting  opinion),  on  juris- 
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diction   of   state   insurance   department   over    inter-insurance   where   it   is   not 
specified  in  statute. 

25  L.  R.  A.  250,  COM.  v.  VROOMAN,   164  Pa.  306,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  603,  30 

Atl.  217. 
Reirulatton  of  Insurance. 

Cited  in  Swing  v.  MunscJn,  191  Pa.  587,  58  L.  R.  A.  226,  71  Am.  St.  Rep. 
772,  43  Atl.  342,  and  O'Neil  v.  American  F.  Ins.  Co.  166  Pa.  78,  26  L.  R.  A. 
717,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  650.  30  Atl.  943,  holding  business  of  fire  insurance  proper 
subject  of  legislative  control:  Swing  v.  Munson,  191  Pa.  689,  58  L.  R.  A.  226, 
71  Am.  St.  Rep.  772.  43  Atl.  342,  holding  member  of  mutual  insurance  company 
not  complying  with  statute  conditioning  right  to  do  business,  cannot  be  assessed 
for  debts  of  company  after  dissolution;  Re  Lloyd's  Asso.  15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  687, 
3  Pa.  Dist.  R.  823,  holding  *'Lloyd8"  contract  of  insurance  invalid;  Western 
Massachusetts  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Girard  Point  Storage  Co.  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  116, 
6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  56,  holding  foreign  fire  insurance  company  not  complying  with 
state  acts  cannot  recover  premiums;  Re  Insurance  Co.  Partnerships,  20  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  128,  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  701,  holding  two  fire  insurance  companies  cannot 
issue  joint  policy  under  name  of  underwriters,  because  not  incorporated;  WeecT 
V.  Cuming,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  28,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  321,  holding  member  of  "Lloyds" 
company  which  has  received  premium  liable  for  loss  under  policy;  Dugger  v. 
Mechanics'  &  T.  Ins.  Co.  95  Tenn.  267,  28  L.  R.  A.  799,  32  S.  W.  6,  upholding 
constitutionality  of  statute  making  void  all  stipulations  in  policies  which  limit 
liability  to  less  than  full  amount  of  loss,  when  same  does  not  exceed  amount 
of  insurance;  State  ex  rel.  Hoadley  v.  Insurance  Comrs.  37  Fla.  575,  33  L.  R.  A. 
291,  20  So.  772,  overruling  motion  to  quash  writ  of  mandam'us  to  compel  insur- 
ance commissioners  to  reissue  to  "Lloyds"  association  certificate  to  transact 
business;  Enterprise  Lumber  Co.  v.  Mundy,  62  N.  J.  L.  21,  56  L.  R.  A.  201,  42 
Atl.  1063,  holding  "Lloyd's"  policy  of  insurance  is  valid  in  absence  of  statutes 
prohibiting  it;  People  v.  Loew,  23  Misc.  676,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  799,  restraining 
"Peoples  Fire  Lloyds"  from  transacting  insurance  business;  Hoadley  v.  Purifoy, 
107  Ala.  290,  30  L.R.A.  363,  18  So.  220,  referring  to  business  monopolized  by 
corporations  without  discussing  it;  Re  Life  Ins.  15  Pa.  Dist.  R.  127,  32  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  37,  on  the  constitutionality  of  statute  prohibiting  individuals  or  unincorpo- 
rated bodies  from  issuing  fire  insurance  policies;  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hard- 
ison,  199  Mass.  199,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  478,  86  N.  E.  410,  holding  that  the  state 
may  regulate  the  business  of  insurance  by  requiring  adoption  of  a  standard 
form  of  policy;  North  American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Yates,  214  111.  276,  73  N.  E.  423,  on 
the  public  interest  that  affects  insurance  and  renders  it  subject  to  state  regula- 
tion. 

Cited  in  note  (29  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1196)  on  fire  insurance  as  business  alTected  by 
public  interest. 
l*esislatt^e  rearnlntion  of  bualneiia. 

Cited  in  Haigh  v.  Bell,  41  W.  Va.  24,  31  L.  R.  A.  132,  23  S.  E.  666,  sustaining 
act,  as  within  police  power,  prohibiting  owner  from  allowing  hogs  to  run  at 
large;  Overshiner  v.  State,  156  Ind.  193,  61  L.  R.  A.  751,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  187, 
69  N.  £.  468,  upholding  act  permitting  state  dental  association  to  appoint 
three  members  of  board  of  dental  examiners;  Com.  v.  Beatty,  16  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
19,  holding  valid,  act  to  regulate  employment  and  provide  for  health  and  safety 
of  workers;  Noble  State  Bank  v.  Haskell,  219  U.  S.  113,  56  L.  ed.  117,  32  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1066,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  186,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  487,  holding  that  police 
power  of  state  extends  to  regulation  of  banking  business;  East  Stroudsburg 
State  Normal  School  v.  Yetter,  33  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  560,  on  the  right  of  state  to 
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regulate  the  right  of  individual  to  jcontract;  Com.  y.  Short,  38  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
665,  sustaining  as  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police  power,  a  statute  requiring  the 
names  of  the  owner,  proprietor  and  managing  editor  of  a  newspaper  to  be  pub- 
lished in  a  conspicuous  position;  McOuire  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  131  Iowa, 
374,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  722,  108  N.  W.  902,  sustaining  the  statute  declaring  in- 
valid any  contract  limiting  the  liability  of  a  railroad  company  for  the  negligence 
of  a  fellow  servant. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Third  Nat.  Bank  v.  Divine  Grocery  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  445, 
which  denies  right  to  prevent  transfer  of  property  in  payment  of  debt  while 
solvent. 

Distinguished  in  Clark's  Estate,  195  Pa.  628,  48  L.  R.  A.  595,  44  W.  N.  C. 
471,  46  Atl.  127,  Reversing  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  435,  holding  act  authorizing  per- 
sons acting  in  fiduciary  capacity  to  include  in  compensation  expenses  for  bond 
of  surety  company,  invalid. 

—  Reanirlnv    incorporntton. 

Cited  in  Brady  v.  Mattern,  125  Iowa,  164,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  291,  100  N.  W. 
358,  holding  that  building  and  loan  associations  may  be  required  to  become  in- 
corporated; First  State  Bank  v.  Shallenberger,  172  Fed.  1004,  on  right  of  the 
state  to  restrict  banking  to  corporations;  Weed  v.  Bergh,  141  Wis.  576,  25  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1220,  124  N.  W.  664,  upholding  regulation  that  all  banks  be  incorporated. 

Cited  in  note  (135  Am.  St.  Rep.  61,  62)  on  business  of  banking  as  a  proper 
subject  for  legislative  regulation. 

Distinguished  in  Marymont  v.  Nevada  State  Bkg.  Board,  —  Nev.  — ,  32  L.R-A. 
(N.S.)  481,  111  Pac.  295,  holding  that  state  cannot  limit  transaction  of  ordinary 
banking  business  to  corporations. 

—  Special  prlTileircs* 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Emmers,  221  Pa.  313,  70  Atl.  762,  affirming  33  Pa.  Super.  Ct 
167,  holding  exemption  of  municipalities  from  a  law  forbidding  the  emptying 
of  sewage  into  public  streams  by  persons  or  private  corporations  was  not  invalid 
special  grant  of  privilege,  since  it  properly  pertained  to  municipalities  and  not 
to  private  persons. 
Presamptton   of  constitutionality. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  McComb,  227  Pa.  379,  76  Atl.  100,  39  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  414,  on 
the  prima  facie  validity  of. a  legislative  r^ulation;  Wilson  v.  Edwards,  32  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  307,  holding  that  the  legislature  having  passed  upon  the  act,  it 
makes  a  prima  facie  case  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  law;  Pittsburg's  Petition, 
32  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  219,  holding  that  an  act  is  not  to  be  declared  invalid  because 
it  appears  to  the  court  to  violate  the  pervading  spirit  of  the  constitution  which 
is  not  expressed. 
Police  poirer. 

Cited  in  Radnor  Twp.  ▼.  Bell,  27  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  6,  holding  that  the  police 
power  is  the  authority  to  compel  all  owners  of  property  so  to  use  it  as  not  to 
injure  others. 

26  L.  R.  A.  267,  JEFFERSON  v.  ASCH,  53  Minn.  446,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  618,  55 

N.  W.  604. 
^IThen  promise  for  benefit  of  third  person  enforceable. 

Cited  in  Young  Men's  Christian  Asso.  v.  Croft,  34  Or.  Ill,  75  Am.  St.  Rep. 
668,  66  Pac  439;  Hicks  ▼.  Hamilton,  144  Mo.  499,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  431,  46 
S.  W.  432;  McKay  v.  Ward,  20  Utah,  183,  46  L.  R.  A.  633,  footnote  p.  623,  57 
Pac.  1024, —  holding  assumption  of  mortgage  by  grantee  will  not  make  him 
personally  liable  unless  grantor  was  liable;  Stites  ▼.  Thompson,  98  Wia.  331, 


3359  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [25  L.R.A.  257 

73  N.  W.  774,  holding  purchaser  of  mortgp.ged  premises  assuming  to  pay  mort- 
gage liable  to  mortgagee  as  principal  debtor;  Montgomery  ▼.  Rief,  15  Utah, 
501,  50  Pac.  623,  holding  strangers  to  bond  given  to  state  by  contractor  for 
public  building  cannot  sue  on  it  for  material  furnished;  Union  R.  Storage  Co.  v. 
McDermott,  53  Minn.  411,  55  N.  W.  606,  holding  stranger  cannot  sue  on  bond 
given  by  contractor  to  United  States  to  perform  his  contract  although  he  fur- 
nished material  to  the  contractor;  Coleman  v.  Hiler,  85  Hun,  551,  33  N.  Y. 
8upp.  367,  holding  third  person  cannot  maintain  action  on  promises  for  his 
benefit  unless  there  is  some  liability  in  favOr  of  beneficiary;  Scott-OrafT  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Independent  School  Dist.  No.  1,  112  Minn.  476,  128  N.  W.  672,  holding 
that  materialman  cannot  recover  on  contractor's  bond  given  to  municipality 
where  it  is  not  conditioned  for  payment  of  material  furnished  pursuant  to  con- 
tract; Evans  v.  United  States,  42  Ct.  CI.  299,  holding  that  stranger  to  contract 
can  neither  claim  benefit  nor  sustain  liability  under  it;  Gaffney  v.  Sederberg, 
114  Minn.  323,  131  N.  W.  333,  holding  that  third  party  for  whose  benefit  contract 
is  made,  has  right  of  action,  if  there  is  duty  to  him  on  part  of  promisee;  Water- 
ous  Engine  Works  Co.  v.  Clinton,  110  Minn.  275,  125  N.  W.  269,  holding 
that  under  statute  permitting  city  to  take  bonds  from  contractors  for  improve- 
ments, any  person  furnishing  material  for  improvement  may  sue  on  bond; 
Michaud  v.  Erickson,  108  Minn.  361,  122  N.  W.  324,  holding  that  party  for 
whose  benefit  contract  was  made,  and  whose  interests  appear  on  face  of  instru- 
ment, may  sue  thereon  though  contract  was  made  with  another;  State  Bd.  of 
Agriculture  v.  Dimick,  46  Colo.  612,  105  Pac.  1114,  holding  that  board  of  agri- 
culture cannot  maintain  action  for  use  of  those  who  supplied  material  for  build- 
ing, against  contractor  who  gave  bond  to  "pay  all  bills  in  connection  with 
building;"  Malanaphy  v.  Fuller  &  J.  Mfg.  Co.  125  Iowa,  723,  106  Am.  St.  Rep. 
332,  101  N.  W.  640,  holding  that  where  one  for  a  consideration  agreed  to  pay 
the  debt  of  another,  the  creditor  could  sue  the  promisor;  Union  R.  Storage  Co. 
V.  McDermott,  53  Minn.  407,  55  N.  W.  606,  holding  that  a  stranger  to  a  contract 
has  no  right  to  sue  upon  it,  the  promisee  owing  him  no  duty  in  the  premises; 
Kramer  v.  Gardner,  104  Minn.  376,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  499,  116  N.  W.  925,  holding 
that  a  stranger  to  a  contract  in  which  one  of  the  parties  promises  to  do  some- 
thing for  his  benefit,  there  being  no  consideration  from  him,  and  no  obligation 
to  him  from  the  promisee,  cannot  recover  thereon;  Mcllvane  v.  Big  Stony  Lum- 
ber Co.  105  Va.  617,  54  S.  E.  473,  holding  that  the  statute  of  frauds  cannot  be 
invoked  to  sustain  a  right  of  action,  and  its  benefits  claimed  by  one  not  a  party 
to  the  contract  and  not  sought  to  be  charged  thereby;  International  Trust  Co.  v. 
Keefe  Mfg.  &  Invest.  Co.  40  Colo.  445,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  458,  91  Pac.  915,  holding 
'that  one  who  had  furnished  material  to  a  subcontractor,  could  not  avail  himself 
of  an  indemnity  bond  against  liens,  after  the  building  had  been  accepted; 
Brower  &  T.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Miller,  28  Or.  570,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  807,  43  Pac.  659, 
holding  that  a  bond  of  a  street  contractor  to  the  city  that  he  will  pay  all 
materialmen,  does  not  give  the  latter  any  right  of  action  against  him  or  his 
bondsmen  if  they  are  not  paid. 

Annotation  cited  in  Moore  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  139  Ala.  606,  36  So.  777,  hold- 
ing that  promise  for  valuable  consideration  to  pay  another's  debt  to  third  per- 
son, is  not  promise  to  pay  debt  of  another  within  meaning  of  statute  of  frauds. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Capital  Traction  Co.  v.  Offutt,  53  L.  R.  A.  390,  which 
denies  liability  of  street  railway  company  for  debts  of  other  company  whose 
property  and  franchises  bought;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  57  L.  R.  A.  791,  which  denies 
right  of  injured  person  to  sue  insurer  against  loss  through  liability  for  injuries, 
after  settlement  with  insured;  Boston  Ins.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  59 
L.  R.  A.  796,  which  denies  right  of  action  against  railroad  company  carrying 
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mail  under  contract  with  government,  by  sender  of  registered  mail  destroyed 
through  negligence  of  its  employees;  Morgan  v.  Randolph-Clowes  Co.  51  L.  R. 
A.  653,  which  denies  right  of  firm  creditor  to  sue  corporation  assuming  firm 
debts;  McCartney  v.  Ridgway,  32  L.  R.  A.  566,  which  holds  court  of  equity 
will  not  aid  mere  volunteer  to  carry  imperfect  gift  or  trust  into  effect;  Tweed- 
dale  V.  Tweeddale,  61  L.  R.  A.  509,  which  sustains  right  of  third  person  to  en- 
force contract  made  for  his  benefit;  Enos  v.  Sanger,  37  L.  R.  A.  B62,  and  Hare 
V.  Murphy,  29  L.  R.  A.  861,  which  sustains  personal  liability  of  purchaser 
assuming  mortgage  though  grantor  not  liable;  Knapp  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  40  L.  R.  A.  861,  which  upholds  mortgagee's  right  to  compel  grantee 
to  keep  agreement  to  assume  mortgage,  by  suit  in  equity;  Buchanan  v.  Tilden. 
44  L.  R.  A.  170,  which  sustains  wife's  right  to  sue  on  contract  by  third  person 
with  husband,  to  pay  her  part  of  proceeds  of  successful  will  contest;  Baxter  v. 
Camp,  42  L.  R.  A.  614,  which  holds  contract  to  pay  money  to  promisee*s  son  if 
he  survives  parent  not  enforceable  by  son;  Adams  v.  Union  R.  Co.  44  L.  R.  A. 
273,  which  holds  contract  with  town  limiting  street  car  fares  available  to 
passenger;  Buckley  v.  Gray,  31  L.  R.  A.  862,  which  holds  employment  of  attor- 
ney to  draw  will  providing  for  one  of  testatrix's  sons  not  contract  for  latter's 
benefit;  Ferris  v.  American  Brewing  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  305,  which  sustains  right 
of  action  of  one  for  whose  benefit  stipulation  in  lease  against  sale  on  premises 
of  other  person's  beer,  made;  Voorhees,  M.  &  Co.  v.  Porter,  65  L.R.A.  736,  which 
sustains  right  of  creditors  of  vendor  of  goods  to  sue  purchaser  on  agreement  with 
vendor  to  pay  such  creditors  out  of  purchase  money. 

Cited  in  notes  (64  L.R.A.  597  on  who  is  real  party  in  Interest  within  mean- 
ing of  statutes  defining  by  whom  action  must  be  brought;  (27  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
573,  578.  596)  on  right  of  action  of  subcontractor,  materialman,  or  laborer,  on 
contractor's  bond  to  owner;  (39  Am.  St.  Rep.  532)  on  promise  for  benefit  of 
third  person;  (71  Am.  St.  Rep.  184,  190,  191,  195,  205)  on  right  of  third  per- 
son to  sue  on  contract  made  for  his  benefit. 

Criticized  in  Electric  Appliance  Co.  v.  United  States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co.  110 
Wis.  439,  53  L.  R.  A.  613,  footnote  p.  609,  86  N.  W.  648,  holding,  to  entitle 
third  person  to  benefit  of  bond,  there  must  be  not  only  an  interest  to  secure 
some  benefit  to  that  party,  but  also  a  legally  enforceable  promise. 

25  L.  R.  A.  280,  SMITH  v.  LIBRARY  BOARD,  58  Minn.  108,  59  N.  W.  979. 
"When  bailee  liable  for  Iomi. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Prince  v.  Alabama  State  Fair,  28  L.  R,  A.  716,  which 
holds  bailee  of  picture  for  competitive  exhibition  at  fair  liable  for  its  loss. 

25  L.  R.  A.  283,  STATE  v.  AUSTIN,  114  N.  C.  855,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  817,  19 

S.  E.  919. 
Police  poi^'ers  of  ■tan  Id  pall  tie*. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Taylor,  133  N.  C.  758,  46  S.  E.  5,  holding  town  ordinance 
cannot  make  criminal,  or  prescribe  punishment  for,  acts  indictable  at  common 
law  or  by  statute;  State  v.  Ray,  131  N.  C.  821,  60  L.  R.  A.  636,  92  Am.  St.  Rep. 
795,  42  S.  E.  960  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  town  ordinance  re- 
quiring all  stores  selling  merchandise  to  be  closed  after  7:30  p.  m.,  invalid; 
Scott  V.  Fowler,  130  111.  App.  172,  sustaining  ordinance  prohibiting  minors  from 
frequenting  dram  shops. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Stegenga,  61  L.  R.  A.  763,  which  sustaina  city's 
authority  to  provide  for  punishment  of  loiterers  in  streets  and  bar-rooms; 
People  V.  Ewer,  25  L.  R.  A.  794,  which  holds  valid,  act  prohibiting  employment 
of  girls  under  fourteen  as  dancers  or  in  theatrical  exhibitions. 
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Cited  in  notes  (22  L.R.A.(X.S.)  1008)  on  statutes  regulating  admission  of 
minors  to  saloons;  (114  Am.  St.  Rep.  299,  303)  on  power  of  municipality  to 
regulate  dealing  in  intoxicating  liquors. 

25  L.  R.  A.  287,  SMITH  v.  NORFOLK  &  S.  R.  CO.  114  N.  C.  728,  19  S.  K 

863,  923. 
liiabllity    'VTlterc    defendant    mivlit    have    avoided    injury. 

Cited  in  Fulp  v.  Roanoke  &  S.  R.  Co.  120  N.  C.  529,  27  S.  E.  74,  holding 
erroneous  a  charge  that  plaintiff's  contributory  negligence  in  being  drunk  on 
track  prevented  recovery,  where  it  was  not  left  to  jury  to  determine  whether 
injury  could  not  then  have  been  avoided;  Green  v.  Los  Angeles  Terminal  R.  Co. 
143  Cal.  46,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  68,  76  Fac  724,  holding  locomotive  engineer  en- 
titled to  assume  person  in  full  possession  of  faculties  approaching  track  w^ill 
not  attempt  to  cross  before  train  in  full  view;  Bourrett  v.  Chicago  &,  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  152  Iowa,  689,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  965,  132  N.  W.  973,  holding  railroad  not 
liable  for  injury  to  bo}'  carelessly  running  in  front  of  backing  train  who  grabbed 
iron  and  was  dragged  170  feet  before  injury;  Beach  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  148  N. 
C.  161,  61  S.  E.  664,  holding  no  liability  on  part  of  railroad  company  for  running 
over  and  killing  persons  walking  on  the  track  where  it  was  a  bright  clear  day 
and  the  train  could  have  been  seen  half  a  mile  away,  the  engineer  having  a  right 
to  assume  they  would  get  oflf  the  track;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Bailey,  110  Va.  842, 
27  L.R.A.(KS.)  383,  67  S.  E.  365,  holding  no  liability  for  an  injury  to  a  per- 
son who  might  have  seen  the  train  a  considerable  distance  away  and  avoid  the 
accident  if  he  had  paid  any  attention  to  his  danger;  Free  v.  Southern  R.  Co. 
83  S.  E.  183,  65  S.  E.  212,  holding  no  liability  on  part  of  railroad  for  the 
killing  of  an  employee  who  was  struck  by  a  switch  engine  while  walking  on 
the  track  and  who  might  have  seen  the  engine  in  time  to  escape  if  he  looked; 
Dyerson  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  74  Kan.  640,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  142,  87  Pac.  680,  11 
Ann.  Cas.  207,  holding  the  failure  of  an  employee  to  look  before  crossing  a 
track  barred  his  right  to  recover  when  struck  by  an  engine  where  if  he  had  looked 
the  accident  would  not  have  happened;  Fressly  v.  Dover  Yarn  Mills,  138  N.  C. 
430,  51  S.  E.  69  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
*iast  clear  chance." 

(Mted  in  footnotes  to  Thompson  v.  Salt  Lake  Rapid-Transit  Co.  40  L.  R.  A. 
172,  which  holds  one  having  last  clear  chance,  solely  responsible  for  injury; 
Becker  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  268,  which  requires  stopping  to 
enable  trespasser  discovered  on  railroad  bridge  to  escape;  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ferguson,  54  L.  R.  A.  802,  which  holds  duty  to  exercise  care  to  avoid  injury 
from  other's  negligence  does  not  arise  till  negligence  apprehendible;  Tesch  v. 
Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  618,  which  denies  liability  for 
injury  to  one  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  notwithstanding  subsequent 
opportunity  of  other  party  to  avoid  injury;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Tartt,  49  L.  R.  A.  99,  which  denies  duty  towards  trespassers  on  track  before 
discovery. 

Cited  in  notes  (66  L.  R.  A.  419,  421,  423,  454-456)  on  doctrine  of  last  clear 
chance;  (25  L.  R.  A.  787)  on  care  required  of  railroad  companies  to  prevent 
injuring  small  children  on  track;  (26  L.  R.  A.  163)  on  constitutionality  of 
statutes  making  railro/id  companies  absolutely  liable  for  damage  by  fires  set 
out  by  them  or  for  stock  killed  by  them  irrespective  of  negligence;  (69  L.R.A. 
623,  639,  540,  644,  548,  655)  on  care  due  to  sick,  infirm  or  helpless  persons, 
with  whom  no  contract  relation  is  sustained;  (7  L.R.A. (N.S.)  133)  on  doctrine 
of  last  clear  chance  as  aflfected  by  question  of  concurrent  negligence;  (32  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  669)  on  duty  of  property  owner  to  trespassing  child. 
L.R.A.  Au.Vol.  III.— 86. 
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Distinguished  in  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  y.  Jacobson,  28  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  156,  66  S.  W.  1111,  holding  that  doctrine  of  liability  upon  discovered  peril 
is  based  upon  grounds  of  public  policy,  which  forbids  killing  or  nuuming  of 
another  even  with  his  acquiescence. 

Cited  as  overruled  in  Lloyd  v.  Albermarle  &  R.  R.  Co.  118  N.  C.   1015,   54 
Am.  St.  Rep.  764,  24  S.  £.  805,  holding  negligence  of  one  lying  insensible  from 
intoxication  on  railway  track  not  concurrent  if  injury  to  him  could  have  been 
prevented. 
Railroads)   duty  to  aiaintaln  l<»okoiit« 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mason  ▼.  Southern  R.  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  913,  which  holds 
company  liable  for  death  of  child  on  track  from  failure  to  keep  reasonable  look- 
out; Gunn  V.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  575,  which  holds  it  duty  of  en- 
gineer and  fireman  to  keep  lookout  for  persons  on  track. 

Cited  in  note  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  723,  726)  on  duty  of  locomotive  crew  to  keep 
lookout,  as  affected  by  other  duties. 

Explained  in  Pickett  v.  Wilmington  A  W.  R.  Co.  117  N.  C.  628,  30  L.  R.  A. 
257,  footnote  p.  257,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  611,  23  S.  E.  264,  holding  engineer  n^li- 
gent  in  failing  to  keep  lookout  so  as  to  see  helpless  person  on  track. 

Disapproved  in  Palmer  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  34  Utah,  482,  98  Pac. 
689,  16  Ann.  Cas.  229,  holding  no  duty  rested  upon  a  railroad  company  to  be 
on  the  lookout  for  trespassers. 
Contributory  nefflifence  aa  proximate  eau«e  of  Injury. 

Cited  in  Neal  v.  Carolina  C.  R.  Co.  126  N.  C.  638,  49  L.  R  A.  686,  footnote  p. 
684,  36  S.  £.  117,  denying  liability  for  death  of  person  on  track  by  train  run- 
ning at  excessive  speed  without  ringing  bell;  La  Barge  v.  Pere  Marquette  R.  Co. 
134  Mich.  146,  96  N.  W.  1073,  on  negligence  of  plaintiff  concurrent  with  or  sub- 
sequent to  that  of  defendant  as  defeating  a  right  of  recovery;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q. 
R.  Co.  V.  Lilley,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  298,  93  N.  W.  1012,  holding  an  instruction 
erroneous  which  ignored  the  fact  that  the  concurrent  negligence  might  have 
contributed  to  the  accident. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Schreiner  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  76, 
which  holds  failure  to  build  fence  not  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  one  pushed 
on  track  by  cow;  Baltimore  Consol.  R.  Co.  v.  Armstrong,  54  L.  R.  A.  424,  which 
denies  liability  to  one  caught  between  two  street  cars  by  becoming  confused 
after  assenting  to  motorman's  instructions  as  to  reaching  safe  place. 
Intoxication  not  excuse   for  nesHsence. 

Cited  in  Fisher  v.  West  Virginia  k  P.  R.  Co.  42  W.  Va.  189,  33  L.  R.  A.  72. 
24  S.  £.  570,  holding  self-intoxication  no  excuse  for  negligence  of  remaining  on 
platform  of  moving  car  after  conductor's  request  to  go  inside;  Bageard  v.  Con- 
solidated Traction  Co.  64  N.  J.  L.  322,  49  L.  R.  A.  427,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  498, 
45  Atl.  620,  holding  man  cannot  recover  for  injuries  brought  about  by  his  in- 
toxicated condition;  Burke  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  108  111.  App.  573,  holding 
voluntary  intoxication  not  excuse  for  failure  to  use  degree  of  care  reasonably 
expected  of  sober  person;  Rollestone  v.  Cassirer,  3  Ga.  App.  176,  59  S.  £.  442, 
on  the  intoxication  of  a  person  as  affecting  his  liability  for  contributory  neg- 
ligence; Keeshan  v.  Elgin,  A.  &,  S.  Traction  Co.  132  111.  App.  422;  Seaboard  Air- 
Line  R.  Co.  V.  Chapman,  4  Oa.  App.  710,  62  S.  £.  488, — on  the  same  degree  of 
care  being  required  of  an  intoxicated  person  that  would'  be  required  if  sober. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Price  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  213. 
which  holds  negligence  of  trespasser  sitting  down  on  railroad  track  not  excused 
by  drunkenness. 
Cited  in  notes   (40  L.R.A.  131)   on  intoxication  as  affecting  negligence;    (31 
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L.R.A.(N.S.)    1033,   1037,   1038,   1040)    on  intoxication  of  persons  on  track  as 
affecting  applicability  of  doctrine  of  last  clear  chance. 
Rlarlkt  to  impute  nearllvence. 

Distinguished  in  Davis  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  136  N.  C.  117,  48  S.  E. 
^91,  1  Ann.  Cas.  214,  holding  in  an  action  by  a  father  as  administrator  for  the 
wrongful  death  of  his  child,  the  negligence  of  the  father  might  be  imputed  to 
the  child. 

^  L.  R.  A.  300,  CHICAGO  &  N.  W.  R.  CO.  v.  WEST  CHICAGO  PARK,  151 

111.  204,  37  N.  E.  1079. 
Estoppel. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  Union  Stock  Yards  &  Transit  Co.  164  111.  232,  35  L.  R.  A. 
285,  45  N.  E.  430,  declaring  city  estopped  when  it  has  recognized  for  twenty 
jears  right  of  railroad  to  cross  street;  West  Chicago  Park  v.  Sweet,  167  111. 
-335,  47  N.  E.  728,  holding  objections  to  control  of  streets  by  park  commissioners 
of  no  force  after  long  acquiescence  by  city;  Bass  v.  South  Park,  171  111.  371, 
49  N.  E.  549,  holding  that,  when  proceedings  show  on  their  face  that  park 
•commissioners  had  secured  control  of  streets,  it  will  be  presumed  it  was  done 
legally;  Chicago  v.  Carpenter,  201  111.  408,  66  N.  E.  362,  holding  city  estopped 
to  deny  control  of  park  commissioners  over  streets  where  improvements  were 
made  by  them  without  interference  by  city;  Soule  v.  People,  205  111.  623,  69 
N.  £.  22,  holding  validity  of  village  organization  cannot  be  attacked  by  informa- 
tion in  nature  of  quo  warranto  to  oust  officers,  where  corporate  functions  exer- 
cised for  over  twenty  years;  Omaha  &  C.  B.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Omaha,  90  Neb. 
14,  132  N.  W.  731,  holding  that  city  is  estopped  from  interference  with  corpo- 
ration where  by  affirmative  acts  of  city's  officers  it  acquiesced  in  expenditure 
of  large  sums  of  money  in  conducting  enterprise  under  claim  or  color  of  right. 
Revleirimar  error. 

Cited  m  Glennon  v.  Britton,  155  111.  239,  40  N.  E.  594,  refusing  to  review 
orror  committed  at  party's  own  instance,  contrary  to  his  stipulation. 
Control  of  streets  by  park  board. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  242  111.  34,  89  N.  E.  648, 
on  it  being  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  where  private  rights  not  involved 
to  vest  the  control  of  streets  in  a  park  board. 

^5  L.  R.  A.  305,  CHIPMAN  v.  CARROLL,  53  Kan.  163,  35  Pac.  1109. 
Mortarasroe's  riarbt   in   Are   policy. 

Cited  in  Swearingen  v.  Hartford  Ins.  Co.  52  S.  C.  316,  29  S.  E.  722,  refusing 
oquitable  lien  of  mortgagee  upon  proceeds  of  fire  policy  taken  out  by  mortgagor 
in  own  name  under  invalid  verbal  agreement  with  mortgagee;  Healey  Ice  Mach. 
Co.  V.  Green,  181  Fed.  895,  holding  that  holder  of  mechanic's  lien  has  no  claim 
on  proceeds  of  insurance  policy  taken  out  by  owner  and  payable  to  himself; 
Trust  Co.  V.  Scottish  Union  &  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  119  Ga.  674,  46  S.  E.  855,  holding 
a  mortgagee  might  maintain  an  action  alone  for  a  loss  under  a  policy  issued  to 
him  where  the  amount  of  the  debt  equals  the  insurance  and  embraces  all  of  the 
property  destroyed;  Fitts  v.  A.  F.  Messick  Grocery  Co.  144  N.  C.  471,  57  S.  E. 
164;  Hyde  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  70  Neb.  507,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  796,  97  N.  W. 
629, — on  a  covenant  in  a  mortgage  that  the  mortgagor  insure  for  benefit  of 
mortgagee  as  creating  a  lien  in  favor  of  mortgagee  although  the  mortgagor  in- 
jures in  his  own  name. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hocking  v.  Virginia  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  39  L.  R.  A.  148, 
-which  denies  mortgagee's  right  to  recover  where  mortgagor  bums  building; 
Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Penn  Plate-Glass  Qo.  56  L.  R.  A.  710,  which  denies 
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mortgagee's  lien  on  proceeds  of  Insurance  on  premises  by  grantee  for  own  bene- 
fit; Shadgett  v.  Phillips  &  C.  Co.  56  h.  R.  A.  461,  which  holds  mortgag<ee  not 
entitled  to  insurance  procured  by  donee  for  own  benefit,  by  latter's  knowledge 
of  mortgagor's  failure  to  keep  agreement  to  insure;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Koob,  58 
L.  R.  A.  58,  which  holds  policy  to  mortgagor  not  avoided  by  policy  to  mort- 
gagee; Hardy  v.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  33  L.  K.  A.  241,  which  holds  mortgagee*^ 
rights  unaffected  by  additional  insurance  taken  by  mortgagor;  Palmer  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  32  L.  R.  A.  615,  which  sustains  mortgagee's 
right  to  sue  on  policy  in  own  name;  Boyd  v.  Thuringia  Ins.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A. 
165,  which  holds  question  of  forfeiture  of  policy  payable  to  mortgagee  not 
determined  by  provisions  as  to  mortgagor's  acts;  Pioneer  Sav.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Provi- 
dence Washington  Ins.  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  397,  which  holds  change  of  title  by  deed 
from  mortgagor  to  mortgagee  pending  application  for  insurance  not  fatal  to 
insurance;  Harrison  v.  Pepper,  33  L.  R.  A.  239,  which  holds  that,  in  absence 
of  agreement  to  that  effect,  remainder  man  has  no  claim  upon  insurance  carried 
by   life  tenant. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  L.'R.A.  (N.S.)  450)  on  right  to  insurance  where  loss  occurs 
during  period  of  redemption  from  foreclosure;  (118  Am.  St.  Rep.  972)  on  appli- 
cation of  proceeds  of  insurance  on  mortgaged  property;  (135  Am.  St.  Rep.  745) 
on  fire  insurance  as  security  for  a  mortgagee  or  other  lien  holder;  (46  L.  ed. 
U.  S.  1235)  on  right  of  mortgagee  to  benefit  of  insurance  taken  in  name  of  mort- 
gagor, in  absence  of  agreement  to  insure  for  benefit  of  mortgagee. 

Annotation  in  25  L.  R.  A.  305,  referred  to  particularly  in  Lowry  v.  Insurance 
Co.  of  N.  A.  75  Miss.  45,  37  L.  R.  A.  779,  footnote  p.  779,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  587, 
21   So.  664,  authorizing  suit  by  mortgagee  in  own  name  on   policy  payable  to 
him. 
ESzecutton   against   tntereat    in   Innurance   policy. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Boisseau  v.  Penn,  57  L.  R.  A.  380,  which  holds  execution 
not  lien  on  interest  of  debtor  in  twenty-year  distribution  policy  on  his  life  which 
ceases' on  failure  to  pay  premiums. 

25  L.  R.  A.  309,  KIMMEL  v.  DICKSON,  5  S.  D.  221,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  869,  58  N. 

W.  561. 
IVhen  bank  deponlt  Impreimed   irlth  trnnt. 

Cited  in  Piano  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Auld,  14  S.  D.  519,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  769,  86  N.  W. 
21,  sustaining  action  against  receiver  of  bank,  which  had  collected  note  and 
mingled  proceeds  with  other  funds,  for  balance  due;  State  v.  Foster,  5  Wyo. 
216,  29  L.  R.  A.  251,  38  Pac.  926,  holding  commercial  paper  found  in  vaults  of 
insolvent  banker  not  impressed  with  trust  of  funds  held  in  trust  by  it;  Hoskins 
V.  Dougherty,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  323,  69  S.  W.  103,  holding  deposit  in  bank  as 
forfeit  to  third  party  in  event  of  nonperformance  of  contract,  or  payable  as 
part  of  purchase  money  in  case  of  performance  is  trust  fund  to  be  paid  to  ac- 
count of  contract;  State  v.  Thum,  6  Idaho,  330,  55  Pac.  858,  holding  public  moneys 
deposited  by  state  treasurer  become  trust  fund,  which  may  be  followed  in  hands 
of  receiver;  Shopert  v.  Indiana  Nat.  Bank,  41  Ind.  App.  481,  83  N.  E.  515,  hold- 
ing money  left  at  a  bank  to  be  paid  to  another  upon  the  performance  of  cert4iin 
conditions  is  recoverable  on  failure  of  the  conditions  out  of  the  general  funds  of 
the  bank  from  a  receiver  subsequently  appointed. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lincoln  Sav.  Bank  &  S.  D.  Co.  v.  Morrison,  57  L.  R.  A. 
885,  which  holds  cestui  que  trust  entitled  to  preference,  only  to  extent  trustee's 
estate  shown  to  have  been  increased  by  misappropriation  of  trust  property. 

Cited  in  notes  (15  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1101)  on  lien  on  commercial  paper  pur- 
chased by  bank  after  mingling  trust  money  with  own  funds;    (39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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S48)  aa  to  when  bank  deposit  is  special;  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  780)  on  title  of  bank 
to  money  deposited  with  or  collected  by  it;  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  804)  on  right  to 
rcDorer  money  deposited  with  or  collected  by  bank  upon  its  insolvency. 

Distin^ished   in   McCormick  Harvesting  Mach.   Co.   v.   Yankton   Sav.   Bank, 
15  S.  D.  202,  87  N.  W.  974,  holding  sender  of  notes  to  bank  for  collection  is  mere 
creditor  where  it  has  been  custom  to  credit  the  amounts  collected. 
Alsbt  to  folloiT  a  trust  fund. 

Cited  in  Shopert  v.  Indiana  Nat.  Bank,  41  Ind.  App.  477,  83  N.  E.  515, 
on  the  right  to  follow  and  recover  a  trust  fund. 

26  L.  R.  A.  312,  LIVERMORE  v.  WAITE,  102  Cal.  113,  36  Pac.  424. 
Constitutional  amendnaents. 

Cited  in  Bott  v.  Wurts,  63  N.  J.  L.  297,  45  L.  R.  A.  255,  43  Atl.  744,  raainUin- 
ing  jurisdiction  to  review  by  certiorari  at  instance  of  citizen  determination  of 
«ommission  appointed  to  ascertain  result  of  popular  vote  on  constitutional 
Amendment;  People  ex  rel.  Elder  v.  Sours,  31  Colo.  429,  74  Pac.  167  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  majority  holding  legislature  may  propose  amendment  to  Consti- 
tution bv  wav  of  added  article:  State  ex  rel.  Halliburton  v.  Roach,  230- Mo.  433, 
139  Am.  St.  Rep.  639,  130  S.  W.  689,  holding  that  petition  demanding  that 
amendment  to  constitution  be  submitted  to  people  dividing  state  into  senatorial 
districts  does  not  ask  for  constitutional  amendment,  but  for  statutory  enact- 
ment by  popular  vote;  McBee  v.  Brady,  15  Idaho,  776,  100  Pac.  97,  on  how 
Amendments  to  constitution  may  properly  be  made;  Kadderly  v.  Portland,  44 
Or.  136,  74  Pac.  710;  Chicago  v.  Reeves,  2*20  111.  288,  77  N.  E.  237,— on  the  right 
to  propose  constitutional  amendments  as  not  being  an  exercise  of  legislative 
power  in  the  ordinary  sense;  McConaughy  v.  Secretary  of  State,  106  Minn.  405, 
110  N.  W.  408,  holding  courts  had  jurisdiction  to  determine  whether  a  constitu- 
tional amendment  had  been  legally  submitted  and  adopted  by  the  people;  Ka<l- 
derly  v.  Portland,  44  Or.  134,  74  Pac.  710,  on  the  determination  of  the  validity 
•of  a  constitutional  amendment  as  being  a  judicial  question. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Woods  v.  Tooker,  25  L.  R.  A.  560,  which 
holds  fatal  to  constitutional  amendment,  publication  for  two  weeks  only;  State 
«p  rel.  Wineman  v.  Dahl,  34  L.  R.  A.  97,  which  holds  submission  to  popular  vote 
of  proposal  for  constitutional  convention  properly  made  by  legislature;  Com. 
ex  rel.  Elkin  v.  Griest,  50  L.  R.  A.  568,  which  holds  governor's  approval  of 
proposed  constitutional   amendment,   unnecessary.  ^ 

Criticized  in  Edwards  v.  Lesueur,  132  Mo.  436,  31  L.  R.  A.  820,  footnote  p. 
"815,  33  S.  W.  1130,  refusing  to  enjoin  submission  to  people,  of  amendment  to 
-Constitution  providing  for  change  of  seat  of  government  of  state  because  dcpcnd- 
•ent  on  conditions. 
Rlflrht  to   inJunctlTe  relief. 

Cited  in  Wheeler  v.  Herbert,  162  Cal  228,  92  Pac.  353,  holding  a  suit  for  in- 
junction is  the  proper  remedy  to  obtain  relief  to  prevent  the  execution  of  a  void 
«tatute. 

Cited  in  note  (34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  381)  on  prevention  of  illegal  removal  of  state 
capital. 

^5  L.  R.  A.  320,  DICKSON  v.  OMAHA  k  ST.  L.  R.  CO.  124  Mo.  140,  46  Am.  St. 

Rep.  429,  27  S.  W.  476. 
Rallroadni  liability  to  employees. 

Cited  in  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Columbia,  66  Kan.  397,  58  L.  R.  A.  403,  69 
Pac.  338,  holding  locomotive  fireman  has  right  to  assume  that  railway  will 
not   put  grain  doors  in  such  position  as  to  expose  him  to  unnecessary  danger. 
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Liability  for  injury  resnltlmar  from  unfemced  traek. 

Cited  in  Terre  Haute  A  I.  R.  Co.  v.  WilliamB,  172  111.  382,  64  Am.  St.  Rep. 
44,  50  N.  E.  116,  holding  railroad  liable  to  employee  injured  through  its  fail- 
ure to  keep  track  fenced;  Terre  Haute  A  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  69  111.  App. 
394,  holding  road  liable  for  death  of  engineer  whose  engine  collided  with  eattle 
on  track  not  fenced;  Mendizabal  v.  New  York  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  Co.  89  App.  Div. 
388,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  896,  holding  railroad  liable  for  injury  to  workman  carried 
on  construction  train  derailed  by  running  over  cow  on  unfenced  track;  Inter- 
national A  G.  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Richmond,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  516,  67  S.  W.  1029,  hold- 
ing railroad  liable  for  killing  animal  straying  upon  premises  of  abutting  land- 
owner,  and   entering  right  of  way  through   defective   fence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Carper  v.  Kimball,  35  L.  R.  A.  135,  which  denies  lia- 
bility for  injuries  to  railroad  employee  from  failure  to  build  fences;  Barney 
v.  Hannibal  A  St.  J.  R.  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  847,  which  denies  duty  of  railroad 
company  to  fence  switch  yards  for  protection  of  children;  Rosse  v.  St.  Paul 
A  D.  R.  Co.  37  L.  R.  A.  691,  which  holds  railroad  company  liable  for  injury 
to  young  child  from  failure  to  keep  track  fenced;  Kimball  v.  Carter,  38  L.  R. 
A.  570,  which  holds  inclosed  lands  through  which  right  of  way  must  be  fenced 
those  which  have  line  of  obstacle  of  any  kind  setting  them  off  as  private  property. 

Cited  in  notes  (9  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  344,  364,  385)  on  private  action  for  violation 
of  statute  as  to  fencing  right  of  way  not  expressly  conferring  it;  (31  L.RJL 
(N.S.)  862)  on  constitutionality  of  statutes  requiring  railroad  to  fence  tracks 
and  build  cattle  guards. 

Distinguished  in  Carper  v.  Norfolk  A  W.  R.  Co.  35  L.  R.  A.  141,  23  C-  C. 
A.  675,  42  U.  S.  App.  282,  78  Fed.  100,  holding  railroad  owes  no  duty  to  its 
employees  in  keeping  track  fenced  so  as  to  make  it  liable  for  injury  resulting 
from  derailed  train  by  collision  with  cattle;  Nielsen  v.  Chicago,  B.  A  Q.  R> 
Co.  109  C.  C.  A.  225,  187  Fed.  395,  holding  fireman  has  no  cause  of  action  against 
railroad  for  injury  resulting  from  derailment  of  locomotive  by  cattle  which 
had  strayed  upon  unfenced  railroad;  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  GauU,  116  111.  App.  445, 
holding  no  liability  on  part  of  a  railroad  company  for  a  failure  to  fence  where 
a  person  driving  along  highway  was  killed  when  his  horses  took  fright  and  ran 
across  tracks  plunging  over  an  embankment. 
Contrlbatory  nearlivence. 

Cited  in  Baker  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  A  M.  R.  Co.  147  Mo.  167,  48  8.  W.  838^ 
which  holds  woman  confused  by  first  discovering  approach  of  concealed  cars, 
after  going  on  tracks,  not  amenable  to  rule  of  stopping  to  look  and  listen;  Oates 
V.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  168  Mo.  548,  58  L.  R.  A.  451,  68  S.  W.  906,  declar- 
ing erroneous  instruction  that  plaintiff  cannot  recover  if  his  negligence  "but 
contributes  to  the  injury;*'  Byars  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  361  Mo.  App.  706,  141  S.  W. 
926,  holding  that  one  is  not  chargeable  with  negligence  because  when  exposed  to 
sudden  danger  he  does  not  adopt  safest  and  best  course  to  avoid  injury;  Sydnor 
V.  Arnold,  122  Ky.  562,  92  S.  W.  289,  on  what  is  necessary  to  fix  liability  on  a 
person  for  remote  negligence;  Springer  v.  St.  Louis  8.  W.  R.  Co.  88  C.  C.  A. 
619,  161  Fed.  814  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  fp.ilure  of  a  person  in  an 
emergency  to  appreciate  the  best  course  to  pursue  as  not  necessarily  amounting 
to  negligence;  Huss  v.  Heydt  Bakery  Co.  210  Mo.  73,  108  S.  W.  63  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  negligence  which  would  not  have  resulted  in  injury  but  for  the 
negligence  of  defendant  as  not  being  available  as  contributory  negligence;  Lee 
V.  St.  Louis,  M.  A  8.  E.  R.  Co.  112  Mo.  App.  408,  87  S.  W.  12,  heading  where 
plaintiff  was  injured  by  the  sudden  stopping  of  a  hand  car  due  to  the  unexpected 
locking  of  the  cogs,  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  plaintiff  was  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  because  he  knew  the  cogs  were  tight. 
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Cited  in  notes   (37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  63)   on  care  required  in  sudden  emergency; 
(15  Eng.  RuL  Cas.  74)  on  contributory  negligence;    (17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  248)  on 
assumption  of  risks  by  employee. 
Proximate  cause. 

Cited  in  ^yce  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  120  Mo.  App.  173,  96  S.  W.  870;  Foley  ▼. 
McMahon,  114  Mo.  App.  444,  00  S.  W.  113,— Refining  "proximate  cause." 

26  L.  R.  A.  326,  ELLIS  ex  rel  REYNOLDS  ▼.  MAY,  90  Mich.  688,  68  N.  W. 

483. 
Maadatorr  pro-rlalon*  of  ballot  lairs. 

Cited  in  Todd  v.  Election  Comrs.  104  Mich.  482,  29  L.  R.  A.  334,  64  N.  W. 
496.  upholding  act  against  printing  name  of  candidate  more  than  once  on  of- 
ficial ballot;  Tebbe  v.  Smith,  108  Cal.  108,  29  L.  R.  A.  678,  footnote  p.  873, 
49  Am.  St.  Rep.  68,  41  Pac.  454,  refusing  to  declare  ballots  illegal  because  legal 
mark  in  legal  place  might  serve  to  identify  them;  Cole  ▼.  Tucker,  164  Mass. 
488,  .29  L.  R.  A.  669,  41  N.  E.  681,  upholding  statute  making  official  ballot 
compulsory  in  election  of  city  officers,  and  optional  as  to  town  officers;  Re  Con- 
tested Election,  3  Lack.  Legal  News,  78,  holding  ballot  of  voter  who  takes 
person  into  booth  to  see  how  he  votes  should  be  thrown  out;  Tebbe  v.  Smith, 
108  Cal.  113,  29  L.  R.  A.  676,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  68,  41  Pac.  454,  discarding 
marked  ballots  where  it  appeared  that  only  one  person  in  precinct  was  lawfully 
assisted  to  mark  his  ballot;  Van  Winkle  v.  Crabtree,  34  Or.  471,  55  Pac.  831, 
holding  mandatory,  provisions  as  to  space  in  which  marking  of  ballot  should 
be  done;  Board  v.  Dill,  28  Okla.  116,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1176,  110  Pac.  1107,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912  B,  101,  holding  that  statutes  designed  to  secure  secrecy  of  ballot  are 
mandatory  on  both  officials  and  electors;  Rampendahl  v.  Crump,  24  Okla.  888, 
105  Pac.  201,  holding  that  statute  providing  that  on  leaving  booth  voter  shall 
deliver  ballot  to  inspector  etc.  is  mandatory;  Westville  v.  Stillwell,  24  Okla. 
897,  105  Pac.  664,  holding  that  statute  providing  that  every  person  desiring 
to  vote  at  special  election  shall  before  being  given  ballot  subscribe  and  swear 
to  affidavit  is  mandatory;  People  ex  rel.  Anderson  v.  Rinehart,  161 
Mich.  587,  126  N.  W.  704,  holding  that  statute  requiring  inspector  to  write 
his  initials  on  lower  left  hand  corner  of  ballot  is  mandatory,  and  neglect  to 
comply  with  the  statute  renders  ballot  void;  Virgil  v.  Garcia,  36  Colo.  441, 
setting  aside  entire  vote  of  precinct  for  gross  violation  of  mandatory  provisions 
of  statute  as  to  conduct  of  judges. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Stackpole  v.  Hallahan,  28  L.  R.  A.  502,  which  holds  pro- 
visions of  Australian  ballot  law  not  mandatory  to  extent  that  fair  election 
invalidated;  Taylor  v.  Beakley,  28  L.  R.  A.  683,  which  holds  mandatory  pro* 
vision  against  counting  ballot  not  marked  as  required  by  statute. 

Cited  in  notes  (90  Am.  St.  Rep.  82,  84;  40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  536)  on  mandatory 
provisions  as  to  assisting  voter. 

Distinguished  in  Horning  v.  Board  of  Canvassers,  119  Mich.  53,  77  N.  W. 
446,  declaring  provision  that  inspector's  initials  shall  appear  at  one  place  only 
on  back  of  ballot,  directory  merely. 

26  L.  R.  A.  338,  AMERICAN  WATERWORKS  CO.  v.  FARMERS  LOAN  &  T. 

CO.  20  Colo.  203,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  286,  37  Pac.  269. 
Extraterritorial  effect  of  statute*. 

Cited  in  House  of  Mercy  v.  Davidson,  90  Tex.  633,  39  S.  W.  924,  holding  pro> 
visions  of  general  law  of  state  under  which  company  incorporated  controlling 
as  to  possession  of  land  in  another  state;  Stack  v.  Detour  Lumber  &  Cedar  Co. 
151  Mich.  24,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)   616,  114  N.  W.  876,  14  Ann.  Cas.  112,  holding 
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foreign  corporation  admitted  to  do  busincsa  in  state  was  not  deprived  of  the 
right  to  plead  usury  as  a  defense  because  of  such  a  provision  in  the  laws  of 

its  own  state. 

26  L.  R.  A.  341,  CONNOR  v.  PEOPLE,  18  Colo.  373,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  296,  33 

Pac.   159. 
Conspiracy  to  commit  crime. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  People,  22  Colo.  533,  45  Pae.  408,  holding  there  can  be  no 
conspiracy  to  do  an  act  not  in  itself  unlawful;  Lipschitz  v.  People,  25  Colo. 
265,  53  Pac.  1111,  holding  malicious  and  wilful  burning,  but  not  wilful  and 
malicious  conspiracy  to  burn,  is  unlawful;  Short  v.  People,  27  Colo.  184,  60 
Pac.  350,  holding  harmless,  error  to  instruct  that  conspiracy  is  doing  lawful 
act  in  unlawful  manner,  when  indictment  charges  burglary;  Johnson  v.  United 
States,  85  C.  C.  A.  399,  158  Fed.  73,  14  Ann.  Cas.  153,  holding  an  indictment  for 
a  conspiracy  to  effect  the  concealment  of  property  of  bankrupt  from  the  trustee 
faulty  where  the  trustee  is  named  as  a  party  and  the  averments  show  no  .con- 
cealment from  him;  Johnson  v.  People,  124  111.  App.  243,  on  how  a  conspiracy 
must  be  proved. 
Effect  of  iiuitliratlon   or  consent   to   criminal   net. 

Cited  in  Strait  v.  State,  77  Miss.  697,  27  So.  617,  holding  burglary  is  not 
committed  when  would-be  burglar  is  let  into  the  office  by  decoy  or  detective; 
Newman  v.  People,  23  Colo.  305,  47  Pac.  278,  holding  it  immaterial  whether 
briber  or  bribed  makes  first  advance;  State  v.  Hull,  33  Or.  63,  72  Am.  St.  Rep. 
694,  54  Pac.  159,  holding  cattle  are  not  stolen  when  taken  with  consent  and  ac- 
tive aid  of  owner  through  agent;  State  v.  West,  157  Mo.  322,  57  S.  W.  1071, 
holding  that  superintendent  of  railroad  does  not  consent  to  conspiracy  to  rob 
train  because  he  takes  steps  to  apprehend  robber  after  being  informed  of  in- 
tention; Hindman  v.  State,  72  Ark.  623,  81  S.  W.  836,  holding  where  a  conspiracy 
existed  to  cheat  a  man  under  color  of  a  bet  which  he  paid  when  he  lost,  the  crime 
did  not  constitute  larceny  but  merely  the  obtaining  of  money  under  false  pre- 
tenses; State  V.  Waghalter,  177  Mo.  687,  76  S.  W.  1028,  12  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  283. 
holding  a  defendant  could  not  be  convicted  of  receiving  stolen  goods  where  the 
goods  delivered  to  him  were  taken  by  a  detective  under  a  plan  with  owner  to  lay 
a  trap  for  defendant;  People  v.  Mills,  178  N.  Y.  299,  18  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  297. 
67  L.R.A.  142,  70  N.  E.  786  (dissenting  opinion),  on  no  right  to  convict  of 
an  attempt  to  commit  a  crime  wliere  part  of  a  plan  to  have  defendant  commit 
the  crime  with  the  help  of  others  employed  to  obtain  evidence  to  convict  him. 

Annotation  cited  in  Olds  v.  State,  44  Fla.  452,  33  So.  296,  holding  a  taking 
by  the  voluntary  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  property,  with  a  felonious  intent 
does  not  constitute  larcenv. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Abley,  46  L.  R.  A.  862,  which  sustains  liabil- 
ity for  burglary  though  clerk,  without  employer's  knowledge,  loans  key  at  of- 
ficer's request  to  have  duplicate  made  for  burglar's  use;  Com.  v.  Hollister,  25 
L.  R.  A.  349,  which  holds  conviction  not  prevented  because  supposed  confederate 
acted  for  purpose  of  detecting  guilty  parties;  Love  v.  People,  32  L.  R,  A.  139, 
which  holds  no  crime  committed  against  one  encouraging  others  to  commit  the 
act;  People  v.  Mills,  67  L.R.A.  131,  which  holds  one  proposing  scheme  and  puttinj^; 
in  motion  forces  by  which  court  records  are  removed  for  purpose  of  destroying 
them  guilty  as  principal,  though  the  records  are  actually  removed  under  per- 
mission of  a  judge  of  the  court;  State  v.  Currie,  69  L.R.A.  405.  which  holds 
mere  fact  that  person  who  assisted  in  a  burglary  was  a  detective  no  defense  if 
detective  did  not  instigate  the  crime. 

Cited  in  notes   (7  L.R.A. (N.S.)   768)  on  larceny;  effect  of  owner's  conduct  in 
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intentionally  facilitating  taking;  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  946)  on  instigation  or  con- 
sent to  crime  for  purpose  of  detecting  criminal  as  defense;  (72  Am.  St.  Rep. 
703)  on  effect  of  consent  to  crime  by  person  injured  thereby;  (135  Am.  St.  Rep. 
490)  on  robbery  with,  consent  of  victim. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Chappell,  179  Mo.  331,  78  S.  W.  585,  holding  in- 
struction to  acquit  defendant  of  larceny  of  goods  from  railroad  car,  if  scheme 
was  suggested  by  decoy,  properly  refused  in  absence  of  evidence  to  support; 
Porter  v.  People,  31  Colo.  516,  74  Pac.  879,  holding  detective  arranging  with 
defendant  to  ship  his  own  cattle  with  those  latter  might  steal  in  order  to  fill  car, 
not  accomplice,  requiring  corroborative  evidence  to  convict;  Tones  v.  State,  48 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  368,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1026,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  759,  88  S.  W.  217, 
13  Ann.  Cas.  455,  holding  the  fact  that  a  prosecutor  made  preparation  before 
the  robbery  in  anticipation  of  its  occurring  and  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  the 
robbers,  was  not  such  consent  as.  to  absolve  the  act  from  being  criminal. 
BS-rldence. 

Cited  in  Kipp  v.  Silverman,  25  Mont.  302,  64  Pac.  884,  holding  hearsay  state- 
ments not  under  oath  add  nothing  to  confirmation  of  what  witness  says  under 
oath. 

Cited  in  note  (82  Am.  St.  Rep.  67)  on  rebuttal  evidence  to  sustain  credibility 
of  witness. 
Contempt  of  court* 

Cited  in  People  ex  reL  Connor  v.  Stapleton,  18  Colo.  579,  23  L.  R.  A.  791, 
33  Pac.  167,  holding  contempt  of  court  shown  by  newspaper  publication  alleg- 
ing in  effect  that  court  was  influenced  in  its  decision  in  particular  case. 
Testimony  of  detecttvea. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Shew,  8  Kan.  App.  685,  57  Pac.  137,  holding  it  the  duty  of 
the  trial  court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  scrutinize  closely  the  testimony  of  detec- 
tives employed  to  discover  alleged  violations  of  a  statute. 

Distinguished  in  Com.  v.  Wasson,  42  Pa.  Super.  Co.  57,  holding  that  testi- 
mony of  detectives  is  not  testimony  of  coconspirators  where  detectives  enter 
into  combination  with  conspirators  in  order  to  entrap  and  arrest  them. 

25  L.  R.  A.  349,  COM.  v.  HOLLISTER,  157  Pa.  13,  27  Atl.  386. 
Participation   In  crime. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Torphy,  78  Mo.  App.  208^  holding  person  entering  gambling 
place  and  engaging  in  game  for  sole  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  secure  evi- 
dence to  convict  not  punishable;  Wright  v.  Stewart,  130  Fed.  914,  holding 
bank  corporation  receiving  and  enjoying  benefits  of  fraudulent  scheme  to  extort 
money,  with  knowledge  of  fraud,  chargeable  as  conspirator. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Abley,  46  L.R.A.  862,  which  sustains  liability 
for  burglary  though  clerk,  without  employer's  knowledge,  loans  key  at  officer's 
request  to  have  duplicate  made  for  burglar's  use;  People  v.  Mills,  67  L.R.A.  131, 
which  holds  one  proposing  scheme  and  putting  in  motion  forces  by  which  court 
records  are  removed  for  purpose  of  destroying  them  guilty  as  principal,  though 
the  records  are  actually  removed  under  permission  of  a  judge  of  the  court;  State 
V.  Currie,  69  L.R.A.  405,  which  holds  mere  fact  that  person  who  assisted  in  a 
burglary  was  a  detective  no  defense  if  detective  did  not  instigate  the  crime. 

Cited  in  notes    (25  L.R.A.  341)    on  instigation  or  consent  to  crime  for  the 
purpose  of  detecting  criminal,  as  a  defense  to  prosecution;    (30  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
946)  on  same  point. 
TcBtlntony  of  dctectlTes. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Wasson,  42  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  57,  holding  that  testimony  of  de- 
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tectives  is  not  testimony  of  coconspirators,  where  detectives  enter  into  oombiiia- 
tion  with  conspirators  in  order  to  entrap  and  arrest  them. 

25  L.  R.  A.  354,  STATE  ex  rel,  HUNT  v.  SUPERIOR  COURT,  8  Waah.  210, 

35  Pac.  1087. 
Rlirltt  of  poBSCMiton  to  property  mmder  Iten. 

Followed  in  State  ex  rel.  Shelly  v.  Superior  Court,  8  Wash.  659,  35  Pac 
1092,  and  State  ex  rel.  Perkins  v.  Graham,  9  Wash.  528,  36  Pac.  1085,  without 
discussion. 

Cited  in  Sanders  v.  Main,  9  Wash.  47,  36  Pac.  1049,  holding  rightful  posses- 
sion under  mortgage  lien  not  affected  by  subsequent  assignment  for  benefit  of 
creditors;  Cherry  v.  Western  Washington  Industrial  Exposition  Co.  11  Wash. 
590,  40  Pac.  136,  holding  appointment  of  receiver  before  sale  and  after  proceed- 
ings under  execution  will  not  affect  right  of  purchaser  thereunder;  State  ex 
rel.  Baum  v.  Superior  Court,  14  Wash.  328,  44  Pac.  542,  holding  assignee  of  ia- 
solvent  debtor  has  title,  but  not  right  of  possession,  to  property  rightfully  lev- 
ied on  by  sheriff;  Smith  v.  Sioux  City  Nursery  &  Seed  Co.  109  Iowa,  55,  79  N. 
W.  457,  holding  receiver  takes  subject  to  payment  of  all  valid  prior  liens;  People 
use  of  Kenfield  v.  Finch,  19  Colo.  App.  521,  76  Pac.  1120,  holding  in  an  action 
against  a  sheriff  and  his  sureties  for  damages  because  of  a  false  return,  of  no 
property  found,  the  subsequent  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the  property  of  the 
execution  debtor  is  no  defense;  Kidder  v.  Beavers,  33  Wash.  641,  74  Pac.  819, 
holding  a  mortgagee  of  property  of  insolvent  corporation  in  hands  of  receiver  is 
not  required  to  ask  leave  of  court  to  foreclose  where  the  property  in  the  hands 
of  a  third  person  and  never  in  the  possession  of  the  receiver. 

Distinguished  in  State  eso  rel.  Schwabacher  Bros.  &.  Co.  v.  Superior  Court, 
11  Wash.  65,  39  Pac.  244,  upholding  injunction  against  execution  sale,  and  or- 
dering property  turned  over  to  receiver;  State  ex  rel.  Krisch  v.  King  County. 
36  Wash.  94,  78  Pac.  461,  holding  the  right  of  a  receiver  or  an  attaching  creditor 
to  the  possession  of  property  may  be  determined  in  proceeding  determining  the 
question  6f  solvency  of  the  corporation. 

25  L.  R.  A.  360,  FESTORAZZI  v.  ST.  JCSEPH  ROMAN  CATHOLIC  CHURCH, 

104  Ala.  327,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  48,  18  So.  394. 
Vitlldltr  of  ebaritable  trnata. 

Cited  in  McHugh  v.  McCole,  97  Wis.  181,  40  L.  R.  A.  729,  72  N.  W.  631, 
holding  invalid  a  bequest  "to  be  used  and  applied  .  .  .  for  masses  for  the 
repose  of"  the  soul  of  testator  and  other  persons  named,  and  referring  par- 
ticularly to  annotation  in  25  L.  R.  A.  360;  Harrington  v.  Pier,  105  Wis.  513, 
50  L.  R.  A.  319,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  922,  82  N.  W.  345,  holding  bequest  for  pro- 
motion of  temperance  work  in  city  named,  being  public  trust,  is  not  invalid 
for  indeAniteness  of  beneficiary. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Webster  v.  Sughrow,  48  L.  R.  A.  100,  which  sustains 
trust  for  saying  of  masses. 

Cited  in  notes  (40  L.R.A.  717,  721)  on  validity  of  bequests  for  masses;  (65 
Am.  St.  Rep.  119,  121)  on  same  point;  (14  L.R.A. (N.S.)  68,  69,  96,  97)  on  en- 
forcement of  general  bequest  for  charity  qr  religion;  (63  Am.  St.  Rep.  249,  266) 
on  what  are  charitable  uses  or  trusts;  (5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  578)  on  invalidity  of 
charitable  bequest  for  indebtedness. 

Distinguished  in  Sherman  v.  Baker,  20  R.  I.  448,  40  L.  R.  A.  719,  40  Atl.  11, 
holding  bequest  to  parish  priest  to  say  mass  for  testator  is  valid  gift  to  priest 
himself  for  services;  Moran  v.  Moran,  104  Iowa,  226,  39  L.  R.  A.  208,  foot- 
note p.  204,  65  Ax.1.  St.  Rep.  443,  73  N.  W.  617,  holding  bequest  to  pastor  of 
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church  "that  masses  may  be  said  for  me"  is  yalid  private  trust;  Lewis  y. 
Oaillard,  61  Fla.  844,  56  So.  281,  holding  that  testamentary  gift  to  state  insti- 
tution of  learning  to  be  used  in  part  for  benefit  of  students  from  certain  county 
38  valid. 

Disapproved  in  Hoeffer  v.  Clogan,  171  111.  472,  40  L.  R.  A.  763,  63  Am.  St. 

Rep.  241,  49  N.  £.  527,  holding  devise  to  church  in  trust  for  saying  masses  for 

flouls  of  persons  named,  is  valid  charitable  gift;  Coleman  v.  O'Leary,  114  Ky. 

401,  70  S.  W.  1068,  holding  a  bequest  in  trust  for  masses  for  the  repose  of  the 

soul  of  the  testator  was  enforceable. 

25  L.  R.  A.  363,  FLAGG  v.  SCHOOL  DIST.  NO.  70,  4  N.  D.  30,  58  N.  W.  499. 
IV«ffottabtlttr  of  promliMory  mote. 

Cited  in  Nicely  v.  Winnebago  Nat.  Bank,  18  Ind.  App.  37,  47  N.  E.  476;  Cul- 
bertson  v.  Nelson,  93  Iowa,  190,  27  L.  R.  A.  226,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  266,  61  N. 
W.  854;  Nicely  v.  Commercial  Bank,  15  Ind.  App.  566,  57  Am.  St.  Rep. 
245,  44  N.  E.  572;  Tronson  v.  Colby  University,  9  N.  D.  662,  84  N.  W.  474; 
Folsom  V.  Kilboume,  5  N.  D.  403,  67  N.  W.  291,  — holding  provision  in  note 
for  exchange  on  New  York  renders  it  non-negotiable. 

Cited  in  notes  (27  L.R.A.  224)  on  provision  for  exchange  as  affecting  nego- 
tiability; (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  212)  on  agreements  and  conditions  destroying 
negotiability. 

Disapproved  in  Haslack  v.  Wolf,  60  L.  R.  A.  435,  holding  promissory  note  not 
Tendered  non-negotiable  by  agreement  to  pay  exchange  at  point  other  than  place 
where  note  is  payable. 
Rtirl&ta  of  piirclta««r*  of  Btvntclpal  bonds. 

Cited  in  State  v.  School  Dist.  No.  50,  18  N.  D.  623,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  787, 
120  N.  W.  555,  holding  that  recital  in  school  bonds  that  they  are  issued  "as 
authorized  by  act  of  legislature  approved  March  11,  1887,"  does  not  estop  school 
district  from  showing  that  they  were  illegally  issued. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wilkes  County  v.  Call,  44  L.  R.  A.  252,  which  denies 
possibility  of  bona  fide  holder  of  county  bonds  issued  under  unconstitutional 
statute;  Independent  School  District  v.  Rew,  55  L.  R.  A.  364,  which  holds 
municipal  corporation  estopped  to  deny  truth  of  recitals  in  bonds  held  by 
innocent  purchaser;  People's  Bank  v.  School  Dist.  No.  52,  28  L.  R.  A.  642, 
which  holds  invalidity  of  municipal  bonds  leaves  original  liability  of  municipal- 
ity unaffected. 

Explained  in  Flagg  v.  School  Dist.  No.  70,  5  N.  D.  192,  65  N.  W.  674,  hold- 
ing fact  that  warrants  had  not  been  audited  and  surrendered  could  be  proved 
to  show  want  of  consideration  for  issue  of  bonds. 

25  L.  R.  A.  377,  CUTTER  v.  POLLOCK,  4  N.  D.  205,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  644,  59 

N.  W.   1062. 
Tmnafer  of  partnership  property  mm  ■eevrltr* 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Baker,  5  Okla.  335,  49  Pac.  61,  and  Dyson  v.  St.  Paul  Nat. 
Bank,  74  Minn.  447,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  358,  77  N.  W.  236,  holding  members  of 
copartnership  can  transfer  whole  of  copartnership  assets,  in  good  faith,  to  se- 
cure a  debt  of  partnership,  thoiigh   insolvent. 
How  recet-ver'a  eoB&peiiMitloii   determined* 

Cited  in  Patterson  v.  Ward,  6  N.  D.  613,  72  N.  W.  1013,  holding  compensa- 
tion of  receiver  is  matter  for  judicial  determination;  Cutter  v.  Pollock,  7  N.  D. 
632,  76  N.  W.  235,  holding  proper  for  court  to  adjudge  three  fifths  of  amount 
deducted   for   fees   and   expenses   of   receivership   from    property   in   which   de- 
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fendants  held  liena;  Nutter  v.  Brown,  58  W.  Va.  247,  1  LJIJ^.(N.8.)  1089,  52 
S.  E.  88,  6  Ann.  Cas.  94,  holding  the  allowance  of  expenses  and  compenBation  of 
receivers  is  appealable. 

Cited  in  note  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  416)  on  liability  for  cost  of  receivership  where 
final  judgment  is  against  the  moving  property. 
Unlawful  preferences. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Fixen,  50  L.R.A.  605,  which  holds  payment  of 
money  by  insolvent  to  unsecured  creditor  in  ordinary  course  of  business,  an 
unlawful  preference;  Tatman  v.  Humphrey,  63  L.R.A.  738,  which  holds  insolvent 
mortgagor's  permitting  mortgagee  to  take  possession  of  mortgaged  chattels  under 
unrecorded  mortgage  an  act  of  bankruptcy;  Re  George  M.  Hill  Co.  66  L.R^A.  68, 
which  holds  forbidden  transfer  not  effected  by  bank's  appropriation  of  balajice 
of  bankrupt's  deposit  account  in  payment  of  his  indebtedness  to  it  after  knowl- 
edge of  bankruptcy. 

Cited  in  note  (58  Am.  St.  Rep.  87)  on  fraudulent  assignments  for  creditors. 

26  L.  R.  A.  383,  HOSMER  v.  SHELDON  SCHOOL  DIST.  NO.  2,  4  N.  D.  197, 

50  Am.   St.   Rep.   639,  59  N.   W.   1035. 
Teacher's  contract. 

Cited  in  Bryan  v.  Fractional  School  Dist.  No.  1,  111  Mich.  70,  69  N.  W.  74, 
lidding  contract  made  with  teacher  not  legal  certificate  of  qualification,  being 
prohibited  by  law,  cannot  be  made  basis  of  recovery. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Mayor  v.  Cayce,  30  L.  R.  A.  697,  which  holds  valid,  con- 
trnct  giving  school  teacher  right  to  charge  extra  from  pupils  taking  special 
studies. 

Di.stinguished  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Partlow,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App,  602, 
71  S.  W.  584,  holding  person  without  certificate  prevented  from  making  con- 
tract to  teach  because  of  neglect  to  deliver  telegrapli  message  may  recover 
damages,   if  certificate  obtained  before   school   year  began. 

25  L.  R.  A.  386,  LITTLE  ROCK  &  M.  R.  CO.  v.  BARRY,  58  Ark.   198,  23  S. 

W.    1097. 
l^'ho  are  fello-vvr  servanta. 

Cited  in  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  42  C.  C.  A.  201,  102  Fed.  108,  Af- 
firming 2  Ind.  Terr.  421,  51  S.  W.  1067 ;  Clyde  v,  Richmond  A  D.  R.  Co.  69 
Fed.  678;  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Camp,  13  C.  C.  A.  240,  31  U.  S.  App.  213, 
65  Fed.  960,  holding  train  despatcher  not  fellow  servant  with  train  hands; 
Wallace  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  72  N.  H.  517,  57  Atl.  913,  holding  train  de- 
spatcher having  direction  of  trains  not  fellow  servant  of  brakeman  injured 
through  improper  issuance  of  orders;  Edge  v.  Southwest  Missouri  Electric  F. 
Co.  206  Mo.  493,  104  S.  W.  90,  holding  a  car  despatcher  who  gives  orders  over  a 
telephone  as  to  where  cars  should  side  track  is  not  a  fellow  servant  with  the 
operators  of  a  car;  Morrison  v.  San  Pedro,  L.  A.  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  32  Utah,  95,  88 
Pac.  998;  Root  v.  Kansas  City  S.  R.  Co.  195  Mo.  374,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  223,  92  S. 
W.  621, — on  the  determination  of  where  employees  may  be  said  to  be  fellow 
servants. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hankina  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  25  L.  R.  A. 
396,  which  holds  train  despatcher  and  fireman  not  fellow  servants. 

Cited  in  notes  (54  L.  R.  A.  38,  91)  on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with 
reference  to  character  of  act  which  caused  the  injury;  (25  L.  R.  A.  387,  389) 
on  train  despatcher  and  telegraph  operator  as  fellow  servants  of  trainmen; 
(7  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  651)  on  despatcher  as  fellow  servant,  at  common  law,  of  train 
employees;    (41  Am.  St.  Rep.  94;  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  588,  596,  599,  602,  638,  639) 
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on  who  is  a  vice  principal;  (48  L.  ed.  U.  S.  1007)  on  railway  telegraph  operators 
a«  feUow  servantB  of  railway  trainmen;  (17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  242)  on  who  are 
fellow  serrants. 

Mmmter'u  duty  In  respect  to  rules. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sprague  v.  New  York  &,  N.  E.  R.  Co.  37  L.  R.  A.  638, 
which  holds  railroad  company's  duty  to  employees  not  performed  per  Be  by  pre- 
paring time-table  and  printed  rules  for  running  of  trains  on  regular  time. 

Cited  in  note   (43  L.  R.  A.  347)   on  duties  of  master  and  servant  as  to  rules 
promulgated  for  safe  conduct  of  business. 
Measure  of  daniuffes. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Sweet,  63  Ark.  569,  40  S.  W.  463, 
ajid  Foster  v.  Pitts,  63  Ark.  395,  38  S.  W.  1114,  holding  instruction  as  to  dam- 
ages which  introduces  elements  not  in  evidence,  erroneous;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S. 
R.  Co.  V.  Leamons,  82  Ark.  509,  102  S.  W.  363  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the 
measure  of  damages  for  personal  injuries  received  through  the  negligence  of  a 
carrier. 
Instructions. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  McClintock,  87  Ark.  280,  112  S.  W.  405,  on  the  necessity 
that  instructions  be  confined  to  the  issue  and  be  based  on  the  evidence. 

25  L.  R.  A.  396,  HANKINS  v.  NEW  YORK,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  CO.  142  N.  Y.  416, 

59  N.  Y.  S.  R.  802,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  616,  37  N.  E.  466. 
"Wbo  nre  fellow  servants. 

Cited  in  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Heck,  151  Ind.  314,  50  N.  E.  988; 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott,  42  C.  C.  A.  200,  102  Fed.  96;  Clyde  v.  Rich- 
mond &  D.  R.  Co.  69  Fed.  678;  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Camp,  13  C.  C.  A.  240, 
31  U.  S.  App.  213,  65  Fed.  952,  —  holding  train  despatcher  not  fellow  servant 
of  trainmen ;  Nord  Deutscher  Lloyd  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Ingebregsten,  57  N.  J.  L.  402, 
51  Am.  St.  Rep.  604,  31  Atl.  619,  holding  agent  selected  to  keep  machinery'  and 
appliances  in  repair  not  fellow  servant  with  those  using  them  unless  also  using 
them;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Houchins,  95  Va.  411,  46  L.  R.  A.  367,  64  Am.  St. 
Rep.  791,  28  S.  E.  678,  holding  conductor  of  train  not  necessarily  superior  of 
rest  of  crew  because  he  has  work  of  .operating  or  moving  train;  Jackson  v.  Nor- 
folk &  W.  R.  Co.  43  W.  Va.  395,  46  L.  R.  A,  350,  27  S.  E.  278,  holding  con- 
ductor and  brakeman  of  freight  train  are  fellow  servants;  Sutter  v.  New  York 
C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  79  App.  Div.  367,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  1106,  holding  locomotive  en- 
gineer inspecting  engine  not  fellow  servant  of  conductor  of  train  to  which 
engine  is  attached;  Mechan  v.  Judson,  43  App.  Div.  51,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  578, 
holding  superintendent  of  street  railway  vice  principal  as  to  duty  of  fur- 
nishing suitable  machinery  and  keeping  it  in  repair;  Gann  v.  Nashville,  C.  & 
8t.  L.  R.  Co.  101  Tenn.  384,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  687,  47  S.  W.  493,  holding  sec- 
lion  boss  operating  brake  of  hand  car  is  fellow  servant  to  section  hand  injured 
by  negligent  operation  of  brake;  Bryant  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R,  R.  Co.  81  Hun, 
168,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  737,  holding  railroad  not  liable  for  injury  to  engineer  by 
collision  because  train  despatcher  had  not  sent  order  where  rules  of  com- 
pany, if  observed  by  engineer  of  other  train  would  have  prevented  collision; 
Vitto  v.  Keogan,  15  App.  Div.  332,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  1,  holding  foreman  fellow 
servant  with  workman  whom  he  had  sent  to  clear  out  of  hole  unexploded  charge 
of  dynamite;  Miller  v.  Thomas,  15  App.  Div.  108,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  277,  holding 
foreman  of  gang  in  which  injured  man  working  his  fellow  servant;  Kimmer  v. 
Weber,  151  N.  Y.  423,  45  N.  E.  860,  holding  error  of  judgment  by  foreman  and 
workmen  a«  to  safety  of  scaffold  erected  by  them,  did  not  render  master  liable 
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for  injury  due  to  its  instability]  Southern  Indiana  R.  Co.  y.  Harrell,  161  Ind. 
699,  63  L.  R.  A.  466,  68  N.  E.  262,  holding  foreman  of  railway-bridge  gang 
not  vice  principal  in  directing  operation  of  derrick;  Bagley  v.  Consolidated  Gaa. 
Co.  5  App.  Div.  438,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  302,  Reversing  13  Miso.  7,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
187  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  foremap  fellow  servant  with  employee 
injured  by  loose  plank  thrown  from  scaffold  against  which  tank,  being  raised, 
struck;  Sweeney  v.  Vacuum  Oil  Co.  3  App.  Div.  616,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  96  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  majority  holding  negligence  of  superintendent  by  which  injury 
occurred,  that  of  coemployee;  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Dixon,  194  U.  S.  351,  48 
L.  ed.  1012,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  683  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  that 
telegraph  operator  furnishing  misinformation  to  train  despatcher  as  to  movement 
of  trains  is  fellow  servant  to  fireman  on  train;  Ricker  v.  Central  R.  Co.  73  N.  J. 
L.  754,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  652,  64  Atl.  1068,  9  Ann.  Cas.  785,  holding  a  train 
despatcher  is  not  a  fellow  servant  with  a  fireman  on  a  locomotive;  Morrison  v. 
San  Pedro,  L.  A.  &  S.  L.  R.  Co.  32  Utah,  95,  88  Pac.  998,  holding  a  train  master 
having  the  direction  of  the  movement  of  trains  was  not  a  fellow  servant  of  train 
employees. 

Cited  in  notes  (50  L.  R.  A.  429)  on  what  servants  are  deemed  to  be  in  same 
common  employment  apart  from  statutes,  where  no  questions  as  to  vice  prin- 
cipalship  arise;  (25  L.  R.  A.  387)  on  train  despatcher  and  telegraph  operator 
as  fellow  servants  of  trainmen;  (51  L.  R.  A.  590,  594)  on  vice  principalship  con- 
sidered with  reference  to  superior  rank  of  negligent  servant;  (54  L.  R.  A.  39, 
42,  90,  93,  94,  106)  on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with  reference  to 
character  of  act  which  caused  injury;  (7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  652,  657)  on  despatcher 
as  fellow  servant,  at  common  law,  of  train  employees;  (48  L.  ed.  U.  S.  107)  on 
railway  telegraph  operators  as  fellow  servants  of  railway  trainmen;  (17  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  242)  on  who  are  fellow  servants. 

Distinguished  in  Savage  v.  Nassau  Electric  R.  Co.  42  App.  Div.  244,  59  N. 
Y.  Supp.  225,  holding  negligence  of  conductor  in  taking  car  out  on  wrong  track 
on  densely  foggy  morning  imputable  to  motorman  whose  fellow  servant  ht  was. 
Absolute  dntleii  of  master. 

Cited  in  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Buch,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  287,  65  S- 
W.  681,  and  Franck  v.  American  Tartar  Co.  91  App.  Div.  576,  87  N.  Y.  Supp. 
219,  holding  master  cannot  absolve  himself  from  duty  of  inspection  by  pro- 
viding for  inspection  by  servants  generally  competent;  Hoes  v.  New  York,  N. 
H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  73  App.  Div.  368,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  117,  and  Wallace  v.  Boston 
&  M.  R.  Co.  72  N.  H.  515,  57  Atl.  913,  holding  negligence  of  train  despatcher 
in  giving  erroneous  orders  to  trains,  resulting  in  injury  to  locomotive  engineer, 
is  that  of  master;  Rollings  v.  Levering,  18  App.  Div.  228,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  942, 
holding  duty  of  master  to  provide  safe  appliances  cannot  be  delegated;  Yaw 
V.  Whitmore,  37  App.  Div.  102,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  1091,  holding  master,  furnish- 
ing cable  reasonably  proper  for  work,  is  not  liable  for  break  due  to  manner 
in  which  it  was  used;  Joyce  v.  Rome,  W.  &  O.  R.  Co.  92  Hun,  110,  3«  N.  Y- 
Supp.  731,  holding  question  whether  railroad  was  guilty  of  negligence  on 
account  of  condition  of  drawheads  of  cars  being  coupled  is  for  jury;  Tully 
V.  New  York  &  T.  S.  S.  Co.  10  App.  Div.  468,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  29,  which 
holds  for  jury  question  of  master's  negligence  where  there  is  no  evidence  of  any 
rules  or  regulations  or  any  directions  required  to  be  given  employees  temporarily 
working  on  steamships  of  precautionary  means  for  their  safety;  Byrne  v.  East- 
mans Co.  163  N.  Y.  465,  67  N.  E.  738,  holding  proper  inspection  of  appliances  is 
question  for  jury;  McGuire  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  167  N.  Y.  212,  52  L.  R.  A.  438, 
60  N.  £.  433,  hol'ling  telephone  company  using  poles  under  license  not  relieved 
of  duty  of  inspection;  Denenfeld  v.  Baumann,  40  App.  Div.  605,  68  N.  Y.  Supp. 
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110,  holding  master  not  liable  for  manner  in  'which  safe  freight  elevator  loaded; 
Hatton  V.  Hilton  Bridge  Constr.  Co.  42  App.  Div.  400,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  272, 
holding  master  should  provide  clamps  properly  adjusted  to  prevent  rod  slipping 
on  girder;  Larkin  v.  Washington  Mills  Co.  45  App.  Div.  9,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  93, 
holding  notice  to  shipping  clerk  in  charge  of  employee  and  directing  use 
of  elevator  of  a  defective  spring  out  of  order  for  some  weeks  is  notice  to  em- 
ployer; Scherer  v.  Holly  Mfg.  Co.  86  Hun,  41,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  205,  holding 
master  responsible  for  injury  due  to  faulty  ladle  which  it  was  duty  of  an- 
other employee  to  keep  in  proper  order;  Beresford  v.  American  Coal  Co.  124 
Iowa,  43,  70  L.R.A.  262,  98  N.  W.  902,  holding  the  defendant  company  were 
liable  for  the  killing  of  an  employee  through  the  negligence  of  the  superintendent 
in  sending  away  the  engineer  and  in  attempting  to  operate  the  lifting  of  the 
cage  himself;  Edge  v.  Southwest  Missouri  Electric  R.  Co.  206  Mo.  492,  104  S. 
W.  90;  Fitzgerald  v.  Worcester  &  S.  Street  R.  Co.  200  Mass.  107,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
242,  85  N.  E.  911, — holding  defendant  company  liable  for  injuries  to  employee 
received  through  the  negligence  of  its  car  despatcher;  McHugh  v.  Manhattan  R. 
Co.  179  N.  Y.  385,  72  N.  £.  312,  holding  defendant  company  was  liable  for  the 
killing  of  a  coupler  when  the  train  despatcher  negligently  started  the  train  while 
deceased  was  in  a  position  of  danger;  McCarthy  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  189  N. 
Y.  179,  81  N.  £.  770,  holding  a  recovery  might  be  had  for  the  injury  of  and  death 
of  an  employee  through  the  negligence  of  the  train  despatcher  in  giving  orders 
for  the  movement  of  trains;  Baldwin  v.  Schenectady  R.  Co.  118  App.  Div.  445, 
103  N.  Y.  Supp.  514,  holding  defendant  liable  for  injuries  received  by  a  motor- 
man  in  a  collision  caused  by  a  change  made  in  the  running  time  without  notice 
to  plaintiff  of  the  change. 

Cited  in  note  (43  L.  R.  A.  342,  347)  on  duties  of  master  and  servants  as  to 
rules  promulgated  as  to  safe  conduct  of  business. 

Distinguished  in  Ryan  v.  Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  92  App.  Div.  312,  86  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1070,  holding  that  cable  railway  company,'  having  provided  competent  foreman 
to  warn  oiler  in  "pot-hole"  of  approach  of  car,  is  not  responsible  for  fore- 
man's negligence  in  performance  of  that  duty;  Galvin  v.  Pierce,  72  N.  H.  83, 
54  Atl.  1014,  holding  master  not  liable  for  injury  to  servant  from  improper 
direction  of  foreman  respecting  detail  of  service,  which  is  subject  of  delega- 
tion; Dittman  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  87  App.  Div.  70,  83  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1078,  questioning,  without  deciding,  whether  master  liable  for  failure  of 
servant  to  discover  defect  in  common  appliance  like  leather  belt,  when  same 
might  have  been  discovered  had  inspection  been  performed  with  greater  care. 

25  L.  R.  A.  399,  PEOPLE  v.  CADY,  143  N.  Y.  100,  60  N.  Y.  S.  R.  474,  37  N. 

E.  678. 
Rlsht  of  luB&ate*  of  public  Inatltntloit  to  vote. 

Cited  in  People  ex  reU  McShane  v.  Hagen,  48  App.  Div.  205,  62  N.  Y.  Supp. 
816,  holding  unpaid  helpers  in  public  hospital  not  residents  entitled  to  vote; 
Powell  V.  Spackman,  7  Idaho,  703,  54  L.  R.  A.  382,  65  Pac.  503,  holding  inmates 
of  soldier's  home  cannot  acquire  right  to  vote  in  county  where  home  is  lo- 
cated. 

Cited  in  notes  (40  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  170)  on  acquiring  voting  residence  while  at- 
tending school  or  public  institution;  (48  Am.  St.  Rep.  717)  on  residence  and 
lofls  or  change  thereof. 

25  L.  R.  A.  402,  LYON  v.  MANHATTAN  R.  CO.  142  N.  Y.  298,  31  Abb.  N.  C. 

356,  52  N.  Y.  S.  R.  860,  37  N.  E.  113. 
Pbysical   examination  before  trial. 

Cited  in  Easier  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  60  S.  C.  120,  38  S.  £.  258,  holding  plain- 
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tiff  cannot  be  compelled  to  be  physically  examined  by  physician  selected  by  op- 
ponent; McGovern  v.  Hope,  63  N.  J.  L.  80,  42  Atl.  830,  upholding  a«t  provid- 
ing for  physical  examination  before  trial;  Camden  k  Suburban  R.  Co.  v.  Stet- 
son, 177  U.  S.  176,  44  L.  ed.  722,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  617,  holding  circuit  court  of 
United  States  can  order  surgical  examination  of  plaintiff  before  trial  under 
state  statute  authorizing  it;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Langston,  19  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  578,  47  S.  W.  1027  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  railway 
entitled  to  have  experts  of  its  own  selection  in  physical  examination  of 
plaintiff,  who  exposed  her  injuries  to  jury;  Re  Da  vies,  168  N.  Y.  89,  56  L.  R. 
A.  862,  61  N.  E.  118,  holding  effect  of  physical  examination  is  simply  to  qual- 
ify physicians  to  testify  upon  trial;  Lawrence  v.  Samuels,  20  Misc.  280,  45  N. 
Y.  Supp.  743,  Affirming  20  Misc.  16,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  602,  denying  right  of  coun- 
sel and  referee  to  be  present  at  physical  examination  of  female  plaintiff  by  fe- 
male physician;  Lawrence  v.  Samuela,  17  Misc.  559,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  686,  holding 
female  plaintiff  entitled  of  right  to  be  examined  physically  by  female  instead 
of  male  physician;  Neill  v.  Brooklyn  Elev.  R.  Co.  13  Misc.  404,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1144,  refusing  to  compel  plaintiff  to  exhibit  his  knee  to  jury;  People  ex  reL 
Mosher  t.  Roosa,  43  App.  Div.  612,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  244,  holding  one  who  has  ob- 
tained mandamus  to  determine  right  to  become  chief  of  police  need  not  submit 
to  physical  examination;  Campbell  v.  Joseph  H.  Bauland  Co.  41  App.  Div. 
477,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  984,  holding  plaintiff,  though  nonresident,  should  submit  to 
physical  examination  which  law  authorizes;  Green  v.  Middlesex  Valley  R.  Co. 
31  App.  Div.  417,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  500,  holding  depositions  of  physicians  making 
physical  examinations  of  injured  plaintiff  before  action  cannot  be  read  in  evi- 
dence when  witnesses  can  be  produced;  Whitaker  v.  Staten  Island  Midland  R. 
Co.  76  App.  Div.  354,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  410,  holding  statute  giving  ri<2:ht  to  physi- 
cal examination  before  trial  does  not  entitle  defendant  to  second  examination 
upon  retrial;  Tirpak  v.  Hoe,  53  Misc.  534,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  795,  holding  an 
order  for  an  oral  examination  before  trial  of  plaintiff  may  properly  include  a 
provision  for  a  physical  examination  where  the  defendant  makes  affidavit  of  a 
want  of  knowledge  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  plaintiff's  injuries;  Wood  v. 
Hoffman,  56  Misc.  67,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  940,  holding  a  provision  for  the  examina- 
tion of  a  physician  who  made  a  physical  examination  of  plaintiff  before  the 
trial  of  the  cause  would  be  stricken  from  an  order  to  examine  plaintiff;  Kuper- 
Schmidt  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  47  Misc.  354,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  17,  holding 
the  striking  from  an  order  for  a  physical  examination  of  plaintiff  of  a  pro- 
vision for  an  oral  examination  was  erroneous. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Wanek  v.  Winona,  46  L.  R.  A.  448,  which  sustains 
court's  power  to  order  physical  examination  of  plaintiff  under  penalty  of  dismis- 
sal of  action;  Bagwell  v.  Atlanta  Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  486,  which 
holds  action  for  injury  to  minor  daughter  should  not  be  dismissed  for  her  re- 
fusal, after  attaining  majority,  to  submit  to  physical  examination;  Stack  v. 
New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  328,  and  Austin  k  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Cluck. 
64  L.  R.  A.  494,  which  denies  power  of  court  to  order  physical  examination  of 
plaintiff  by  physician,  in  action  for  personal  injury,  in  absence  of  express  l^s- 
lative  authority;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  k  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Huddleston,  36  L.  R.  A. 
681,  which  holds  production  of  plaintiff's  urine  for  examination  should  be  re- 
quired where  claim  of  disease  of  urine  made;  O'Brien  v.  La  Crosse,  40  L.  R.  A. 
831,  which  denies  power  of  court  to  order  examination  as  to  condition  of  plain- 
tiff's bladder  under  evidence  that  it  might  be  dangerous;  Lane  v.  Spokane  Falls 
k  N.  R.  Co.  46  L.  R.  A.  153,  which  sustains  power  of  court  to  order  physical 
examination  of  woman  by  experts  in  action  for  personal  injuries;  State  v. 
Height,   59   L.  R.  A.  438,   which  holds  unlawful,  disclosures  by  physicians  of 
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knowledge  a4S  to  venereal  disease  obtained  by  examination  against  his  will  of 
one  accused  of  rape;  Hall  v.  Manson,  34  L.  R.  A.  207,  which  denies  right 
to  reject  measurement  in  jury's  presence  ol  woman's  foot  and  leg  6  inches  above 
ankle  in  suit  for  injuries;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Palmore,  64  L.  R.  A. 
90,  which  holds  that,  in  physical  examination  of  plaintiff's  eyes  by  defendant's 
physician,  drugs  may  be  used  to  dilate  pupils,  if  not  attended  with  serious 
discomfort  or  deleterious  consequences;  May  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  70  L.R.A. 
111,  which  denies  judicial  power  at  common  law  to  compel  plaintiff  to  submit 
to  physical  examination. 

Cited  in  notes  (41  Am.  St.  Rep.  394;  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  246)  on  physical  exami- 
nation of  parties  by  order  of  court. 

Distinguished  in  Green  v.  Middlesex  R.  Co.  10  Misc.  474,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  177, 
holding  that  where  it  is  made  to  appear  that  defendant  is  ignorant  of  nature 
and  extent  of  injuries,  he  has  shown  enough  to  entitle  him  to  physical  examina- 
tion of  plaintiff. 
Depoaltfon  before  trial. 

Cited   in  Hanks   Dental   Asso.   v.   International   Tooth   Crown   Co.    194  U.   S. 
310,  48  L.  ed.  991,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  700,  holding  circuit  court  of  United  States 
without  authority  to  order   deposition   of   party   to   cause   to   be   taken   before 
trial. 
Constmctlon  of  atatute. 

Cited  in  Morgan  v.  Hedstrom,  164  N.  Y.  230,  58  N.  E.  26,  holding  statute 
and  all  its  amendments  must  be  read  together  as  one  act  passed  at  same  time; 
Gill  in  V.  Canary,  19  Misc.  596,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  313,  holding  that  single  section 
cannot  be  separated  from  provisions  regulating  jurisdiction  of  city  court,  as 
though  such  section  contained  everything  necessary  as  independent  enactment; 
Potter  V.  Hammondsport,  112  App.  Div.  92,  98  N,  Y.  Supp.  186,  holding  a  statute 
allowing  a  physical  examination  of  the  plaintiff  before  trial,  being  in  abrogation 
of  the  common  law  would  be  strictly  construed;  People  v.  Johnson,  186  X.  Y. 
229,  77  N.  E.  1164,  holding  a  statute  permitting  the  unsworn  evidence  of  a  child 
to  be  received  in  evidence  in  a  criminal  case  was  not  unconstitutional;  Gil- 
feather  V.  Groat,  101  App.  Div.  153,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  633,  on  an  original  statute 
with  amendments  as  to  be  viewed  as  one  statute  passed  at  the  same  time. 

25  L.  R,  A.  406,  FRANCIS  v.  WESTERN  U.  TELEG.  CO.  58  Minn.  252,  49 

Am.  St.  Rep.  507,  59  N.  VV.   1078. 
RecoTery  for  mental  an^alsb  becsanae  of  failure  to  deliver  teleirraiii. 

Cited  in  Peay  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  64  Ark.  543,  39  L.  R.  A.  466,  footnote 
p.  463,  43  S.  W.  965;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  157  Ind.  73,  54  L.  R. 
A.  849,  footnote  p.  846,  60  N.  E.  674;  Connelly  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  100 
Va.  60,  56  L.  R.  A.  608,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  919,  40  S.  E.  618,  — holding  that  dam- 
ages for  mental  suffering  merely,  caused  by  delay  or  nondelivery  of  telegram, 
cannot  be  recovered;  Curtin  v.  W^estem  U.  Teleg.  Co.  13  App.  Div.  256,  42  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1109,  denying  recovery  for  mental  distress,  due  to  failure  to  deliver 
telegram  announcing  brother's  death;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson,  26 
Ind.  App.  218,  59  N.  E.  416,  transferring  to  supreme  court,  action  in  which  re- 
covery was  asked  for  mental  suffering  due  to  failure  to  deliver  telegram,  and 
asking  court  to  reverse  rule;  Cowan  v.  W^estern  U.  Teleg.  Co.  122  Iowa,  384,  64 
L.R.A.  550,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  268,  98  N.  W.  281,  footnote  p.  646,  holding  mental 
anguish  and  suffering  resulting  from  failure  to  transmit  telegraph  message  will 
support  action  for  damages;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Chouteau,  28  Okla.  670, 
—  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  115  Pac.  879,  Ann.  Cas,  1912  D,  824;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 87. 
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V.  Burris,  102  C.  C.  A.  386,  179  Fed.  95,— holding  that  no  recovery  cmn  be  had 
for  mental  anguish  alone  caused  by  failure  to  deliver  telegram;  Rowan  v.  West- 
ern U.  Teleg.  Co.  149  Fed.  553,  holding  mental  suffering  alone,  unaccompanied 
by  physical  injury,  cannot  be  recovered  for  a  mere  negligent  failure  to  deliver 
a  death  message  by  telegraph  company;  Beaulieu  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  103 
Minn.  55,  19  L.RJ^.(N.S.)  568,  114  N.  W.  353,  14  Ann.  Cas.  462,  holding  in 
actions  for  breach  of  contract  to  transmit  and  deliver  a  telegram  mental  suffer- 
ing occasioned  by  the  breach  furnishes  no  basis  for  the  recovery  of  damages. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Morton  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  32  L.  R.  A.  735,  which 
denies  sendee's  right  to  recover  for  mental  suffering  alone,  from  failure  to  deliver 
telegram;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Crocker,  69  L.  R.  A.  398,  which 
sustains  recovery  for  mental  anguish  for  failure  to  promptly  deliver  telegram 
announcing  serious  illness  of  grandchild;  Cowan  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  64 
L.R.A.  546,  which  holds  that  mental  suffering  will  not  sustain  an  action  for 
breach  of  a  contract  promptly  to  transmit  telegram;  Barnes  v.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  65  L.RA.  667,  which  sustains  right  to  damages  for  mental  anguish  from 
failure  to  deliver  telegram,  though  unaccompanied  by  physical  suffering;  Green 
V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  67  L.R.A.  985,  which  sustains  liability  of  telegraph  com- 
pany for  mental  anguish  of  16  year  old  girl  in  being  compelled  to  drive  two 
miles  in  strange  city  after  midnight  with  a  strange  driver  due  to  its  failure  to 
deliver  telegram;  Hancock  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  69  L.R.A.  403,  which  denies 
right  to  damages  for  mere  disappointment  and  regret  from  failure  of  telegri^ih 
company  promptly  to  deliver  a  death  message;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Reid, 
70  L.R.A.  289,  which  denies  father's  right  to  recover  for  mental  anguish  in 
witnessing  suffering  of  child  because  of  tel^praph  company's  failure  prcnnptly 
to  deliver  telegram  summoning  physician. 

Cited  in  note  (117  Am.  St.  Rep.  302)  on  elements  of  damages  recoverable  for 
failure  to  transmit  and  deliver  telegrams. 

Distinguished  in  Wilson  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  160  Mo.  App.  658,  142  8. 
W.  775,  holding  that  recovery  may  be  had  for  mental  distress  in  cases  of  wilful 
and  wanton  wrong  committed  with  malice  and  intention  to  cause  mental  anguish. 

Disapproved  in  Mentzer  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  93  Iowa,  756,  28  L.  R. 
A.  73,  footnote  p.  72,  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  294,  62  N.  W.  1,  holding  recovery  may  be 
had  for  mental  suffering  caused  by  nondelivery  of  tel^ram;  Maley  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  151  Iowa,  233,  —  L.R.A.(N.8.)  -— ,  130  N.  W.  1086,  holding  that 
recovery  may  be  had  for  mental  anguish  which  is  natural  consequence  of  negli- 
gent delay  in  delivery  of  telegram;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  HoUingsworth,  83 
Ark.  42,  11  L.R,A.(N.S.)  500,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  106,  102  S.  W.  681,  13  Ann.  Cas. 
397,  holding  a  recovery  may  be  had  for  mental  suffering  for  negligent  failure  to 
deliver  a  telegram  which  would  have  relieved  mental  suffering;  Green  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  136  N.  C.  605,  67  L.R.A.  992,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  956,  49  S.  E.  165, 
1  Ann.  (^as.  349,  holding  compensatory  damages  are  recoverable  for  mental  an- 
guish caused  by  failure  to  deliver  messivge. 
Uablllty  of  teleirraplh  eompanles  1a  flreneral. 

Cited  in  Rowan  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  149  Fed.  553,  holding  the  statute 
making  the  telegraph  company  liable  for  negligent  failure  to  deliver  a  message, 
creates  no  new  right  of  recovery  not  before  recognized. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Birkett  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  404,  which 
holds  valid,  condition  against  liability  beyond  amount  paid  for  sending  unre- 
peated  message;  Reed  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  492,  which  holds 
void  stipulation  limiting  liability  for  mistakes  in  transmitting  unrepeated  trie- 
grams;  Shaw  V.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  66  L.  R.  A.  487,  which  denies  power 
to  enforce  in  other  state  liability  for  mistakes  in  transmitting  oipher  telegram. 
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without  payment  of  additional  fee  required  to  insure  against  mistake;  Simmons 
V.  Western  U.  Tcleg.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  607,  which  sustains  statute  rendering 
telegraph  companies  liable  for  delay  in  delivering  messages;  Coit  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  63  L.  R.  A.  678,  which  holds  transmission  of  telegram  while  wires 
working'badly  not  gross  negligence  if  wires  working  well  when  actually  sent. 

Cited  in  note  (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1133)  on  right  of  addressee  of  telegram  to  sue 
for  delay  in  delivery. 

26  L.  R.  A.  414,  ARTHUR  v.  OAKES,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  744,  11  C.  C.  A. 

209,  24  a.  S.  App.  239,  63  Fed.  310. 
Equitable  Jnrladlctloni  tnjnmctlon  to  prerent  employee  qnltttnff  ser-vtce. 

Cited  in  Clemniitt  v.  Watson,  14  Ind.  App.  42,  42  N.  E.  367,  declaring  em- 
ployee will  not  be  compelled  to  specifically  perform  contract  of  service;  Chain 
Belt  Co.  v.  Von  Spreckelsen,  117  Wis.  121,  94  N.  W.  78,  refusing  preliminary 
injunction  against  workman  quitting  service,  contrary  to  contract,  where  answer 
denied  having  acquired  peculiar  skill  or  knowledge  in  plaintiff's  business;  Long- 
shore Printing  Co.  v.  Howell,  26  Or.  542,  28  L.  R.  A.  472,  46  Am.  St.  Rep. 
640,  38  Pac.  547,  holding  general  strike  inaugurated  by  labor  union  not  un- 
lawful, if  purpose  and  means  used  to  uphold  it  not  illegal;  Wnbasb  R.  Co. 
v.  Hannahan,  121  Fed.  567,  upholding  right  of  employees,  either  singly  or  as 
labor  organization,  to  impose  conditions  upon  continuance  to  labor,  xmless  re- 
strained by  contract  obligations,  or  to  quit  work  if  conditions  not  com- 
plied with;  Beach  v.  Bryan,  156  Mo.  App.  50,  133  S.  W.  635,  holding  that 
equity  will  not  decree  specific  performance  of  contract  for  personal  services;  H. 
W.  Gossard  Co.  v.  Crosby,  132  Iowa,  174,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1144,  109  N.  W.  483,. 
holding  equity  would  not  restrain  an  employee  from  leaving  the  service  of  his- 
employer  before  the  expiration  of  the  contract  where  it  contains  no  negative 
covenant;  Hitchman  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  172  Fed.  966,  holding  equity 
would  enjoin  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  a  labor  union  to  work  a  breach  of  a 
contract  whereby  employees  agreed  not  to  join  a  union  and  the  employer  not  to 
employ  union  men;  Citizens  Loan  Asso.  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  196  Mass.  531, 
14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1028,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  584,  82  N.  E.  696,  13  Ann.  Cas.  365,  on 
the  specific  performance  of  labor  contracts. 

Cited  in  notes  (28  L.R.A.  470)  on  injunction  against  strikes;  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1097)  on  injunction  to  prevent  enticing  servant  to  quit;  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1128) 
on  enforcement  of  contract  of  service  by  equity;  (90  Am.  St.  Rep.  647,  651) 
on  injunction  against  breach  of  contract  for  personal  services. 

Distinguished   in   Southern   R.   Co.   v.   Machinist's    Local   Union   No.    14,    111 
Fed.  66,  holding  that,  while  equity  will  not  compel  performance  of  employee's 
contract  for  personal  services,  it  will  enjoni  others  from  enticing  him  to  break 
contract. 
——  Injnnetlon   aaralnat   *'ptcketinff." 

Cited  in  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ruef,  120  Fed.  125,  upholding  jurisdiction  of  equi- 
ty to  enjoin  members  of  labor  organization  engaged  in  "picketing"  if  accompanied 
by  acts  of  violence  and  intimidation;  American  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  v.  Wire  Draw- 
ers' &  Die  Makers'  Unions  Nos.  1  &  3,  90  Fed.  615,  enjoining  strikers  from 
patrolling  streets  adjoining  premises  of  corporation  to  dissuade  others  from  tak- 
ing employment;  Beck  v.  Railway  Teamsters'  Protective  Union,  118  Mich. 
618,  42  L.  R.  A.  416,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  421,  77  N.  W.  13,  enjoining  maintenance 
of  pickets  and  distribution  of  boycott  circulars  with  intention  to  destroy  busi- 
ness; Davis  v.  Zimmerman,  91  Hun,  493,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  303,  enjoining  conspiracy 
to  induce  employees  to  leave  service,  and  to  prevent  others  from  entering  it, 
by  means  of  intimidation;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Machinists'  Local  Union  No.  14, 
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111  Fed.  56,  holding  state  statute  making  it  unlawful  to  decoy  or  entice  away 
any  one  under   contract  of   employment  strt^ngthens  common-law   right  of  in- 
junction. 
— ^  Injunction   to   present   Injnry   to   baatnesa   or   property. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Elliott,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  154,  64  Fed.  32,  holding 
equity  may  interfere  to  preserve  rights  of  property,  against  threatened  injury 
by  strikers,  in  advance  of  its  molestation  and  appropriation;   Elder  v.  White- 
sides,  72  Fed.  724,  enjoining  conspiracy'  to  prevent  loading  or  unloading  of  vessel 
except  by  labor  acceptable  to  conspirators,  although  no  overt  act  committed; 
Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  McConnell,  82  Fed.  80,  holding  ticket  scalpin;; 
may  be  enjoined  to  prevent  injury  to  business  of  railroads;  Wabash  R.  Co.  v. 
Haimahan,  121  Fed.  565,  holding  bill  alleging  malicious  conspiracy  of  officers  of 
labor  organizations  to  force  recognition  of  union,   to  compel   discharge  of  non- 
union men,  and  to  interfere  with  operation  of  plaintiff's  trains,  the  performance 
of  its  contracts,  and  the  transportation  of  the  mails, — suflicient  to  warrant  tem- 
porary injunction;  Oxley  Stave  Co.  v.  Coopers*  International  Union,  72  Fed.  698, 
holding  combination  and  conspiracy  to  boycott  goods  of  particular  manufacturer 
is  unlawful;  Hopkins  v.  Oxley  Stave  Co.  28  C.  C.  A.  104,  49  U.  S.  App.  709,  83 
Fed.  917,  enjoining  labor  organizations   from  executing  boycott  against  barrel 
manufacturer  because  of  use  of  machine  for  hooping  same;  Matthews  v.  Shank- 
land,  25  Misc.  614,  56  N.  Y.   Supp.    123,  holding  conspiracy  on  part  of  labor 
unions  to  boycott  business  of  newspaper  will  be  enjoined  when  irreparable  injury 
probable;   Adams  v.  Oberndorf,  121  111.  App.  502,  holding  an  injunction  would 
lie  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  suits  in  pursuance  to  a  conspiracy  to  harass 
and  annoy  the  complainant;  Loewe  v.  California  State  Federation  of  Labor,  1.39 
Fed.  83;  Lohse  Patent  Door  Co.  v.  Fuelle,  215  Mo.  444,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  616,  12S 
Am.  St.  Rep.  492,  114  S.  W.  997;  My  Maryland  Lodge  No.  186  of  Machinists 
v.  Adt,  100  Md.  251,  68  L.R.A.  758,  59  Atl.  721,— holding  an  injunction  might 
properly  be  granted  against  a  combination  to  boycott  plaintiff  and  to  intimidate 
persons  dealing  with  him;  Rocky  Mountain  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Montana  Federa- 
tion of  Labor,  156  Fed.  817,  holding  to  same  effect;  Sailors*  Union  v.  Hammond 
Lumber  Co.  85  C.  C.  A.  16,   156  Fed.  453,  holding  labor  union  would  be  re- 
strained from  interfering  with  complainant's  business  where  the  strike  carried 
on  by  means  of  threats  and  violence  to  employees  and  persons  patronizing  com- 
plainant's  boats;    Karges   Furniture   Co.   v.    Amalgamated   Woodworkers   Local 
Union  No.  131,  165  Ind.  429,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  795,  75  N.  E,  877.  6  Ann.  Cas.  829. 
holding  an  injunction  would  not  be  granted  against  a  union  ordering  a  strike 
of  its  members  with  instructions  to  use  no  unlawful  means;  Delaware,  L.  &  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Switchmen's  Union,  158  Fed.  543,  holding  a  labor  organization  voting 
to  strike  would  not  be  restrained  from  so  doing  where  it  was  not  shown  that 
any  unlawful  act  was  contemplated  nor  any  inducement  made  to  others  to  strike; 
Jetton-Dekle  Lumber  Co.  v.  Mather,  53  Fla.  976,  43  So.  590,  holding  a  modifica- 
tion of  an  injunction  against  a  labor  union  which  allows  it  to  enforce  its  rules 
by  expelling  members  who  work  for  those  employing  nonunion  labor  will  not  be 
disturbed. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  My  Maryland  Lodge  v.  Adt,  68  L.R.A.  752,  which  bus- 
tains  right  to  injunction  against  boycott. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  623)  on  injunction  against  commission  of  crime 
when  property  right  involved. 

Distinguished  in  Longshore  Printing  Co.  v.  Howell,  26  Or.  549,  28  L.  R.  A 
474,  46  Am.  St  Rep.  640,  38  Pac.  547,  refusing  to  enjoin  boycott,  where  irrepa- 
rable injury  not  apparent,  although  loss  of  business  shown. 
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—  SaAelencT  of  remedy  at  la'vr. 

Cited  in  Elder  v.  Whitesides,  72  Fed.  725,  holding  equitable  jurisdiction  to  pre- 
vent interference  with  loading  or  unloading  of  vessel  not  taken  away  because 
threatened  act  is  criminal;  Vegelahn  v.  Guntner,  167  Mass.  90,  35  L.  R.  A.  724, 
57  Am.  St.  Rep.  443,  44  N.  E.  1077,  holding  that  criminal  nature  of  act  of  pa- 
trolling street  in  front  of  place  of  business,  to  intimidate  others  from  entering 
employment  of  proprietor,  not  ground  for  refusing  injunction;  Storm  ▼.  Ben- 
nett, 01  Hun,  303,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  200,  canceling  deed  where  destruction  of  trust 
in  which  plaintiff  has  contingent  interest  is  averred,  although  no  allegation  that 
trustee  insolvent;  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.  Stuttgart  &  R.  B.  R. 
Co.  188  Fed.  376,  holding  that  to  prevent  court  of  equity  from  interfering  by 
injunction,  remedy  at  law  must  be  plain  and  adequate  and'  as  practical  and 
efficient  as  remedy  in  equity. 
Validity  of  coiubluatlons  affafnat   personal  or  property  rlirbtn. 

Cited  in  Clemmitt  v.  Watson,  14  Ind.  App.  42,  42  N.  E.  367,  holding  agreement 
of  employees  to  quit  work  unless  another  employee  is  discharged  not  actionnble 
conspiracy;  People  v.  McFarlin,  43  Misc.  600,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  527,  holding  mem- 
bers of  labor  union  may  lawfully  quit  work,  if  demands  not  complied  with,  and 
persuade  others  to  withdraw,  but  not  threaten  destruction  of  employer's  business 
by  malicious  use  of  boycott;  United  States  v.  Cassidy,  67  Fed  764,  holding  com- 
bination of  employees  to  quit  work  in  order  to  injure  business  or  property  of 
third  party  having  business  relation  with  employer  unlawful;  Ferd  Helm  Brew- 
ing Co,  y.  Belinder,  07  Mo.  App.  72,  71  S.  W.  601,  holding  agreement  between 
brewers  not  to  sell  beer  to  one  indebted  to  either  of  them,  unlawful  combination; 
Kemp  V.  Division  No.  241,  A.  A.  S.  &  E.  R.  E.  153  111.  App.  647  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  right  of  workmen  to  organize  for  purpose  of  securing  improvement 
in  terms  and  conditions  of  labor  and  to  quit  work  as  means  of  compelling  em- 
ployers to  accede  to  terms;  Carter  v.  Fortney,  170  Fed.  467,  on  combination  of 
employees  to  strike  when  unlawful  in  nature;  American  Federation  of  Labor  v. 
Buck's  Stove  &  Range  Co.  33  App.  D.  C.  102,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  750,  on  when  a 
combination  among  labor  unions  will  be  regarded  as  unlawful;  Allis-Chalraers 
Co.  v.  Iron  Molders*  Union  No.  125,  150  Fed.  175,  on  a  conspiracy  to  do  an  act 
as  being  unlawful  although  the  act  if  done  by  one  person  alone  would  be  law- 
ful; State  V.  Stockford,  77  Conn.  236,  107  Am.  St.  Rep.  28,  58  Atl.  760,  holding 
a  combination  of  workmen  for  the  purpose  of  increasing  their  wages  and  secur- 
ing shorter  hours  is  criminal  in  nature  where  the  use  of  force,  intimidation  and 
threats  are  contemplated;  Aikens  v.  Wisconsin,  105  U.  S.  205,  40  L.  ed.  150,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  3,  holding  a  statute  pohibiting  combinations  for  the  purpose 
of  wilfully  or  maliciously  injuring  another  in  his  reputation,  trade,  business  or 
profession  is  not  unconstitutional;  Iron  Holders'  Union  No.  125  v.  Allis-Chal- 
mers  Co.  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  318,  01  C.  C.  A.  631,  166  Fed.  40,  holding  a  strike 
by  members  of  a  union  in  good  faith  to  secure  better  wages  and  hours  of  labor 
is  not  a  combination  unlawful  as  being  for  the  purpose  of  injuring  the  employer; 
Franklin  Union  No.  4  v.  People,  220  111.  387,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1018,  110  Am.  St. 
Rep.  248,  77  N.  E.  170  (dissenting  opinion),  on  striking  working  men  as  being 
entitled  to  the  use  of  the  streets  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  others  by  means  of 
peaceful  persuasion  from  working  for  particular  employers;  Barnes  v.  Chicago 
Typographical  Union  No.  16,  232  111.  430,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1025,  83  N.  E.  040, 
13  Ann.  Cas.  54  (dissenting  opinion),  on  its  not  being  unlawful  to  attempt  by 
peaceful  methods  to  persuade  others  from  working  for  a  common  employer  in 
order  to  secure  a  higher  wage. 
Cited  in  footnote  to  United  8tatea  ▼.  Workingnen't  Amalgamated  Council, 
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26  L.  ft.  A.  158,  which  holds  8tx>ppiiig  of  transportation  between  states  by  strike 
in  certain  city  unlawful  restraint  of  commerce. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  163)  on  controversy  over  "open"  or  "dosed*' 
shop  as  justificiation  for  means  employed  to  aid  strike;  (61  Am.  St.  R«p.  706, 
707,  708,  711)   on  what  is  an  unlawful  interference  or  intimidation  by  strikers. 

Distinguished  in  United  States  v.  Debs,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  223,  64  Fed.  763, 
holding  right  of  workmen  to  strike  does  not  warrant  conspiracy  to  do  unlawful 
thing,  and  advise  strike  in  accomplishment  of  such  purpose. 
^i-  Rlffbt  of  action. 

Cited  in  Carter  v.  Oster,  134  Mo.  App.  154,  112  S.  W.  995,  holding  a  nonunion 
workman  might  maintain  an  action  for  damages  against  members  of  a  union 
who  by  strikes  and  the  imposition  of  fines  on  employers  secured  his  discharge 
wherever  he  succeeded  in  obtaining  employment;  Branson  v.  Industrial  Workers, 
30  Nev.  297,  95  Pac.  254,  holding  plaintiff  might  maintain  an  action  for  dam- 
ages against  a  union  carrying  on  a  strike  by  means  of  violence  and  intimidation 
and  the  false  publication  of  circulars  declaring  him  to  be  unfair. 

Cited  in  note  (2  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  790)  on  right  of  action  against  unincorporated 
association. 
Rlirbt  to  dlacltarare  employee. 

Cited  in  Piatt  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  65  Fed.  663,  holding  equity  will  not 
interfere  to  prevent  discharge  of  employee  upon  ground  that  he  is  member  of 
labor  union;  State  ex  rel.  Zillmer  v.  Kreutzberg,  114  Wis.  535,  58  L.  R.  A.  751, 
91  Am.  St.  Rep.  934,  90  N.  W.  1098,  refusing  to  sustain  statute  forbidding  dis- 
charge of  employee  because  member  of  union;  Coffeyville  Vitrified  Brick  &  Tile 
Co.  V.  Perry,  69  Kan.  300,  66  L.R.A.  187,  76  Pac.  848,  1  Ann.  Cas.  936,  holdin^j 
a  statute  making  it  unlawful  for  an  employer  to  discharge  an  employee  because 
he  belonged  to  a  labor  union  is  void. 
Jvrladlctlon  of  Federal   conrta. 

Cited  in  Elder  v.  Whitesides,  72  Fed.  725,  holding  Federal  court  has  jurisdic- 
tion of  suit  by  alien  to  enjoin  conspiracy  by  citizens  of  United  States  to  prevent 
loading  or  unloading  of  vessel. 

25  L.  R.  A.  414,  note  FARMERS'  LOAN  &  T.  CO.  v.  NORTHERN  P.  R.  OO.  60 

Fed.  803. 
CoBsplraey. 

Cited  in  AllisChalmers  Co.  v.  Iron  Moulder's  Union  No.  125,  150  Fed.  175,  on 
when  combinations  are  unlawful  in  nature. 
—  To  Injare  bnslmeiMi  of  anotber. 

Modified  in  25  L.  R.  A.  414,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  744,  11  CO.  A.  209,  24  U.  S. 
App.  239,  63  Fed.  310. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Zimmerman,  91  Hun,  492,  restraining  conspiracy  formed 
with  intent  to  intimidate  people  from  seeking  employment  and  to  destroy  busi- 
ness; American  Steel  &  Wire  Co.  v.  Wire  Drawers'  &.  Die  Makers'  Union  Nos. 
1  ft  3,  90  Fed.  615,  denying  right  of  union  to  patrol  street  for  purpose  of  forcibly 
preventing  men  seeking  work  to  gain  access  to  works  of  manufacturer;  State 
€9  rel  Durner  ▼.  Huegin,  110  Wis.  259,  62  L.  R,  A.  745,  85  N.  W.  1046,  holding 
executed  conspiracy  to  inflict  malicious  injury  is  actionable;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ruef,  120  Fed.  105,  upholding  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  enjoin  members  of  labor 
organization  engaged  in  ''picketing"  if  accompanied  by  acts  of  violence  and  in- 
timidation; State  ex  rel.  Durner  v.  Huegin,  110  Wis.  189,  62  L.  R.  A.  745,  85  N. 
W.  1046,  holding  that  a  combination  of  newspaper  proprietors  to  compel  another 
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newspaper  to  reduce  its  rates  for  advertising  or  lose  customers,  is  within  a  stat- 
ute punishing  conspiracy  to  maliciously  injure  the  business  of  another. 
Itttlmldation. 

Cited  in  Christensen  y.  People,  114  111.  App.  66,  holding  ''picketing"  was 
intimidation  within  the  meaning  of  an  injunctional  order  forbidding  the  same. 
Relief  te  empleyeee  aaralnst  metm  of  reeet-ver. 

Cited  in  Thomas  ▼.  Cincinnati,  N.  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  02  Fed.  18/ holding  em> 
ployees  may  apply  to  court  for  relief  from  reduction  in  wages  by  receiver  of  rail- 
road. 

Cited  in  note  (28  L.  R.  A.  468)  on  injunction  against  strikes. 

25  L.  R.  A.  434,  STATE  v.  BUTLER,  8  Wash.  194,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  900,  35  Pac. 
1093. 

'Wbem    attempt    to    commit    erlme    Indictable. 

Cited  in  Comwell  v.  Fraternal  Acci.  Asso.  6  N.  D.  203,  40  L.  R  A.  439,  69  N. 
W.  191,  holding  that  one  who  has  started  to  hunt  prairie  chickens  with  loaded 
gun,  at  unlawful  season,  has  not  committed  offense  of  attempting  to  kill  prairie 
chickens;  Com.  v.  Hutchinson,  6  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  408,  42  W.  N.  C.  141,  holding 
incitement  to  incendiarism  an  indictable  offense;  United  States  ▼.  Dietrich,  126 
Fed.  667,  holding  agreement  of  member  of  Congress  to  accept  money  from  can- 
didate for  postmaster,  in  consideration  of  influence  in  securing  appointment^  and 
agreement  of  candidate  to  pay  same,  not  conspiracy;  State  v.  Bowles,  70  Kan. 
835,  69  L.R.A.  182,  79  Pac.  726,  holding  the  solicitation  of  a  bribe  is  not  an  at- 
tempt to  commit  a  crime;  State  v.  Thompson,  133  Iowa,  745,  111  N.  W.  319,  on 
the  solicitation  of  one  person  to  commit  an  act  requiring  the  concurrence  of 
both  persons  as  not  constituting  an  attempt  to  commit  a  crime. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Groyes  v.  State,  50  L.  R.  A.  598,  which  holds  mere  pre- 
paratory acts  for  commission  of  crime  not  an  attempt;  People  v.  Youngs,  47  L. 
R.  A.  108,  which  holds  preparation  for  committing  burglary  prevented  by  arrest 
while  proceeding  towards  house  not  an  attempt;  Reed  ▼.  Maley,  62  L.R.A.  900, 
which  holds  no  right  of  action  given  by  merely  soliciting  a  woman  to  sexual 
intercourse;  State  v.  Bowles,  69  L.R.A.  176,  which  holds  solicitation  of  bribe 
not  punishable  as  crime. 

Annotation  in  25  L.  R.  A.  434  referred  to  with  approval  in  Reed  v.  Maley,  115 
Ky.  827,  62  L.  R.  A.  904,  74  S.  W.  1079  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying 
right  of  action  to  woman  for  mere  solicitation  to  sexual  intercourse. 

25  L.  R,  A.  441,  WEST  PUB.  CO.  v.  LAWYERS'  CO-OP.  PUB.  CO.  64  Fed.  360. 

Reversed  in  35  L.  R.  A.  400,  25  C.  C.  A.  648,  51  U.  S.  App.  216,  79  Fed.  761. 
Infrlmffemcnt  of  copr  rlgihtm. 

Cited  in  West  Pub.  Co.  v.  Edward  Thompson  Co.  169  Fed.  856,  on  the  in- 
fringement of  copyrights. 

Cited  in  note  (7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  86)  on  new  corrections  and  addition  to 
old  work  as  subject-matter  of  copyright. 

25  L.  R.  A.  449,  STATE  v.  BEHRMAN,  114  N.  C.  797,  19  S.  E.  220. 
Opialon    cTldeace. 

Cited  in  Sherrill  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  117  N.  C.  363,  23  S.  E.  277,  permit- 
ting evioence  of  appearance  of  mental  anguish  by  one  in  whose  home  the  one  so 
suffering  lived  and  constantly  associated. 
Proof  of  laws  of  foreign  state. 

Cited  in  Dimpfel  v.  Wilson,  107  Md.  340,  13  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   1185,  68  Atl.  661, 
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15  Ann.  Cas.  753,  holding  the  laws  of  another  state  may  be  proyed  by  the  testi- 
mony of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  such  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  34  L.  R.  A.  773,  which  allows  lawyer 
of  other  state  claiming  to  be  familiar  with  its  law  as  to  marriage  to  prove  the 
same;  Qoodwin  v.  Provident  Sav.  Life  Assur.  Soc.  32  L.  R.  A.  473,  which  holds 
volume  of  laws  of  foreign  state  not  purporting  to  have  been  published  under 
authority  of  legislature,  nor  shown  to  be  commonly  admitted  in  evidence  in  such 
state,  not  evidence. 

Cited  in  notes   (40  L.R.A.  574)   on  law  books  as  evidence;    (113  Am.  St.  Rep. 
883)   on  proof  of  foreign  laws  and  their  effect;    (47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  783)   on  proof 
of  statute  law  of  foreign  countries. 
Rlgrht   of  accused   to  confront   ^rltncase*. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Mitchell,  119  N.  C.  786,  25  S.  E.  783,  holding  right  to  be  con- 
fronted by  presence  of  accuser  waived,  if  objection  to  testimony  of  prosecutrix 
taken  on  previous  trial  is  not  based  on  that  ground;  State  v.  Dowdy,  145  N.  C. 
437,  58  S.  E.  1002,  holding  the  constitutional  right  to  confront  accusers  has  no 
application  Avhere  the  facts  are  only  provable  by  duly  authenticated  records. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  v.  Elliott,  60  L.  R.  A.  318,  which  sustains  right 
to  read  on  second  trial  testimony  of  witness  dying  after  first  trial. 

Cited  in  note  (120  Am.  St.  Rep.  32,  33)  on  constitutional  right  of  accused  to 
be  confronted  by  witnesses. 

25  L.  R.  A.  470,  CANADIAN  P.  R.  CO.  v.  JOHNSTON,  9  C.  C.  A.  587,  26  U.  S. 

App.  85,  61  Fed.  738. 
W^lio  are  fello^r  aervnnta. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  L.  R.  A.  352)  on  when  conductor  is  deemed  to  be  coservant 
of  other  railroad  employees;    (51  L.  R.  A.  579,  591)   on  vice  principalship  con- 
sidered  with  reference  to  superior  rank  of  negligent  servant;    (75  Am.  St.  Bep. 
609)  on  who  is  a  vice  principal. 
Stntntc    of    limitations. 

Cited  in  Hobbs  v.  National  Bank  of  Commerce,  37  0.  C.  A.  514,  96  Fed.  397, 
holding  statute  of  limitations  of  state  applies  to  action  against  stockholder  of 
corporation  of  that  state  but  resident  of  another  state;  Atchison,  T.  k  S.  F. 
R.  Co.  V.  Mills,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App.  363,  116  S.  W.  852,  holding  that  statute  of 
limitations  of  state  where  injury  occurred  will  not  bar  action  in  another  state 
unless  both  parties  resided  in  former  state  for  full  period  of  limitation. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  638)  as  to  when  statute  of  limitation  will  govern 
action  in  another  state  or  country. 

25  L.  R.  A.  477,  Re  PICKENS,  163  Pa.  14,  29  Atl.  875. 
PrcMnmptlon  as  to  legrttimacy. 

Cited  in  Eddy's  Estate,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  701,  and  Leaming's  Estate,  25  P^.  Go.  C^. 
441,  holding  that  to  repel  presumption,  evidence  must  be  strong,  satisfactory, 
and  conclusive;  Wile's  Estate,  6  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  442,  41  W.  N.  C.  575,  holding  pre- 
sumption that  married  relation  exists  may  be  overcome  by  reputation  and  by 
presumption  of  legitimacy  of  issue  of  second  marriage;  Staiger's  Estate,  7  Pa. 
Diat.  R.  364,  holding  presumption  as  to  legitimacy  is  almost  conclusive  where 
parents  for  many  years  maintained  family  relation  under  general  reputation  of 
being  husband  and  wife;  Locust  v.  Caruthers,  23  Okla.  380,  100  Pac.  520,  holding 
that  legitimacy  will  be  presumed  after  long  lapse  of  time  where  proof  is  given 
that  certain  persons  are  children  of  certain  man  and  woman  and  were  so  recog- 
nized; Osborne  v.  Ramsay,  111  C.  C.  A.  594,  191  Fed.  121,  holding  that  to  raise 
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presumption  that  child  was  born  in  lawful  wedlock,  there  must  be  substantial 
basis  upon  which  to  predicate  it;  Learning's  Estate,  10  Pa.  Dist.  R.  391,  on  the 
Intimacy  of  a  child  as  being  presumed  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary; Murray's  Estate,  15  Pa.  Dist.  R.  643,  holding  children  born  to  a  woman 
with  whom  a  man  lived  as  husband  before  the  death  of  a  first  wife  whom  the 
man  had  left  in  another  country  would  be  presumed  to  be  legitimate. 
Preavmption  am  to  -ralldliy  of  marriage. 

Cited  in  McCausland's  Estate,  213  Pa.  194,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  640,  62  Atl.  780, 
liolding  where  a  married  man  disappears  and  the  wife  remarries  within  seven 
years  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  marriage  did  not  take  place  until  after  the 
death  of  the  absent  husband;  West  Buffalo  Twp.  v.  Benner  Twp.  16  Pa.  Dist. 
R.  763,  on  lapse  of  time  as  creating  a  presumption  of  marriage  and  legititimacy 
of  children. 

Cited  in  note   (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)   99)   on  presumptions  flowing  from  marriage 
ceremony. 
—  Proof. 

Cited  in  Shadley  v.  Schultz,  38  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  310,  20  Pa.  Dist.  R.  645,  holding 
that  testimony  of  woman  who  claimed  to  be  motlicr  in  law,  of  surety  on  note  in 
suit  was  not  sufficient  to  prove  that  such  surety  was  married  woman  at  time  note 
was  made;  West  Buffalo  Twp.  Poor  Dist.  v.  Benner  Twp.  Poor  Dist.  33  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  523,  holding  that  common  reputation  in  a  family  connection  is  admissible 
to  prove  pedigree,  legitimacy,  and  marriage;  Thewlis's  Estate,'  15  Pa.  Dist.  R. 
362,  holding  the  existence  of  a  lawful  marriage  is  established  although  no  mar- 
riage ceremony  performed  where  the  parties  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife 
and  were  kno\^'n  to  the  community  as  such  and  executed  instruments  in  which 
they  recognized  each  other  as  husband  and  wife. 

Cited  in  note   (36  L.R.A.(N.S.)   258)   on  proof  establishing  bastardy  of  mar- 
ried woman's  child. 
Proof  of  Identity. 

Cited  in  Arnold  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  68,  holding  that 
information  obtained  from  mother-in-law  of  person's  son,  competent  to  prove 
identity;  Re  Cliarles,  33  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  222,  holding  pedigree  and  relation- 
ship of  decedent  may  be  shown  by  testimony  of  witness  to  family  tradition  and 
declarations  of  relatives. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Young  v.  State,  47  L.  R.  A.  548,  which  holds  man's 
declarations  as  to  own  history  and  pedigree  provable  after  his  death  for  pur- 
pose of  identification;  Re  Hurlburt,  35  L.  R.  A.  794,  which  holds  general  reputa- 
tion in  family  as  to  death  of  member,  not  derived  from  deceased  members  of 
family,  inadmissible. 

Cited  in  note   (41  L.  R,  A.  449)  on  entries  in  family  Bible  or  other  religious 
books  as  evidence. 
Rislit  of  participation  In  eatate  of  decedent. 

Cited  in  Re  Peterson,  34  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  299,  holding  right  to  participate 
in  distribution  may  be  raised  upon  audit  or  adjudication  of  account  of  executor 
or  administrator;  Peterson's  Estate,  29  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  30,  holding  the  right  of 
parties  to  participate  in  the  distribution  of  an  estate  may  properly  be  raised  in 
proceedings  for  the  auditing  of  the  account  of  the  personal  representative. 

25  L.  R,  A.  480,  STATE  ex  reU  ALLISON  ▼.  BLAKE,  67  N.  J.  L.  6,  29  Atl.  417* 
Reatrlctlona  npon  elective  franclil»e. 

Followed  in  Allison  v.  Englewood  Twp.  58  N.  J.  L.  141,  32  Atl.  688,  and  Allison 
V.  Corker,  67  N.  J.  L.  596,  60  L.  R.  A.  567,  52  Atl.  362,  holding  public  roads  and 
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parks  act  of  1893,  limiting  right  to  vote  for  road  commissioners  to  freeholder! 
of  district,  unconstitutional. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Kimball  v.  Hendee,  57  N.  J.  L.  308,  30  AU.  804,  holding 
women  cannot  vote  for  school  trustees;  McArdle  v.  Jersey  City,  66  N.  J.  L.  596, 
88  Am.  St.  Rep.  496,  49  AtL  1013,  holding  provision  of  statute  that  ao  ballot 
shall  contain  name  of  more  than  one  person  for  excise  commissioner,  where  two 
are  to  be  voted  for,  in  conflict  with  constitutional  provision  giving  right  to  vote 
for  all  elective  officers;  Eagle  County  v.  Love,  26  Colo.  305,  57  Pac  1080,  holding 
general  assembly  impliedly  prohibited  from  adding  other  or  different  qualifi- 
cations to  legal  voters  at  election  for  removal  of  county  seat;  Livesley  v.  Litch- 
field, 47  Or.  257,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  920,  83  Pac.  142,  holding  a  provision  of  a 
city  charter  prohibiting  from  voting  anyone  who  had  not  paid  his  poll  tax 
for  that  year  was  void;  Coggeshall  v.  Des  Moines,  138  Iowa,  738,  128  Am.  St. 
Rep.  221,  117  N.  W.  309,  on  the  validity  of  legislative  qualifications  or  restric- 
tions upon  the  elective  franchise. 

Annotation  cited  in  Solon  v.  State,  54  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  293,  114  S.  W.  349,  on 
validity  of  legislative  restrictions  upon  election  franchise. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Taylor  v.  Bleakley,  28  L.  R.  A.  683,  which  upholds 
legislative  power  to  adopt  reasonable  restrictions  on  exercise  of  elective  fran- 
chise; Boyd  V.  Mills,  25  L.  R.  A.  486,  which  holds  valid,  act  disfranchising  all 
persons  bearing  arras  against  United  States;  Stat<>  v.  Old,  31  L.  R.  A.  837,  which 
holdjs  valid,  act  making  it  a  crime  to  vote  without  proof  of  payment  of  poll-tax. 

Cited  in  notes  (27  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  523)  on  right  of  women  to  vote;  (45  L.  ed. 
U.  S.  217)  on  validity  of  registration  laws. 

Distinguished  in  Harris  v.  Burr,  32  Or.  360,  39  L.  R.  A.  771,  52  Pac  17,  holding 
women  may  vote  for  director  of  school  district  at  school  meeting. 

Disapproved  in  State  ex  rel.  Gibson  v.  Monahan,  72  Kan.  495,  115  Am.  St. 
Rep.  224,  84  Pac.  130,  7  Ann.  Cas.  661,  holding  the  legislature  might  authorize 
the  creation  of  drainage  districts  controlled  by  directors,   required  to  be  free 
holders  elected  by  resident  tax  payers. 
Lfeslalntive  discretion  aa  to  political  sabdlvlalons  of  state. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  ex  rel.  Guerguin  v.  McAllister,  28  L.  R.  A.  523, 
which  upholds  statute  authorizing  each  city  ward  to  elect  one  alderman. 

Distinguished  in  Allison  v.  Corker,  67  N.  J.  L.  596,  60  L.  K  A.  570,  52  Atl. 
362,  upholding  constitutionality  of  statute  giving  power  of  local  township  gov- 
ernraent  to  road  and  lamp  districts  thereby  created. 
Reimlatlon   ot  elections. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Moyer  v.  Van  de  Vanter,  29  L.  R.  A.  670,  which  author- 
izes counting  of  ballots  cast  in  good  faith  with  official  stamp  or  election  officers' 
initials  omitted;  Cole  v.  Tucker,  29  L.  R.  A.  668,  which  sustains  statute  making 
official  ballot  compulsory  in  city  elections  and  optional  in  town  elections;  Jones 
V.  Skinner,  40  L.  R.  A.  752,  which  denies  purser's  power  by  living  on  boat  to 
change  voting  residence  to  other  district  of  same  city. 

25  L.  R.  A.  486,  BOYD  v.  MILLS,  53  Kan.  594,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  306,  37  Pac.  16. 
BITeet  of  ballot  lavF*  on  rlgrlitH  ot  voters. 

Cited  in  Lynip  v.  Buckner,  22  Nev.  439,  30  L.  R.  A.  357,  41  Pac.  762,  holding 
valid,  ballots  from  whidi  inspectors  unintentionally  omitted  to  take  strips  con- 
taining numbers;  Taylor  v.  Bleakley,  55  Kan.  11,  28  L.  R.  A.  687,  49  Am.  St 
Rep.  233,  39  Pac.  1045,  holding  ballots  not  marked  with  cross  upon  proper  place 
should  not  be  counted;  Slaymaker  v.  Phillips,  5  Wyo.  400,  47  L.  R.  A.  847,  40 
Pac  971,  holding  official  stamp  with  name  or  initials  of  a  judge  of  election  must 
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appear  on  exterior  of  ballot  when  folded;  Hope  v.  Flcntge,  140  Mo.  413,  47  L.  R. 
A.  828,  41  S.  W.  1002  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  mandatory,  pro- 
Tision  of  ballot  law  requiring  voter  to  cross  out  the  groups  of  officers  he  does  not 
^ish  to  vote;  Stackpole  v.  Hallahan,  16  Mont.  66,  28  L.  R.  A.  508,  40  Pac.  80, 
refusing  to  disfranchise  voters  because  of  defects  in  nominating  certificate,  pro- 
visions of  which  were  not  made  mandatory  by  statute;  Jones  v.  State,  153  Ind. 
451,  55  N.  £.  229,  sustaining  election  where  absence  of  party  emblem  at  head  of 
ticket  could  not  have  deceived  voters;  Nail  v.  Tinsley,  107  Ky.  460,  54  S.  W.  187 
< dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  local  option  election  valid,  notwithstand- 
ing ballots  too  thin:  Montgomery  v.  Plenry,  144  Ala.  638,  1  L.R.A. (N.S.)  660, 
39  So.  507,  6  Ann.  Cas.  965,  holding  ballots  should  not  be  cast  out  as  irregular 
because  not  properly  numbered  by  the  inspectors  as  provided  by  statute  where 
otherwise  regular  and  there  is  no  complaint  of  fraud;  Ogg  v.  Glover,  72  Kan. 
255,  83  Pac.  1039,  holding  the  absence  of  a  party  emblem  would  not  be  grounds 
for  rejecting  ballots  cast  for  members  of  such  party  where  the  certificate  of 
nomination  filed  showed  no  emblem  and  no  objection  was  raised  prior  to  the 
election. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.  483)  on  how  far  right  to  vote  is  absolute;    (49  Am. 
St.  Rep.  248)    on  distinguishing  marks  invalidating  ballot;    (90  Am.  St,   Rep. 
81 )   on  irregularities  avoiding  elections. 
XiX  post  facto  lavF. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  ew  rel.  Chandler  v.  McDonald,  29  L.  R.  A.  834, 
which  holds  statute  not  ew  post  facto  for  abrogating  provision  for  change  of 
magistrate  or  of  venue  for  prejudice. 

25  L.  R.  A.  491,  ROGERS  v.  KENNEBEC  S.  B.  CO.  86  Me.  261,  29  Atl.  1069. 

Stlpnlattiona    exemptliiff    carrier    from    liability    for    neflrllffence    to    pas- 
•enfirer. 

Cited  in  Doyle  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  166  Mass.  495,  33  L.  R.  A.  846,  55  Am.  St. 
Rep.  417,  44  N.  E.  611,  holding  railroad  cannot  relieve  itself  from  liability  to  em- 
ployee riding  on  ticket  with  stipulation  relieving  it,  where  ticket  given  to  one 
living  in  one  part  of  line  and  working  in  another;  Payne  v.  Terre  Haute  &  I. 
R.  Co.  157  Ind.  619,  56  L.  R.  A.  474,  footnote  p.  472,  62  N.  E.  472,  holding  stipu- 
lation in  pass  releasing  carrier  from  liability  for  negligence,  valid;  Duncan  v. 
Maine  C.  R.  Co.  113  Fed.  509,  holding  one  riding  on  pass  usually  bound  to  per- 
form conditions  on  which  it  was  granted;  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  192  U. 
S.  452,  48  L.  ed.  517,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  408,  holding  condition  in  gratuitous  pass 
exempting  carrier  from  liability  for  negligence,  not  against  public  policy; 
Walther  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  159  Cal.  773,  37  L.R.A. (N.S.)  239,  116  Pac.  51, 
holding  that  statute  against  contract  for  exemption  from  liability  for  gross 
negligence  applies  to  passenger  riding  on  pass;  Harris  v.  Puget  Sound  Electric 
R.  Co.  52  Wash.  293,  100  Pac.  838,  holding  that  where  pass  is  issued  as  part 
of  employee's  compensation  clause  limiting  carrier's  liability  is  void. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Crary  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  59  L.R.A.  815,  which  re- 
quires proof  of  neglig&nce  causing  injury  to  passenger  using  excursion  ticket  by 
which  passenger  assumes  risk  of  accident;  McNeill  v.  Durham  &  C.  R.  Co.  67 
L.R.A.  227,  which  holds  that  acceptance  of  free  transportation  which  carrier  is 
prohibited  under  penalty  from  granting  does  not  prevent  a  recovery  for  injuries 
due  to  carrier's  negligence. 

Cited  in  notes  (37  L.R.A. (N.S.)  235,  236,  242)  on  validity  of  stipulation  in 
pass  limiting  carrier's  liability;  (42  L.  ed.  U.  S.  689). on  validity  and  construc- 
tion of  contracts  exempting  from  liability  for  negligence;    (48  L.  ed.  U.  S.  742, 
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743)   on  validity  and  effect  of  stipulation  in  free  pass  releasing  carrier   from 
liability  for  negligence. 
IVliO  atre  pataaensera. 

Cited  in  Citizens  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Jolly,  161  Ind.  88,  67  N.  E.  935,  holding 
person  stepping  upon  step  of  rear  platform  of  car,  which  has  stopped  to  take  on 
passengers,  with  intention  to  take  passage  thereon,  is  passenger;  Haselton  t. 
Portsmouth,  K.  &  Y.  Street  R.  Co.  71  N.  H.  591,  53  Atl.  1016,  holding  physical 
contact  with  car  unnecessary  to  constitute  one  passenger;  Dieckmann  v.  Chicago 
&  X.  W.  R.  Co.  145  Iowa,  265,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  342,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  420,  121 
N.  W.  676,  holding  that  person  who  goes  to  station  and  purchases  ticket,  is 
entitled  to  rights  of  passenger  in  crossing  tracks  to  board  train;  Maxfield  v. 
Maine  C.  R.  Co.  100  Me.  83,  60  Atl.  710,  holding  the  relationship  of  a  passenger 
was  established  by  the  purchase  of  a  ticket. 

Cited  in  note   (61  Am.  St.  Rep.  76,  80,  81)  on  who  are  passengers  and  when 
thev  become  such. 
Duty  of  carrier  of  paaiienBrerfi. 

Cited  in  Pomroy  v.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  102  Me.  499,  67  Atl.  561,  on  the  duty 
owed  by  a  common  carrier  to  passengers. 

25  L.  R.  A.  499,  WRIGHT  v.  WOODCOCK,  86  Me.  113,  29  Atl.  963. 
Riirht  to  cvt  and  remoTO  Ice. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Harrisburg,  107  Me.  216,  77  Atl.  787,  holding  that  test  of 
title  to  ice  on  stream  is  ownership  of  soil  over  which  it  forms. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Eidemiller  Ice  Co.  v.  Guthrie,  28  L.  R.  A.  681,  which 
holds  right  to  take  ice  from  pond  in  non -navigable  stream,  in  owner  of  land 
as  against  owner  of  pond  with  right  of  flowage ;  Becker  v.  Hall,  56  L.  R,  A.  573, 
which  holds  marking,  staking,  or  cleaning  ice  not  thick  enough  for  harvesting, 
insufficient  appropriation;  Sanborn  v.  People's  Ice  Co.  51  L.  R.  A.  829,  which 
holds  taking  of  ice  in  large  quantities  from  public  lake  not  exercise  of  oommon 
right  in  its  waters. 
Liability  for  damminBr  -vvater. 

Cited   in  note    (59  L.   R.  A.   853)    on  liability  for   damming  back  water  of 
stream. 

25  L.  R.  A.  502,  KIXOSLEY  v.  GOULDSBORO  LAND  IMPROV.  00.  86  Me. 

279,  29  Atl.  1074. 
When  way  by  necennlty  exiata. 

Followed  in  Hildreth  v.  Googins,  91  Me.  228,  39  Atl.  550,  denying  right  of  way 
by  necessity  over  land  of  grantor  when  grantee's  property  borders  on  sea. 

Cited  in  Burlew  v.  Hunter,  41  App.  Div.  152,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  453,  discussin^r 
right  of  way  by  necessity  where  land  bordered  on  navigable  lake;  Doten  v. 
Bartlett,  107  Me.  356,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1077,  78  Atl.  456,  holding  that  presump- 
tion of  intention  to  include  right  of  access  to  highway  which  arises  when  land 
is  cut  off  from  highway  by  land  of  grantor  is  overcome  where  one  boundary  1?^ 
stated  to  be  upon  other  land  of  grantee  which  has  access;  McHquham  v.  Anthon>' 
Wilson  Live  Stock  Co.  18  Wyo.  61,  104  Pac.  20,  holding  that  person  is  not  en- 
titled to  way  as  way  of  necessity,  where  he  has  one  way  by  which  he  can  reach 
highway. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ellis  v.  Blue  Mountain  Forest  Asso.  42  L.  R.  A.  570, 
which  denies  right  of  way  by  necessity  for  tract  entirely  surrounded  by  other 
person's  land  in  absence  of  unity  of  ownership;  Ritchey  v.  Welsh,  40  L.  R.  A. 
106,  which  holds  way  by  necessity  created  by  partition  on  lands  in  same  manner 
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as  if  parcel  sold  by  ancestor;  Lebus  v.  Boston^  47  L.  R.  A.  79,  which  holds  parol 
evidence  that  grantor  agreed  he  should  have  no  passway  over  land  conveyed  ad- 
missible to  rebut  implied  reservation  of  way  of  necessity;  Ann  Arbor  Fruit  & 
V.  Co.  V.  Ann  Arbor  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  431,  which  holds  that  continued  use  of 
right  of  way  originating  in  necessity,  after  necessity  has  ceased,  does  not  become 
adverse  until  notice  of  adverse  claim  is  brought  home  to  owner  of  servient  estate. 

Cited  in  notes  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1021)  on  way  of  necessity  where  other  means 
of  access  exist;  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  351)  on  easement  of  way  by  necessity  created 
by  severance  of  tract  with  apparent  benefit  existing;  (136  Am.  St.  Rep.  698,  699) 
-on  creation  and  conveyance  of  way  by  necessity;  (122  Am.  St.  Rep.  211;  10  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  59)  as  to  when  grant  of  way  by  necessity  will  be  implied. 

Distinguished  in  Grammar  School  v.  Jeffrey's  Neck  Pasture,  174  Mass.  574, 
55  N.  £.  462,  sustaining  way  of  necessity  over  land  bordering  on  navigable  water, 
where  it  appears  that  for  two  hundred  and  fifty  years  the  land  had  been  used  for 
pasturage. 

25  L.  R.  A.  503,  MITCHELL  v.  ABBOTT,  86  Me.  338,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  559,  29 

Atl.  1118. 
"WheB  performance  must  be  In  remaonnble  tUne. 

Cited  in  Donworth  v.  Sawyer,  94  Me.  251,  47  Atl.  521,  holding  right  of  selec- 
tion of  certain  number  of  acres  in  deed  to  tenant  in  common,  no  time  being  fixed, 
must  be  made  within  reasonable  time,  or  it  is  lost. 

Cited  in  note  (6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  138)  on  performance  of  conditions  as  ac- 
ceptance of  offer  addressed  to  world  at  large. 

Distinguished  in  Wheeler  v.  Harrison,  94  Md.  156,  50  Atl.  523,  holding  agree- 
ment to  pay  for  obtaining  release  of  obligation  to  pay  subscription  to  stock  not 
mere  offer  which  lapsed  before  release  obtained  at  end  of  seven  years;  Hartford 
V.  McGillicuddy,  103  Me.  228,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  433,  68  Atl.  860,  12  Ann.  Cas. 
1083,  holding  where  an  agency  was  established  to  secure  the  sale  of  certain  real 
estate  such  agency  would  be  presumed  to  continue  until  the  purpose  is  effected. 
Rewatrd    for   detection    of   crtmlnnl. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Haskell  v.  Davidson,  42  L.  R.  A.  155,  which  holds  person 
informing  proper  person  of  facts  necessary  to  secure  arrest  and  conviction  of  im- 
known  perpetrator  of  crime  entitled  to  reward  for  his  "arrest  and  conviction." 

25  L.  R.  A.  604,  STATE  v.  EDWARDS,  86  Me.  102,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  528,  29 

Atl.  947. 
'Wntver  of  rifrlita. 

Cited  in  Latimer  v.  Equitable  Loan  ft  Invest.  Co.  81  Fed.  781,  holding  statu- 
tory right  to  withdraw  from  loan  association  cannot  be  waived;  Dennis  v.  Moses, 
18  Wash.  588,  40  L.  R.  A.  313,  52  Pac.  333  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  hold- 
ing stipulation  in  mortgage  waiving  statutory  right  of  possession  during  time 
for  redemption,  of  no  effect. 
Reirnlatlon  of  matters  of  public  use. 

Cited  in  Briggs  v.  Hunton,  87  Me,  151,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  318,  32  Atl.  794,  hold- 
ing price  for  service  of  stallion  may  be  recovered,  though  animal  not  registered, 
when  not  kept  for  public  use;  Brown  v.  Gerald,  100  Me.  370,  70  L.R.A.  481,  109 
Am.  St.  Rep.  526,  61  Atl.  785,  on  kinds  of  businesses  that  constitute  a  public  use 
80  as  to  come  under  legislative  regulation;  Ratcliff  v.  Wichita  Union  Stock- 
Yards  Co.  74  Kan.  11,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  841,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  298,  86  Pac.  160, 
10  Ann.  Cas.  1016,  holding  a  union  stockyard  clothed  with  public  interest  and 
subject  to  legislative  regulation. 

Cited  in  notes    (33   L.R.A.   182)    on  legislative  power  to  fix  tolls,  rates,  or 
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prices;    (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)    836)    on  businesses  affected  with  public  interest  sub- 
jecting them  to  regulation  and  control  in  respect  to  rates  or  prices;    (62  Am. 
St.  Rep.  290)  on  regulation  of  rates. 
Presumption  in  aid  of  plendinira* 

Distinguished  in  Crawshaw  v.  Curtis,  119  111.  App.  47,  as  no  authority  for 
assuming  a  state  of  facts  not  sufficiently  alleged  where  the  facts  are  in  dispute 
under  the  evidence. 

25  L.  R.  A.  506,  WILLIAMSON  v.  LACEY,  86  Me.  80,  29  Atl.  943. 
intinnnlty  for  oAclnl  nets. 

Cited  in  Raymond  v.  Lowe,  87  Me.  329,  32  Atl.  964,  holding  justice  protected 
from  suit  for  injury  resulting  to  party  arrested  and  brought  before  bim  ju- 
dicially, for  honest  error  of  judgment;  Webb  v.  Fisher,  109  Tenn.  709,  60  L.  R» 
A.  793,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  863,  72  S.  W.  110,  holding  judge  not  liable  in  dtan&g» 
to  attorney  against  whom  he  has  maliciously  entered  decree  of  disbarment. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tillman  v.  Beard,  46  L.  R.  A.  215,  which  denies  liability 
of  village  president  for  procuring  arrest  for  violating  void  ordinance;  W^b  v. 
Fisher,  60  L.  R.  A.  791,  which  holds  judge  not  subject  to  private  action  for  cor- 
ruptly entering  decree  disbarring  attorney;  Scott  v.  Fishblate,  30  L.  R.  A.  696, 
which  denies  liability  of  mayor  to  civil  action  for  imprisonment  for  contempt. 

Cited  in  note  (15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  52)  on  civil  liability  of  judges. 
Rlvht  to  pnblic  trinl. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Osborne,  64  Or.  298,  103  Pac.  62,  holding  exclusion  of  public 
from  court  room  during  taking  of  testimony  in  criminal  trial  presumptively 
prejudicial  to  defendant. 

25  L.  R.  A.  608,  HICKS  v.  CITIZENS'  R.  CO.  124  Mo.  116,  27  S.  W.  542. 
IVben  neflrllffence  qneatlon  for  Jury. 

Cited  in  Montgomery  v.  Lansing  City  Electric  R.  Co.  103  Mich.  55,  29  L.  R. 

A.  290,  61  N.  W.  543,  holding  proximate  cause  of  injury  for  jury  where  gripman 
of  street  car  saw  persons  in  dangerous  situation;  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Al- 
bright, 14  Ind.  App.  438,  42  N.  E.  238,  holding  contributory  negligence  of  one 
driving  across  track  is  for  jury,  when  evidence  is  that  motorman  could  have  seen 
driver  about  to  cross  track,  and  did  not  attempt  to  prevent  collision ;  Robinson  v. 
Louisville  R.  Co.  50  C.  C.  A.  359,  112  Fed.  486,  holding  that  jury  should  deter- 
mine whether  motorman  could  have  prevented  collision  with  plaintiff's  wagon 
trying  to  turn  out  of  track ;  Citizens*  Rapid  Transit  Co.  v.  Seigrist,  96  Tenn.  124. 
33  S.  W.  920,  holding  negligence  and  contributory  negligence  for  jury  where  one 
driving  across  track  of  street  railway  at  street  crossing  thought  he  had  time  to 
cross  ahead  of  approaching  car;  Ames  v.  Waterloo  &  C.  F.  Rapid  Transit  Co. 
120  Iowa,  662,  95  X.  W.  161  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  directed 
verdict  for  defendant  proper,  in  action  for  death,  where  deceased  in  full  posses- 
sion of  senses,  and  with  unobstructed  view,  stepped  in  front  of  street  car  running 
an  unlawful  speed;  Heideman  v.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  105  Minn.  49,  117  N.  W. 
226,  holding  whether  driver  rightfully  on  proper  side  of  street  could  have 
avoided  accident  by  turning  out,  question  for  jury;  Westphal  v.  St.  Joseph  k 

B.  H.  Street  R.  Co.  134  Mich.  243,  96  N.  W.  19,  holding  defendants'  negligence 
question  for  jury  where  plaintiff  used  due  care  in  turning  out  of  track. 

Dvty  of  persons  crossing:  mil^way  track. 

Cited  in  Bunyan  v.  atizens'  R.  Co.  127  Mo.  18,  29  S.  W.  842,  holding  that  it 
is  duty  of  pedestrian  approaching  street  car  track  to  ascertain  if  cars  are  ap- 
proaching, and  avoid  injury  therefrom;  Hays  v.  Tacoma  R.  &  Power  Co.  106  Fed. 
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48,  holding  pedestrian  crossing  street  railway  track  not  negligent  in  assuming, 
from  observations,  that  collision  will  not  occur  if  car  running  at  lawful  speed; 
Moore  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  194  Mo.  11,  92  S.  W.  390,  holding  failure  by  one 
approaching  street  car  tracks  to  use  reasonable  precaution  to  avoid  injury 
from  approaching  cars  is  negligence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Johnson  v.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  36  L.  R.  A  586,  which 
holds  failure  of  aged  person  riding  with  another  to  look  or  listen  for  street  car 
not  negligence;  Citizens'  R.  Co.  v.  Ford,  46  L.  R.  A.  457,  which  holds  ordinance 
requiring  person  "riding  or  driving*'  to  check  up  or  halt  at  crossing  not  ap- 
plicable to  electric  car;  Garrity  v.  Detroit  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  37  L.  R.  A.  529, 
which  holds  driving  fire  truck  at  speed  preventing  stopping  before  collision  with 
street  car  at  crossing  negligence. 

Cited  in  note   (32  L.K.A.  (N.S.)   269)   on  driving  across  street  railway  where 
view  obstructed  as  negligence. 
Care  required  of  street  rmll^raya  as  to  persons  on  or  near  traclc. 

Cited  in  Bunyan  v.  Citizens*  R.  Co.  127  Mo.  19,  29  S.  W.  842,  holding  that  it 
is  duty  of  gripman  of  street  car  to  keep  lookout  for  persons  on,  or  approaching, 
track,  and  avoid  injuring  them,  if  in  danger;  Indianapolis  Street  R.  Co.  v. 
Tenner,  32  Ind.  App.  321,  67  N.  E.  1044  (dissenting  opinion),  on  preferential 
right  of  car  running  on  fixed  tracks  to  use  of  that  portion  of  road  covered  by  its 
tracks. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Everett  v.  Los  Angeles  Consol.  Electric  R.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A. 
350,  which  sustains  motorman's  right  to  assume  that  bicyclists  in  front  of  car 
will  get  out  of  danger;  Montgomery  v.  Lansing  City  Electric  R.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A. 
287,  which  holds  n^ligent,  motorman  running  with  lever  in  next  the  fastest 
notch  until  within  a  few  feet  of  band  parading  street;  Richmond  R.  &  Electric 
Co.  V.  Garthright,  32  L.  R.  A.  220,  which  holds  company  liable  for  accident  result- 
ing from  overloading  and  unlawful  speed  of  street  car ;  Cincinnati  Street  R.  Co.  v. 
Wright,  32  L.  R.  A.  340,  which  holds  boy  catching  ride  on  private  vehicle  not 
chargeable  with  driver's  negligence,  so  as  to  prevent  recovery  for  injury  due  to 
negligence  of  street  railway  company;  Crisman  v.  Shreveport  Belt  R.  Co.  62 
L.R.A.  747,  which  holds  street  railway  company  employing  young  and  inex- 
perienced motorman  liable  for  death  of  horseback  rider  due  to  former's  short- 
comings; Wilson  V.  Chippewa  Valley  Electric  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  912,  which  holds 
motorman  who  makes  no  attempt  to  control  speed  of  car  on  seeing  runaway  team 
approaching  crossing  under  circumstances  suggesting  collision  guilty  of  wanton 
and  reckless  disregard  of  human  life  amounting  to  intentional  wrong. 

Distinguished  in  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  v.  Haight,  59  N.  J.  L.  579,  37  Atl. 
135,  holding  it  duty  of  motorman  to  keep  car  in  control  when  approaching  truck 
traveling  ahead  of  it  in  track;  Moore  v.  Kansas  City  &  I.  Rapid  Transit  R.  Co. 
126  Mo.  273,  29  S.  W.  9,  holding  that  greater  care  is  needed  on  part  of  street 
railways  in  more  thickly  populated  portion  of  city  than  where  thinly  settled. 
Hypotlietlcal  questions. 

Cited  in  Holton  v.  Cochran,  208  Mo.  424,  106  S.  W.  lOafe,  holding  a  hypo- 
thetical question  that  assumes  a  state  of  facts  which  the  evidence  tends  to  estab- 
lish is  Unobjectionable  even  though  it  is  varied  to  present  and  cover  different 
theories;  Order  of  United  Commercial  Travelers  v.  Barnes,  75  Kan.  725,  90  Pac. 
293,  holding  hypothetical  question  framed  on  assumption  that  facts  will  be 
found  in  accordance  with  theory  of  questioner  will  be  allowed  even  though  it 
omits  facts  unfavorable  to  him;  >King  v.  Gilson,  206  Mo.  276,  104  S.  W.  52, 
holding  a  hypothetical  question  that  calls  on  witness  to  pass  on  the  weight  of 
evidence  is  objectionable' 


25  L.R.A.  508]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  1392 

Impvted  Mes-llflrence  of  driver  to  muMenffer. 

Cited  in  note   (8  L.R.A.(N.S.)   659)   on  imputed  negligence  of  driyer  to  pas- 
senger. 

25  L.  R.  A.  614,  GIRARD  v.  ST.  LOUIS  CAR-WHEEL  CX).  123  Mo.  358,  45  Am. 

St.  Rep.  666,  27  S.  W.  648. 
Tender  back  of  amount  recei-red  nnder  aettlMnent  l»efore  notion. 

Cited  in  Dwyer  ▼.  Wabash  R.  Co.  66  Mo.  App.  337,  holding  where  fraud,  or  de- 
ception charged  in  execution  of  settlement  contract  with  railroad  for  personal  in- 
jur}', return  or  tender  of  amount  received  not  required;   Saniord  v.  Royal   Ins. 
Co.  11  Wash.  666,  40  Pac.  609,  holding  that  return  of  amount  received  on  settle- 
ment of  loss  under  fire  insurance  policy  need  not  be  tendered  where  it  is  evident 
that  it  would  be  rejected;  Sanford  v.  Royal  Ins.  Co.  11  Wash.  661,  40  Pac  609, 
3ust.aining   action   on    fire    insurance    policies   without    requiring   cancelation    in 
equity  of  release  of  liability  signed  by  insured;  Winter  v.  Kansas  City  Cable  R. 
Co.  160  Mo.  190,  61  S.  W.  606,  Affirming  73  Mo.  App.  203,  setting  aside  compro- 
mise of  judgment  against  railway  company  in  favor  of  infant  ordered  by  court 
on  misstatement  of  facts  without  oiler  to  return  amount  paid  under  it;  Smith  t, 
Kander,  85  Mo.  App.  36,  holding  rescission  of  settlement  of  judgment,  obtained 
without  fraud,  not  warranted  without  return  or  offer  to  return  amount  received; 
Carroll  v.  United  R.  Co.  157  Mo.  App.  290,  137  S.  W.  303,  holding  that  under 
section  1812,  of  Revised  Statutes  of  1909,  plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove  tender  of 
amount  received  upon  execution  of  release  before  bringing  suit  or  to  dhow  that 
tender  would  be  useless;   Malkmus  v.  St.  Louis  Portland  Cement  Co.   150  Mo. 
App.   456,   131   S.  W\   148,   holding  that  where   fraud   inheres   in  execution  of 
release  of  cause  of  action,  and  is  of  cliaracter  preventing  contract,  person  im- 
posed upon  need  not  tender  consideration  before  suing  on  cause  of  action ;  Lomax 
V.  Southwest  Missouri  Electric  R.  Co.  119  Mo.  App.  199,  95  S.  W.  945,  holding 
tender  of  amount  received  under  settlement  before  action  necessary  to  support 
action  for  personal  injuries  where  damages  are  unliquidated;   Kingman-Moore 
Implement  Co.  v.  Ellis,  126  Mo.  App.  696,  103  S.  W.  127,  holding  tender  of  pay- 
ment made  on  account  unnecessary  where  account  was  obtained  by  fraud  it  ap- 
pearing that  defrauding  party  owes  sum  greater  than  amount  paid;   St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Richards,  23  Okla.  263,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1056,  102  Pac.  92,  hold- 
ing tender  of  amount  received  under  release,  obtained  by  fraudulent  representa- 
tions as  to  extent  of  injuries,  unnecessary,  it  appearing  railroad  would  reject 
tender. 

Cited  in  note  (35  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  665)  on  return  of  consideration  for  release 
of  claim  for  personal  injuries  set  aside  for  fraud. 

Criticized  in  Lyons  v.  Allen,  11  App.  D.  C.  651,  holding  laboror  cannot  sue 
contractor  for  injuries  while  in  his  employ  without  offering  to  return  amount 
received  on  settlement  therefor. 
Snfllclency  of  tender. 

Cited  in  Steckel  v.  Standley,  107  Iowa,  700,  77  N,  W.  489,  holding  tender  on 
mortgage  valid  though  not  in  hand,  where  one  making  it  could  have  got  money 
in  gold  in  a  few  minutes  if  he  had  not  been  assured  by  owner  it  would  not  be 
received.  ^ 

When   frnnd  In  contract  no  defense  to  action  at  la^r. 

Cited  in  Dwyer  y.  Wabash  R.  Co.  66  Mo.  App.  337,  holding  that  question  of 
fraud  in  execution  of  lease  to  railway  for  personal  injury,  may  be  determined  in 
action  for  injury;  Kelly  v.  Chicago  &  P.  R.  Co.  338  Iowa,  281,  128  Am.  St.  Rep. 
195,  114  N.  W.  536,  holding  release  for  wrongful  death  obtained  through  fraud 
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will  be  set  aside;  Perry  v.  M.  (^Neil  &  Co.  78  Ohio  St.  212,  85  N.  E.  41,  holding 
cancelation  of  release  unnecessary  as  foundation  for  suit  at  law  where  injured 
party  was  unable  to  comprehend  what  he  signed;  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  ▼. 
Webb,  84  C.  G.  A.  603,  157  Fed.  158,  13  Ann.  Gas.  762,  holding  release  obtained 
by  misrepresentations  of  fact  available  as  defense  in  action  at  law. 

Distinguished  in  Koffman  t.  Southwest  Missouri  Electric  R.  Co.  95  Mo.  App. 
472,  68  S.  W.  212,  holding  that  in  action  at  law  on  verbal  agreement  to  furnish 
continued  medical  attendance,  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  substituted 
written  agreement  signed  by  injured  party  was  procured  through  fraud;  Och  v. 
Missouri,  K.  ft  T.  R.  Co.  130  Mo.  41,  36  L.  R.  A.  446,  31  S.  W.  962  (Approved  in 
dissenting  opinion),  Dwyer  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  66  Mo.  App.  337,  holding  that  fraud 
in  inducing  injured  woman  to  sign  release  to  railway  cannot  be  tried  in  action 
at  law  for  damages  for  such  injury;  Ferrell  v.  Ferrell,  53  W.  Va.  522,  44  S.  £. 
187,  holding  competent  infant  estopped  to  avoid  sealed  power  of  attorney  not 
obtained  by  fraud  although  signed  without  knowledge  of  contents. 
Attackinff  sealed  release  for  fraad. 

Cited  in  Olston  v.  Oregon  Water  Power  k  R.  Co.  52  Or.  354,  20  L.R.A.(NJS.) 
926,  96  Pac.  1095,  holding  release  under  seal  may  be  attacked  for  fraud. 

Gited  in  notes  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  920)  on  right,  in  action  at  law,  to  attack  re- 
lease for  fraud;   (55  Am.  St.  Rep.  511)  on  ignorance  of  one's  rights  as  a  ground 
of  relief  from  release. 
Attacklnir  release  by  ^ray  of  reply. 

Gited  in  Berry  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  223  Mo.  365,  122  S.  W.  1043,  holding 
fraud  by  railroad  in  procuring  release  for  personal  injuries  may  be  pleaded  by 
reply  in  law  action. 
Objeetlons   not   available  on  appeal. 

Gited  in  Kelly  v.  Thuey,  143  Mo.  437,  45  S.  W.  300,  holding  that  objection  to 
insufficiency  of  answer  not  objected  to  or  in  any  way  raised  at  trial  cannot  be 
availed  of  for  first  time  on  appeal. 

25  L.  R.  A.  523,  AKIN  v.  JONES,  93  Tenn.  353,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  921,  27  S.  W. 

669. 
IVben   trust  Int pressed  on  property  of  Insolvent  estate. 

Cited  in  Hallam  v.  Tillinghast,  19  Wash.  27,  52  Pac.  329,  holding  trust  not 
•created  by  collection  of  draft  by  bank,  without  request  that  specific  money  be 
set  aside;  Sayles  v.  Cox,  95  Tenn.  582,  32  L.  R.  A.  723,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  940,  32 
"S.  W.  626,  holding  insolvent  bank  receiving  note  and  mortgage  for  collection,  and 
-collecting  same,  before  general  assignment,  not  trustee;  Friberg  v.  Cox,  97  Tenn. 
553,  87  S.  W.  283,  and  Williams  v.  Cox,  97  Tenn.  559,  37  S.  W.  282,  holding  that 
where  check  is  received  by  insolvent  bank  and  credited  as  cash,  the  relation  of 
•debtor  and  creditor  arises,  and  depositor  loses  right  of  reclamation;  Williams  v. 
Cox,  97  Tenn.  559,  37  S.  W.  282,  holding  that  where  credit  is  given  for  proceeds 
of  check,  and  paying  bank  fails  same  day,  the  presumption  is  that  it  was  given 
before  failure;  Showalter  v.  Cox,  97  Tenn.  649,  37  S.  W.  286,  holding  that  where 
•check  is  sent  to  insolvent  bank  for  collection,  and  by  bank  examiner  forwarded, 
proceeds  received  by  receiver  of  bank  belonged  to  owner;  Bruner  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  97  Tenn.  543,  34  L.  R  A.  534,  37  S.  W.  286,  and  Klepper  v.  Cox,  97  Tenn. 
^37,  34  L.  R.  A.  537,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  823,  37  S.  W.  284,  holding  that  proceeds 
of  check  mingled  with  funds  of  bank  before  its  failure  cannot  be  identified  and 
reclaimed;  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Citizens  Bank,  153  Ind.  54,  54  N.  E.  97,  holding 
that  relation  of  trustee  is  not  created  by  bank  collecting  note,  and  sending  re- 
mittanoe  by  draft,  w^hich  is  not  paid  before  failure;  Arbuckle  Bros.  v.  Kirkpat- 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 88. 
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rick,  98  Tenn.  230,  36  L.  R.  A.  288,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  854,  39  S.  W.  3,  holding  trust 
in  favor  of  consignors  of  goods  sold  by  agents  cannot  be  impressed  on  funds  in 
hands  of  assignee  of  agents. 

Cited  in  notes    (32  L.R.A.  718)    on  trust  in  proceeds  of  collection  made  by 
bank  when  insolvent;    (10  L.R.A. (K.S.)   930)   on  preference  for  money  paid  in- 
solvent bank  for  draft;    (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  797)   on  right  to  recover  money  de- 
posited with  or  collected  by  bank  upon  its  insolvency. 
Effect   of   check   or   draft. 

Cited  in  Pease  v.  State  Nat.  Bank,  114  Tenn.  695,  88  S.  W.  172;  Pennell  t. 
Ennis,  126  Mo.  App.  362,  103  S.  W.  147, — holding  check  drawn  by  a  depositor 
on  his  genera]  account  not  an  assignment  of  amount  of  check;  Clark  v.  Toronto 
Bank,  72  Kan.  4,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  87,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  173,  82  Pac.  582,  holding 
ordinarily  the  issuance  of  a  bank  draft  does  not,  prior  to  its  acceptance,  operate 
as  an  assignment  of  a  part  of  the  fund  against  which  it  is  drawn. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cincinnati  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Metropolitan  Nat.  Bank,  31 
L.  R.  A.  653,  which  holds  acceptance  of  check  necessary  to  give  holder  right  of 
action  against  bank  for  refusal  to  pay;  Raesser  v.  National  Exch.  Bank.  56  L. 
R.  A.  174,  which  holds  bank*s  authority  to  pay  check  working  assignment  pr^ 
tanto  of  fund,  not  revoked  by  depositor's  death;  Love  v.  Ardmore  Stock  Ex- 
change, 67  L.R.A.  617,  which  holds  check  on  open  bank  account  not  an  assign- 
ment of  the  fund  or  superior  to  subsequent  attachment  levied  on  such  fund  be- 
fore presentation  of  check  for  payment. 

Cited   in   note    (10   Eng.   Rul.   Cas.   425)    on   what   constitutes   an   equitable 
assignment. 
Rlirltts  and  datiea  of  collect inir  bank*. 

Cited  in  notes  (77  Am.  St.  Rep.  629)  on  duties  of  banks  acting  as  collecting 
agents;  (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  782,  787)  on  title  of  bank  to  money  deposited  with  or 
collected  by  it. 

25  L.  R.  A.  527,  CAIRO,  V.  &  C.  R.  00.  v.  BREVOORT,  62  Fed.  129. 
Surface  wut^rm  and   flood  i^atera. 

Cited  in  Brandenberg  v.  Zcigler,  62  S.  C.  20,  55  L.  R.  A.  416,  89  Am.  St.  Rep. 
887,  39  S.  E.  790,  holding  that  water  collected  in  basin  surrounded  by  hills,  de^ 
pending  entirely  on  rain,  and  sometimes  completely  dry,  not  stream,  but  surface 
water  which  cannot  be  drained  onto  land  of  neighboring  o>vner;  Kansas  City, 
M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  72  Miss.  683,  27  L.  R.  A.  763,  footnote  p.  762,  48  Am. 
St.  Rep.  579,  17  So.  78,  holding  railroad  not  liable  for  damage  to  growing  crop 
by  maintenance  of  embankment  where  flood  occurred  through  natural  causes,  and 
referring  particularly  to  annotation  in  25  L.R.A.  527;  Miller  &  Lux  v.  Madera 
Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.  155  Cal.  76,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  398,  99  Pac.  502;  Brinegar  v. 
Copass,  77  Neb.  244,  109  N.  W.  173, — ^holding  overflow  waters  of  a  stream  part 
of  water  course  and  cannot  be  regarded  or  dealt  with  as  surface  water;  Ford- 
ham  V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  30  Mont.  430,  66  L.R.A.  560,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  729, 
76  Pac.  1040,  holding  all  waters  of  a  river  which  form  one  body  when  (lowing 
within  the  boundaries  within  which  they  have  been  immemorially  accustomed 
to  flow  in  times  of  ordinary  floods,  constitute  waters  of  the  river,  and  are  not 
surface  waters;  Jefferson  v.  Hicks,  23  Okla.  691,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  219,  102  Pac. 
79,  holding  injunction  will  lie  to  restrain  land  owners  on  one  side  of  a  stream 
from  maintaining  a  levee  upon  bank  thereof  whereby  the  flood  waters  of  'the 
stream  unnaturally  overflow  the  lands  of  another;  Cole  v.  Missouri,  K.  k  0. 
R.  Co.  20  Okla.  230,  15  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  270,  94  Pac.  540,  holding  railroad  com- 
pany in  bridging  its  streams  must  provide  a  waterway  for  passage  ol  water  which 
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flows  into  and  down  the  stream  in  times  of  ordinary  floods;  Ballentine  v.  Ham- 
mond, 68  S.  C.  159,  46  S.  E.  1000,  holding  lower  riparian  owner  cannot  fight 
off  flood  waters  of  a  stream  after  it  has  left  its  natural  channel  as  he  can  sur- 
face water. 

Annotation  cited  in  Broadway  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Leavenworth  Terminal  R.  &  Bridge 
Co.  81  Kan.  622,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  160,  106  Pac.  1034,  holding  duty  of  builder 
of  bridge  to  anticipate  overflow  and  provide  outlet  therefor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Davis,  32  L.  K  A.  262,  which 
holds  railroad  company  liable  for  increased  overflow  of  surface  water  by  embank- 
ment; Brandenberg  v.  Zeigler,  55  L.  R.  A.  414,  which  denies  owner's  right  to  drain 
surface  water  from  pond  on  neighbor's  land,  by  cutting  through  natural  rim  of 
basin;  Fordham  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  556,  which  denies  right  of 
railroad  company  to  so  construct  solid  embankments  across  flats  adjacent  to 
river  as  to  cast  flood  water  back  on  the  land  of  upper  riparian  owners;  Uhl 
V.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  68  L.R.A.  138,  which  holds  overflow  waters  of  natural 
stream  in  time  of  ordinary  freshet  a  part  of  the  stream  unless  flowing  in  a 
separate  channel;  Davis  v.  Fry,  69  L.R.A.  460,  which  holds  that  surface  watera 
lose  their  character  as  such  when  by  natural  drainage  they  collect  in  a  natural 
basin  or  depression  on  premises  of  dominant  tenement  and  escape  therefrom 
only  by  percolation  or  evaporation. 

Cited  in  notes  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  757)  on  distinguishing  character  of  water 
course;  (6  L.R.A. (N.S.)  157)  on  surface  water  as  source  of  water  course; 
(24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  215)  on  right  to  confine  fiood  water  within  banks;  (25  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  423,  425)  on  liability  for  injury  to  adjoining  land  due  to  protecting 
one's  own  land  from  fiood. 

Disapproved  in  Johnson  v.  Gray's  Point  Terminal  R.  Co.  Ill  Mo.  App.  384^ 
85  S.  W.  941,  holding  the  fiood  water  of  a  stream  which  entirely  escapes  from 
the  bed  of  the  stream  and  passes  even  its  fiood  banks  and  spreads  over  the 
adjacent  country  is  surface  water  and  may  be  treated  by  everyone  as  such. 

Disapproved  in  effect  in  New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Speelman,  12  Ind» 
App.  379,  40  N.  £.  541,  holding  that  water  escaping  from  channel  of  stream  in 
flood  time  is  mere  surface  water  and  that  railroad  is  not  liable  for  obstructing 
same  by  its  embankments. 
Injvaotlon   a«alnat   Interference   ^rltli   enseuent. 

Cited  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  63  C.  C.  A.  3,  128  Fed.  3,  holding 
that  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  prevent,  by  injunction,  interference  with  ease- 
ment of  railroad  company  in  right  of  way;  Sullivan  v.  Dooley,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
591,  73  S.  W.  82,  holding  that  flUing  of  low  places  in  stream,  and  construction 
of  levee  which  will  cause  stream  to  unnaturally  overflow  lands  of  riparian  own- 
er, may  be  enjoined;  Wright  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  175  Fed.  849, 
holding  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  interference  with  easement  of  rail- 
road company  in  right  of  way. 
-Wnter  rights. 

Cited  in  Quinlan  v.  Calvert,  31  Mont.  119,  77  Pac.  428,  holding  mere  fact 
that  water  has  its  source    on  land  owned  by  a  person  does  not  of  itself  necessar- 
ily give  him  exclusive  right  thereto  so  as  to  prevent  others  from  acquiring 
rights  therein. 
FollovFlnv  of  stnte  court  declalons  in  Fedeml  courts* 

Cited  in  note  (40  L.R.A.(N.S.)  418)  on  questions  of  state  law  as  to  which 
state  court  decisions  must  be  followed  in  actions  originating  in,  or  removed  to. 
Federal  courts. 
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25  L.  R.  A.  635,  BARROWS  v.  SYCAMORE,   160   111.  588,   41   Am.  St.  Rep. 

400,   37   N.   £.    1096. 
Pomrer  of  city  over  use  of  streots. 

Cited  in  Cicero  Lumber  Co.  v.  Cicero,  176  111.  26,  42  L.  R.  A.  703,  68  Am.  St 
Rep.  165,  51  N.  E.  758,  holding  that  mimicipality  may  exclude  traffic  from  street 
intended  to  be  pleasure  driveway,  but  cannot  make  it  discretionary  with  board 
of  trustees;  Doyle  v.  Sycamore,  193  III.  505,  61  N.  E.  1117,  Affirming  81  111. 
App.  594,  refusing  to  sustain  action  for  damage  to  property  by  erection  of  stand- 
pipe,  against  w^hich  statute  of  limitation  had  run;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
181  111.  296,  53  L.  R.  A.  226,  54  N.  E.  825,  holding  that  city  cannot  grant  ex- 
clusive use  of  streets  to  any  private  person  for  private  purpose;  McWethy  v. 
Aurora  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  202  111.  225,  67  N.  E.  9,  holding  that  municipal- 
ity may  lawfully  authorize  erection  of  electric  lighting  poles  in  streets  by  pri- 
vate corporation  or  individual;  Lefkovitz  v.  Chicago,  238  111.  29,  87  N.  E.  58, 
!holding  city  not  liable  to  abutting  owner  for  temporary  obstruction  of  street; 
Mcllhinny  v.  Trenton,  148  Mich.  383,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  625,  118  Am.  St.  Rep. 
•683,  111  N.  W.  1063,  12  Ann.  Gas.  583,  holding  city  had  no  authority  to  erect 
<electric  light  plant  in  public  street. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Eddy  v.  Granger,  28  L.  R.  A.  517,  which  denies  power  of 
icity  to  give  vested  right  to  maintain   private  drain  in  highway. 

Cited  in  notes    (61   L.R.A.  77)    on  right  of  public  to  use  of  highway;    (20 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   643,  602)   on  liability  of  municipality  for  defects  or  obstructions 
in  streets;    (125  Am.  St.  Rep.  345,  347)  on  grant  by  city  of  right  to  use  streets 
and  sidewalks  for  private  purpose. 
^iVlien  apeclatl  datmase  miuit  be  slio^rB. 

Cited  in  Cicero  Lumber  Co.  v.  Cicero,  176  111.  29,  42  L.  R.  A.  705,  68  Am. 
St.  Rep.  155,  51  N.  E.  758,  holding  that  one  whose  business  requires  use  of  cer- 
tain street  suffers  special  damage  when  excluded  from  its  use  for  traffic  teams; 
Chicago  General  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  181  111.  610,  54  N.  E.  1026, 
refusing  to  enjoin  building  abutments  in  street  which  would  not  interfere  with 
running  of  plaintiffs  cars;  Oefaler  v.  Levy,  234  111.  605,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1032, 
85  N.  E.  271,  14  Ann.  Cas.  891,  holding  it  proper  to  refuse  to  enjoin  defendant 
from  maintaining  a  driveway  to  stable  which  partially  obstructs  sidewalk  where 
it  was  not  shown  that  complainant  suffered  any  specinl  damage  by  reason  there- 
of. 

25  L.  R.  A.  538,  WILMINGTON  v.  VANDEGRIFT,  1  Marv.   (Del.)   5,  65  Am. 

St.  Rep.  256,  29  Atl.   1047. 
Jurladlction  of  manlcipal  court*. 

Cited  in  Zuchowski  v.  State,  3  Penn.    (Del.)    340,  51  Atl.  877,  and  State  ex 
rel.   Ward  v.  Churchman,  3   Penn.    (Del.)    177,   49  Atl.   381,  holding  that  mu- 
nicipal court  of  city  of  Wilmington  is  inferior  court  within  scope  of  constitu- 
tional  provision  as  to  establishment  of  such  courts. 
Xilablllty  of  city  for  injury  from  acts  permitted. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Williamsburg,  97  Va.  727,  47  L.  R.  A.  302,  34  S.  E.  883, 
denying  recovery  against  city  for  injury  to  pedestrian  by  bicycle  ridden  on  side- 
walk; Landau  v.  New  York,  90  App.  Div.  55,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  616,  holding  city 
not  liable  in  damages  for  injury  from  explosion  of  fireworks;  Dalton  v.  Wilson, 
118  Ga.  103,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  101,  44  S.  £.  830,  holding  municipality  not  liable 
for  failure  or  refusal  to  exercise  its  charter  power  to  abate  a  nuisance  main- 
tained by  private  individual  upon  private  property  and  not  amounting  to  an 
obstruction  of  public  street. 
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Cited  in  notes  (1  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  667)  on  distinction  between  private  and 
public  functions  of  municipality  with  respect  to  liability  for  damages;  (23 
L.R.A.(X.S.) '  640)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  failure  to  prevent  improper 
conduct  in  or  use  of  streets;  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  894)  on  connection  with  or 
participation  in  nuisance  essential  to  responsibility;  (108  Am.  St.  Rep.  140) 
as  to  what  municipal  corporations  are  answerable  for  injuries  due  to  defects 
in  streets  and  other  public  places. 
Relation   of   municipal  aventa   to  state. 

Cited  in  State  em  rel  Ward  v.  Churchman,  3  Penn.  (Del.)  373,  51  Atl.  49, 
holding  municipal  agencies  are  agents  of  state  as  well. 

25  L.  R.  A.  643,  SULLIVAN  v.  SULLIVAN  TIMBER  CO.  103  Ala.  371,  16  So. 

941. 
Jariadiction. 

Cited  in  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Harrison,  122  Ala.  154,  82  Am.  St.  Rep. 
68,  25  So.  697,  holding  court  without  jurisdiction  in  attachment  for  tort  in 
another  state;  Smith  v.  State,  103  Ala.  69,  15  8o.  866,  holding  city  court  has- 
jurisdiction  of  action  for  injuries  occurring  within  limits  designated  in  statute,. 
although  outside  of  city;  Harris  v.  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  146  Ala.  343,  40 
So.  267,  holding  same;  Kibbler  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  147  Fed.  88 J,  as  to- 
jurisdiction  of  state  over  foreign  corporations;  Young  v,  Niles  &  S.  Co.  122 
Mo.  App.  402,  99  S.  W.  517,  holding  under  statute  foreign  corporations  doing 
business  within  the  state  have  such  a  constructive  residence  in  the  state  as  to 
subject  them  to  the  jurisdiction  of  its  courts. 

Cited   in  notes    (70  L.R.A.   523,   524,   529)    on  right  of  nonresidents  to   sue 
foreign  corporations;    (70  L.R.A.  696)   on  locality  of  jurisdiction  of  state  court 
over  foreign  corporation;   (86  Am.  St.  Rep.  916)  on  jurisdiction  of  foreign  corpo- 
rations. 
"Wlien  corporation  fa  dolnir  baslneaa  In  atate. 

Cited  in  International  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  v.  Wheelock,  124  Ala.  370,  27  So. 
517,  holding  that  continuity  of  business  may'  be  inferred,  giving  jurisdiction 
of  action  against  corporation,  from  course  of  business  before  and  after  suit 
brought;  International  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  v.  Wheelock,  124  Ala.  370,  27  So. 
517,  holding  that  business  is  not  done  by  agent  when  everything  to  consummate 
sale  except  transmission  of  mutual  propositions  is  independent  of  agent;  State 
V.  Anniston  Rolling  Mills,  125  Ala.  123,  27  So.  921,  holding  that  manufac- 
turing company  is  not  doing  business  as  corporation  subjecting  it  to  license 
tax  when  all  that  is  done  are  mere  incidents  to  preservation  of  property;  Den- 
son  V.  Chattanooga  Nat.  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  46  C.  C.  A.  637,  107  Fed.  780,  hold- 
ing that  foreign  loan  association  is  doing  business  in  state  when  it  lends  money 
to  residents  and  takes  real-estate  mortgages  as  collateral;  Chattanooga  Nat. 
Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  V.  Denson,  189  U.  S.  414,  47  L.  ed.  874,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  630, 
holding  that  building  and  loan  association  of  another  state  taking  mortgage  on 
real  estate  in  Alabama  is  doing  business  in  latter  state,  although  contract  drawn 
in  other  state  ,and  made  payable  there;  Ammons  v.  Brunswick-Blake-Collender 
Co.  72  C.  C.  A.  614,  141  Fed.  577,  holding  one  single  act  not  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute "doing  business"  within;  General  Conference  v.  Berkey,  156  Cal.  470,  105 
Pac.  411,  holding  single  sale  by  a  foreign  corporation  of  land  within  the  state 
not  transaction  of  business  within  state  within  meaning  of  statute;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Leeper,  121  Mo.  App.  693,  97  S.  W.  636,  holding  selling  of  some  of  its 
stock  by  a  telephone  company  not  doing  business  within  the  state;  Abraham 
Bros.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  149  Ala.  551,  42  So.  837;  Berger  v.  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co.  27  R.  I.  586,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1218,  65  Atl.  261,  8  Ann.  Cas.  941,— holding  mere 
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solicitation  of  business  by  agents  of  a  foreign  corporation  is  not  such  "doing  busi- 
ness" within  the  state  as  to  subject  the  foreign  corporation  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  courts  of  the  state  in  which  the  business  is  solicited. 
Rlgrhts  of  tor^igwk.  corporailonji. 

Cited  in  Alabama  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Talley-Bates  Constr.  Co.  162  Ala-  403, 
50  So.  341,  holding  a  foreign  corporation  cannot  sue  in  the  courts  of  this  state 
until  it  has  put  itself  in  a  position  to  be  used  therein  by  complying  with  the 
statute;  Goodgame  v.  Sanders,  140  Ala.  247,  37  So.  200,  holding  under  atatnte 
contract  of  a  foreign  building  and  loan  association  void  unless  company  has 
complied  with  statute  authorizing  foreign  corporations  to  do  business  in  the 
state. 

25  L.  R.  A.  546,  ELMIRA  SAV.  BANK  v.  DAVIS,  142  N.  Y.  500,  37  N.  K.  646. 

Reversed  in  161  U.  S.  275,  40  L.  ed.  700,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  502. 
lUeval  preference  by  Insolvent  corporation. 

Approved  in  Miller  v.  Miller  Knitting  Co.  23  Misc.  408,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  184, 
upholding  mortgage  given  after  insolvency  to  secure  debt  incurred  before,  un- 
der agreement  at  that  time  to  secure  debt. 

Distinguished  in  Mathews  v.  Hardt,  79  App.  Div.  570,  80  X.  Y.  Supp.  462, 
holding  that  agreement  by  corporation  that  seller  of  goods  to  it  should  at  all 
times  have  lien  on  all  corporate  assets  gives  seller  unlawful  preference  as  to 
property  taken  thereunder  within  four  months  before  it  is  adjudicated  a  bank- 
rupt. 
^—  By  Inaol-rent  bank. 

Cited  in  O'Brien  v.  Grant,  146  N.  Y.  178,  28  L.  R.  A.  365,  footnote  p.  361. 
40  N.  £.  871,  holding  payment  of  checks  on  insolvent  bank  by  member  of  clear- 
Injf  house  in  accordance  with  previous  contract,  not  illegal  preference;  Stone 
V.  Jenison,  111  Mich.  604,  36  L.  R.  A.  680,  70  N.  W.  149,  holding  payments  to 
depositor  on  morning  of  day  bank  was  compelled  to  close,  not  preference. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chemical  Nat.  Bank  v.  Armstrong,  28  L.  R.  A.  231, 
which  denies  righc  to  deduct  credit  for  collections  from  collateral  made  after  de- 
clared insolvency  of  national  bank;  James  Clark  Co.  v.  Col  ton,  49  L.  R.  A.  698, 
which  holds  void,  payment  by  insolvent  bank  of  check  of  company  in  which  bank 
president  chief  stockholder  and  of  note  on  which  directors  are  indorsers; 
Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Hawkins,  33  L.  R.  A.  739,  which  holds  proving  claim  as 
general  creditor  against  bank  receiver  not  conclusive  election  against  following 
fund  fraudulently  obtained;  O'Brien  v.  East  River  Bridge  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  122, 
which  upholds  notice  by  insolvent  bank  director  to  corporation  of  which  he 
is  president  on  signing  of  check  for  withdrawal  of  notes  deposited;  Woodhouse 
V.  Crandall,  58  L.  R.  A.  385,  which  requires  entire  balance  in  insolvent  bank, 
to  be  turned  over  to  benelSciary  of  trust  fund  exceeding  such  balance. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Bologh,  185  Fed.  830,  holding  that  deposit  of  money  by 
receiver  in  bankruptcy  in  designated  depositary  creates  relation  of  debtor  and 
creditor,  and  is  not  entitled  to  preference. 
Bank's  liability  to  depoaltors. 

Cited  in  Capital  Nat.  Bank  v.  Coldwater  Nat.  Bank,  40  Neb.  780,  69  Am. 
St.  Rep.  572,  69  N.  W.  115,  holding  proceeds  of  note  received  by  bank  for  collec- 
tion only  cannot  be  mingled  with  its  funds  to  defeat  claim  of  owner  against  re- 
ceiver. 

Cited  in  lootnote  to  State  Sav.  Bank  v.  Foster,  42  L.  R.  A.  404,  which  holdii 
bank  holding  certificate  of  deposit  of  other  bank  for  amount  of  which  it  has 
given  credit  on  its  own  books  not  within  statute  making  stockholders  liable  to 
•depositors. 
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Distinguished  in  Davis  v.  Knipp,  92  Hun,  301,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  705,  denying 
right  to  set  off  against  holder  of  note  of  defendant  claim  purchased  subsequent 
to  insolvency  of  holder  and  before  appointment  of  receiver  for  it. 
Clearing  lioiise  bvslneMi. 

Cited  in  note   (25  L.  R.  A.  831)   on  clearing  house  business. 

25  L.  R.  A.  552,   ILLINGSWORTH  v.   BOSTON  ELECTRIC  LIGHT  CO.   161 

Mass.  683,  37  N.  E.  778. 
Care  due  licenseea  and  otlkers  from  electric  company. 

Cited  in  Barker  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  178  Mass.  510,  60  N.  E.  2,  hold- 
ing electric  lighting  company  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  for  protection  of  mem- 
bers of  fire  alarm  department  using  its  poles  under  license  to  city;  Perham  v. 
Portland  Electric  Co.  33  Or.  476,  40  L.  R.  A.  809,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  730,  53  Pac. 
14,  holding  that  workman  repairing  bridge  over  which  electric  wires  strung 
has  right  to  assume  that  they  are  properly  protected;  Wagner  v.  Brooklyn 
Heights  R.  Co.  69  App.  Div.  350,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  809,  holding  lineman  of  city 
police  department  repairing  city  wire  carried  over  structure  of  elevated  rail- 
road for  hire,  entitled  to  recover  for  injury  from  uninsulated  trolley  wire 
belonging  to  defendant;  Knowlton  v.  Des  Moines  Edison  Light  Co.  117  Iowa,  456, 
90  N.  W.  818,  holding  electric  lighting  company  having  wires  supported  on  poles 
which  support  other  electrical  wires,  negligent  if  it  fails  to  use  proper  insula- 
tion to  protect  linemen  of  other  companies;  Geismann  v.  Missouri-Edison  Electric 
Co.  173  Mo.  678,  73  S.  W.  654,  holding  it  duty  of  electric  lighting  company  to  use 
every  protection  reasonably  accessible  to  insulate  its  wires,  to  use  utmost  care 
to  keep  them  so,  and  that  death  of  sign  hanger  through  contact  with  wire  de- 
fectively insulated  conclusive  proof  of  negligence;  Fitzgerald  v.  Edison  Electric 
Light  Co.  19  Lane.  L.  Rev.  339,  holding  lighting  company  permitting  elec- 
tric wire  strung  13  inches  above  roof  of  building  to  become  uninsulated,  liable 
for  injury  to  painter;  Riley  v.  New  England  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  184  Mass. 
155,  68  N.  E.  17,  by  Lathrop,  J.,  dissenting,  who  holds  that  statute  imposing 
liability  upon  proprietors  of  telegraph  poles  and  wires  for  injuries  caused  there- 
by, not  applicable  to  injuries  from  poles  of  telephone,  electric  light,  or  power 
companies;  Logansport  v.  Smith,  47  Ind.  App.  73,  93  N.  E.  883,  holding  that 
relative  positions  of  telephone  and  electric  light  wires  are  not  controlling  in 
4;ase  where  user  of  telephone  wire  is  injured  by  reason  of  negligence  in  construct- 
ing such  light  plant;  La  Dow  v.  Oklahoma  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  28  Okla.  34,  119 
Pac.  250,  holding  that  electric  light  company  using  streets  is  required  to 
use  highest  degree  of  care,  and  to  maintain  best  appliances  known  to  science  to 
render  its  business  safe;  Greenville  v.  Pitts,  102  Tex.  3,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  980, 
132  Am.  St.  Rep.  843,  107  S.  W.  50,  holding  proprietor  of  electric  lighting  system 
owed  no  duty  to  policeman  climbing  upon  top  of  a  private  residence  to  detect 
gambling  in  the  adjoining  house  and  injured  by  defective  insulation  of  wires. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hector  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  25  L.  R.  A.  554, 
which  holds  no  duties  assumed  by  electric  light  company  to  employees  of  tele- 
graph company  allowed  to  use  former's  support  for  wires;  Mitchell  v.  Raleigh 
£lectric  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  398,  which  sustains  telephone  company  employee's  right 
to  presume  that  electric  light  wires  properly  insulated;  Giraudi  v.  Electric  Im- 
prov.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  596,  which  holds  failure  to  raise  electric  light  wires  on 
roof  of  hotel  high  enough  to  prevent  shock,  negligence. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  L.  R.  A.  99)  on  right  of  servant  to  recover  damages  from 
persons  other  than  his  master  for  injuries  received  in  performance  of  duties; 
<32  L.R.A.  402)  on  negligence  as  to  electric  wires  on  or  in  buildings;   (34  L.R.A. 
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(N.S.)   1091)   on  duty  of  company  maintaining  electric  wire  over  private  prop- 
erty;  (100  Am.  St.  Kep.  537)  on  duties  and  liabilities  of  electric  corporations. 

Distinguished  in  Huber  v.  La  Crosse  City  R.  Co.  92  Wis.  649,  31  L.  R.  A. 
588,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  940,  66  N.  W.  708,  holding  negligence  of  defendant  not 
proximate  cause  of  accident,  where  injured  person  engaged  in  changing  loca- 
tion of  hanging  street  lamps  came  in  contact  with  charged  span  wire  in  way  com- 
pany could  not  have  foreseen. 
IVhen  nefirllfirence  for  Jury. 

Cited  in  Griffin  v.  United    Electric  Light  Co.  164  Mass.  403,  32  L.  R.  A.  403, 
49  Am.  St.  Rep.  477,  41  N.  E.  675,  holding  for  jury  question  of  due  care  of 
tinsmith  injured  by  electric  wire  where  it  was  shown  that  he  was  not  an  ex- 
pert; Reagan  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  167  Mass.  413,  45  N.  E.  743,  bidd- 
ing that  jury  should  determine  question  of  contributoiy  negligence  of  roofer 
receiving  injuries  by  coming  in  contact  with  electric  wires;  Reagan  t.  Boston 
Electric  Light  Co.  167  Mass.  413,  45  N.  E.  743,  holding  that  contributory  neg- 
ligence of  man  working  on  roof  of  building  in  taking  hold  of  imperfectly  in- 
sulated wife,  question  for  jury;  Braun  v.  Buffalo  General  Electric  Co.  200  N. 
Y.  495,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1098,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  645,  94  N.  E.  206,  holding  that 
jury  should  determine  as  to  contributory  negligence  of  person  who  in  working 
on  building  takes  hold  of  wire  for  purpose  of  passing  under  it  and  is  killed  by 
electric  shock;  Tipton  v.  Racobs,  47  Ind.  App.  688,  95  N.  E.  265,  holding  that 
person  is  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  matter  of  law,  in  taking  hold 
of  apparently  insulated  electric  light  wire,  for  purpose  of  fastening  it  bo  that 
his  children  would  not  come  in  contact  therewith;  Trout  v.  Laclede  Gaslight  Co. 
151  Mo.  App.  222,  132  S.  W.  58,  holding  that  contributory  n^ligence  was  for 
jury,  where  lineman,  while  working  on  top  of  pole  on  which  was  strung  electric 
light  wires,  came  in  contact  with  live  wire  and  was  killed;  Mangan  v.  Hudson 
River  Teleph.  Co.  50  Misc.  392,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  539,  as  to  question  of  con- 
tributory negligence  of  licensee  injured  by  reason  of  defective  insulation  of  tele- 
phone wire  being  for  jury;   Gentzkow  v.  Portland  R.  Co.  54  Or.  121,  135  Am. 
St.  Rep.  821,  102  Pac.  614,  holding  whether  an  employee  of  a  telephone  com- 
pany coming  in  contact  with  an  electrically  charged  iron  peg  in  a  telegraph  pole, 
in  consequence  of  the  negligence  of  an  electric  railway  company,  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  was  for  jury;  Ohrstrom  v.  Tacoma,  57  Wash.  127,  106 
Pac.  629,  holding  evidence  sufficient  to  carry  question  of  defendant's  negligence 
to  jury  in  an  action  for  death  caused  by  deceased  coming  in  contact  with  de- 
fendant's electric  light  system;  Leque  v.  Madison  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  133  Wis. 
552,  113  N.  W^  946,  holding  sufficient  evidence  of  negligence  on  part  of  telephone 
company  to  warrant  submission  to  jury  in  an  action  for  death  of  a  lineman 
killed  by  contact  with  charged  wire. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Block  v.  Milwaukee  Street  R.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  365,  which 
holds  question  for  jury  as  to  trolley  compan/s  liability  for  injury  by  contact 
with  broken  telephone  wire  lying  across  trolley  wire;  Neeley  v.  SouthAvestem  Cot- 
ton Seed  Oil  Co.  64  L.  R.  A.  146,  which  holds  negligence  question  for  jury,  where 
evidence  such  that  fair-minded  men  may  draw  different  conclusions. 

Distinguished  in  Woodward  v.  Taunton,  203  Mass.  67,  89  N.  E.  114,  holding 
under  facts  in  case  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  matter  of 
law  in  grasping  electric  wire. 
Assiimptlon  of  risk. 

Cited  in  Warren  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  163  Mass.  488,  40  N.  E.  895,  holding 
that,  in  action  between  injured  person  and  railway,  plaintiff  must  have  appre- 
ciated danger  and  voluntarily  put  himself  in  way  of  it  to  be  said  to  have  assumed 
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risk;  Carver  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  120  Iowa,  351,  94  N.  W.  862,  hold- 
ing risk  of  injury  from  throwing  ;aiail  bags  from  moving  train  so  as  to  fall  on 
platform  in  fi-ont  of  station,  not  assumed  by  carrier  accustomed  to  stand  at 
point  removed  from  such  spot. 

Cited  in  note  (47  L.  R.  A.  165)  on  i>olenti  non  fit  injuriaf  as  defense  to  ac- 
tions by  injured  servants. 
Neffllffence  of  Joint  'ameru  of  strticttires. 

Cited  in  Downs  v.  Andrews,  145  Mo.  App.  179,  130  S.  W.  472;  Gentzkow  v. 
Portland  R.  Co.  54  Or.  121,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  821,  102  Pac.  614,— holding  where 
two  companies  producing  and  using  electricity  jointly  use  a  structure  to  which 
the  wires  of  each  are  attached,  each  is  under  the  same  obligation  to  the  other 
not  to  negligently  place  a  dangerous  substance  on  common  territory  where  it 
may  be  reasonably  anticipated  that  others  having  common  rights  may  be 
injured. 
Duty  of  electric  comift»nles  to  Insulate  vrlres. 

Cited  in  Woodward  v.  Taunton,  203  Mass.  66,  89  N.  E.  114,  as  to  failure  to 
properly  insulate  wire  being  negligence;   Lord  v.  Wakefield,  185  Mass.  218,  70 
N.  E.  123,  as  not  passing  on  question  as  to  effect  of  statute  requiring  wires  to 
be  insulated  on  right  of  action  private  person. 
Injnrleii   caused   by   electricity. 

Cited  in  Gould  v.  Winona  Gas  Co.  100  Minn.  261,  10  L.R,A.(N.S.)  892,  111 
N.  W.  254,  as  to  law  of  negligence  being  applied  to  injuries  caused  by  elec- 
tricity. 

25  L.  R.  A.  554,  HECTOR  v.  BOSTON  ELECTRIC  LIGHT  CO.  161  Mass.  558,  37 

N.  E.  773. 
Care  due  licensees  and  others  from  electric  company. 

Followed  OB  second  appeal  in  174  Mass.  213,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  300,  54  N.  E. 
539,  holding  lineman  injured  by  contact  with  electric  wires  of  another  com- 
pany bound  to  show  that  he  was  invited  or  licensed  by  that  company  to  go 
where   injury  occurred. 

Cited  in  Illingsworth  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  161  Mass.  586,  25  L.  R. 
A.  552,  37  N.  E.  778,  denying  liability  of  electric  light  company  for  injuries 
from  posts,  wires,  or  other  apparatus,  under  statute,  in  absence  of  evidence  of 
defect  in  insulation;  Griffin  v.  United  Electric  Light  Co.  104  Mass.  494,  32 
L.  R.  A.  403,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  477,  41  N.  E.  675,  holding  that  electric  light 
company  owed  duty  of  keeping  wires  properly  insulated  to  all  persons  right- 
fully on  premises;  Jackson  &  Suburban  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Simmons,  107  Tenn. 
406,  64  S.  W.  705,  holding  that  lineman  whose  duty  was  to  inspect  wires  had 
no  right  to  assume  their  sufficient  insulation;  Riley  v.  New  England  Teleph.  & 
Teleg.  Co.  184  Mass.  155,  68  N.  E.  17,  by  Lathrop,  J.,  dissenting,  who  holds  that 
statute  imposing  liability  upon  proprietors  of  telegraph  poles  and  wires  for 
injuries  caused  thereby,  not  applicable  to  injuries  from  poles  of  telephone, 
electric  light,  or  power  companies;  Hickok  v.  Auburn  Light,  Heat  &  P.  Co.  200 
N.  Y.  471,  93  N.  E.  1113,  holding  that  electric  light  company  owes  no  duty 
to  volunteer  or  trespasser,  to  keep  wires  at  top  of  pole  in  courthouse  court  yard 
safe  and  free  from  danger;  Minneapolis  General  Electric  Co.  v.  Cronon,  20 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  824,  92  C.  C.  A.  345,  166  Fed.  661,  holding  electric  light  company 
not  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  defective  wiring  of  house  to  person  entering 
uninvited  therein  for  purpose  of  extinguishing  a  fire;  Rowe  v.  Taylorville  Elec- 
tric Co.  213  111.  323,  72  N.  E.  711,  holding  defective  insulation  of  an  electric 
light  wire  does  not  give  rise  to  an  action  for  negligence  against  the  electric  light 
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company  for  death  of  a  telephone  lineman  who,  with  knowledge  of  the  condi- 
tions, allowed  a  telephone  wire  to  come  in  contact  with  an  electric  light  wire, 
thinking  there  was  no  current  on;  New  Omaha  Thomson-Houston  Electric  Light 
Co.  V.  Anderson,  73  Neb.  94,  102  N.  W.  89,  holding  electric  light  company  not 
liable  to  fireman  injured,  while  upon  private  property  in  discharge  of  his  duty 
but  without  invitation  of  owner,  by  reason  of  defective  insulation  of  wires; 
Greenville  v.  Pitts,  102  Tex.  3,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  980,  132  Am,  St.  Rep.  843,  107 
S.  W.  50,  holding  proprietor  of  electric  lighting  system  owed  no  duty  to  police- 
man climbing  upon  roof  of  a  private  residence  to  detect  gambling  in  the  adjoining 
house  and  injured  by  defective  insulation  of  wires;  Mangan  v.  Hudson  River 
Teleph.  Co.  50  Misc.  393,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  539,  holding  electric  light  company 
owed  to  licensee  or  trespasser  no  duty  to  keep  its  wires  properly  insulated  at 
cross  arm  at  top  of  pole. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Giraudi  v.  Electric  Improv.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  596,  which 
holds  failure  to  raise  electric  light  wires  on  roof  of  hotel  high  enough  to  pre- 
vent shock,  negligence;  Mitchell  v.  Raleigh  Electric  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  398,  which 
sustains  telephone  company  employee's  right  to  presume  that  electric  light  wires 
properly   insulated. 

Cited  in  notes  (46  L.  R.  A.  100)  on  right  of  servant  to  recover  damages 
from  persons  other  than  his  master  for  injuries  received  in  performance  of 
duties;  (32  L.R.A.  402)  on  negligence  as  to  electric  wires  on  or  in  building; 
(3  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  989)  on  duty  of  company  maintaining  electric  wires  on  another's 
premises,  toward  trespasser  or  licensee;  (100  Am.  St.  Rep.  538)  on  duties  and 
liabilities  of  electric  corporations. 

Distinguished  in  Perham  v.  Portland  Electric  Co.  33  Or.  478,  40  L.  R.  A. 
810,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  730,  53  Pac.  14,  holding  that  workman  rightfully  repairing 
bridge  over  which  electric  wires  strung  has  right  to  assume  them  properly  in- 
sulated; Commonwealth  Electric  Co.  v.  Melville,  210  111.  76,  70  N.  E.  1052,  hold- 
ing the  accidental  placing  of  plaintiff's  hand  upon  a  defectively  insulated  electric 
wire  placed  under  an  elevated  sidewalk  by  authority  of  an  ordinance,  while  he 
was  under  the  walk  to  ascertain  location  and  cause  of  fire  occasioned  bv  the 
wire  is  not  such  an  act  of  trespass  as  relieves  the  electric  company  from  liability. 
Care    due    aerTanta    from    electric    company. 

Distinguished   in   Musolf   v.   Duluth   Edison   Electric   Co.   108   Minn.   373,   24 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)   453,  122  N.  W.  499,  holding  telephone  company  liable  to  employe 
injured  in  course  of  his  duty  by  reason  of  defective  insulation  of  wires. 
Bill   of  exceptions. 

Cited  in  Sullivan  v.  Crave  &  M.  Co.  193  Mass.  437,  79  N.  E.  792;   Dorr  v. 
Schenck,   187   Mass.  543,  73  N.  E.  532, — holding  bill  of  exceptions  cannot  be 
amended  after  time  for  filing  same  has  expired. 
Statutory  reflation   of   electric   'vrlrlns. 

Cited  in  Ai  M.  Richards  Bldg.  Moving  Co.  v.  Boston  Electric  Light  Co.  188 
Mass.  267,  74  N.  E.  350,  as  to  e£fect  of  statute  governing  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  electric  light  wires. 

25  L.  R.  A.  560,  STATE  ea  rel.  WOODS  v.  TOOKER,  15  I^Iont.  8,  37  Pac.  84a 
Constrvctloa  of  const  1  tat lonal  provisions* 

Cited  in  State  v.  Mitchell,  17  Mont.  77,  42  Pac.  100;  State  v.  Camp  Sing, 
18  Mont.  137,  32  L.  R.  A.  638,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  551,  44  Pac.  516;  Palmer  v. 
Helena,  19  Mont.  68,  47  Pac.  209,  —  advocating  decision  against  validity  of 
legislative  act  rather  than  establish  precedent  for  nullification  of  Constitution 
by   loose  and   questionable   interpretations;    Durfee   v.  Harper,   22   Mont.   363> 
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56  P«c.  582,  holding  provisions  of  Constitution  prescribing  legislative  proceed- 
ings for  submission  of  proposed  amendment  to  Constitution  mandatory;  Kad- 
derly  v.  Portland,  44  Or.  134,  74  Pac.  710,  holding  same. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Wineman  v.  Dahl,  34  L.  R.  A.  97,  which 
holds  submission  to  popular  vote  of  proposal  for  constitutional  convention 
properly  made  by  legislature;  Com.  eo?  rel.  Elkin  v.  Griest,  50  L.  R.  A.  568, 
which  holds  governor's  approval  of  proposed  constitutional  amendment  unneces- 
sary. 

Cited  in  note  (10  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  153)  on  effect  of  noncompliance  with  pre- 
scribed method  of  amending  constitution. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  Winnett,  78  Neb.  389,  10  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  156,  110  N.  W.  1113,  15  Ann.  Cas.  781,  holding  where  there  is  a  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  constitutional  requirement  as  to  publication  of  pro- 
posed constitutional  amendments  the  f^ct  that  the  publication  was  made  for  one 
week  less  than  the  required  time  in  one  court  of  the  state  will  not  invalidate  the 
amendment. 
Time  for  mandamn*. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Lloyd  v.  Rotwitt,   15  Mont.  38,  37  Pac.  845,  holding 
where  officer  refuses  performance  of  ministerial  duty  in  advance  of  time  fixed 
by  law,  mandamus  will  at  once  lie  to  compel  performance  at  proper  time. 
Jurisdiction   as   to   adoption   of   cons^ltntlonal   amendment. 

Cited  in  McConaughy  v.  Secretary  of  State,  106  Minn.  409,  119  N.  W.  408, 
holding  whether  constitution  has  been  legally  amended  is  a  judicial  question. 

25  L.  R.  A.  564,  SHELLENBERGER  v.  RANSOM,  41  Neb.  631,  59  N.  W.  935. 
Murderer  as  beneHclary  of  deceased. 

Cited  in  Carpenter's  Estate,  170  Pa.  210,  29  L.  R.  A.  149,  footnote  p.  145,  50 
Am.  St.  Rep.  765,  32  Atl.  637,  holding  son  inherits  from  father  whom  he  has 
killed;  Re  Fleming,  16  Misc.  444,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  611,  holding  remainderman 
under  will  has  no  right  to  possession  of  fund  while  under  indictment  for  mur- 
der of  tenant  for  life;  Holdom  v.  Ancient  Order  of  U.  W.  169  111.  625,  31  L. 
R.  A.  70,  footnote  p.  67,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  183,  43  N.  E.  772,  holdinj?  insane 
beneficiary  can  recover  under  policy  on  insured  whom  he  has  murdered;  Lauier 
V.  Box,  64  L.  R.  A.  463,  holding  murderer  of  wife  not  entitled  to  common-law 
right  of  succession  to  wife's  property;  Carpenter's  Estate,  1  Lack  Leg.  News, 
162,  holding  that  widow  and  heir  can  inherit  from  ancestor  whom  they  murdered, 
for  purpose  of  getting  immediate  possession  of  estate;  McAllister  v.  Fair,  72 
Kan.  639,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  732,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  233,  84  Pac.  112,  7  Ann.  Cas. 
973,  holding  under  statute  husband  could  inherit  from  wife  he  murdered;  Well- 
ner  v.  Eckstein,  105  Minn.  451,  117  N.  W.  830,  as  to  right  of  widow  to  inherit 
from  husband  she  murdered;  Box  v.  Lanier,  2  Tenn.  Oh.  App.  37,  as  dissenting 
from  the  New  York  rule  that  murderer  cannot  inherit  from  victim. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Davis,  44  L.R.A.  305,  which 
holds  only  assignee's  interest  in  policy  forfeited  by  his  murder  of  insured; 
Jjanier  v.  Box,  64  L.R.A.  458,  which  holds  that  the  proceeds  of  a  policy  which 
the  administrator  of  the  insured  could  not  receive  because  the  insured  wilfully 
took  the  life  of  his  wife  to  whom  the  policy  had  been  assigned,  passed  to  her 
distributees  instead  of  escheating  to  the  state. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  729)  on  homicide  as  affecting  devolution  of 
property. 

Distinguished  in  Schmidt  v.  Northern  Life  Asso.  112  Iowa,  45,  51  L.  R.  A. 


25  L.R.A.  564]  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  1404 

144,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  323,  83  N.  W.  800,  holding  beneficiary  who  murders  as- 
sured  forfeits  amount  of   policy. 
Rifflkts  of  descent. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Colby,  52  Neb.  331,  72  N.  W.  313,  holding  intesUte's  es- 
tate vests  in  heirs  though  it  may  be  defeated  by  proceedings  for  sale  to  pay 
debts;  Douglas  v.  Cameron,  47  Neb.  361,  66  N.  W.  430,  holding  effect  must  be 
given  statutes  of  descent  regardless  of  consequences;  Lewon  v.  Heath,  53  Neb. 
709,  74  N.  W.  274,  holding  ejectment  can  be  maintained  by  heirs  of  intestate 
against  all  except  such  as  claim  under  administrator. 

Cited  as  overruled  in  Veeder  v.  McKinley-Lanning  Loan  &  T.  Co.   61   Neb. 
912,  86  N.  W.  982,  holding  survivor  of  two  children  of  intestate  took  real  es- 
tate subject  only  to  life  estate  of  father  as  tenant  by  curtesy. 
Rifflits  of  -wronsdoers  under  vtatnte. 

Cited  in  note  (28  L.  R.  A.  749)   on  whether  wrongdoer  may  take  advantage 
of  general  statutory  imposition  of  damages  for  negligent  injuries. 
Statute  of  lln&ltatlons. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lewey  v.  H.  C.  Frick  Coke  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  283,  which 
holds  limitation  of  action  for  removal  of  coal  by  wrongfully  extending  mine  un- 
der land  of  others  does  not  run  till  discovery  or  reasonable  possibility  of  same; 
Smith  V.  Blachley,  53  L.  R.  A.  849,  which  holds  running  of  limitation  against  ac- 
tion to  recover  back  money  not  prevented  by  fraud  unless  investigation  prevented 
by  affirmative  efforts;  Sanborn  v.  Gale,  26  L.  R.  A.  864,  which  holds  running  of 
limitation  against  action  for  alienation  of  wife's  affections  not  prevented  by 
agreement  of  parties  to  adultery  known  to  husband  to  deny  same;  Pietsch  v. 
Milbrath,  68  L.R.A.  945,  which  holds  that  the  fraudulent  concealment  of  a 
cause  of  action  at  law  will  not  prevent  running  of  limitations  where  the  statute 
expressly  states  that  it  shall  not  run  under  such  circumstances  in  equity  cases. 

Annotation  in  25  L.  R.  A.  564,  particularly  referred  to  in  Mereness  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  112  Iowa,  14,  51  L.  R.  A.  411,  footnote  p.  410,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  318,  83 
N.  W.  410,  holding  running  of  limitations  on  demand  certificate  of  deposit,  not 
interrupted  by  bank's  misrepresentations  in  denial  of  liability. 
Capital    pnnlslintent   as   affeotinsr    life    Insurance. 

Cited  in  MeCue  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  93 
C.  C.  A.  71,  167  Fed.  440;  Collins  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  232  lU.  43,  14 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  359,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  64,  83  N.  E.  542,  13  Ann.  Cas.  129,— holding 
legal  execution  of  insured  for  crime  does  not  bar  suit  on  life  insurance  policy. 

Construction  of  statutes. 

Cited  in  Barnes  v.  Carter,  120  Ga.  898,  48  S.  E.  387,  holding  where  law  is 
clear  and  explicit  its  consequences  can  only  be  avoided  by  change  in  law  itself 
and  not  by  judicial  construction. 

Cited  in  note  (14  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  833)  on  rules  for  interpretation  of  statute. 

25  L.  R.  A.  577,  Re  LANAUX,  46  La.  Ann.  1036,  15  So.  708. 
Requisites  of  pledffe. 

Cited  in  Cameron  v.  Orleans  &  J.  R.  Co.  108  La.  105,  32  So.  208,  holding  deliv- 
ery of  bills  of  lading  to  members  of  company  purchasing  goods  does  not  consti- 
tute pledge  in  favor  of  bank  advancing  price;  Re  Pleasant  Hill  Lumber  Co.  126 
La.  756,  52  So.  1010,  holding  that  property  to  be  pledged  must  exist  at  time  of 
pledge,  and  while  logs  from  which  lumber  comes  may  be  pledged,  pledging  lumber 
does  not  operate  as  pledge  of  logs;  Burnes  v.  Daviess  County  Bank  &  T.  Co. 
(Burnes  v.  Anderson)    135   Ky.  360,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)    528,   135   Am.  St.  Rep. 
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467,  122  S.  W.  182,  holding  to  be  valid  as  to  creditors  a  pledge  of  property  can 
only  be  created  by  actual  or  symbolical  delivery  of  the  property  to  pledgee. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Harkness,  32  L.  R.  A.  408,  which  holds 
oil  in  tank  effectively  pledged  by  written  order  to  owner's  agent  to  hold  for 
pledgees. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  526,  527)  on  setting  aside  property  retained 
on  premises,  or  under  control  of  pledgeor  or  mortgagor  as  a  delivery  or  change 
of  possession. 

Distinguished  in  Grand  Ave.  Bank  v.  St.  Louis  Union  Trust  Co.  135  Mo. 
App.  384,  115  S.  W.  1071,  holding  where  property  pledged  was  in  the  custody  of 
a  third  person  a  receipt  from  such  custodian  held  by  pledgor  was  not  a  ware- 
house receipt,  a  delivery  of  which  to  pledgor  would  be  constructive  delivery  of 
property,  such  third  person  not  being  a  warehouseman,  also  citing  annotation 
on  this  point. 

25  L.  R.  A.  591,  STATE  v.  TAYLOR,  46  La.  Ann.  1332,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  351,  16 

So.  190. 
Forgery  by  false  auamption  of  agency. 

Cited  in  note  (31  L.  R.  A.  831)  on  forgery  by  false  assumption  of  authority  in 
signing  another's  name  as  agent  for  him. 
Making  of  false  Instrument. 

doited  in  note  (5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  376)  on  making  of  false  instrument  as  within 
statute  against  the  false  making  of  an  instrument. 

25  L.  R.  A.  598,  Re  FOSS,  102  Cal.  347,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  182,  36  Pac.  669. 
Surrender  of  fngrttlve  wltlkout  extradition. 

Cited  in  Greene  v.  United  States,  85  C.  C.  A.  251,  164  Fed.  410,  holding  where 
foreign  government  has  surrendered  fugitive  he  may  be  tried  although  offense  is 
not  within  the  treaty. 
Trial  of  extradited  person  for  other  offense. 

Cited  in  Knox  v.  State,  164  Ind.  235,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  291,  73  N.  E.  255, 
3  Ann.  Cas.  539,  holding  upon  fugitive's  surrender  to  the  state  demanding  hia 
return  from  another  state  he  may  be  tried  in  the  former  state  for  any  other 
offense  than  that  specified  in  the  extradition;  Ex  parte  Fischl,  61  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  64,  100  S.  W.  773,  holding  discharge  of  person  surrendered  under  extradition 
proceedings  on  setting  aside  an  indictment  against  him  does  not  prevent  his 
arrest  upon  a  subsequent  complaint  for  same  offense. 

25  L.  R.  A.  598,  WHITING  v.  ADAMS,  66  Vt.  679,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  875,  30  Ati; 
32. 


Measure  of  damages  for  eonverslon. 

Cited  in  Anderson  y.  Besser,  131  Mich.  486,  91  N.  W.  737,  holding  in  trover 
for  timber  unlawfully  cut  and  sold  by  defendant,  but  in  good  faith,  measure  of 
damage  is  value  of  logs  at  place  of  sale,  less  cost  of  cutting  and  hauling;  Dart- 
mouth College  V.  International  Paper  Co.  132  Fed.  95,  holding  damages  for  cut^ 
ting  and  removing  timber  done  in  good  faith  stumpage  value  of  trees  at  time 
eut. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Keys  v.  Pittsburg  &  W.  Coal  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  681,  which 
holds  damages  for  unauthorized  mining  of  coal  by  tenant  in  good  faith  value  of 
coal  in  place;  Keystone  Lumber  Co.  v.  Kolman,  34  L.R.A.  821,  which  requires 
licensee  to  repay  trespasser  enhanced  value  of  timber  before  recovering. 

Cited  in  note  (18  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  249)  on  measure  of  damages  for  wrongful 
cutting  or  destruction  of  standing  timber. 
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Vendee's   interest  In   crops   reserved   nnder  land   eontmct*. 

Distinguished  in  Joslyn  v.  Taplin,  76  Vt.  425,  57  Atl.  995,  holding  nnder  a 
contract  for  sale  of  land  providing  that  vendor  ''reserves  the  ownership  and 
control  of  all  crops"  grown  upon  the  premises  until  purchase  monev  notes  are 
paid  the  vendee  has  neither  an  equity  of  redemption  or  other  attachable  interest 
in  such  crops  while  the  notes  are  unpaid. 

26  L.  R.  A.  602,  DOWNS  v.  HARPER  HOSPITAL,  101  Mich.  555,  45  Am.  St. 

Rep.  427,  60  N.  W.  42. 
lilablltty  for  nesliflrent  nets  of  employee  or  a«ent« 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hannon  v.  Siegel-Cooper  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  429,  which  holds 
department  store  estopped  to  deny  responsibility  for  malpractice  of  dentist. 

Cited  in  note  (54  Am.  St.  Rep.  92)  on  acts  of  servant  for  which  master  is  not 
responsible. 
-—  Of  charitable  or  rellffions  tnstitntlon. 

Cited  in  Parks  v.  Northwestern  University,  121  111.  App.  518,  holding  uni- 
versity not  liable  to  student  injured  in  chemical  laboratory  by  reason  of  negli- 
gence of  professor;  Farrigan  v.  Pevear,  193  Mass.  152,  7  L.R.A. (N.S.)  485, 
118  Am.  St.  Rep.  484,  78  N.  £.  855,  8  Ann.  Cas.  1109,  holding  charitable  school 
if  it  uses  reasonable  care  in  selection  of  its  servants  not  liable  for  their  negli- 
gence; Abston  V.  Waldon  Academy,  118  Tenn.  32,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1181,  102 
S.  W.  351,  holding  charitable  educational  institution  not  liable  for  personal  in- 
juries resulting  from  negligence  of  officers,  agents,  trustees  or  managers;  Fordyce 
V.  Woman's  Christian  Nat.  Library  Asso.  79  Ark.  564,  7  L.R.A.(X.S.)  491,  96 
S.  W.  155,  holding  property  of  a  charitable  educational  association  cannot  be 
sold  under  execution  issued  on  a  judgment  rendered  for  nonfeasance,  misfeasance 
or  malfeasance  of  its  agents  or  trustees;  Woman's  Christian  Nat.  Library  Asso. 
V.  Fordyce,  79  Ark.  539,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  499,  86  S.  W.  417,  as  to  liability  of 
charitable  corporations  for  torts  of  servants. 

Cited  in  notes  (7  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  482)  on  liability  of  charitable  institutions  for 
negligence;  (139  Am.  St.  Rep.  894,  896,  902,  903)  on  liability  of  charitable  in- 
stitution for  torts  of  servants  and  agents. 

Distinguished  in  Bruce  v.  Central  M.  E.  Church,  147  Mich.  236,  10  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    76,  110  N.  W.  951,  11  Ann.  Cas.  150,  holding  church  liable  to  employe 
of  a  contractor  engaged  in  decorating  the  church  building,  for  injuries  sustained 
by  reason  of  breaking  of  defective  scaffolding  furnished  by  agents  of  church. 
m-—  Of  Inatitntlons   for  treatment  of  slclc  or  Injured. 

Cited  in  Hearns  v.  Waterbury  Hospital,  66  Conn.  121,  31  L.  R.  A.  231,  footnote 
p.  224,  33  Atl.  595,  holding  charitable  hospital  not  liable  for  alleged  negligence 
dn  gratuitous  operation  when  it  has  exercised  due  care  in  selection  of  surgeon; 
Powers  V.  Massachusetts  Homeopathic  Hospital,  47  C.  C.  A.  128,  109  Fed.  300, 
holding  charitable  hospital  not  liable  to  paying  patient  for  negligent  act  of 
nurse;  Collins  v.  New  York  Post  Graduate  Medical  School,  59  App.  Div.  68,  69 
N.  Y.  Supp.  106,  holding  charitable  hospital  not  liable  for  alleged  negligence  in 
gratuitous  surgical  operation  upon  patient  paying  for  board  and  other  attend- 
ance; McAndrews  v.  Hamilton  County,  105  Tenn.  406,  58  S.  W.  483,  holding 
county  institution  not  liable  for  negligence  of  its  servant  who  tied  its  mule  so 
close  to  railway  that  it  became  frightened,  ran  away  and  caused  injury  com- 
plained of;  W^hittaker  v.  St.  Luke's  Hospital,  137  Mo.  App.  120,  117  S.  W.  1189, 
holding  a  charitable  hospital  not  liable  to  employee  for  injuries  received  by  him 
through  negligence  of  managers  of  the  institution;  Powers  v.  Massachusetts 
Homoeopathic  Hospital,  65  L.R.A.  S77,  47  C.  C.  A.  122,  109  Fed.  300;  Adams  v. 
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University  Hospital,  122  Mo.  App.  686,  09  S.  W.  453, — ^holding  charitable 
hospital  not  liable  to  patients  for  negligence  of  its  servants  and  fact  that  hos- 
pital accepts  pay  patients  do  not  impose  any  liability;  Noble  v.  Hahnemann 
Hospital,  112  App.  Div.  665,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  605,  holding  patient  of  charitable 
hospital  cannot  recover  for  negligence  of  driver  of  its  ambulance;  Gable  v. 
Sisters  of  St.  Francis,  227  Pa.  259,  136  Am.  St.  Rep.  879,  76  Atl.  1087,  holding 
charitable  hospital  not  liable  for  negligence  of  nurse;  Barden  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  R.  Co.  152  N.  C.  328,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  67  S.  E.  971,  holding  railway 
company  not  liable  for  negligence  of  carefully  selected  physician  and  surgeon 
operating  its  relief  department. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Eighmy  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  296,  which  holds 
railroad  company  not  liable  for  negligence  of  physicians  in  hospitals  voluntarily 
maintained  for  injured  employees;  Powers  v.  Massachusetts  Homoeopathic  Hos- 
pital,  65  L.R.A.  372,  which  holds  charitable  hospital  not  liable  for  injury  to 
patient  by  negligence  of  carefully  selected  nurse. 

Distinguished  in  Pepke  v.  Grace  Hospital,  130  Mich,  496,  90  N.  W.  278,  hold- 
ing  trustees  of  hospital  not  negligent  in  employing  surgeon  upon  recommenda- 
tion of  board  of  twenty-five  physicians;  Brown  v.  La  Soci^t^  Francaise  De  Bien- 
faisance  Mutuelle,  138  Cal.  476,  71  Pac.  516,  holding  society  established  on  basis 
of  mutuality  for  treatment  of  sick  members,  and  for  others  for  compensation,  lia- 
ble to  paying  patient  for  negligence  of  surgeon;  Haggerty  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  &  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  100  Mo.  App.  443,  74  S.  W.  456,  holding  railroad  relief  department  not 
to  be  deemed  charitable  institution  so  as  to  exempt  railroad  from  liability  for 
negligence  in  selecting  physician  to  treat  injured  employee;  Kellogg  v.  Church 
Charity  Foundation,  128  App.  Div.  215,  112  N.  Y.  Supp.  560,  holding  charitable 
hospital  liable  for  negligence  of  driver  of  ambulance  in  running  down  pedestrian; 
Hewett  V.  Woman's  Hospital  Aid  Asso.  73  N,  H.  565,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  499,  64 
Atl.  190,  holding  charitable  hospital  liable  for  injuries  resulting  from  a  negligent 
failure  to  warn  its  servant  concerning  dangers  of  the  employment. 

Disapproved  in  Ward  v.  St.  Vincent's  Hospital,  78  App.  Div.  320,  79  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1004,  holding  authority  of  sister  of  charity  in  charge  of  hospital  to  bind 
institution  by  contract  to  furnish  skilled  nurse,  question  for  jury. 
^—  Departments   of   ffovernment. 

Cited  in  Lyne  v.  National  Home,  170  Fed.  845,  holding  National  Home  for 
Disabled  Soldiers  and  Sailors  not  liable  to  action  in  tort  for  negligence  of  its 
officers  and  agents  in  polluting  plaintiff's  spring;  Leavell  v.  Western  Kentucky 
Asylum,  122  Ky.  216,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  271,  91  S.  W.  671,  12  Ann.  Cas.  827,  hold- 
ing state  insane  not  liable  for  injuries  inflicted  on  servant  by  lunatic  in  its 
charge. 
•Operation   of  hospital  enjoined. 

Cited  in  Deaconess  Home  &  Hospital  v.  Bontjes,  104  HI.  App.  492,  restraining 
as  nuisance  operation  of  hospital  built  within  3  feet  of  private  residence. 
"What  are  charitable  institntions. 

Cited  in  Cathedral  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist  v.  Denver,  37  Colo.  387,  86  Pac. 
1021,  holding  land  and  building  thereon  donated  to  corporation  organized  and 
used  for  home  for  consumptives  are  exempt  from  taxation  under  statute  exempt- 
ing real  estate  "used  for  strictly  charitable  purposes"  notwithstanding  that  pay- 
ment is  exacted  from  patients  for  actual  necessities  furnished. 

Cited  in  notes  (2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  556)  on  what  are  charitable  institutions  with- 
in rule  exemption  from  liability  for  negligence;  (29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  193)  on  re- 
quiring payment  from  inmates  as  affecting  right  of  charitable  institation  to 
public  aid  or  exemption  from  taxation. 
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Distinguished  in  Logan  v.  Agricultural  Soc.  150  Mioh.  541,  121  N.  W.  485, 
holding  agricultural  society  not  charitable  institution  so  as  to  exempt  it  from 
iMibility  for  damages  for  negligence. 

i5  L.  R.  A.  605,  BULLARD  v.  THORPE,  66  Vt.  599,  44  Am.  St  Rep.  867,  30 

Atl.  36. 
When  prohibition  lie*. 

Cited  in  Eastham  v.  Holt,  43  W.  Va.  619,  27  S.  E.  883,  holding  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion will  not  lie  to  stop  proceedings  on  indictment  found  by  one  grand  jury  after 
another  has  refused  bill  and  been  discharged  by  judge;  State  eof  rel.  Boston  A  M. 
Consol.  Copper  &  S.  Min.  Co.  v.  Second  Judicial  Dist.  Court,  22  Mont.  232,  56  Pac. 
219,  refusing  writ  of  prohibition  to  arrest  proceedings  in  appointment  of  reoeiyer 
pendente  lite  in  suit  alleging  unlawful  taking  of  ore  of  one  company  to  use  of 
another;  Clark  County  v,  Warner,  116  Ky.  810,  76  S.  W.  828,  holding  pro- 
hibition lies  to  prevent  inferior  tribunal  from  acting  outside  its  jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  notes  (51  L.R.A.  35,  36,  101,  108)  on  superintending  control  and 
supervisory  jurisdiction  of  the  superior  over  the  inferior  or  subordinate  tribunal; 
(111  Am.  St.  Rep.  933,  945)  on  writ  of  prohibition. 

Distinguished  in  Wilkins  v.  Stiles,  75  Vt.  45,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  804,  52  Atl.  1048, 
holding  writ  will  not  lie  to  restrain  proceedings  on  erroneous  judgment  by  justice 
of  peace  having  jurisdiction. 
Splitting    eanse    of   action. 

Cited  in  Parker  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  84  Vt.  336,  79  Atl.  865,  holding  that 
motion  for  verdict  on  each  count  should  be  denied  where  all  counts  rely  on 
same  cause  of  action,  as  granting  of  motion  would  be  much  like  splitting  entire 
cause  of  action. 

26  L.  R.  A.  608,  COWHICK  v.  SHINGLE,  5  Wyo.  87,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  37  Pac. 

689. 
Limitation  of  actions. 

Followed  in  Bergman  v.  Bly,  66  Fed.  41,  13  C.  C.  A.  321,  27  U.  S.  App.  650, 
holding  payment  by  one  of  joint  makers  of  note  does  not  prevent  running  of  stat- 
ute against  others. 

Cited  in  Oleson  v.  Wilson,  20  Mont.  650,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  639,  52  Pac.  372,  and 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bullard,  20  Mont.  122,  49  Pac.  658,  holding  part  payment  on 
past-due  note  by  one  joint  maker  does  not  stop  running  of  statute  of  limitations 
as  to  other  maker;  Stubblefield  v.  McAuliff,  20  Wash.  446,  55  Pac.  637,  holding 
part  payment  by  maker  of  note,  secured  by  mortgage  upon  property  held  in  com- 
mon with  wife,  does  not  prevent  running  of  statute  as  to  wife*s  interest; 
Monidah  Trust  v.  Kemper,  44  Mont.  6,  118  Pac.  811,  Ann.  Cfis.  1912  D,  1326, 
holding  that  part  payment  on  note  by  one  joint  debtor,  will  not  suspend  running 
of  statute  of  limitations  as  to  his  joint  obligors;  Union  Stockyards  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Maika,  16  Wyo.  148,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  1032,  92  Pac.  619,  14  Ann.  Cas.  977, 
holding  an  involuntary  part  payment  does  not  have  the  effect  of  arresting  the 
running  of  the  statute  of  limitations  upon  a  demand  founded  on  contract;  Co- 
lumbia Sav.  Sl  L.  Asso.  v.  Clause,  13  Wyo.  173,  78  Pac.  708,  holding  where  it 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  petition  that  statute  of  limitations  has  run  against 
a  claim  the  objection  may  be  taken  by  demurrer. 

Cited  in  note  (65  Am.  St.  Rep.  685,  686,  689)  on  part  payment  or  acknowledg- 
ment of  barred  claim  by  persons  jointly  liable. 

Distinguished  in  Sheak  v.  Wilbur,  48  Or.  377,  86  Pac.  375,  11  Ann.  Cas.  58, 
holding  under  statute  a  part  payment  on  an  existing  obligation  by  trustee  in 
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bankruptcy  of  one  obligor  extends  the  life  of  the  obligation  aa  to  all  the  ob- 

ligora. 

'When  decision  of  vtato  court  not  binding  on  Federal  court. 

Cited  in  Hale  v.  Wharton,  73  Fed.  749,  holding  service  of  process  on  person, 
exempt  from  service  at  time,  invalid,  notwithstanding  contrary  ruling  of  state 
court;  Marks  v.  Uinta  County,  11  Wyo.  493,  72  Pac.  894,  holding  statute  of  lim- 
itations not  available  on  demurrer,  unless  petition  shows  affirmatively  statutory 
period  had  elapsed  before  commencement  of  suit^ 
^Common  law." 

Cited  iii  Johnson  v.  Union  P.  Coal  Co.  28  Utah,  67,  67  L.R.A.  611,  76  Pac. 
1089,  holding  phrase  "common  law  of  England"  used  in  statute,  does  not  include 
judicial  decisions  of  England  rendered  subsequent  to  July  4th,  1776. 

26  L.  R.  A.  613,  BARNARD  v,  TAGGART,  66  N.  H.  362,  29  Atl.  1027. 
Bffect  of  a'vrard  by  arbitrators. 

Cited  in  Home  v.  Hutchins,  71  N.  H.  132,  61  Atl.  651,  holding  award  of  arbi- 
trators binds  parties  to  proceedings  and  persons  claiming  under  them. 
When  vacancy  occurs  In  public  office. 

Cited  in  Nome  v.  Rice,  3  Alaska,  605,  holding  resignation  of  officer  implies 
an  expression  of  intention  in  some  form  of  his  intention  to  surrender,  renounce, 
or  relinquish  his  office,  and  an  acceptance  by  competent  and  lawful  authority; 
Watkins.v.  Mooney,  114  Ky.  656,  71  S.  W.  622,  holding  word  "absence"  in  stat- 
ute authorizing  president  of  board  of  aldermen  to  act  in  absence  of  mayor  is  not 
merely  physical  absence  of  mayor  from  city  but  such  an  absence  as  renders  him 
incapable  for  time  being  of  performing  the  act  Which  may  be  in  question. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ijams  v.  Duvall,  36  L.  R.  A.  127,  which  holds  vacancy  not 
created  by  decision  in  contested  election  case  that  judge  commissioned  was  not 
elected  and  order  for  new  election;  State  ea  rel,  Sadler  v.  La  Grave,  36  L.  R.  A. 
233,  which  sustains  right  of  lieutenant  governor  to  governor's  salary  while  acting 
as  governor  after  governor's  death;  People  €<b  reL  Lynch  v.  Budd,  34  L.  R.  A. 
46,  which  denies  right  of  election  to  fill  vacancy  in  office  of  lieutenant  governor; 
State,  Clifford,  Prosecutor,  v.  Heller,  67  L.  R.  A.  312,  which  denies  right  of  presi- 
dent of  senate  to  act,  after  resignation,  as  governor  in  place  of  govenior  resign- 
ing office. 
Jurisdiction  in  mandan&us. 

Cited  in  Nome  v.  Rice,  3  Alaska,  608,  holding  that  incorporated  town  may  by 
mandamus  compel  member  of  common  council  to  attend  and  perform  duties: 
Lauritsen  v.  Seward,  99  Minn.  323,  109  N.  W.  404,  holding  under  constitution 
mandamus  could  not  issue  except  in  proceeding  where  it  would  issue  at  com- 
mon law. 

Cited  in  notes  (68  L.R.A.  834-836,  862,  867)  on  original  jurisdiction  of  court 
of  last  resort  in  mandamus  case;  (98  Am.  St.  Rep.  874)  on  mandamus  as  proper 
remedy  against  public  officers;  (16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  786)  on  right  to  mandamus 
against  a  public  officer. 

26  L.  R.  A.  618,  GREGORY  v.  LEE,  64  Conn.  407,  30  Atl.  63. 
minor's  contracts. 

Cited  in  Ennis  v.  Beers,  84  Conn.  613,  80  Atl.  772,  holding  that  attorney  is 
not  entitled  to  recover  any  sum  stipulated  in  agreement  with  minor  but  only 
reasonable  value  of  services;  Mauldin  v.  Southern  Shorthand  &  Business  Univ. 
3  Ga.  App.  802,  60  S.  E.  368;  Wallin  v.  Highland  Park  Co.  127  Iowa,  133,  102 
N.  W.  839;  Calahan  v.  Bessemer  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.  17  Pa.  Dist.  R.  133;  Jones  v. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 89. 
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Valentines'  School  of  Telegraphy,  122  Wis.  320,  99  N.  W.  1043,~holdi]ig  an  in- 
fant is  bound  by  implied  contract  to  pay  for  necessaries  furnished  him  but  is 
not  liable  upon  an  executory  contract  to  furnish  them  nor  upon  an  express 
contract. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Peacock  v.  Linton,  53  L.  R.  A.  192,  which  denies  father's 
liability  for  tutoring  of  minor  son  during  vacation,  without  his  knowledge;  Grood- 
man  v.  Alexander,  55  L.  R.  A.  781,  which  authorizes  recover;  against  infant  for 
food  and  lodging  without  alleging  that  defendant  an  orphan. 
Redsston  of  contracts. 

Cited  in  Coburn  v.  Raymond,  76  Conn.  492,  100  Am.  St  Rep.  1000,  57  AtL 
116,  holding  court  of  equity  will  not  set  aside  deed  of  incompetent  persons  wher» 
grantee  has  acted  in  good  faith  unless  consideration  can  be  refunded. 

Cited  in  note  (42  L.  ed.  U.  S.  327)  on  right  of  infants  to  disaffirm  contract 
without  restoring  consideration. 

25  L.  R.  A.  621,  SIOUX  FALLS  v.  KIRBY,  6  S.  D.  62,  60  N.  W.  156. 
'When  action  on  city  ordinance  civil. 

Cited  in  Lead  v.  Klatt,  11  S.  D.  Ill,  75  N.  W.  896,  holding  trial  in  police  court 
for  violating  health  ordinance  not  criminal  action  making  rules  of  criminal  plead- 
ing applicable;  Lead  v.  Klatt,  13  S.  D.  143,  82  X.  W.  391,  denying  arrest  of  judg- 
ment in  action  in  police  court  for  failure  to  demur  to  complaint  charging  viola- 
tion of  ordinance;  Madison  v.  Horner,  15  S.  D.  360,  89  N.  W.  474,  vacating  writ 
of  error  from  judgment  in  action  in  police  court  for  violation  of  ordinance,  since 
appeal  is  proper  way  to  review  civil  action. 

Cited   in   note    (4   L.R.A.  (N.S.)    782)    on  character  of  proceeding  for   viola- 
tion of  ordinance  as  civil  or  criminal. 
Validity  of  ordinance  alfectinflr  erection  of  bnildinjr*- 

Cited  in  Richmond  v.  Model  Steam  Laundry,  111  Va.  761,  69  S.  E.  932,  hold- 
ing that  ordinance  requiring  permit  from  council  for  erection  of  furnaces  which 
prescribes  no  fixed  rules  for  conduct  of  business,  but  gives  arbitrary  power  to 
council  is  void;  State  ex  rel.  Omaha  Gas.  Co.  v.  Withnell,  78  Neb.  38,  8  LJtA 
(N.S.)  982,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  586,  110  N.  W.  680,  holding  city  ordinance  provid- 
ing that  it  shall  be  unlawful  to  erect  a  gas  tank  without  written  consent  of 
owners  of  all  the  property  within  a  radius  of  1000  feet,  void. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bostock  v.  Sams,  59  L.  R.  A.  282,  which  holds  unauthor- 
ized, ordinance  permitting  refusal  of  permits  for  erecting  buildings  not  con- 
forming in  size,  appearance,  etc.,  to  existing  buildings. 

Cited  in  notes  (13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  738)  on  power  of  municipality  to  require 
building  permit;  (93  Am.  St.  Rep.  407)  on  constitutionality  of  building  regu- 
lations. 

Distinguished  in  Fischer  v.  St.  Louis,  194  U.  S.  372,  48  L.  ed.  1024,  24  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  673,  sustaining  validity  of  ordinance  prohibiting  erection  of  dairy  or  cow 
stable  within  city  limits  without  permission  of  municipal  assembly. 
Delegation  of  po'wer. 

Cited  in  Schaake  v.  Dolley,  85  Kan.  610,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  883,  118  Pac.  80, 
holding  that  statute  providing  that  charter  board  shall  refuse  bank  charter  if, 
upon  examination  it  shall  determine  that  public  necessity  does  not  require 
existence  of  such  bank,  is  valid  exercise  of  police  power. 

Cited  in  note  (1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  942)  on  validity  of  ordinance  vesting  in  of- 
ficer's discretion  as  to  subject-matter. 

Disapproved  in  Kew  York  ex  rel,  Lieberman  t.  Van  De  Carr,  199  U.  8.  561, 
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50  L.  ed.  -310,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  144,  holding  ordiuance  requiring  permit  of  board 
of  health  before  one  may  sell  milk,  valid. 
Ultra  yrixem  act*  of  manielpal  oflleer*. 

Cited  in  Wilson  v.  Mitchell,  17  S.  D.  520,  65  L.RA.  160,  106  Am.  St.  Rep. 
784,  07  N.  W.  741,  holding  city  having  no  power  to  connect  its  waterworks  with 
artesian  well  of  plaintiff  without  his  consent  the  acts  of  city  officers  in  doing 
so  did  not  make  city  liable  for  water  so  appropriated. 

55  L.  R.  A.  625,  PHELPS  v.  PHELPS,  143  N.  Y.  197,  62  N.  Y.  S.  R.  156,  38  N. 

E.  280. 
Married  vroman'v  rlarht  In  Imsband's  realty. 

Cited  in  Nichols  v.  Park,  78  App.  Div.  97,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  547,  denying  right  of 
-dower  in  property  purchased  by  husband,  but  which  he  caused  to  be  conveyed  to 
brother;  PoiUon  v.  Poillon,  90  App.  Div.  76,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  689,  holding  wife 
without  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  real  estate  held  by  corporation,  in  which  hus- 
Ji>and  holds  practically  all  the  stock. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Walker  v.  Walker,  27  L.  R.  A.  799,  which  holds  fraudu- 
lent, transfer  of  corporate  stock  to  defeat  wife's  distributive  share;  Smith  v. 
Smith,  34  L.  R.  A.  49,  which  holds  delivery  by  husband  just  before  death,  of  deed 
•of  all  realty  made  years  before,  fraudulent  as  to  wife ;  Stroup  v.  Stroup,  27  L.  R. 
A.  523,  which  holds  dower  right  attaches  to  land  paid  for  by  husband  but  con- 
veyed by  invalid  trust  to  another  for  his  benefit. 

Distinguished  in  Starbuck  v.  Starbuck,  62  App.  Div.  450,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  104, 
'holding  divorce  procured  by  wife  in  one  state  for  cruelty  does  not  deprive  her  of 
''dower  in  real  estate  in  another  state,  where  absolute  divorce  only  granted  for 
adultery,  though  property  in  name  of  third  party  under  naked  trust;  Brownell 
V.  Briggs,  173  Mass.  532,  54  N.  E.  251,  holding  void,  conveyance  of  husband  to 
third  party  without  consideration  for  purpose  of  cutting  off  dower  of  wife  from 
whom  he  had  been  separated. 

Disapproved  in  Redmond  v.  Redmond,  112  Ky.  766,  66  S.  W.  745,  holding 
widow  entitled  to  dower  in  land  conveyed  by  husband  before  his  decease  to  son 
for  purpose  of  defeating  dower  right. 

25  L.  R.  A.  627,  HEiyLEIN  v.  IMPERIAL  L.  INS.  CO.  101  Mich.  250,  45  Am. 

St.  Rep.  409,  59  N.  W.  615. 
Insurable  Interest. 

Cited  in  Ashford  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  80  Mo.  App.  642,  holding  policy 
valid  which  is  procured  by  insured  on  his  own  life  for  benefit  of  one  who  has  no 
insurable  interest;  Clement  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  101  Tenn.  36,  42  L.  R.  A.  251, 
'  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  650,  46  S.  W.  561,  holding  policy  issued  to  assured  payable  to  his 
.  executors,  but  under  agreement  with  others  having  no  insurable  interest,  to  pay 
premiums,  a  wagering  contract;  Taylor  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  15  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
265,  39  S.  W.  185,  holding  woman  has  insurable  interest  in  life  of  fiance;  Foster 
V.  Preferred  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  125  Fed.  539,  holding  in  suit  on  policy  taken  by  in- 
sured on  own  life,  in  which  "friend"  named  as  beneficiary,  insurer  cannot  set  up 
beneficiary's  want  of  insurable  interst;  Rupp  v.  Western  Life  Indemnity  Co. 
138  Ky.  21,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  676,  127  S.  W.  490,  holding  that  one  may  insure 
his  own  life  for  benefit  of  another  having  no  insurable  interest  therein  where  he 
pays  premium  himself;  Russell  v.  Grigsby,  94  C.  C.  A.  61,  168  Fed.  588,  holding 
where  insured  made  an  assignment  of  policy  to  one  having  no  insurable  interest 
the  insurer  was  still  liable  to  those  originally  named  as  beneficiaries;  Hess  v. 
Segenfelter,  127  Ky.  351,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1174,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  343,  105  S. 
W.   476;    New   York   L.   Ins.    Co.   v.   Neal,    114   La.   661,   38   So.   485.— holding 
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policy  valid  which  is  procured  by  insured  on  his  own  life  for  benefit  of  one  har- 
ing  no  insurable  interest. 

Annotation  cited  in  Deal  y.  Hainley,  135  Mo.  App.  516,  118  S.  W.  1,  as  to 
validity  of  insurance  taken  out  by  insurer  on  his  own  life  in  favor  of  one  having 
no  insurable  interest. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Union  Fraternal  Leaga;  v.  Walton,  46  L.  IL  A.  424,  which 
sustains  right  to  take  insurance  on  own  life  making  policy  payaJble  to  one  with- 
out insurable  interest;  Exchange  Bank  v.  Loh,  44  L.  R.  A.  372,  which  holds  cred- 
itor's insurable  interest  limited  to  amount  of  indebtedne^ss ;  Adams  v.  Reed,  35 
L.  R.  A.  692,  which  holds  woman  has  insurable  interest  in  life  of  son-in-law. 

Cited  in  notes  (54  L.R.A.  229)  on  insurable  interest  in  life  of  parent  or  chikf 
or  other  relative  by  blood;  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  555,  557)  on  designation,  a»  bene- 
ficiary of  insurance,  of  one  without  insurable  interest,  as  affected  by  public 
policy:  (16  L.R.A. (N.S.)  1021)  on  insurance  on  life  of  officer  for  benefit  of 
corporation;  (128  Am.  St.  Rep.  311)  on  life  insurance  in  favor  of  persons 
having  no  insurable  interest;  (13  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  397)  on  insurable  interest  in 
life. 
Forfeiture  of  poUey. 

Cited  in  Supreme  Council,  C.  B.  L.  v.  Grove,  —  Ind.  — ,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  921,^ 
96  N.  £.  159,  holding  that  fraternal  society  which  for  years  gave  notice  of  time 
assessments  were  payable,  waives  right  to  forfeit  certificate  for  nonpayment  by 
failing  to  give  notice;  Kavanaugh  v.  Security  Trust  &  L.  Ins.  Co.  117  Tenn. 
42,  7  L.RJ^.(NwS.)  259,  96  S.  W.  499,  10  Ann.  Cas.  680,  holding  forfeiture  for 
nonpayment  of  premium  will  not  be  enforced  where  insurer  does  not  give  notice 
in  accordance  with  its  custom  where  its  custom  has  been  so  uniform  and  so  long 
continued  as  to  induce  insurer  to  believe  that  forfeiture  will  not  be  insisted  upon 
without  notice. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Johnson  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  (Ik>.  50  L.  R.  A.  99,  which 
holds  necessity  of  giving  notice  before  forfeiting  policy  for  nonpa3rment  of  pre- 
mium dispensed  with  by  converting  life  policy  into  nonforfeitable  policy  for  fixed 
term  of  years;  McQuillan  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  56  L.  R.  A.  233, 
which  holds  forfeiture  of  policy  waived  by  retaining  payment  made  after  default 
without  notice  of  any  condition  affixed;  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hill,  49  L.  R.  A. 
127,  which  requires  notice  of  accrual  of  premium  before  forfeiting  policy  for  non- 
payment. 
ESqnitable  Jurisdiction  of  suit  for  fraud. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  John  Hancock  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dick,  43  L.  R.  A.  566, 
which  holds  suit  for  cancelation  of  receipt  renewing  lapsed  life  policy  obtained 
by  fraud  within  jurisdiction  of  equity;  Titus  v.  Rochester  German  Ins.  Co.  28  L. 
R.  A.  478,  which  holds  fraudulent  representations  inducing  compromise  through 
mistake  as  to  legal  rights  ground  for  relief. 
Tender  of  premium. 

Cited  in  Hicks  v.  Northwestern  Aid  Asso.  117  Tenn.  218,  96  S.  W.  962,  holding 
tender  of  premium  according  to  contract  rate  is  unnecessary  where  an  illegally 
increased  rate  is  insisted  on. 

25  L.  R.  A.  632,  STATE  v.  HAMLIN,  86  Me.  495,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  669,  30  Atl. 

76. 
Validity  of  Inlterltanee  tax  laws  In  general. 

Cited  in  Knowlton  v.  Moore,  9  Pa.  Dist.  R.  308;  £e  Inheritance  Tax,  23  Colo. 
493,  48  Pac.  535;  Re  Wilmerding,  117  Cal.  284,  49  Pac.  181;  Knowlton  v.  Moore, 
178  U.  S.  55,  44  L.  ed.  975,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  747,— holding  Congress  can  lery^ 
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«ueccMioii  tax;  State  v.  Alston,  94  Tenn.  681,  28  L.  R.  A.  180,  30  S.  W.  750, 
holding  right  to  tax  inheritance  is  reasonable  since  right  of  inheritance  depends 
on  statute;  Black  v.  State,  113  Wis.  216,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  853,  89  N.  W.  522, 
holding  reasonable  succession  taxes  unobjectionable  if  Constitution  not  violated; 
State  ew  rel.  Fath  v.  Henderson,  160  Mo.  216,  60  S.  W.  1093,  holding  succession 
tax  as  to  collateral  kindred,  and  exempting  lineal  descendants,  not  unlawful  and 
Arbitrary  classification;  Re  Stixrud,  58  Wash.  350,  33  L.R.A.(K.S.)  637,  109 
Pac.  343,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  850,  to  the  point  that  inheritance  tax  on  property 
to  be  received  by  alien  is  not  tax  on  property  but  upon  privilege  of  receiving 
it. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ferry  v.  Campbell,  50  L.  R.  A.  92,  which  hold3  succession 
tax  void  for  want  of  notice  of  proceedings  to  fix  amount  of  tax;  Minot  v.  Win- 
throp,  26  L.  R.  A.  259,  which  upholds  reasonable,  succession  tax  on  transmission 
of  decedents'  property. 

Cited  in  notes  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  454)  on  situs  of  personal  property  for  pur- 
poses of  inheritance  taxation;  (127  Am.  St.  Rep.  1037,  1045,  1048,  1051)  on 
inheritance  taxation;  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  609)  on  nature  of  inheritance  tax; 
(33  I/.R.A.(N.S.)  594,  597,  599,  602;  23  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  106)  on  validity  of 
inheritance  taxes. 
^''alidity  of  tax  a»  resp«ct»  nmifonnity. 

Approved  in  State  e»  rel.  Fath  v.  Henderson,  160  Mo.  218,  60  8.  W.  1093,  hold- 
ing uniformity  is  satisfied  when  tax  uniform  as  to  entire  class  affected. 

Cited  in  State  e9  rel  Garth  v.  Switzler,  143  Mo.  333,  40  L.  R.  A.  290,  footnote 
p.  280,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  653,  45  S.  W.  245,  holding  succession  tax  invalid  because 
iclassification  not  uniform;  State  v.  Alston,  94  Tenn.  683,  28  L.  R.  A.  180,  foot- 
note p.  178,  30  S.  W.  750,  holding  inheritance  tax  act  not  invalid  because  of  dis- 
crimination between  direct  descendants  and  collateral  kindred  and  strangers; 
Magoun  v.  Illinois  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank,  170  U.  S.  288,  42  L.  ed.  1041,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  594,  sustaining  collateral  inheritance  tax  act  which  operates  uniformly  on 
iill  persons  in  same  degree  of  relationship;  State  v.  Clark,  30  Wash.  446,  71  Pac. 
20,  holding  statute  imposing  proportional  inheritance  tax  not  violation  of  consti- 
tutional provision  requiring  uniformity  of  taxation;  Dixon  v.  Ricketts,  26  Utah, 
218,  72  Pac  947,  holding  inheritance  tax  upon  all  estates  of  decedents  above 
;$  10,000,  after  payment  of  debts,  not  unconstitutional  for  want  of  uniformity. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Drew  v.  Tifft,  47  L.  R.  A.  525,  which  requires  uniformity 
and  equal  application  in  exemption  from  inheritance  tax;  State  ex  rel.  Gels- 
thorpe  v.  Furnell,  39  L.  R.  A.  170,  which  sustains  exemption  from  succession  tax 
of  estate  less  than  .$7,500;  Billings  v.  People,  59  L.  R.  A.  807,  which  sustains 
transfer  tax  on  lineal  descendants  to  whom  life  estate  given  with  remainder  to 
lineal  descendants,  but  exempting  lineal  descendants  taking  fee;  State  ew  rel. 
Schwartz  v.  Ferris,  30  L.  R.  A.  218,  which  holds  void  for  lack  of  uniformity  ex- 
empting estates  less  than  $20,000  in  value. 

Cited  in  notes   (60  L.R.A.  340)  on  power  of  legislature  to  classify  taxpayers; 
(6  L.R.A«(N.S.)   736)    on  classification  for  purposes  of  succession  tax  on  basis 
of  amount. 

Distinguished  in  Herriott  v.  Bacon,  110  Iowa,  348,  81  N.  W.  701,  holding  col- 
lateral heir  not  exempt  from  inheritance  tax  to  extent  of  $1,000. 
TTpon  wlkat   tax  la  tmpoaed. 

Cited  in  Gelsthorpe  v.  Furnell,  20  Mont.  304,  39  L.  R.  A.  173,  51  Pac.  267,  and 
Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Wayne  Probate  Judge,  125  Mich.  492,  84  N.  W.  1101,  holding 
fiuccession  tax  imposed  on  privilege  to  inherit,  and  not  on  property;  Neilson  v. 
Russell,  76  N.  J.  L.  35,  69  Atl.  476;  Re  Macky,  46  Colo.  82,  23  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
1212,  102  Pac.  1076, — holding  same;   People  v.  Koenig,  37   Colo.  289,  85  Pac. 
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1129,  11  Ann.  Cas.  140,  holding  inheritance  tax  a  special  tax  and  not  a  general 
tax  directly  on  property;  Booth  v.  Com.  130  Ky.  100,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  603,  113 
S.  W.  61,  holding  an  inheritance  tax  not  "tax  on  property"  within  meaning  of 
constitution  requiring  uniformity  and  equality;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Lovitt,  35  N.  S. 
229,  holding  provincial  debentures  exempt  from  taxation  subject  to  payment  of 
succession  duty. 

Cited  in  note  (9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  123)  on  nature  of  right  to  take  by  will  or  in- 
heritance. 

Distinguished  in  Eidman  v.  Martinez,  184  U.  S.  591,  46  L.  ed.  704,  22  Sup.  CU 
Rep.  515,  holding  United  States  inheritance  tax  law  does  not  apply  to  property 
passing  either  by  will  executed  in  foreign  country  or  by  intestate  laws  of  that 
country. 

26  L.  R.  A.  637,  FORWARD  v.  CONTINENTAL  INS.  CO.  142  N.  Y.  382,  59  N. 

y.  S.  R.  777,  37  N.  E.  615. 
Inanrmncei    -waiver   of   conditions   1a   policy. 

Cited  in  Thebaud  v.  Great  Western  Ins.  Co.  155  N.  Y.  622,  50  N.  E.  284,  hold- 
ing implied  seaworthiness  of  insured  vessel  waived  where  company  knew  that 
fact  on  issuing  policy;  Stewart  v.  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  155  N.  Y.  269,  42  L. 
R.  A.  152,  49  N.  E.  876,  holding  forfeiture  of  policy  for  nonpayment  of  premium 
may  be  waived  by  general  manager  of  foreign  corporation  extending  time  of  pay- 
ment of  premium  note;  McElwain  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  50  App.  Div.  66, 
63  N.  Y.  Supp.  293,  denying  recovery  of  amount  of  premiums  paid  on  irregularly 
issued  life  policy,  the  irregularity  of  which  had  been  waived;  Hoblee  v.  Masonic 
Life  Asso.  38  Misc.  482,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  1098,  forfeiting  policy  issued  to  appli- 
cant after  his  death  when  application  required  policy  to  be  delivered  to  him  in 
life;  Stage  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  76  App.  Div.  511,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  555,  and  Lewis  v. 
Guardian  Fire  &  Life  Assur.  Co.  93  App.  Div.  160,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  525,  holding 
provision  in  policy  against  other  insurance  may  be  waived  by  local  agent  receiv- 
ing application  for  insurance;  Equitable  Trust  Co.  v.  Newman,  69  Misc.  501,  127 
N.  Y.  Supp.  243,  holding  that  delivery  of  life  insurance  policy  by  agent,  without 
payment  of  premium  operates  as  waiver  of  clause  providing  that  policy  should 
not  be  binding  until  premium  was  paid;  Farmers'  Feed  Co.  v.  Insurance  C^.  of 
N.  A.  162  Fed.  383,  sustaining  recovery  on  policy  on  unsea worthy  vessel  where 
insurer  had  knowledge  of  its  condition  at  time  policy  was  issued;  New  York 
Mut.  Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Westchester  F.  Ins.  Co.  110  App.  Div.  766,  97  N.  Y.  Supp. 
436,  holding  insurer  liable  on  policy  on  unoccupied  building  where  agent  knew 
it  was  unoccupied  at  time  policy  issued,  though  it  contained  provision  that  it 
should  be  avoided  if  building  became  vacant. 

Cited  in  notes  (13  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  847)  on  effect  of  nonwaiver  agreement  on 
conditions  existing  at  inception  of  policy;  (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  107,  122,  139) 
on  waiver  of  provisions  of  nonwaiver  or  written  waiver  of  conditions  and  for- 
feitures in  policies. 

Distinguished  in  Roblee  v.  Masonic  L.  Asso.  38  Misc.  482,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  1098^ 
holding  rule  that  general  agent  of  insurance  company  may  waive  conditional 
clauses  in  policy,  not  applicable  to  membership  in  benefit  association  where  in- 
sured died  before  issue  of  certificate;  Parsons  v.  Lane  (Re  Miller's  &  Mfrs.  Ins. 
Co.)  97  Minn.  107,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  236,  106  N.  W.  485,  7  Ann.  Cas.  1144,  hold- 
ing condition  as  to  ownership  not  waived  by  issuing  policy  without  inquiry, 
where  insurer  or  its  agent  had  no  knowledge  of  a  breach  existing  at  time  policy 
was  issued. 
^Wben  forfeiture  effected  by  i;rant  of  o^prnemlilp. 

Cited  in  Neafie  v.  Woodcock,  15  App.  Div.  621,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  768,  holding  un- 
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delivered  chattel  mortgage  on  insured  property  has  no  legal  inception  to  work 
forfeiture;  Wood  v.  American  F.  Ins.  Co.  149  N.  Y.  386,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  733,  44 
N.  E.  80,  holding  sale  under  execution  does  not  work  forfeiture  of  policy  for 
breach  of  condition  of  change  of  ownership;  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  t.  Feist,  31  Ind. 
App.  396,  68  N.  E.  188,  holding  recorded  deed  not  otherwise  delivered,  and  in- 
tended to  take  effect  only  upon  death  of  grantor,  who  remained  in  possession,  not 
breach  of  condition  of  sole  ownership  of  assured. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Arkansas  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  48  L.  R.  A.  510,  which 
holds  policy  not  affected  by  mere  agreement  to  buy  premises,  definite  only  as  to 
price;  Farmers'  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jensen,  44  L.  R.  A.  861,  which  holds  policy  void 
by  conveyance  to  wife  of  insured  through  third  person. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  107)  on  contract  to  convey  as  breach  of  condi- 
tion in  insurance  policy  against  change  in  title  or  interest. 

Distinguished  in  Roeenstein  v.  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  70  App,  Div.  483,  79  N.  ¥► 
Supp.  736,  holding    deed   by  insured    to  son,    to   hinder    judgment    creditor,  is- 
"change  of  title"  avoiding  policy. 
Effect   of  notice  to  aarent. 

Cited  in  Robbins  v.  Springfield  P.  ft  M.  Ins.  Co.  149  N.  Y.  484,  44  N.  E.  159, 
holding  insurance  company  barted  from  claiming  policy  void  because  of  incum- 
brance, where  its  agent  was  informed  of  its  existence  upon  issuance  of  policy; 
Weber  v.  Germania  F.  Ins.  Co.  16  App.  Div.  600,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  976,  holding^ 
notice  to  agent,  when  negotiating  insurance,  of  unpaid  property  on  instalment 
plan  notice  to  company ;  McGuire  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.^  7  App.  Div.  584,  40  X. 
Y.  Supp.  300,  holding  company  estopped  to  deny  liability  under  policy  issued  ta 
illiterate  man  by  agent,  with  authority,  on  unfulfilled  promise  to  indorse  waiver 
of  condition  as  to  chattel  mortgage;  Georgia  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Goode,  96  Va.  756, 
30  S.  E.  366,  sustaining  estoppel  on  company  whose  soliciting  agent,  informed  of 
lien,  stated  it  to  be  too  small  to  be  noted,  and  dictated  in  application  that  there 
was  no  encumbrance;  Strause  v.  Palatine  Ins.  Co.  128  N.  C.  65,  38  S.  £.  256, 
holding  company  estopped  to  set  up  want  of  "unconditional  ownership"  by  knowl- 
edge of  soliciting  agent  that  goods  bought  on  credit;  Ames  v.  Manhattan  L.  Ins. 
Co.  40  App.  Div.  467,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  244,  holding  knowledge  by  company's  agent 
when  he  delivered  policy  and  accepted  premium,  of  bad  health  of  insured,  waived 
condition  as  to  issuing  policy  only  "during  good  health"  of  insured;  Koenig  v. 
United  L.  Ins.  Asso.  16  Misc.  534,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  506,  holding  life  policy  not  vi- 
tiated by  false  statement  as  to  refusal  by  other  insurers,  when  knowledge  brought 
home  to  company  through  its  medical  examiner;  Will  v.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co. 
3  App.  Div.  26,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  933,  holding  messenger  boy  asking,  waiting  for, 
and  receiving  telegram  in  answer  to  another,  agent  of  company,  and  not  of 
sender;  Wisotzkey  v.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  112  App.  Div.  602,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  760, 
holding  insurer  bound  by  knowledge  of  agent  as  to  ownership  of  property  in* 
sured,  though  policy  contained  provision  that  agent  could  not  waive  conditions^ 
otherwise  than  by  writing  on  policy;  Welch  v.  Fire  Asso.  of  Philadelphia,  120 
Wis.  469,  98  N.  W.  227,  holding  insurer  estopped  to  set  up  as  defense  to  liability 
on  policy,  facts  which  were  known  to  its  agent  at  time  policy  was  issued;  Ger- 
man-American Ins.  Co.  V.  Yeagley,  163  Ind.  661,  71  N.  E.  897,  2  Ann.  Cas.  276, 
on  same  point;  Dimick  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  69  N.  J.  L.  403,  62  Atl. 
774,  55  Atl.  291,  on  effect  of  knowledge  by  agent  where  insured  had  knowledge  of 
limitation  upon  agent's  authority. 

Distinguished  in  Traders  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cassell,  24  Ind.  App.  242,  66  N.  E.  259, 
holding  policy  void  because  of  chattel  mortgage  though  known  to  local  agent,  but 
concealed  from  adjuster;  Gray  v.  Germania  F.  Ins.  Co.  155  N.  Y.  184,  49  N.  E. 
675,  holding  knowledge  of  insurance  company's  agents  of  intention  to  procure 
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other  insurance  after  valid  policj  issued  not  waiver  of  condition  in  poliqr  as  to 
otiier  insurance;  Dimick  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  69  N.  J.  L.  403,  62  L.  R^  A. 
783,  55  Atl.  291,  holding  warranty  in  application  cannot  be  avoided  on  ground 
that  insurer's  agent  knew  facts,  and  incorrectly  entered  them  in  application 
where  latter  contains  express  limital^ion  upon  powers  of  agent. 
Sufficiency  of  pleadlnar* 

Cited  in  Hickey  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  92  Hun,  194,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  329,  hold- 
ing complaint  sufficient  to  recover  for  loss  by  fire,  which  alleged  contract  of  in- 
surance, destruction  by  fire,  offer  of  proofs  of  loss  and  their  refusal  on  ground 
that  policy  was  canceled. 

25  L.  R.  A.  640,  EELS  v.  AMERICAN  TELEPH.  &  TELEG.  00.  143  N.  Y.  133, 

38  N.  E.  202. 
"What  conntltutea  additional  servltiide  on  street. 

Followed  in  Kester  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  108  Fed.  926,  holding  that  Federal 
statute  permitting  construction  of  telegraph  lines  along  post  roads  of  United 
States  does  not  affect  right  of  owner  to  claim  damages  for  additional  burden  on 
fee. 

Cited  in  Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Bruen,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  221;   Andrews  v. 
Delhi  &  S.  Teleph.  Co.  36  Misc.  26,  7r  I?.  Y.  Supp.  60;  Krueger  v.  Wisconsin 
Teleph.  Co.  106  Wis.  108,  50  L.  R-  js.  304,  81  N.  W.  1041;  Bronson  v.  Albion 
Teleph.  Co.  67  Neb.  116,  60  L.R.i^    428,  93  N,  W.  201,  2  Ann.  Cas.  639;  Donovan 
v.  Allert,  11  N.  D.  295,  58  L.R,:..  779,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  720,  91  N.  W.  441,— hold- 
ing telephone  poles  impose  additional  servitude  on  street  use;   Castle   v.   Bell 
Teleph.  Co.  49  App.  Div.  442,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  482,  and  Halleran  v.  Bell  Teleph. 
Co.  64  App.  Div.  43,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  686,  denying  right  of  abutting  owner,  with- 
out title  to  center  of  highway,  to  compel  removal  of  telephone  poles;  Utica  v. 
Utica  Teleph.  Co.  24  App.  Div.  364,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  916,  holding  legislature  may 
authorize  use  of  city  streets  for  any  purpose  not  inconsistent  with  public  use; 
Johnson  v.  New  York  &  P.  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  76  App.  Div.  564,  78  N.  Y.  Supp. 
598,  holding  village  street  may  be  used  for  erection  of  telephone  poles  and  wires, 
with  permission  of  municipality,  without  consent  of  abutting  proprietors;  Gray 
V.  York  State  Teleph.  Co.  41  Misc.  110,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  920,  affirmed  on  appeal. 
92  App.  Div.  90,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  771,  holding  state  franchise  does  not  give  right 
to  erect  telephone  poles  and  wires  along  suburban  highway  without  compensation 
to  abutting  proprietors;  Myers  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  83  App.  Div.  624,  82  N.  Y. 
Supp.   83,   holding  owner  under   deed   reserving   highway   entitled   to  maintain 
ejectment  against  telephone  company,  to  compel  removal  of  poles  erected  without 
right  along  country  highway ;  Hodges  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  133  N.  C.  232,  45 
S.  E.  572,  holding  owner  of  land  entitled  to  compensation  for  use  of  railroad 
right  of   way   for  telegraph  poles,  erected  with  consent  of  railroad  company; 
Weeks  v.  New  York  &  N.  J.  Teleph.  Co.  86  App.  Div.  258,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  678, 
questioning,  without  deciding,  right  of  telephone  company  to  erect  poles  in  rural 
part  of  city  street,   without  condemnation  or  consent  of  abutting  proprietor; 
Jayne  v.  Cortland  Waterworks  Co.  42  Misc.  265,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  571,  holding  vil- 
lage without  authority  to  grant  permission  to  construct  water  main  in  street 
which  had  never  been  accepted,  without  compensation  to  abutting  owners;  Cater 
v.  Northwestern  Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  60  Minn.  550,  28  L.R.A.  315,  footnote  p.  310, 
63  N.  W.  Ill   (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  erection  of  telephone  poles 
does  not  impose  additional  servitude;   Re  Grade  Crossing,  6  App.  Div.  339,  40 
N.  Y.  Supp.  520   (concurring  opinion),  majority  holding  owner  of  land  taken 
for  street  crossing  also  entitled  to  compensation  for  injury  to  remnant  of  land; 
Weed  V.  McKeg,  37  Misc.  113,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  250,  holding  servient  estate,  over 
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which  right  of  way  passes,  cannot  be  made  to  yield  to  use  of  way,  hy  a  building 
over  it  not  contemplated  in  original  grant;  Peck  v.  Schenectady  R.  Co.  170 
N.  Y.  306,  63  K.  E.  367,  and  Jaynes  v.  Omaha  Street  R.  Co.  63  Neb.  649,  39 
L.R.A.  767,  74  N.  W.  67,  holding  poles  and  wires  of  electric  railway  in  street 
impose  an  additional  burden  upon  street  entitling  abutting  owner  to  damages; 
Coatsworth  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  156  N.  Y.  467,  61  N.  E.  301,  Affirming  24 
App.  Div.  278,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  611,  holding  owner  of  land,  on  which  was  public 
street,  in  which  railroad  maintained  abutment  for  bridge,  entitled  to  have 
such  erection  removed;  Sun  Printing  &  Pub.  Asso.  v.  New  York,  8  App.  Div. 
283,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  607  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  rapid  transit  act 
affecting  city  only  is  valid  as  for  city  purpose;  Richards  v.  Citizens'  Water 
Supply  Co.  140  App.  Div.  210,  126  X.  Y.  Supp.  116,  holding  laying  of  water 
mains  and  placing  of  hydrants  in  street  is  proper  exercise  of  urban  easement 
which  imposes  no  snew  burden  upon  fee ;  Re  Alexander  Street,  146  App.  Div. 
600,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  944  (dissenting  opinion),  on  right  of  abutter  to  recover 
damages  because  of  erection  of  railroad  trestle  in  street;  Osborne  v.  Auburn 
Teleph.  Co.  189  N.  Y.  396,  82  N.  E.  428,  Reversing  111  App.  Div.  704,  97  N.  Y. 
Supp.  874,  holding  that  telephone  line  in  city  street  is  an  additional  servitude; 
Powers  V.  State  Line  Teleph.  Co.  116  App.  Div.  738,  102  N.  Y.  Supp.  34,  holding 
telephone  line  in  street  of  village  of  less  than  10,000  population  to  be  additional 
servitude;  Cosgriflf  v.  Tri-State  Teleph.  Co.  15  N.  D.  216,  5  L.R^.(N.S.)  1146, 
107  N.  W.  625,  holding  that  telephone  and  tel^raph  line  upon  rural  highway  is 
an  additional  servitude;  Hudson  River  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Forrestal,  66  Misc.  137, 
106  N.  Y.  Supp.  404,  holding  that  telephone  company  cannot  erect  poles  in 
village  street  without  permission  of  abutting  owner,  though  permitted  by  vil- 
lage authorities;  McCann  v.  Johnson  County  Teleph.  Co.  69  Kan.  222,  66  L.R.A. 
179,  76  Pac.  870,  2  Ann.  Cas.  156  (dissenting  opinion),  on  use  of  highway  for 
telephone  line;  Re  Rapid  Transit  R.  Comrs.  197  N.  Y.  98,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  655, 
90  N.  £.  466,  18  Ann.  Cas.  366,  holding  subway  to  be  additional  burden  upon 
street;  Jayne  v.  Cortland  Waterworks  Co.  107  App.  Div.  622,  96  N.  Y.  Supp. 
227,  on  right  of  water  company  to  lay  pipes  in  street  without  compensation; 
Lent  V.  Tilyou,  106  App.  Div.  192,  94  N.  Y.  Supp,  479,  on  what  constitutes  public 
use  of  highway. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cobum  v.  New  Teleph.  Co.  62  L.R.A.  672,  which  holds 
occupation  of  sidewalk  with  trench  and  pipes  for  conduit  for  telephone  wires  not 
additional  burden;  McCann  v.  Johnson  County  Teleph.  Co.  66  L.R.A.  171,  which 
holds  construction  and  maintenance  of  telephone  line  on  rural  highway  not 
additional  servitude. 

Cited  in  note  (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  262,  263)  on  what  are  additional  servitudes 
in  highways. 

Distinguished  in  Magee  v.  Overshiner,  160  Ind.  139,  40  L.  R.  A.  374,  66  Am. 
St.  Rep.  368,  49  N.  E.  951,  holding  reasonable  use  of  street  for  telephone  poles 
and  wires  not  additional  servitude;  Palmer  v.  Larchmont  Electric  Co.  158  N.  Y. 
234,  43  L.  R.  A.  674,  62  N.  E.  1092,  Reversing  6  App.  Div.  12,  39  N.  Y.  Supp. 
622,  holding  electric  light  pole  in  country  highway  not  additional  burden;  State 
Line  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Ellison,  121  App.  Div.  500,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  130,  holding  city 
owning  fee  of  street  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  telephone  line  in  street; 
Gannett  v.  Independent  Teleph.  Co.  65  Misc.  559,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  3,  holding 
telephone  line  in  city  street  not  additional  servitude. 

Disapproved  in  Frazier  v.  East  Tennessee  Teleph.  Co.  116  Tenn.  419,  3  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  324,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  856,  90  S.  W.  620,  6  Ann.  Cas.  838,  holding  that 
telephone  poles  and  wires  in  street  are  not  an  additional  servitude. 
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RiKl&ts   of   abutting   ovvrmer. 

Cited  in  Linton  v.  Coupe,  138  App.  Div.  523,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  321,  holding  that 
by  dedication  of  land  for  street  owner  only  parts  with  right  of  possession  for 
street  purposes  and  not  with  title;  Wells  v.  Croton-on-Hudson,  69  Misc.  101, 
124  N.  Y.  Supp.  1058,  holding  that  owner  of  fee  in  street  may  lay  water  pipes 
below  surface  to  supply  dwellings;  Donahue  v.  Keystone  Gas  Co.  181  N.  Y.  321, 
70  L.R.A.  764,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  549,  73  N.  £.  1108,  holding  gas  company  liable 
to  abutting  owner  for  injury  to  trees  in  front  of  his  lot  from  escaping  gas;  BrowB 
V.  Asheville  Electric  Co.  138  N.  C.  540,  69  L.R.A.  635,  107  Am.  St.  Rep.  554, 
51  S.  E.  62,  holding  electric  company  liable  in  damages,  to  abutting  owner 
for  cutting  down  shade  tree  in  front  of  his  premises  for  convenience  in  stringing 
its  wires;  McMillan  v.  Klaw  &  E.  Constr.  Co.  107  App.  Div.  411,  95  N.  Y.  Supp. 
365,  holding  that  city  has  no  power  to  authorize  a  structure  on  private  building 
to  extend  into  the  street  without  compensation  to  adjoining  owner  damaged 
thereby. 
Effect  of  lonflT  aeqvioooonee  in  aet. 

Cited  in  Wilcox  v.  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  73  App.  Div.  615,  76  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1037,  Spring,  J.,  dissenting,  who  holds  right  to  maintain  ejectment  to  com- 
pel removal  of  telephone  poles  erected  on  plaintiff's  lands  without  his  knowledge 
not  lost  by  acquiescence;  Rathbone  v.  Wirth,  6  App.  Div.  307,  40  N.  Y.  Supp. 
535,  denying  validity  of  act  intended  to  equally  divide  police  board  of  city  be- 
tween political  parties  without  reference  to  majority,  although  act  uniform  and 
acquiesced  in  for  long  time. 
Poivera  of  teleiprapli  companies. 

Cited  in  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Secretary  of  State,  159  Mich.  196, 
123  N.  W.  568,  on  telegraph  company  as  having  power  to  conduct  telephone 
business. 

26  L.  R.  A.  645,  JAFFRAY  v.  JENNINGS,  101  Mich.  516,  60  N.  W.  52. 
Tirhen  attachment  -vrill  not  lie. 

Cited  in  Cottrell  v.  Hatheway,  108  Mich.  623,  66  N.  W.  596,  holding  atUch- 
ment  will  not  lie  for  several  acts  of  joint  debtors  unless  so  alleged  in  affidavit; 
Schoenfeld  v.  Bourne,  159  Mich.  142,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  126,  123  N.  W.  637,  hold- 
ing that  published  notice  to  "Dunton"  is  not  sufficient  to  support  attachment 
against  property  of  Denton,  where  no  personal  service  was  secured;  Bowman  v 
Wade,  54  Or.  359,  103  Pac.  72  (dissenting  opinion),  on  construction  of  statute 
giving  right  to  attachment  of  property. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Davis  v.  Dodson,  29  L.  R.  A.  496,  which  denies  right  to 
attach  property  of  one  member  of  law  firm  for  copartner's  failure  to  account  for 
money  collected. 

25  L.  R.  A.  649,  BYERS  v.  SCHLUPE,  51  Ohio  St.  300,  38  N.  E.  117. 
Jurisdiction  In  attaclin&ent. 

Cited  in  Halliday  Hay  Co.  v.  Cline,  9  Ohio  C.  C.  283,  6  Ohio  C.  D.  145,  holding 
justice  may  acquire  jurisdiction  in  attachment  proceeding  against  firm  by 
publication. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Stat^  use  of  Burt  v.  Allen,  50  L.  R.  A.  284,  which  holds 
nonresidence,  preventing  claim  of  exemption,  determinable  as  of  date  of  sale  of 
property. 
Partnerslilp  mm  lesal  entity. 

Cited  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Cochran,  8  Ohio  N.  P.  700,  12  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P. 
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Dec.  35,  as  to  whether  partnership  is  legal  entity  with  residence  or  domocile 
distinct  from  individuals  composing  it. 

25  L.  R.  A.  654,  MONTGOMERY  v.  SANTA  ANA  &  W.  R.  CO.  104  Cal.  186,  43 

Am.  St.  Rep.  89,  37  Pac.  786. 
Use  of  street  for  railroad. 

Cited  in  Kipp  v.  Davis-Daly  Copper  Co.  41  Mont.  517,  36  Ii.R.A.(N.S.)  669, 
110  Pac  237,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1372,  holdiing  that  narrow  gauge  railway  operated 
exclusively  within  city  by  power  other  than  steam  to  carry  ore  from  mine  and 
supplies  to  it,  is  not  additional  burden;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Muncie  A  P.  Traction  Co.  174  Ind.  177,  91  N.  E.  600,  holding  that  with  permis- 
sion of  city  interurban  railroad  may  operate  cars  upon  streets  and  across  tracks 
of  steam  railroad;  Howe  v.  West  End  Street  R.  Co.  167  Mass.  60,  44  N.  E.  386; 
•Wagner  v.  Bristol  Belt  Line  R.  Co.  108  Va.  601,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1282,  62  S.  E. 
391, — holding  that  electric  street  car  line  in  street  is  not  an  additional  servi- 
tude; Kinsey  v.  Union  Traction  Co.  169  Ind.  616,  81  N.  E.  922,  holding  that 
operation  of  interurban  railroad  over  tracks  of  street  railway  does  not  impose 
.an  additional  servitude  though  it  carry  freight  also;  Mordhurst  v.  Ft.  Wayne 
&  S.  W.  Traction  Co.  163  Ind.  277,  66  L.R.A.  115,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  222,  71  N. 
E.  642,  2  Ann.  Cas.  967,  holding  interurban  railway  line  carrying  freight  and 
passengers  not  an  additional  servitude  upon  city  street;  Gurnsey  v.  Northern 
California  Power  Co.  7  Cal.  App.  542,  94  Pac.  858,  holding  poles  and  wires  of 
electric  company  used  for  lighting  street  and  also  conveying  power  are  not  an 
additional  servitude. 

Cited  in  aotes    (36  LJl.A.<N.S.)    71^,   7^8;   830)   -an  butter's  right  to  com- 
pensation for  railroads  in  streets;    (106  Am.  St.  Rep.  235,  239,  248,  254,  255; 
<OB  what  Are  additional  servitudes  in  highways. 

Distinguished  in  Colegrove  Water  Co.  v.  Hollywood,  151  Cal.  431,  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  909,  80  Pac.  1053,  holding  that  owner  of  fee  of  street  may  lay  water 
pipes  under  the  surface  for  his  own  use,  so.  long  as  not  interfering  with  the 
ipublic  use  of  the  street;  Coats  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  1  Cal.  App.  443, 
82  Pac.  640,  on  right  of  abutting  owner  to  compensation  for  damage  from  rail- 
road in  street. 

Questioned  in  O'Connor  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  122  Cal.  684,  55  Pac.  688,  sus- 
taining injunction  against  construction  of  railroad  in  public  street  in  front  of 
-plaintiff's  premises. 

Disapproved  in  Rische  v.  Texas  Transp.  Co.  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  37,  66  S.  W.  324, 
holding  street  railway  for  transportation  of  freight  additional  servitude  entitling 
-abutting  owner  to  damages  not  suifered  in  common. 
BJectment  for  land  dedicated  for  street. 

Cited  In  footnote  to  San  Francisco  v.  Grote,  41  L.  R.  A.  335,  which  sustains 
<city's  right  of  ejectment  for  land  dedicated  for  street. 

Cited  in  note   (116  Am.  St.  Rep.  585)  on  maintainability  of  ejectment  for  en- 
croachments on  highways  by  railroads,  telegraph  companies,  etc. 
Nature  of  title  to  hlflrli'W^ar. 

Cited  in  Madera  R.  Co.  v.  Raymond  Granite  Co.  3  Cal.  App.  679,  87  Pac. 
-27,  holding  land  of  public  highway  subject  to  condemnation  for  railway  right 
of  way  under  statute. 
IVl&at  la  a  railfray. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Freiday  v.  Sioux  City  Rapid  Transit  Co.  26  L.  R.  A.  246, 
which  holds  elevated  railroad  a  "railway." 
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26  L.  R.  A.  658,  O'DOXNELL  v.  MAINE  C.  R.  CO.  86  Me.  562,  30  Atl.  116. 
-^-  Volunteers. 

Cited  in  Ryan  v.  O'Brien  Boiler  Works,  68  Mo.  App.  151,  holding  servant  of 
shipper  injured  while  assisting  railway  employees  to  load  car  so  as  to  facilitate 
his  own  work  not  volunteer;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Ward,  98  Tenn.  127,  60  Am. 
St.  Rep.  848,  38  S.  W.  727,  holding  employee  of  shipper  of  potatoes,  assisting  in 
moving  car  for  his  own  convenience  in  loading  not  volunteer;  Hendrickson  v. 
Wisconsin  C.  R.  Co.  143  Wis.  187,  122  N.  W.  758,  holding  railroad  companv 
not  liable  to  one  injured  by  negligence  of  engineer  while  such  person  was  assist- 
ing conductor  to  fix  brake,  but  who  was  not  employed  by  conductor  and  no 
emergency  existed;  Santa  Fe,  P.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ford,  10  Ariz.  209,  85  Pac. 
1072,  holding  that  consignee  of  freight  assisting  in  its  unloading,  at  request  jf 
conductor  of  train  is  not  a  mere  volunteer;  Meyer  v.  Kenyon-Rosing  Mach.  Co. 
95  Minn.  332,  104  N.  W.  132,  holding  that,  one  having  an  interest  in  the  work, 
who  assists  the  servants  of  another  at  their  request  or  by  their  consent  is  noi 
a  mere  volunteer;  Kelly  v.  Tyra,  103  Minn.  181,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  343,  114  N. 
W.  750,  holding  that  servant  of  one  master  who  is  interested  in  the  work, 
assisting  the  servant  of  another  at  his  request  is  not  a  volunteer;  Belt  R.  Co^ 
V.  Charters,  123  111.  App.  328,  on  liability  to  volunteers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Cincinnati  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Finnell,  57  L.  R.  A. 
266,  which  denies  liability  to  one  helping  brakemen  at  their  request  to  load 
piano;  Cleveland  Terminal  &  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Marsh,  62  L.  R.  A.  142,  which  de- 
nies liability  for  injury  to  small  boy,  employed  by  station  agent  to  put  up  switch 
light,  from  explosion  of  torpedo  fund  by  him  on  track;  Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R.  Co. 
v.  West,  67  L.R.A.  701,  which  holds  one  into  whose  service  another  volunteers 
not  required  to  anticipate  or  discover  the  peril  of  such  volunteer. 

Cited   in  note    (13   L.R.A.(N.S.)    562)    on   liability  of  master  for   injury  to 
volunteer. 
Measure   of   damnarea   for   caualnar   death. 

Cited  in  Ramsdcll  v.  Grady,  97  Me.  322,  54  Atl.  763,  holding,  in  case  of  mal- 
practice resulting  in  death,  physician  liable  to  estate  only  for  loss  sustained  by 
deceased  in  his  lifetime. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Smith  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  28  L.  R.  A.  573^ 
which  holds  only  pecuniary  damages  recoverable  for  causing  death. 
When  master  liable. 

Cited  in  Hoveland  v.  National  Blower  Works,  134  Wis.  347,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1256,  114  N.  W.  796,  on  liability  of  master. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Mitchell-Tranter  Co.  v.  Ehmet,  55  L.  R.  A.  710,  which  au- 
thorizes recovery  for  injury  during  noon  intermission  to  servant  removing  broken 
timbers  at  superior's  direction. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.  527)  on  liability  to  employees  of  contractor  for  un- 
safe appliances  or  place  of  labor;  (40  L.  ed.  U.  S.  768)  on  duty  to  provide  safe 
place  to  work. 

25  L.  R-  A.  663,  WALLACE  v.  CITY  &  SUBURBAN  R.  CO.  26  Or.  174,  37  Pac. 

477. 
Wlien  noniiult  Tvarraiited. 

Cited  in  Perkins  v.  McCullough,  36  Or.  148,  59  Pac.  182,  and  Barr  v.  Rader,  33 
Or.  376,  54  Pac.  210,  holding  nonsuit  will  not  be  granted  unless  evidence  for 
plaintiff  will  not  authorize  finding  of  jury  or  would  require  setting  aside  verdict 
for  want  of  evidence;  Haines  v.  McKinnon,  35  Or.  682,  57  Pac.  903  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  holding  nonsuit  cannot  be  sustained  where  there  was  enough 


1421  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [25  L.R^.  663 

evidence  to  go  to  jury  upon  bona  fides  of  sale  of  property;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Fire  Asso.  33  Or.  188  53  Pac.  8,  refusing  to  set  aside  verdict  that  fire  was  of  in- 
oendiary  origin,  when  competent  evidence  before  jury  from  which  it  might  have 
drawn  such  inference;  Lowe  v.  Salt  Lake  City,  13  Utah,  98,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  708, 
44  Pac.  1050,  holding  if  facts  are  such  that  reasonable  men  may  differ  it  is  for 
jury  to  decide;  Mayes  v.  Stephens,  38  Or.  621,  64  Pac.  319,  refusing  nonsuit 
where  jury  might  have  inferred  that  lien  of  mortgage  still  subsisted. 

Cited  in  note   (16  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  72)  on  right  to  withdraw  civil  action  from 
jury  for  insufficiency  of  proof. 
Contributory  Aesliflremce  of  cbildren. 

Cited  in  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Tuohy,  196  111.  426,  68  L.  R.  A.  275,  63  N.  E. 
097,  holding  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  child  of  tender  years,  who  had  to  cross 
tracks  to  reach  school  near  by,  ran  some  risk  as  at  another  point;  Frauenthal 
V.  Laclede  Gktslight  Co.  67  Mo.  App..  6,  holding  child  contributed  directly  to  his 
death  where  he  took  hold  of  live  w^ire  while  watching  others  trying  to  avoid  con- 
tact with  it;  Citizens  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Hamer,  29  Ind.  App.  434,  62  N.  E.  661, 
holding  infant's  negligence  in  going  upon  track  in  front  of  approaching  street 
car,  when  attention  attracted  in  opposite  direction,  question  for  jury;  Schleiger 
v.  Northern  Terminal  Co.  43  Or.  15,  72  Pac.  324,  holding  whether  child  of  tender 
years  stepping  in  front  of  moving  train,  approaching  with  little  noise,  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence,  question  for  jury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Cincinnati  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Wright,  32  L.  R.  A.  340,  which 
holds  boy  catching  ride  on  private  vehicle  not  chargeable  with  driver's  negli- 
gence. 

Cited  in  notes  (11  L.R.A.(N.S.)   170)  on  what  acts  of  child  in  attempting  lo 
cross  car  tracks  are  negligence  per  se;   (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  371)  on  duty  of  motor- 
man  to  anticipate  that  child  may  leave  place  of  safety;  (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  431,  432) 
on  negligence  in  dealing  with  children. 
NearltseAee  of  railway  employees. 

Cited  in  Citizens  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Hamer,  29  Ind.  App.  431,  62  N.  E.  661, 
holding  that  presumption  that  person  will  leave  street  railway  track  upon  seeing 
approaching  car,  does  not  relieve  motorman  from  exercising  care  required  by 
circumstances;  McDermott  v.  Severe,  25  App.  D.  C.  288,  holding  question  whether 
motorman  was  negligent,  in  failing  to  obtain  control  of  his  car  after  seeing 
children  on  and  near  track  to  be  for  jury. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Montgomery  v.  Lansing  City  Electric  R.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A. 
287,  which  holds  negligent,  motorman  running  with  lever  in  next  the  fastest 
notch  until  within  a  few  feet  of  band  parading  street ;  Roberts  v.  Spokane  Street 
R.  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  184,  which  holds  street  car  company  not  free  from  negligence 
per  se  in  having  cars  meet  at  busy  street  crossing  while  running  at  rate  of  2^ 
miles  an  hour;  Smith  v.  Union  Trunk  Line,  45  L.  R.  A.  169,  which  holds  running 
two  cable  cars  past  each  other  at  much  frequented  crossing  without  signal,  gross 
negligence;  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  v.  Scott,  33  L.  R.  A.  122,  which  holds  neg- 
ligence of  motorman  and  boy  injured  on  street  car  track  for  jury  under  evidence; 
Sample  v.  Consolidated  Light  k  R.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  186,  which  requires  high  de- 
gree of  care  from  motorman  to  prevent  injury  to  small  children;  Chicago  City  R. 
Co.  V.  Tuohy,  58  L.  R.  A.  270,  which  denies  right  to  run  electric  car  at  speed  in- 
compatible with  lawful  and  customary  use  of  street  by  others;  Rack  v.  Chicago 
City  R.  Co.  44  L.  R.  A.  127,  which  denies  negligence  of  gripman  in  failing  to 
slacken  speed  of  car  on  seeing  boys  standing  in  front  of  car  12  feet  from  track; 
Citizens'  R.  Co.  v.  Ford,  46  L.  R.  A.  467,  which  holds  ordinance  requiring  person 
^'riding  or  driving"  to  check  up  or  halt  at  crossing  to  avoid  injury  to  pedestrian. 
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not  applicable  to  electric  car;  Bamberger  v.  Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  28  L.  K.  A. 
486,  which  holds  instruction  as  to  motorman's  negligence  in  not  stopping  car 
not  erroneous  under  circumstances. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.  292)  on  duty  to  maintain  lookout  on  railroad  train; 
(21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  882)  on  right  of  motorman  to  assume  that  person  on  track  wilt 
get  out  of  way. 

Distinguished  in  Hanley  v.  Ft.  Dodge  Light  &  P.  Co.  133  Iowa,  332,  107  X. 
W.  593,  holding  that  where  a  motorman  saw  a  child  crossing  the  track   at  a 
speed  which  ordinarily  would  take  it  out  of  danger,  he  was  not  bound  to  slacken 
the  speed  of  his  car  unless  he  had  reason  to  believe  that  the  child  would  stop. 
Inferences   on    motion    for    noniinlt. 

Cited  in  Harrison  v.  Birrell,  58  Or.  422,  115  Pac.  141,  holding  that  on  motion 
for  non-suit  every  intendment  and  every  fair  legitimate  inference  which  can  arise 
from  evidence  must  be  made  in  favor  of  plaintiff. 

25  L.  R.  A.  667,  NEGUS  v.  BECKER,  143  N.  Y.  303,  62  N.  Y.  S.  R.  313,  42  Am. 

St.  Rep.  724,  38  N.  E.  20. 
Liability  for  nearHflrence  of  Independent  contractor. 

Cited  in  Burke  v.  Ireland,  166  N.  Y.  314,  59  N.  E.  914,  holding  owner  of  build- 
ing being  erected  not  liable  to  employee  of  subcontractor  for  architectural  de- 
fect when  competent  architect  liad  been  employed;  Missouri,  K.  &  0.  R.  Co.  v- 
Ferguson,  21  Okla.  271,  196  Pac.  755,  holding  one  not  liable  for  negligence  of  in- 
dependent contractor  engaged  to  do  work  which  was  lawful  and  not  intrinsically 
dangerous. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sanford  v.  Pawtucket  Street  R.  Co.  33  L.  R.  A.  564, 
which  denies  liability  of  street  railway  company  for  negligence  of  contractor 
building  road;  Boomer  v.  Wilbur,  53  L.  R.  A.  172,  which  denies  owner's  lia- 
bility for  injury  by  fall  of  bricks  through  negligence  of  independent  contractor 
repairing  chimney;  Hoff  v.  Shockley,  64  L.  R.  A.  538,  which  holds  assent  of 
owner's  agent  to  independent  contractor's  placing  sand  in  street  in  front  of 
premises,  does  not  render  owner  liable  for  injury  resulting  therefrom;  Peer^ 
less  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bagley,  53  L.  R.  A.  285,  which  holds  landlord  liable  for  inde- 
pendent contractor's  negligence  in  putting  in  automatic  fire  extinguisher;  Leavitt 
V.  Bangor  &  A.  R.  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  382,  which  denies  liability  of  railroad  company 
for  contractor's  negligence  in  communicating  fire  from  cooking  car  while  cutting 
wood  for  railroad  company;  Thompson  v.  Lowell,  I.  &  H.  Street  R.  Co.  40  h. 
R.  A.  345,  which  holds  street  railway  company  liable  for  injury  to  spectator 
at  free  exhibition  of  markmanship  given  by  independent  contractor  on  company's 
grounds;  Bonaparte  v.  Wiseman,  44  L.  R.  A.  482,  which  requires  one  employing 
independent  contractor  to  excavate  near  neighbor's  house  to  notify  neighbor  or 
see  that  contractor  exercises  due  care;  Wertheimer  v.  Saunders,  37  L.  R.  A. 
146,  which  holds  landlord  liable  for  independent  contractor's  negligence  in  put- 
ting new  roof  on  building. 

Cited  in  note  (65  L.R.A.  836)   on  liability  for  injuries  caused  by  performance 
of  work  by  independent  contractor  which  is  dangerous  unless  certain  precautions 
are  observed. 
Rlflrlita  In  party   wall. 

Cited  in  Pearsall  v.  Westcott,  30  App.  Div.  105,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  663,  holding 
party  wall  can  be  used  by  party  without  title  if  use  not  detrimental  to  other; 
Batt  V.  Kelly,  76  App.  Div.  322,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  142,  enjoining  use  by  owner  of 
party  wall  of  flues  built  into  it  for  exclusive  use  of  other  though  extending  2 
inches  beyond  center;  Moeller  v.  Wolkenberg,  67  App.  Div.  492,  73  N.  Y.  Supp. 
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890  (disaenting  opinion),  majority  refusing  to  cancel  lis  pendens  in  action  to  en- 
join defendant  from  so  constructing  addition  to  party  wall  as  to  weaken  plain- 
tiff's house;  Bright  v.  Bacon  &  Sons,  131  Ky.  866,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  390,  116  S.  W. 
268,  holding  that  one  owner  of  party  wall  may  add  thereto  on  his  side  and  use 
the  party  wall  to  extend  his  building  upward  so  long  as  he  does  not  interfere  with 
the  other  owner's  right  to  do  the  same. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Barry  v.  Edlavitch,  33  L.  R.  A.  294,  which  holds  easement 
acquired  by  possession  in  party  wall  appurtenant  to  estate. 

Cited  in  note  (89  Am.  St.  Rep.  931)  on  party  walls. 

26  L.  R.  A.  670,  CASSGNE  v.  MARVIN,  143  N.  Y.  292,  38  N.  E.  286. 

26  L.  R.  A.  674,  LOUGH  v.  OUTERBRIDGE,  143  N.  Y.  271,  62  N.  Y.  S.  R.  324, 
42  Am.  St.  Rep.  712,  38  N.  E.  292. 
Motion  for  reargument  granted  in  144  N.  Y.  642,  39  N.  E.  494. 

Reaffirmed  on  reargument  in  145  N.  Y.  602,  66  N.  Y.  S.  R.  866,  40  N.  E.  164. 
Combinations  In  reatrmlnt  of  trade. 

Cited  in  John  D.  Park  &  Sons  Co.  v.  National  Wholesale  Druggists'  Asso.  54 
App.  Div.  227,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  615,  Affirming  30  Misc.  679,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  276, 
holding  manufacturers  may  combine  for  purpose  of  enforcing  contracts  made  in 
sale  of  goods  to  jobbers  and  retailers;  Kellogg  v.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  61  App. 
Div.  39,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  237,  holding  complaint  charging  conspiracy  to  injure 
plaintiff's  business  and  refusal  of  defendant  railroads  to  carry  grain  shipped 
through  his  elevator,  sufficient  to  make  case  of  unlawful  combination;  Walsh  v. 
Dwight,  40  App.  Div.  618,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  91,  holding  contract  between  manu- 
facturer and  jobbers  and  retailers  to  deal  exclusively  in  his  goods  with  advantage 
of  lower  price  than  to  others  legal;  Reynolds  v.  Plumbers'  Material  Protective 
Asso.  30  Misc.  717,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  303,  holding  advice  to  members  of  a  plumber's 
association  not  to  sell  goods  to  debtor  until  he  has  settled  for  goods  already  pur- 
chased is  not  unlawful  interference  with  trade;  Central  New  York  Teleph.  & 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Averill,  129  App.  Div.  757,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  99,  Reversing  55  Misc. 
347,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  378,  holding  valid  agreement  by  which  telephone  company 
installed  exchange  in  hotel  and  by  which  it  was  given  exclusive  right  to  install 
telephones  therein;  Whitaker  v.  Kilby,  65  Misc.  343,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  511,  holding 
valid  agreement  between  telephone  companies  as  to  use  of  certain  instruments  and 
division  of  territory  and  interchange  of  business  over  their  lines;  People  v.  Klaw, 
55  Misc.  86, 106  N.  Y.  Supp.  341,  holding  valid  contracts  with  theatrical  producers 
containing  agreement  not  to  produce  the  same  plays  at  rival  theaters;  United 
States  V.  American  Tobacco  Co.  164  Fed.  721;  State  ex  rel.  Hadley  v.  Standard 
Oil  Co.  218  Mo.  457,  116  S.  W.  902, — on  what  constitutes  a  monopoly. 

Cited  in  note   (22  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1226)   on  liability,  in  absence  of  element  of 
conspiracy,  for  driving  away  another's  customers. 

Distinguished  in  Central  New  York  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Averill,  199  N.  Y. 
139,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  499,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  878,  92  N.  E.  206,  holding  that  con- 
tract giving  telephone  company  exclusive  right  to  furnish  connections  with  hotel 
for  term  of  years,  is  void  as  against  public  policy. 
——Motive. 

Cited  in  Locker  v.  American  Tobacco  Co.  121  App.  Div.  452,  106  N.  Y.  Supp. 
116,  holding  motive  immaterial  where  a  legal  right  is  exercised  in  a  lawful  man- 
ner. 
D Incrimination   bT   public   corpora. tlonii. 

Cited  in  Gould  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  29  Misc.  243,  60  N.  Y. 
Supp.  559,  holding  reasonableness  and  uniformity  of  charges  of  quasi-public  cor- 
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poration  subject  to  inquiry  by  court;  Sanford  v.  American  Dist.  Tel^.  Co.  13 
Misc.  91,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  144,  holding  district  telegraph  company  haying  ''call*' 
instrument  in  bank,  liable  for  loss  of  property  which  it  undertook  to  carry  for 
bank's  employee,  who  used  instrument  to  call  messenger;  Fairford  Lumber  Go.  t. 
Tombigbee  Valley  R.  Co.  165  Ala.  285,  51  So.  770,  holding  that  shipper  may  recover 
from  carrier  excessive  rates  charged  as  condition  of  receipt  of  goods  for  carriage, 
where  paid  under  protest;  New  York  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Siegel-Cooper  Co.  202  N.  Y. 
508,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  663,  96  N.  E.  109,  Affirming  137  App.  Div.  161,  126  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1033,  holding  that  telephone  company  may  make  special  rates  to  charitable 
institution,  and  clergymen,  without  entitling  all  customers  to  same  rate;  State  v. 
Central  Vermont  R.  Co.  81  Vt.  469,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  1065,  71  Atl.  194,  holding 
that  allegation  that  carrier  charged  less  rates  of  a  specified  person  for  carrying 
certain  freight  between  specified  points  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  under  statute  re- 
quiring charges  to  be  "reasonable  and  equal;"  Wright  v.  Glen  Teleph.  Co.  112  App. 
Div.  746,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  85,  holding  plaintiff  entitled  to  telephone  service  from 
company  at  reasonable  rates. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Griffin  v.  Goldsboro  Watdr  Co.  41  L.  R.  A.  240,  which 
holds  discrimination  in  rates  charged  consumers  for  water,  unlawful;  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Call  Pub.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  622,  which  authorizes  difference  in 
telegraph  rates  to  morning  and  evening  paper;  State  y.  Southern  R.  Co.  41  L.  R. 
A.  246,  which  denies  carrier's  right  to  discriminate  in  favor  of  high  official, 
larger  shipper,  or  powerful  politician;  Laurel  Cotton  Mills  v.  Gulf  &  S.  I.  R.  Co. 
66  L.R.A.  453,  which  holds  contract  between  carrier  and  manufacturer  to  main- 
tain same  rates  on  goods  shipped  by  him  between  competitive  points  as  are  main- 
tained from  other  points  where  same  factories  are  located  not  a  forbidden  dis- 
crimination. 

Cited  in  notes  (62  Am.  St.  Rep.  296)  on  regulation  of  rates;  (5  £ng.  RuL  Cas. 
379)   on  carrier's  duty  as  to  accepting  and  carrying  goods. 

Distinguished  in  Graver  v.  Edison  Electric  Illuminating  Co.  126  App.  Div.  380, 
110  N.  Y.  Supp.  603  (dissenting  opinion),  as  not  being  fully  applicable  to  public 
service  corporations. 
"What    coniitltateii    common    carrier. 

Cited  in  Faucher  v.  Wilson,  68  N.  H.  339,  39  L.  R.  A.  432,  38  Atl.  1002,  holding 
truckman,  whose  business  is  limited  to  trucking  for  special  customers,  not  com- 
mon carrier  so  as  to  make  him  insurer  of  goods  carried;  Jackson  Architectural 
Iron  Works  v.  Hurlbut,  158  N.  Y.  38,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  432,  52  N.  E.  665,  holding 
general  truckmen  are  common  carriers. 
Blfect   of   motive   upon    validity   of  action. 

Cited  in  note  (62  L.  R.  A.  706)  on  effect  of  bad  motive  to  make  actionable 
what  would  otherwise  not  be. 

Limited  in  People  v.  Duke,  19  Misc.  297,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  336,  holding  officers 
and  agents  of  trading  corporation  may  become  criminally  liable  for  conspiracy  to 
secure  monopoly  by  threats  and  menaces  against  competitors. 
IVal-ver  of  ivry  trial.  . 

Cited  in  Hawkins  v.  Mapes-Reeve  Constr.  Co.  82  App.  Div.  78,  81  N.  Y.  Supp. 
794,  holding  jury  trial  waived  in  suit  for  foreclosure  of  mechanics'  lien  if  not 
asked  for  after  parties  had  notice  personal  judgment  could  be  recovered,  though 
lien  denied. 
"Waiver  of  defense  of  adeanate  remedy  at  lair. 

Cited  in  Stuyvesant  v.  Weil,  26  Misc.  448,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  592,  holding  de- 
fense of  adequate  remedy  at  law  waived  if  not  taken  by  answer;  Wakeman  v. 
Wilbur,  147  N.  Y.  664,  42  N.  E.  341 ;  Nickerson  v.  Canton  Marble  Co.  35  Appb 


1426  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [25  L.RJl.  679 

Div.  114,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  705;  Stiefel  v.  New  York  Novelty  Co.  14  App.  Div. 
373,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  1012;  Reilly  v.  Freeman,  1  App.  Div.  564,  37  N.  Y.  Supp. 
570, — holding  that  defense  of  adequate  remedy  at  law  cannot  be  first  set  up  on 
appeal;  Irving  v,  Bruen,  110  App.  Div.  560,  97  N.  Y.  Supp.  180;  People  ex  rel. 
De  Groat  v.  Marlett,  41  Misc.  153,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  902,— holding  that  defense  tliat 
plaintiff  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  must  be  pleaded;  Faulkner  v.  Cody,  45 
Misc.  71,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  633,  on  same  point. 

Distinguished  in  Weller  v.  Bartlett,  79  N.  Y.  S.  R,  627,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  626, 
rescinding  contract  which  proof  shows  not  to  have  been  intentionally  fraudulent 
where  objection  that  action  was  at  law  not  raised  at  beginning  of  trial;  Everett 
V.  De  Fontaine,  78  App.  Div.  223,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  692,  holding  the  want  of  rem- 
edy at  law,  being  essential  to  plaintiff's  case,  need  not  be  pleaded;  Vincent  v. 
Moriarty,  31  App.  Div.  494,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  519,  holding  equitable  action  can- 
not be  changed  into  legal  action  with  money  judgment  where  contract  denied 
and  no  opportunity  offered  for  trial  by  jury;  Erste  Sokolower  Congregation  v. 
First  United  Royatiner  Sokolower  Verein,  32  Misc.  270,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  356,  hold- 
ing defense  of  adequate  remedy  at  law  available  where  its  nonexistence  is  al- 
leged in  complaint  and  denied  in  answer;  McCann  v.  Hazard,  36  Misc.  II,  72 
N.  Y.  Supp.  45,  holding  answer  to  complaint  by  administrators  of  partner  for 
accounting,  that  plaintiffs  have  adequate  remedy  at  law,  not  demurrable. 

26  L.  R.  A.  679,  PHENIX  INS.  CO.  v.  OMAHA  LOAN  ft  T.  CO.  41  Neb.  834, 

60  N.  W.  133. 
Rlflrlits  of  mortflraflree  under  f  nan  ranee  poliey  to  mortsasor. 

Reaffirmed  in  Hanover  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bohn,  48  Neb.  747,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  719, 
67  N.  W.  774,  holding  sale  by  mortgagor  subsequent  to  insurance,  without  writ- 
ten consent  of  company,  does  not  invalidate  mortgagee's  interest 

Cited  in  Oakland  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  47  Neb.  724,  36  L.  R.  A. 
674,  footnote  p.  673,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  663,  66  N.  W.  646,  holding  provisions  of 
policy  not  made  applicable  to  mortgagee's  interest  by  rider  attached,  do  not 
affect  that  interest;  State  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  Hampshire  Trust  Co.  47  Neb.  70,  66 
N.  W.  1106,  holding  mortgagee  may  recover  notwithstanding  omission  to  state 
in  application  existence  of  another  mortgage  or  use  of  building  for  other  pur- 
pose than  livery  barn;  Farmers  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Newman,  58  Neb.  507,  78  N.  W. 
933,  holding  action  to  foreclose  mortgage  in  which  stay  after  judgment  obtained 
does  not  involve  the  property  in  litigation  to  defeat  mortgagee's  interest;  Bald- 
win V.  German  Ins.  Co.  105  Iowa,  385,  75  N.  W.  326,  holding  that  attaching  of 
mortgage  clause  to  void  policies  does  revive  them  or  create  valid  contracts; 
Lowry  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  75  Miss.  46,  37  L.  R.  A.  779,  46  Am.  St.  Rep. 
587,  21  So.  664,  discussing  right  of  mortgagee  to  maintain*  action  on  policy  when 
it  does  not  appear  that  mortgage  debt  is  unpaid;  Oakland  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bank 
of  Commerce,  47  Neb.  724,  36  L.  R.  A.  674,  footnote  p.  673,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  663, 
66  N.  W.  646,  holding  policy  not  avoided  as  to  mortgagee's  interest  by  insured's 
violation  of  provision  against  transfer  of  property  without  consent;  Key  ex  rel. 
Heaton  v.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  101  Mo.  App.  356.  74  S.  W.  162,  holding  indorse- 
ment of  mortgage  note,  and  deposit  of  policy  of  insurance  as  collateral  security, 
gives  iadoraer  sufficient  interest  to  maintain  action  on  policy;  People's  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Retail  Merchants'  Mut.  Fire  Asso.  146  Iowa,  539,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  456, 
123  N.  W.  198,  holding  that  recovery  can  be  had  on  mortgagee  clause  though 
mortgagor  cannot  enforce  policy  because  of  his  misstatement  of  his  title;  Bacot 
V.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  96  Miss.  245,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1232,  50  So.  729,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912  B,  262,  holding  insurer  liable  on  mortgage  clause  in  policy  though  as  to  in- 
sured policy  was  invalid  because  interest  of  owner  was  incorrectly  set  forth ;  Col- 
L.IUL.  Au.  Vol.  III.— 90. 
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lineville  Sav.  Soc.  v.  Boston  Ins.  Co.  77  Conn.  681,  69  L.R.A.  926,  60  Atl.  647, 
on  rights  of  parties  under  mortgage  clause  in  policy. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hocking  v.  Virginia  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  39  L.  R.  A.  148, 
which  denies  mortgagee's  right  to  recover  where  mortgagor  bums  building; 
Syndicate  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bohn,  27  L.  R.  A.  614,  which  holds  mortgagee's  righta  un- 
der mortgage  clause  in  policy  not  affected  by  mortgagor's  false  statements;  Far- 
mers' Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Penn  Plate-Glass  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  710,  which  denies  mort- 
gagee's lien  on  pirooeeds  of  insurance  on  premises  by  grantee  for  own  benefit; 
Shadgett  v.  Phillips  &  C.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  461,  which  holds  mortgagee  not  entitled 
to  Insurance  procured  by  donee  for  own  benefit,  by  latter's  knowledge  of  mort- 
gagor's failure  to  keep  agreement  to  insure;  Pioneer  Sav.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Providence- 
Washington  Ins.  Co.  38  L.  R.  A.  397,  which  holds  change  of  title  by  deed  from 
mortgagor  to  mortgagee  pending  application  for  insurance  not  fatal  to  insur- 
ance; Whiting  v.  Burkhardt,  52  L.  R.  A.  788,  which  holds  mortgagee's  rights  in 
policy  not  affected  by  conveyance  of  mortgagor's  interest  in  property;  Southern 
Home  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  844,  which  holds  standard 
mortgage  clause  not  relieve  mortgagee  from  necessity  of  proof  of  loss;  Boyd  v. 
Thuringia  Ins.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  165,  which  holds  question  of  forfeiture  of  pol- 
icy payable  to  mortgagee  not  determined  by  provisions  as  to  mortgagor's  acts; 
Eddy  V.  London  Assur.  Corp.  25  L.  R.  A.  686,  which  construes  provision  against 
mortgagee's  interest  in  policy  being  "invalidated"  by  owner's  acts,  as  preventing 
reduction  for  other  insurance  taken  without  his  knowledge;  Delaware  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Greer,  61  L.  R.  A.  137,  which  holds  mortgagee's  indemnity  placed  at  risk  of 
every  act  and  omission  of  mortgagor  which  would  avoid  latter's  interest;  Collins- 
ville  Savings  Soc.  v.  Boston  Ins.  Co.  69  L.R.A.  924,  which  denies  mortgagee's  right 
to  participate  in  arbitration  proceedings  to  fix  amount  of  loss  under  open  mort- 
gage clause  attached  to  insurance  policy  providing  for  payment  of  loss  to  a  mort- 
gagee as  his  interest  may  appear. 

Cited  in  notes  (30  L.R.A.  636)  on  effect  of  riders  or  slips  attached  to  insur- 
ance policies;  (9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  490)  on  insurable  interest  of  one  secondarily 
liable  in  property  primarily  charged  with  obligation;  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  205)  on 
effect  of  breach  of  insurance  policy  by  mortgagor  on  rights  of  mortgagee;  (58 
Am.  St.  Rep.  672)  on  applicability  to  mortgi^ee  of  condition  in  policy  for  for- 
feiture; (135  Am.  St.  Rep.  750,  754)  on  fire  insurance  as  security  for  a  mortgagee 
or  other  lien  holder. 

Distinguished  in  Jaskulski  v.   Citizens'  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.   131  Mich.  605,  92 
N.  W.  98,  holding  that  under  ordinary  mortgage  rider  on  policy  issued  to  mort- 
gagor, mortgagee  is  bound  by  condition  making  policy  void  on  transfer  of  prop- 
erty without  consent  of  insurer. 
Forfeiture  under  polley* 

Cited  in  Haas  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  84  Neb.  697,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  754,  121  N. 
W.  996,  holding  life  insurance  policy  not  forfeited  by  failure  to  pay  premiums 
when  due,  where  the  policy  contains  no  clause  declaring  such  forfeiture. 

25  L.  R.  A.  686,  EDDY  v.  LONDON  ASSUR.  CORP.  143  N.  Y.  311,  62  N.  Y.  S. 
R.  316,  38  N.  E.  307. 

Followed  in  Eddy  v.  Williamsburgh  City  F.  Ins.  Co.  143  N.  Y.  656,  38  N.  E. 
307,  without  discussion. 
Bffeet  of  BAortflraaror's  acts  on  mortaraffee's   interest  under  policy. 

Cited  in  Genesee  Falls  Permanent  Sav.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  United  States  F.  Ins.  Co. 
16  App.  Div.  588,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  979,  holding  mortgagor's  failure  to  state  cor- 
rectly interest  in  insured's  premises,  not  within  mortgagee  clause  that  policy 
shall  not  be  invalidated  by  "act  or  neglect  of  mortgagor;"  Hardy  v.  Lancashire 
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Ins.  Co.  166  Mass.  214,  33  L.  R.  A.  244,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  305,  44  N.  £.  209,  hold- 
ing mortgagee's  right  to  full  payment  of  loss  under  mortgagee  clause  not  af- 
fected by  mortgagor's  taking  other  insurance,  though  former  policy  contains 
pro  rata  provision;  Baldwin  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  105  Iowa,  385,  75  N.  W.  326, 
holding  attaching  mortgage  clauses  to  void  policies  does  not  revive  them  or 
create  valid  contracts;  Reed  v.  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  81  N.  J.  L.  526,  35  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  345,  80  Atl.  462,  holding  that  policy  of  fire  insurance  may  be  valid  as  to 
mortgagee  when  mortgagee  clause  in  usual  form  is  attached  to  policy  although 
void  as  to  owner  because  of  breach  of  warranty;  Heilbrunn  v.  German  Alliance  Ins. 
Co.  140  App.  Div.  564,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  374  (dissenting  opinion),  on  attachment 
of  mortgagee  clause  to  fire  policy  as  giving  rise  to  separate  contract  of  insurance 
between  mortgagee  and  company;  Glens  Falls  Ins.  Co.  v.  Porter,  44  Fla.  583, 
33  So.  473;  Reed  v.  Newark  F.  Ins.  Co.  74  X.  J.  L.  405,  65  Atl.  1053,—holding 
that  invalidity  of  policy  for  acts  done  by  mortgagor  cannot  be  set  up  to  defeat 
recovery  under  mortgage  clause;  Smith  v.  Union  Ins.  Co.  25  R.  I.  267,  105  Am. 
St  Rep.  882,  55  Atl.  715,  holding  that  under  policy  containing  mortgage  clause, 
insurer  cannot  set  up,  against  mortgagee,  that  policy  is  void  because  interest  of 
owner  is  improperly  described;  Scottish  Union  &  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Field,  18  Colo. 
App.  72,  70  Pac.  149,  holding  mortgaged  not  bound  by  agreement  between  insurer 
and  owner  as  to  amount  of  loss;  Uhlfelder  v.  Palatine  Ins.  Co.  Ill  App.  Div.  61,. 
97  N.  Y.  Supp.  499,  Reversing  44  Misc.  155,  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  792,  holding  mortgagee^ 
who  has  bid  in  the  property  before  the  fire,  entitled  to  recover  under  mortgage 
clause. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Syndicate  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bohn,  27  L.  R.  A.  614,  which  holds 
mortgagee's  rights  imder  mortgage  clause  in  policy  not  affected  by  mortgagor's 
false  statements;  Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Penn  Plate-Glass  Co.  56  L.  R.  A. 
710,  which  denies  mortgagee's  lien  on  proceeds  of  insurance  on  premises  by  gran- 
tee for  own  benefit;  Oakland  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  36  L.  R.  A. 
673,  which  holds  policy  not  avoided  as  to  mortgagee's  interest  by  insured's  vio- 
lation of  provision  against  transfer  of  property  without  consent;  Delaware  Ins« 
Co.  V.  Greer,  61  L.  R.  A.  137,  which  holds  mortgagee's  indemnity  placed  at  risk 
of  eveiy  act  and  omission  of  mortgagor  which  would  avoid  latter's  interest; 
Boyd  V.  Thuringia  Ins.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  165,  which  holds  question  of  forfeiture 
of  policy  payable  to  mortgagee  not  determined  by  provisions  as  to  mortgagor's 
acts. 

Cited  in  notes  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  450)  on  right  io  insurance  where  loss  occurrs 
during  period  of  redemption  from  foreclosure;  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  206)  on  effect  of 
breach  of  insurance  policy  by  mortgagor  on  rights  of  mortgagee;  (58  Am.  St. 
Rep.  672)  on  applicability  to  mortgagee  of  condition  in  policy  for  forfeiture; 
(135  Am.  St.  Rep.  764)  on  fire  insurance  as  security  for  a  mortgagee  or  other 
lien  holder. 

Distinguished  in  Queen  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dearborn  Sav.  Loan  ft  Bldg.  Asso.  75  HI. 
App.  377,  holding  parts  of  policy  indicated  therein  as  applicable  to  contract  with 
mortgagee  makes  complete  contract  to  exclusion  of  remainder  of  policy;  Sun 
Ins.  Office  V.  Varble,  103  Ky.  768,  41  L.  R.  A.  794,  46  S.  W.  486,  holding  fire 
insurance  company  bound  to  pay  loss  sustained  by  lessor  under  policy  issued 
to  her,  notwithstanding  payment  of  portion  of  loss  contracted  for  under  policies 
to  lessees,  where  lessee  not  required  to  rebuild. 
Trustee's   liability   for   mlMipplled   Innnrmnce   money. 

Cited  in  Re  Olmstead,  52  App.  Div.  518,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  212,  holding  trustee 
liable  for  amount  of  insurance  directed  by  him  to  be  paid  to  person  in  posses- 
sion on  mere  verbal  understanding  that  it  be  used  in  repair  of  building. 
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26  L.  R.  A.  691,  McGRAW  v.  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA,  3  App.  D.  C.  405. 
Liability  for  safety  of  batbers. 

Cited  in  Phillips  v.  Orr.  152  N.  C.  586,  67  S.  £.  1064,  on  duties  and  liabilities 
of  persons  or  corporations  maintaining  bathing  resorts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Brotherton  v.  Manhattan  Beach  Improv.  0>.  33  L.  R.  A. 
598,  which  requires  keeper  of  bathing  resort  to  take  proper  precautions  for 
safety  of  bathers. 

Cited  in  note  (3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  982)  on  care  required  from  proprietor  of  bath- 
ing resort. 
Liability  of  District  of  Colambia. 

Cited  in  Parsons  v.  District  of  Columbia,  35  App.  D.  C.  338,  holding  that 
District  of  Columbia  is  liable  as  municipality  for  breach  of  contract  with  build- 
ing contractor  made  by  Secretary  of  Treasury  and  district  commissioners  under 
act  of  Congress  of  June  6,  1902 ;  Smith  v.  District  of  Columbia,  25  App.  D.  C.  375, 
holding  commissioners  of  district  not  liable  for  injury  in  street  railway  from 
use  of  improper  cars  where  act  of  Congress  gaye  them  no  control  over  the  con- 
struction. 
Liability  of  municipality  for  unsafe  conditions  In  public  srounda* 

Cited  in  note  (33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  523)  on  liability  of  municipality  for  injuries 
through  unsafe  conditions  in  parks  or  other  public  grounds. 

25  L.  R.  A.  694,  WOOSTER  v.  MULLINS,  64  Conn.  340,  30  Atl.  144. 
Rlflrbt  to  sl've  castlnflT  TOte. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  rel.  Morris  v.  McFarland,  39  L.  R.  A.  282,  which 
holds  auditor's  right  to  give  casting  vote  on  tie  vote  by  township  trustees  not 
limited  to  vote  by  ballot;  Cate  v.  Martin,  48  L.  R.  A.  613,  which  denies  mayor's 
power  to  veto  action  by  aldermen  in  passing  on  election  for  member  of  board; 
State  ex  rel.  Young  v.  Yates,  37  L.  R.  A.  205,  which  holds  mayor's  right  to  eaat- 
ing  vote  in  case  of  tie  not  restricted  by  provision  requiring  majority  vote  of 
all  members  of  council;  Brown  v.  Foster,  31  L.  R.  A.  116,  which  authorizes 
mayor  to  vote  only  to  break  tie. 
Record   of  ayes   and  nays. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Board  of  Education  v.  Best,  27  L.  R.  A.  78,  whidi  holds 
mandatory,  provision  for  requiring  ayes  and  nays  on  motion  to  employ  teacher. 

25  L.  R.  A.  695,  Re  ROOSEVELT,  143  N.  Y.  120,  62  N.  Y.  S.  R.  130,  38  N.  E.  281. 
Wbat   lafr   flroverns   taxable    transfers. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Garth  v.  Switzler,  143  Mo.  327,  40  L.  R.  A.  280,  65  Am. 
St.  Rep.  653,  45  S.  W.  245,  holding  collateral  succession  tax  is  governed  by  law 
in  force  at  death  of  testator;  Re  Meyer,  83  App.  Div.  384,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  329, 
holding  vested  remt^inder  of  uncertain  value  taxable  according  to  law  in  force 
at  death  of  testator. 
Interests  subject  to  succession  tax. 

Cited  in  Talmadge  v.  Seaman,  85  Hun,  246,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  906,  holding  con- 
tingent estate  in  remainder  subject  to  succession  tax  under  statute  existing  upon 
termination  of  life  estate,  though  statute  enacted  subsequent  to  will  creating  it; 
Re  Westurn,  152  N.  Y.  100,  46  N.  E.  315,  holding  transfer  Ux  cannot  be  fixed 
until  finally  determined  whether  will  valid  or  property  passes  under  interstate 
laws;  Re  Sloane,  154  N.  Y.  114,  47  N.  E.  978,  holding  transfer  tax  assessable  on 
value  of  legacy,  dependent  on  widowhood  or  widow's  death,  after  deducting  value 
of  widow's  estate  during  widowhood;  Re  Hoffman,  143  N.  Y.  334,  38  N.  E.  311, 
holding  collateral  inheritance  tax  is  assessable  only  on  present  ownership  or  ab- 
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solute  right  of  future  enjoyment;  Coxe's  Estate,  193  Pa.  Ill,  44  Atl.  256,  holding, 
under  statute  laying  transfer  tax  upon  value  of  estate  when  right  of  possession 
accrues,  remainder  taxable  only  on  value  of  property  when  possession  acquired; 
Re  Vanderbilt,  68  App.  Div.  33,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  450,  and  Billings  v.  People,  189 
III.  472,  59  L.  R.  A.  814,  59  N.  E.  798,  holding  future  contingent  remainders  not 
taxable  at  death  of  testator;  Re  Plum,  37  Misc.  471,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  940,  holding 
remainders,  under  will  of  property  to  trustees  to  invest  and  divide  upon  con-' 
tingencics  happening  to  life  tenant,  not  presently  taxable;  Re  Babcock,  37  Misc. 
446,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  926,  holding  taxation  of  remainders  when  life  tenant  has 
power  to  reduce  principal  postponed  until  value  determined;  Re  Eldridge,  29 
Misc.  738,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  1026,  holding  legacies  to  remainder  men  dependent 
upon  survival  at  death  of  life  tenant  not  taxable  until  determinable;  Billings  v. 
People,  189  111.  487,  69  L.  R.  A.  814,  59  N.  E.  798,  holding  transfer  tax  cannot 
be  assessed  on  remainder  until  life  estate  terminates;  People  v,  McCormick,  208 
111.  446,  64  L.  R.  A.  779,  70  N.  E.  350,  holding  estate  in  remainder,  if  subject  to 
defeasance,  is  not  liable  to  inheritance  tax  until  it  becomes  indefeasible;  Lick*s 
Estate,  28  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  122,  holding  payment  of  inlieritance  tax  by  executor  within 
three  months  after  death  of  testator,  erroneous,  where  payment  of  bequests  post- 
poned by  trust  created  by  will;  Re  Vanderbilt,  172  N.  Y.  77,  64  N.  E.  782  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  trust  estate,  with  remainder  to  beneficiary 
contingent  only  upon  his  surviving  stated  period,  immediately  taxable;  Re  Pell, 
171  N.  Y.  54,  57  L.  R.  A.  543,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  791,  63  N.  E.  789,  Reversing  60 
App.  Div.  290,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  196,  holding  remainder,  vesting  prior  tO  act,  but 
not  in  possession  until  subsequent  thereto,  not  taxable;  State  eos  reL  Garth  v, 
Switzler,  143  Mo.  329,  40  L.  R.  A.  288,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  653,  45  S.  W.  245,  holding 
tax  upon  whole  estate  of  deceased  payable  by  personal  representatives  of  estate,, 
not  succession  tax,  but  one  upon  property;  Re  Dows,  52  L.  R.  A.  433,  which  holds- 
real  property  subject  to  power  of  appointment,  converted  into  personalty,  subject 
to  transfer  tax  on  personalty;  State  ex  rel.  Gage  v.  Probate  Ct.  112  Minn.  287, 
128  N.  W.  18,  holding  that  inheritance  tax  must  be  computed  upon  value  at 
time  of  decedent's  death  of  right  to  receive  amount  actually  paid  upon  date  of 
payment;  Lynch  v.  Union  Trust  Co.  90  C.  C.  A.  147,  164  Fed.  165,  holding  share 
of  net  income  from  residuary  estate  before  final  distribution  not  liable  to  the 
tax;  Vanderbilt  v.  Eidman,  196  U.  S.  495,  49  L.  ed.  568,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  331; 
Lick's  Estate,  12  Pa.  Dist.  R.  579, — holding  collateral  inheritance  tax  not  due 
on  legacies  until  they  are  to  be  distributed,  and  then  only  on  amount  to  be  paid 
to  distributees. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Dows,  167  N.  Y.  234,  52  L.  R.  A.  436,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  509, 
60  N.  E.  439,  holding  absolute  remainders  alienable,  devisable,  and  descendible, 
are  taxable;  Re  Hite,  159  Cal.  396,  3?.  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1170,  113  Pac.  1072,  Aim. 
Cas.  1912  C,  1014,  holding  that  money  lost  to  estate  by  misappropriation  by 
executor  must  be  included  in  computing  inheritance  tax  on  residuary  legatee. 
Validity   of   succession    tax. 

Cited  in  Re  Tracy,  179  N.  Y.  508,  72  N.  E.  519,  as  pointing  out  defects  in 
Transfer  Tax  Law  which  were  subsequently  cured  by  amendments. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Minot  v.  Winthrop,  26  L.  R,  A.  259,  which  upholds  rea- 
sonable succession  tax  on  transmission  of  decedent's  property. 

Cited  in  note   (127  Am.  St.  Rep.  1077,  1082)   on  inheritance  taxation. 
BSxciaption    from    succession    tax. 

Cited  in  Stellwagen  v.  Wayne  Probate  Judge,  130  Mich.  171,  89  N.  W.  728 
(dissenting  opinion ),  majority  holding  exftuiptiou  of  $5,000  from  tax  is  to  be 
taken  from  estate  as  a  whole. 


' 
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PeAAlty  for  monpmTBikemt  of  tax. 

Cited  in  Re  Davis,  91  Hun,  64,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  822,  holding  per-cent  penal^ 
for  nonpayment  of  transfer  tax,  on  personal  property,  of  which  remainderman 
cannot  get  possession  until  death  of  life  tenant,  does  not  begin  to  nut  until 
death  of  life  tenant. 

^5  L.  R.  A.  697,  HARDIE  v.  HARDIE,  162  Pa.  2S!7,  29  Atl.  886. 
Groniacla   for   dlvoree. 

Cited  in  Mendenhall  v.  Mendenhall,  12  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  296,  holding  desertion 
not  justified  on  ground  of  cruel  and  barbarous  treatment,  where  there  was  only 
short  struggle  resulting  in  slight  physical  injury;  Roth  v.  Roth,  IS  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  202,  l^olding  annoyance  by  husband  coming  to  house  and  rapping  on  door 
and  window  of  house  where  wife  lived  apart  is  not  sufficient  indignity  to  support 
action  for  divorce. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tirrell  v.  Tirrell,  47  L.  R.  A.  760,  which  holds  mert 
payment  of  allowance  to  abandoned  wife  under  order  of  court  will  not  prevent 
divorce  for  desertion;  Maddox  v.  Maddox,  52  L.  R.  A.  628,  which  denies  right  to 
divorce  for  cruelty  from  failure  to  provide  suitable  dwelling  house,  clothing,  and 
food;  Ring  v.  Ring,  62  L.  R.  A.  878,  which  holds  habitual  and  intemperate  use 
of  morphine  not  cruel  treatment  entitling  other  spouse  to  divorce. 

Cited  in  note  (65  Am.  St.  Rep.  74)  on  cruelty  as  ground  for  divorce. 

25  L.  R.  A.  699,  PRICE  v.  SCHAEFFER,  161  Pa.  530,  29  Atl.  279. 
'When  foreign  Jndtfrnenta  wamy  be  impeached. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Quaker  City  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  631,  9  Pa.  Dist. 
R.  214,  holding  judgment  of  another  state  can  be  impeached  to  show  want  of 
jurisdiction  through  failure  to  serve  process;  Wilmer  v.  Lewis,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct 
616,  holding  judgments  entered  solely  on  authenticated  transcripts  of  judgments 
of  another  state  void  ah  initio;  Com.  v.  Bolich,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  406,  holding  judg- 
ment of  divorce  in  another  state,  void  because  process  not  served,  unavailing 
elsewhere;  Levison  v.  Blumenthal,  10  Kulp,  256,  holding  judgment  of  another 
state  will  not  be  given  "faith  and  credit"  when  cause  of  action  had  ceased  to 
exist  before  judgment  rendered;  ijevison  v.  Blumenthal,  8  Northampton  Co.  Rep. 
38,  holding  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  defendant  in  one  state  good  defense 
to  action  on  judgment  subsequently  obtained  by  plaintiff  on  same  cause  of  action 
in  another  state;  Aurora  Automatic  Machinery  Co.  v.  Reading  Standard  Co. 
ip  Pa.  Dist.  R.  364,  holding  that  judgment  of  another  state,  regular  on  its  face, 
may  be  impeached  upon  ground  that  court  was  without  jurisdiction;  Haight  v. 
Kolt,  14  Pa.  Dist.  R.  45,  21  Lane.  L.  Rev.  274;  Farrow  v.  Farrow,  16  Pa.  Dist. 
R.  979,  34  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  464;  Fischer  v.  Sterling,  14  Luzerne  Leg.  Rep.  393, — hold- 
ing that  record  in  foreign  judgment  may  be  contradicted  by  evidence  impeach- 
ing the  jurisdiction  of  the  court;  Levison  v.  Blumenthal,  10  Pa.  Dist.  R.  414, 
holding  that  foreign  judgment  may  be  attacked  by  showing  want  of  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject  matter;  Splane  v.  Splane,  29  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  188,  holding  that 
sheriff's  return  on  summons  in  foreign  judgment  may  be  attacked  by  parol 
evidence;  Wilmer  v.  Lewis,  10  Pa.  Dist.  R.  138,  holding  that  foreign  judgment 
can  be  enforced  only  by  new  action  thereon. 

Cited  in  note  (103  Am.  St.  Rep.  309)  on  judgments  of  courts  of  other  states. 

Distinguished  in  Schnader  v.  Bender,  8  Northampton  Co.  Rep.  262,  19  Lane. 
L.  Rev.  198,  holding  personal  judgment  against  nonresident  in  action  in  rtm 
not  subject  to  attack  in  action  thereon  in  another  state,  where  defendant  siib- 
mitted  himself  to  jurisdiction  ot  court. 
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25  L.  R.  A.  701,  WALTON  v.  KENDRICK,  122  Mo.  604,  27  S.  W.  872. 
Proof  of ,  execution  of  ttIII. 

Cited  in  Schierbaum  v.  Schemme,  157  Mo.  16,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  604,  57  S.  W. 
526,  and  Gordon  v.  Burris,  141  Mo.  613,  43  S.  W.  642,  holding  declarations  of 
testatrix  made  subsequent  to  execution  of  will,  inadmissible;  Throckmorton  v. 
Holt,  180  U.  S.  571,  45  L.  ed.  673,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  474,  holding  declarations  of 
deceased,  and  letters  written  after  execution  of  will,  inadmissible  upon  question 
of  its  having  been  forged ;  Ortt  v.  Leonhardt,  102  Mo.  App.  43,  74  S.  W.  423 
(concurring  opinion),  holding  witnesses  attesting  testator's  signature  must  know 
instrument  is  "last  will,"  and  be  able  to  so  testify  upon  proof  of  will;  Lipphard 
V.  Humphrey,  209  U.  S.  269,  52  L.  ed.  786,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  561,  14  Ann.  Cas. 
872,  holding  affirmative  proof  of  knowledge  of  contents  of  will  by  testator  who 
is  unable  to  read,  unnecessary  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  of  fraud. 

Cited  in  notes  (38  L.R.A. (N.S.)  171)  on  wills;  necessity  that  witnesses  see 
testator  sign,  or  that  they  see  his  signature;  (107  Am.  St.  Rep.  463)  on  ad* 
missibilitv  of  testator's  declarations  to  sustain,  defeat  or  aid  in  construction 
of  alleged  will. 

Distinguished  in  Mendenhall's  Will,  43  Or.  557,  73  Pac.  1033,  holding  recitals 
in  attestation  clause  cannot  prevail  against  positive  and  convincing  proof  that 
will  was  not  signed  when  witnessed;  Ewing  v.  Mclntyre,  141  Mich.  517,  104  N. 
W.  787;  Mann  v.  Balfour,  187  Mo.  305,  86  S.  W.  103, — ^holding  declarations  of 
testator  subsequent  to  making  will  admissible  in  probate  of  lost  will. 

Disapproved  in  Miller's  Will,  49  Or.  466,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  1051,  90  Pac.  1002, 
14  Ann.  Cas.  277,  holding,  in  probate  of  lost  will,  declarations  of  testatrix  subse- 
quent to  its  execution  and  within  a  reasonable  time  of  her  death  admissible. 

26  L.  R.  A.  710,  NORFOLK  &  W.  R.  CO.  v.  HOOVER,  79  Md.  263,  47  Am.  St. 

Rep.  392,  29  Atl.  994. 
"Who    Are    fellow    •ervant** 

Cited  in  Hearn  v.  Quillen,  94  Md.  45,  50  Atl.  402,  holding  operating  sawmill 
is  not  same  general  business  as  that  of  erecting  shed  roof  over  mill;  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Lyons,  54  Neb.  640,  75  N.  W.  13,  holding  each  member  of  two  switch- 
ing crews,  switching  same  cars  under  general  super\'ision  of  yardmaster,  fellow 
servants,  although  each  crew  with  different  foreman;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v. 
Elliott,  42  C.  C.  A.  204,  102  Fed.  Ill,  holding  superior  servant  is  fellow  servant 
of  those  under  him  unless  iie  has  entire  management  of  business;  Maryland 
Clay  Co.  V.  Goodnow,  95  Md.  355,  51  Atl.  292  (dissenting  opinion),  majority 
holding  superintendent  of  company  is  fellow  servant  with  laborers  engaged  by 
another  employee  to  do  work;  Pasco  v.  Minneapolis  Steel  &  Machinery  Co.  105 
Minn.  134,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  156,  117  N.  W.  479,  holding  nature  of  duty  or 
serviee  to  be  the  decisive  test  to  distinguish  between  fellow  servant  and  vice- 
principal;  Bentley,  S.  &  Co.  v.  Edwards,  100  Md.  659,  60  Atl.  283,  holding  that 
where  facts  are  uncontradicted  question  who  are  fellow  servants  is  for  the 
court;  American  Bridge  Co.  v.  Leeds,  11  L.Rj^.(N.S.)  1044,  75  C.  C.  A.  407, 
144  Fed.  608,  holding  that  servant  assumes  the  risk  of  negligence  of  superior 
fellow  servant  in  directing  the  work. 

Cited  in  notes  (50  L.  R.  A.  429)  on  what  servants  are  deemed  to  be  in  same 
common  employinent,  apart  from  statutes,  where  no  questions  as  to  vice  prin- 
cipalship  arise;  (51  L.  R.  A.  515,  567,  578,  584,  612)  on  vice  princlpalship  con- 
sidered with  reference  to  superior  rank  of  negligent  servant;  (54  L.  R.  A.  95) 
on  vice  princlpalship  as  determined  with  reference  to  character  of  act  which 
caused  injury;  (25  L.  R.  A.  387,  392)  on  train  despatcher  and  telegraph  operator 
as  fellow  servants  of  trainmen;    (7  L.R.A.(N.S.)   655)   on  despatcher  as  fellow 
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servant,  at  common  law,  of  train  employees;   (48  L.  ed.  U.  S.  1007)  on  railway 
telegraph   operators   as   fellow  servants  of  railway  trainmen. 

Disapproved  in  Wallace  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  72  N.  H.  517,  67  Atl.   913, 
holding  train  despatcher  causing  collision  through  erroneous  orders  not  fellow 
servant  of  brakeman  injured  thereby. 
Kno'vrleclKe   as    element    of    master's    liability. 

Cited  in  Weeks  v.  Scharer,  49  C.  a  A.  377,  111  Fed.  335,  holding  notice  of  in- 
competence to  shift  boss  without  authority  to  discharge  men  not  notice  to 
master;  Smith  v.  Philadelphia,  B.  &.  W.  R.  Co.  Ill  Md.  279,  73  AtL  818,  on 
master  as  not  being  liable  for  negligence  of  fellow  servant  in  absence  of  evidence 
of  negligence  in  their  employment. 

Cited  in  notes  (41  L.  R.  A.  47,  97,  98)  on  knowledge  as  element  of  employer's 
liability  to   injured  sen^ants;    (40  L.  R.  A.   146)    on  intoxication  as  affecting 
negligence. 
Master's   duty  «a  to   ralea  and  employment   of  serTaata* 

Cited  in  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Day,  —  Tex.  — ,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  115,  13^ 
S.  W.  435,  holding  that  master  who  retains  dangerous  employee,  whose  repu- 
tation is  such  that  master  might  foresee  danger,  is  liable  to  employee  for  injury 
caused  by  assault  by  such  dangerous  servant. 

Cited  in  notes  (43  L.  R.  A.  347)  on  duty  of  master  and  servant  as  to  rules, 
promulgated  for  safe  conduct  of  business;  (48  L.  R.  A.  390)  on  duty  of  master 
as  to  employment  of  servants;  (20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  324)  on  inference  as  to  breach 
of  duty  to  employ  or  retain  none  but  competent  servants,  from  fact  of  incompe- 
tence; (30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  Ill)  on  disobedience  as  incompetency  within  rule  aa 
to  master's  duty  to  furnish  competent  fellow  servants. 

Disapproved   in   Baltimore  &  O.  R.   Co.   v.   Henthome,   19   C.   C.   A.   629,   43 
U.  S.  App.  113,  73  Fed.  640,  holding  officer  entitled  to  suspend   servant  tem- 
porarily is  one  authorized  to  receive  notice  for  company  of  his  incompetency. 
Bvldenee  of  Incompetence  of  aerirnnta* 

Cited  in  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Henthome,  19  C.  C.  A.  627,  43  U.  S.  App. 
113,  73  Fed.  638;  Stoll  v.  Daly  Min.  Co.  19  Utah,  284,  57  Pac.  295;  Park  v. 
Xew  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  86  Hun,  186,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  482,  — holding  evidence 
of  reputation  as  to  c&Ye  and  prudence  of  brakeman  admissible  on  subject  of 
notice  to  master  before  employment;  Gier  v.  Los  Angeles  Consol.  Electric  R.  Co. 
108  Cal.  134,  41  Pac.  22,  holding  servant's  reputation  for  carelessness  not  proof 
of,  but  admissible  upon,  question  of  actual  unfitness;  Green  v.  Western  American 
Co.  30  Wash.  116,  70  Pac.  310,  holding,  in  action  for  personal  injury  to  coal 
minor  from  fall  of  roof,  evidence  of  specific  acts  of  incompetence  of  pit  boss  is 
competent;  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Hetzer,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  292,  68  C.  C.  A.,  26,  135 
Fed.  278,  holding  evidence  of  specific  acts  of  negligence  known  to  master  or  so 
notorious  that  he  should  have  known,  admissible  in  question  of  negligence  in 
retaining  incompetent  servant. 

Cited  in  notes  (14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  757,  758,  759,  763,  766)  on  evidence  of 
specific  instances  to  prove  character;  (11  Eng.  Rul.  Gas.  245)  on  admissibility 
of  fact  collateral  to  issue. 

25  L.  R.  A*  71»,  DEYO  v.  HAMMOND,  102  Mich.  122,  60  N.  W.  455. 
Merger  of  con'versatlon  In   written   contract. 

Cited  in  Leffel  v.  Piatt,  126  Mich.  453,  86  N.  W.  65,  holding  prior  conversation 
as  to  testing  machinery  merged  in  written  contract  of  sale,  under  whieh  pur 
chaser  was  to  accept  or  return  machinery  within  thirty  days. 
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25  L.  R.  A.  721,  MULLEN  v.  SANBORN,  79  Md.  364,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  421,  29 

Atl.  522. 
Immiinlty  of  nonresldeiat  aiiltor  or  -wltneim. 

Cited  in  Cooper  v.  Wyman,  122  N.  C.  786,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  731,  29  S.  E.  947, 
"holding  process  in  another  action  cannot  be  served  on  nonresident  coming  into 
•state  solely  as  suitor  or  witness;  Monroe  v.  St.  Clair  Circuit  Judge,  125  Mich. 
285,  52  L.  R.  A.  190,  footnote  p.  189,  84  N.  W.  306,  holding  vendor  of  libeled 
vessel  coming  into  state,  at  request  of  purchaser,  to  procure  release,  not  exempt 
from  arrest  in  another  suit  brought  by  such  purchaser;  Guynn  v.  McDaneld,  4 
Idaho,  610,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  158,  43  Pac.  74,  holding  nonresident  attending  term 
of  Federal  court  ns  plaintiff  in  action,  not  exempt  from  service  of  summons  in 
action  in  state  court,  brought  by  defendant  in  former  suit;  Murray  v.  Wilcox, 
122  Iowa,  192,  64  L.  R.  A.  537,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  263,  97  N.  W.  1087,  holding 
nonresident  defendant  in  criminal  proceeding  brought  into  state  on  extradition, 
not  subject  to  service  of  original  notice  in  civil  action,  and  referring  with  ap- 
proved to  annotation  in  25  L.  R.  A.  721;  Long  v.  Hawken,  114  Md.  239,  42 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1108,  79  Atl.  190,  holding  that  nonresident  witness,  who  is  party 
defendant,  who  comes  into  state  to  testify  is  exempt  from  service  of  process  in 
another  civil  action,  while  in  attendance  upon  trial;  Underwood  v.  Fosha,  73 
Kan.  413,  85  Pac.  564,  9  Ann.  Cas.  833,  holding  witness  attending  court  in 
county  other  than  his  residence  exempt;  Martin  v.  Bacon,  76  Ark.  160,  113  Am. 
St.  Rep.  81,  88  S.  W.  868,  6  Ann.  Cas.  336;  Breon  v.  Miller  Lumber  Co.  83  S.  C. 
^25,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  278,  65  S.  E.  214,— holding  witness  summoned  to  testify 
in  suit  to  which  he  is  also  a  party  exempt,  citing  specially  full  annotation  on 
this  point;  Chittenden  v.  Carter,  82  Conn.  590,  74  Atl.  884,  18  Ann.  Cas.  125, 
liolding  same  as  to  witness  not  a  party  but  interested  in  the  suit,  citing  specially 
Annotation  on  this  point;  Sewanee  Coal,  Coke  &,  Land  Co.  v.  Williams  &  Co. 
120  Tenn.  343,  107  S.  W.  968,  holding  witness  subpoenaed  as  witness  in  Federal 
<court  exempt. 

Annotation  cited  in  Netograph  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Scrugham,  197  N.  Y.  380,  27  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  334,  134  Am.  St  Rep.  886,  90  N.  E.  962,  holding  nonresident  released  on 
bail  in  criminal  prosecution,  not  exempt. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Greenleaf  v.  People's  Bank,  63  L.R.A.  500,  which  holds 
nonresident  attorney  not  exempt  from  service  of  process  while  coming  into 
state  to  transact  business  before  courts  in  interest  of  his  client;  Murray  v. 
Wilcox,  64  L.R.A.  534,  which  holds  defendant  in  criminal  case  coming  into 
«tate  to  attend  the  trial  exempt  from  service  of  civil  process  during  pendency 
of  the  proceedings. 

Cited  in  notes  (24  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  277)  on  validity  of  service,  in  action  against 
•corporation  upon  nonresident  officer  within  state  as  party  or  witness;  (27 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  333)  on  right  of  nonresident  to  exemption  from  process  while 
within  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  condition  of  bail  bond;  (76  Am.  St.  Rep.  537) 
on  exemption  from  service  of  civil  process. 

Annotation  in  25  L.  R.  A.  721,  referred  to  approvingly  in  Greenleaf  v.  People's 
Bank,  133  N.  C.  299,  63  L.  R.  A.  503,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  709,  45  S.  E.  638,  holding 
nonresident  attorney  not  exempt  from  service  of  process  when  coming  into  state 
to  transact  business  before  courts  for  client. 

Distinguished  in  Linn  v.  Hogan,  121  Ky.  629,  87  S.  W.  1101,  holding  thai 
witness  may  be  served  with  notice  of  appeal  to  court  of  appeals,  while  going, 
returning  or  attending  in  obedience  to  subpoena. 
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26  L,  R.  A.  739,  BALDWIN  v.  H08MER,  101  Mich.  119,  59  N.  W.  432. 
Rlflrlit  to  aaseto  of  Insolvent  corporation  In  knnda  of  roeclTer* 

Cited  in  Wheeler  v.  Dime  Sav.  Bank,  116  Mich.  271,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  521, 
74  N.  W.  496,  holding  member  of  benevolent  association  of  another  state,  over 
which  receiver  appointed  in  that  state,  cannot  by  garnishment  in  this  state  obtain 
advantage  over  other  members;  Baldwin  v.  Hosmer,  101  Mich.  436,  59  N.  W.  669, 
holding  injunction  petitioned  by  ancillary  receiver  of  foreign  benevolent  associa- 
tion against  garnishment  proceedings  by  local  creditor  to  subject  fund  held 
within  jurisdiction,  properly  refused;  Sands  v.  £.  S.  Greeley  &  Co.  31  C.  C.  A. 
425,  50  U.  S.  App.  610,  88  Fed.  132,  holding  that  appropriation  of  local  assets 
to  claims  of  local  creditors  to  prejudice  of  title  of  foreign  receiver  is  matter  of 
judicial  discretion,  and  refusal  to  make  such  appropriation  will  not  be  disturbed 
on  appeal  where  claims  of  creditors  of  equal  validity  and  equity;  MacMurray  v. 
Sidwell,  155  Ind.  566,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  255,  58  N.  E.  722,  holding  local  receiver 
of  foreign  building  association  should  not  pay  local  creditors  in  full,  but  turn 
over  net  proceeds  of  fund  to  general  receiver  appointed  in  foreign  state,  for  gen- 
eral distribution,  but  under  conditions  protecting  rights  of  local  creditors;  Smith 
V.  Taggart,  30  C.  C.  A.  567,  57  U.  S.  App.  493,  87  Fed.  98,  holding  that  ancillary 
receivers  of  benevolent  association  should  transmit  to  receiver  appointed  in  state 
where  association  was  incorporated,  all  funds  in  their  hands  belonging  to  su- 
preme lodge;  Hale  v.  Bugg,  82  Fed.  37,  refusing  upon  petition  for  appointment 
of  ancillary  receiver  for  foreign  corporation  to  interfere  with  sheriff's  possession 
of  property  under  previous  attachment  proceedings  in  state  court. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Failey  v.  Fee,  32  L.  R.  A.  311,  which  requires  payment 
of  established  debts  before  sending  assets  to  receiver  at  domicil  of  foreign  in- 
solvent corporation;  Castleman  v.  Templeman,  41  L.  R.  A.  367,  which  denies  re- 
ceiver's power  to  consent  to  decree  in  other  state  for  payment  of  assessments  by 
stockholders  to  creditors. 

Cited  in  notes  (34  L.  R.  A.  740)  on  right  to  enforce  stockholder's  liability  out- 
side of  state  of  incorporation;    (38  L.  R.  A.  98)  on  distribution  of  assets  of  in- 
solvent insurance  company. 
RlKkt  of  forelflrn  receiver  to  ane. 

Cited  in  Gray  v.  Josselyn,  117  Mich.  24,  76  N.  W.  96,  referring  to,  without 
deciding,  the  question  whether  foreign  receiver  will  be  permitted  to  sue  for  debt 
due  estate  in  contravention  of  rights  of  local  creditors. 

Cited  in  note   (47  L.  ed.  U.  S.  383)   on  right  of  receiver  to  enforce  liability 
of  corporate  stockholder  outside  state  of  appointment. 
Contempt  proceedlnsn  to  determine  title. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Boston  &  M.  Consol.  Copper  &  S.  Min.  Co.  v.  Judicial 
Dist.  Ct.  30  Mont.  118,  75  Pac.  956,  holding  contempt  proceedings  not  proper 
for  purpose  of  determining  title  not  determined  in  the  injunction  proceeding. 
Jurisdiction  of  eqnlty^  over  xoluntmry  nnlncorporated  aaaoclatlona. 

Cited  in  note  (68  Am.  St.  Rep.  860)  on  jurisdiction  of  equity  over  voluntary 
unincorporated  associations. 

25  L.  R.  A.  744,  POOLE  v.  CONSOLIDATED  STREET  R.  CO.  100  Mich.  379, 

59  N.  W.  390. 
Contributory  nearllarence  of  Injured  pnaaenver. 

Cited  in  Fillingham  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  102  Mo.  App.  689,  77  S.  W.  314, 
holding  passenger  on  street  car  not  negligent  in  alighting  at  dangerous  place, 
when  invited  to  do  so  by  conductor;  Richard  v.  Detroit,  R.  R.  &  L.  O.  K.  Co. 
129  Mich.  462,  89  N.  W.  52,  holding  street  car  passenger  alighting  upon  erroneous 
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call  of  stopping  point  by  conductor,  and  injured  by  sudden  starting  of  car,  not 
negligent. 

Distinguished  in  Selby  v.  Detroit  R.  Co.  141  Mich.  116,  104  N.  W.  376,  hold- 
ing passenger  in  street  car  justified  as  matter  of  law,  in  alighting  when  car 
stops  pursuant  to  his  signal,  though  such  stop  may  not  be  at  the  usual  place. 
Jury  trial. 

Cited  in  Hennig  v.  Globe  Foundry  Co.  112  Mich.  618,  71  N.  W.  156,  holding 
defendant  has  right  to  have  his  theory  of  case  presented  to  jury  by  judge. 
I^uty  of  street  railroad  mu  to  place*  for  allflrktinar. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Haley  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  64  L.R.A.  295,  which  holds 
carrying  street  car  passenger  beyond  destination  not  proximate  cause  of  his 
falling  on  slippery  pavement. 

Cited  in  notes  (26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1217)  on  duty  and  liability  of  street  rail- 
way to  passenger  attempting  to  enter  or  leave  car  on  wrong  side;  (32  LJLA. 
(N.S.)   887)  on  duty  of  street  railway  as  to  condition  of  approaches  to  cars. 

25  L.  R.  A.  746,  WARREN  v.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK,  149  111.  9,  38  N.  E.  122. 
Preferences  by   Inaolvent   corporation. 

Cited  in  State  Nat.  Bank  v.  Union  Nat.  Bank,  168  111.  526,  48  N.  £.  82,  hold- 
ing insolvency  does  not  deprive  corporation  of  power  to  mortgage  corporate 
property  to  bona  fide  creditor,  although  mortgagee  thereby  secure  preference  to 
other  creditors;  O'Donnell  v.  Illinois  Steel  Co.  53  111.  App.  332,  holding  deed 
made  by  corporation  to  trustee  to  secure  indebtedness  upon  which  the  directors 
were  liable  should  be  set  aside;  Blair  v.  Illinois  Steel  Co  159  lU.  362,  31  L.  R. 
A.  274,  42  N.  £.  895,  holding  insolvent  corporation  may  bona  fide  prefer  a 
creditor,  though  she  be  aunt  of  three  of  its  directors;  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  O'Don- 
nell, 156  111.  630,  31  L.  R.  A.  266,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  245,  41  N.  E.  185,  and  Gottlieb 
v.  Miller,  154  111.  52,  39  N.  E.  992,  holding  that  insolvent  corporation  may  prefer 
creditors  subject  to  same  conditions  as  individuals;  J.  W.  Butler  Paper  Co.  v. 
Robbins,  151  111.  621,  38  N.  E.  153,  holding  president  of  corporation  may  not 
prefer  his  wife  as  creditor  in  pursuance  of  plan  to  exchange  her  holdings  of 
stock  into  demand  judgment  notes;  Peterson  v.  Brabrook  Tailoring  Co.  150  111. 
295,  37  N.  E.  242,  holding  entry  of  judgment  by  confession  of  corporation  and 
issue  of  execution  thereon  is  not  of  itself  a  diversion  or  misappropriation  of  a 
trust  fund. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Adams  &  W.  Co.  v.  Deyette,  31  L.  R.  A.  497,  which  deniea 
right  to  prefer  debt  for  money  borrowed  by  corporation  to  purchase  its  own  stock* 

Cited  in  notes   (45  Am.  St.  Rep.  828;  57  Am.  St.  Rep.  77,  78)  on  preferences 
by  insolvent  corporations. 
SSztraterrltorlal    effect   of   la'vra   and    deelalons. 

Cited  in  Nathan  v.  Lee,  152  Ind.  239,  43  L.  R.  A.  824,  52  N.  E.  987,  upholding 
mortgage  on  local  real  estate  given  by  insolvent  foreign  corporation  to  preferred 
creditors,  notwithstanding  decisior  of  court  of  corporation's  residence  that  dis- 
position of  property  must  be  for  equal  benefit  of  all  creditors;  Stack  v.  Detour 
Lumber  &  Cedar  Co.  151  Mich.  27,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  620,  114  N.  W.  876,  14  Ann. 
Cas.  112,  holding  that  statute  providing  that  no  corporation  shall  set  up  usury 
as  defense,  has  no  extraterritorial  effect. 
AMdwncnt  of  fund  not  yet  In  exiatence. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Bates  Mach.  Co.  182  111.  169,  55  N.  E.  69,  Affirming  79  III. 
App.  526,  and  Yoimg  v.  Jones,  180  111.  220,  54  N.  K  235,  holding  equitable  assign- 
ment of  part  of  fund  valid  though  fund  only  potentially  in  existence;  Brewer  v. 
Griesheimer,  104  111.  App.  331,  holding  unearned  wages  or  salary  assignable. 
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Cited  in  note  (10  Eiig.  Hul.  Cas.  478)  on  legal  title  of  assignee  under  aaeign- 
ment  of  future  chattels  as  security. 
Bqultable  aBslsniuents. 

Cited  in  What  Cheer  Sav.  Bank  v.  Mowery,  149  Iowa,  120,  128  N.  W.  7,  hold- 
ing that  delivery  by  shipper  to  bank  of  bill  of  lading  with  draft  on  consignee 
to  secure  bank  for  advances  takes  precedence  of  subsequent  garnishment  by 
creditor  of  shipper;  Golsen  v.  Golsen,  127  111.  App.  88,  holding  that  writt^i 
order  by  creditor  to  debtor  to  pay  amount  of  debt  to  a  third  party  constitutes 
an  equitable  assignment  thereof;  Alexander  v.  Munroe,  54  Or.  509,  135  Am.  St. 
Rep.  840,  101  Pac.  903,  holding  that  partial  assignment  of  judgment  operates 
as  an  equitable  assignment  which  is  binding  upon  the  judgment  debtor  having 
notice;  Rogers  v.  Penobscot  Min.  Co.  83  C.  C.  A.  380,  154  Fed.  615,  holding  that 
assignee  of  a  part  of  a  chose  in  action  may  maintain  suit  in  equity  thereon; 
Rivers  v.  Wright,  117  Ga.  84,  43  S.  E.  499.  holding  that  a  partial  assignment 
is  enforceable  in  equity  tliough  the  debtor  did  not  assent  to  the  same,  if  all  the 
parties  in  interest  are  before  the  court. 
SvAclency  of  transcript. 

Cited  in  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Gaulter,  165  111.  235,  46  N.  E.  256,  holding 
transcript  sufficient  which  contains  true  and  complete  transcript  of  the  record. 

25  L.  R.  A.  755,  STATE  ex  rel,  CHILDS  v.  MINNETONKA,  57  Minn.  526,  59 

N.  W.  972. 
Incorporation    of    ▼lllagres. 

Followed  in  State  esc  rel.  Childs  v.  Fridley  Park,  61  Minn.  146,  63  N.  W.  613, 
and  State  ex  rel.  Douglas  v.  Holloway,  90  Minn.  272,  96  N.  W.  40,  holding  inclu- 
sion of  large  tracts  of  agricultural  land  not  suburban  in  character,  nor  having 
unity  of  interest  with  platted  lands  having  compact  nucleus  of  population, 
illegal. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Hammond  v.  Dimond,  44  Neb.  160,  62  N.  W.  498,  holding 
under  statute  permitting  incorporation  of  sections,  or  parts  thereof,  platted  into 
blocks  and  lots  and  adjacent  territory,  only  such  lands  as  have  a  nucleus  of 
population  and  those  really  suburban  in  character  can  be  included;  State  ex  rel. 
Railroad  &  W.  Comrs.  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  76  Minn.  474,  79  N.  W'. 
510,  holding  statute  requiring  building  of  stations  and  stopping  trains  at  villages 
refers  to  incorporated  villages;  St.  Paul  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Sandstone,  73  Minn.  231, 
75  N.  W.  1050,  holding  valid,  statute  delegating  to  thirty  petitioners  the  initia- 
tive in  organizing  village  from  certain  lands;  State  ex  rel.  Holland  v.  Lamroers, 
113  Wis.  414,  89  N.  W.  501,  holding  power  to  incorporate  village  limited  to  such 
land  as  has  a  reasonably  compact  center  or  nucleus  of  population,  and  is  not 
merely  agricultural;  State  ex  rel.  Simpson  v.  Dover,  113  Minn.  467,  130  N.  W. 
74,  holding  that  whether  unplatted  territory,  included  within  limits  of  village 
I'orporation,  is  so  conditioned  as  to  be  subject  to  village  government,  is  largely 
question  of  fact  to  be  decided  by  voters;  Harris  v.  Martindale,  42  Ind.  App. 
635,  86  N.  E.  494,  holding  that  out-lots  to  be  incorporated  within  limits  of  town 
must  be  such  as  could  properly  be  used  for  some  appropriate  town  use;  State 
v\  rel.  Young  v.  Gilbert,  107  Minn.  366,  120  N.  W.  528;  State  ex  rel.  Simpson 
V.  Alice,  112  Minn.  332,  127  N.  W.  1118,— holding  that  test  of  whether  territory 
platted  may  be  incorporated  is  whether  it  has  such  natural  connection  and  people 
residing  thereon  have  such  community  of  interest  that  whole  may  be  subjected 
to  village  government;  Bisenius  v.  Randolph,  82  Neb.  523,  118  N.  W,  127,  uphold- 
ing decree  disconnecting  unplatted  lands  from  incorporated  city;  State  ex  rel. 
Railroad  &>  Warehouse  Comrs.  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  76  Minn.  474,  78 
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K.  W.  610,  on  the  requisiteB  necessary  to  admit  of  the  incorporation  of  a  village; 
State  ex  rel.  Young  v.  Harris,  102  Minn.  341,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  536,  113  N.  W. 
887,  12  Ann.  Cas.  260,  holding  that  a  village  could  not  include  large  portions  of 
territory  not  suburban  or  adjacent  to  the  platted  portion  or  nucleus  of  population. 

Cited  in  note  (35  L.R.A.  397)  on  what  constitutes  a  village. 
Proper  remedy  to  oiiat  mvAlclpAl  corporation. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Childs  v.  Crow  Wing  County,  66  Minn.  529,  35  L.  R.  A. 
746,  69  N.  W.  925,  holding  quo  warranto  will  lie  to  oust  municipal  corporation 
from  specific  territory  over  which  it  wrongfully  exercises  jurisdiction. 
IVbat  foram  miiat  determine  learaJlty  of  mnnlclpal  Incorporation. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Holland  v.  Lammers,  113  Wis.  415,  89  N.  W.  501,  holding 
question  of  legality  of  attempted  incorporation  of  village,  judicial,  and  not  legis- 
lative. 

25  L.  R.  A.  759,  STATE  v.  HOSKINS,  58  Minn.  35,  59  N.  W.  545. 
Claaa  learlBlatlon. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Sherod,  80  Minn.  450,  50  L.  R.  A.  663,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  268, 
83  N.  W.  417,  declaring  valid,  exercise  of  police  power  to  regulate  manufacture 
and  sale  of  baking  powder;  State  v.  Whitaker,  100  Mo.  71,  60  S.  W.  1068,  holding 
act  requiring  screens  to  protect  electric  motor  men  from  weather  not  class  legis- 
lation; State  ex  rel.  Young  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  Ill  Minn.  98,  126  N.  W.  527,  hold- 
ing that  legislature  may  impose  special  restrictions  regulating  sale  of  one  class 
of  commodities,  unless  beyond  doubt  no  substantial  conditions  differentiate  that 
class  from  others;  State  v.  Creamery  Package  Mfg.  Co.  110  Minn.  432,  136  Am. 
St.  Rep.  614,  126  N.  W.  126,  holding  that  foreign  corporation  accepts  license  ad- 
mitting it  to  do  business  in  state,  subject  to  proper  exercise  by  state  of  police 
power. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Nelson,  26  L.  R.  A.  317,  which  holds  valid,  re- 
quirement of  glass  or  other  material  to  protect  motormcn  on  electric  cars;  In- 
dianapolis  Union  R.  Co.  v.  Houlihan,  54  L.  R.  A.  787,  which  sustains  statute  mak- 
ing railroad  company  liable  to  employees  for  injuries  by  negligence  of  specified 
servants;  People  ex  rel.  Nechamcus  v.  City  Prison,  27  L.  R.  A.  718,  which  up- 
holds  act  requiring  examination  and  certificate  from  employing  or  ma.ster 
plumbers;  Re  Morgan,  47  L.  R.  A.  62,  which  holds  void,  eight-hour  law  applying 
to  smelters. 

Cited  in  notes  ( 32  L.  R.  A.  853 )  on  police  power  to  protect  health  of  employees ; 
31  L.  R.  A.  804,  805,  on  police  regulation  of  electric  companies;  (30  L.R.A.(N.S:) 
428)  on  liability  of  street  railway  to  employees  for  failure  to  perform  statutory 
duty  to  provide  vestibules;  (104  Am.  St.  Rep.  647)  on  municipal  regulations  of 
street  railways  for  protection  of  public. 
Impalrlaar  obllgratlon  of  contract. 

Cited  in  note    (50  L.  R.  A.  145)   on  privilege  of  using  streets  as  a  contract 
within  constitutional  provision  against  impairing  obligation  of  contracts. 
Crnel  or  nnnsnal  pnnlabmenta. 

Cited  in  note  (35  L.  R.  A.  577)  on  cruel  and  unusual  punishments. 

25  L.  R.  A.  761,  AVERELL  v.  SECOND  NAT.  BANK,  2  App.  D.  C.  470. 
AdmlBBlblllty  of   evidence. 

Cited  in  Stafford  v.  St.  John,  164  Ind.  291,  73  N.  E.  596,  holding  inadmissible 
evidence  as  to  what  a  party  would  or  might  have  done  had  he  had  knowledge  of 
the  facts. 
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25  L.  R.  A.  766,  CASE  ▼.  HALL,  52  Ohio  St.  24,  38  N.  E.  618. 
I^egfi^cy  ««  dtarare  apoA  devise. 

Cited  in  Mohn  v.  Mohn,  148  Iowa,  303,  126  N.  W.  1127,  holding  a  devisee  by 
electing  to  accept  a  devise  obligated  himself  and  heirs  to  pay  charges  against 
the  devise. 

Cited  in  notes  in  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  1058,  1058,  1062,  1063,  on  personal  liability 
of  devisees  for  charges  imposed  by  the  will;  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  826,  on  remedies 
for  enforcement  of  legacy  charged  upon  devise. 
Merflr«r  of  mortaraare   In   title. 

Cited  in  Hulshoff  v.  Bowman,  19  Ohio  C.  C.  558,  10  Ohio  D.  343,  holding  tiiat 
merger  of  mortgage  in  deed  may  be  prevented  by  agreement. 
Merarer    of   lien    -vrltb    legrml    estate. 

Cited  in  Kahle  v.  Nisley,  74  Ohio  St.  335,  78  N.  E.  526,  holding  tax  title  not 
merged  in  legal  title  where  the  former  is  the  better  and  superior  title. 

25  L.  R.  A.  770,  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  v.  STATE,  61  Ohio  St.  631,  46  Am. 

St.  Rep.  588,  38  N.  E.  614. 
Taxlnar  po-vrer  of  learlnlatare. 

Cited  in  Caldwell  v.  Cuyahoga  County,  15  Colo  C.  C.  171,  8  Ohio  C.  D.  56, 
Affirming  5  Ohio  N.  P.  162,  holding  unconstitutional,  statute  fixing  amount  re- 
coverable for  injuries  from  mob  violence  without  regard  to  damages  sustained; 
New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cuyahoga  County,  45  C.  C.  A,  241,  106  Fed.  131,  revers- 
ing 99  Fed.  852,  holding  act  authorizing  commissioners  of  county  to  issue  bonds 
in  payment  of  property  obtained  through  unconstitutional  legislation  valid. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ingram  v.  Colgan,  28  L.  R.  A.  187,  which  upholds  bounty 
for  killing  coyotes;  State  ex  rel.  Say  re  v.  Moore,  25  L.  R.  A.  774,  which  author- 
izes appropriation  to  reimburse  county  for  expenses  of  murder  trial. 
Impoaltlon  of  debt   on   public  corporation   by^  leslBlatnre. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Gibson,  2  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S.  228,  15  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec  78, 
holding  legislature  may  pass  law  creating  debt  in  respect  of  past  transaction 
when  public  body  is  morally  bound  to  pay;  State  v.  Wall,  2  Ohio  N.  P.  N.  S. 
521,  15  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  352,  holding  municipal  council  may  authorize  pay- 
ment of  claim  which  is  just  but  not  collectable  at  law,  but  cannot  so  find  facts 
as  to  estop  municipality  to  contest  them  in  court  wherein  enforcement  of  ordi- 
nance is  sought;  Caldwell  v.  Cuyahoga  County,  15  Ohio  C.  C.  171,  8  Ohio  C.  D. 
^8,  holding  legislature  cannot  provide  that  person  who  is  assaulted  by  mob 
«hall  recover  specific  sum  from  county. 
Bncroacbment   of  legrlslatnre   upon    Jndlclarjr. 

Cited  in  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cuyahoga  County,  99  Fed.  856,  declaring  de- 
termination of  question  of  equitable  or  moral  obligation  to  pay  public  in- 
debtedness is  judicial,  and  not  legislative;  Mitchell  v.  Champaign  County,  5 
Ohio  N.  P.  102,  5  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  263,  holding  law  for  suppression  of  mob 
violence  is  encroachment  of  legislature  upon  judiciary,  violates  right  to  jury 
trial,  and  takes  owner's  property  without  due  process  of  law. 

25  L.  R.  A.  774,  STATE  ew  rel,  SAYRE  v.  MOORE,  40  Neb.  854,  59  N.  W.  755. 
Attorney's  Hen. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Loofbourow  v.  Hicks,  55  L.  R.  A.  874,  which  holds  lien 
for  attorney's  fees  allowed  by  judgment  of  foreclosure  enforceable  against  land 
bid  in  by  mortgagee  or  assignee. 

Cited  in  note  (51  Am.  St.  Rep.  252)  on  lien  of  attorney!. 
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'Wbat    is   appropriation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Board  of  Education  ▼.  State,  25  L.  R.  A.  770,  which  holds 
unconstitutional,  act  authorizing  hoard  of  education  to  levy  tax  to  pay  claim  for 
which  no  obligation  exists;  Ingram  y.  Colgan,  28  L.  R.  A.  187,  which  upholds 
bounty  for  killing  coyotes. 

Cited  in  note  (42  L.  R.  A.  37,  49)  on  what  claims  constitute  valid  demands 
against  a  state. 

Distinguished  in  State  ea  rel.  Norfolk  Beet-Sugar  Co.  v.  Moore,  50  Neb.  99, 
61  Am.  St.  Rep.  538,  69  N.  W.  373,  holding  act  providing  for  beet-sugar  bounties 
not  an  appropriation  because  not  specific  or  limited. 
TTben  mamdaimiia  'vrill   issue. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Simons  v.  Cornell,  51  Neb.  556,  71  N.  W.  300,  denying 
mandamus  to  compel  auditor  to  pay  salary  of  public  oflScer  who  has  failed  to 
swear  to  or  affirm  his  claim;  State  ex  rel.  Society  of  Home  for  Friendless  v. 
Cornell,  54  Neb.  160,  74  N.  W.  398,  refusing  mandamus  to  compel  auditor  to 
issue  warrant  for  claim  disallowed  by  him;  State  ex  rel.  New  Orleans  Canal  k 
Bkg.  Co.  V.  Heard,  47  La.  Ann.  1693,  47  L.  R.  A.  523,  18  So.  746,  compelling 
state  auditor  to  pay  claim  against  state  in  pursuance  of  resolution  of  legislature; 
State  ex  rel,  Butler  County  Agri.  Soc.  v.  Coufal,  1  Neb.  (Unof.)  132,  95  N.  W. 
362,  holding  allowance  by  county  supervisors  of  statutory  sum  due  county  agri- 
cultural society  may  be  compelled  by  mandamus. 

Cited  in  notes  (58  L.  R.  A.  843)  on  original  jurisdiction  of  court  of  last  resort 
in  mandamus  case;  (47  L.  R.  A.  516)  on  unconstitutionality  of  statute  as  defense 
against  mandamus  to  compel  its  enforcement. 

Distinguished  in  Burton  v.  Furman,  115  N.  C.  172,  20  S.  E.  443,  holding  that 
mandamus  will  not  lie  against  state  officers  to  compel  them  to  audit  and  pay 
from  statutory  fund,  claim  of  attorney  for  services  rendered  to  state. 
Contracts    to    procure    learlslatioA. 

Cited  in  Richardson  v.  Scott's  Bluff  County,  59  Neb.  406,  48  L.  R.  A.  297, 
80  Am.  St.  Rep.  682,  81  N.  W.  309,  declaring  void  an  agreement  to  compensate 
lobbyist  for  procuring  passage  of  act  to  reimburse  county  for  expense  of  murder 
trial. 
Appointment   of   police   board  by  vovemor. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Moores,  55  Neb.  523,  41  L.  R.  A.  638,  76 
N.  W.  175   (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  act  granting  governor  power 
to  appoint  metropolitan  police  board  invalid. 
Claima  adjnatable  by  State  Anditor. 

Cited  in  Lancaster  County  v.  State,  74  Neb.  213,  104  N.  W.  187,  holding  that 
statute  of  limitations  as  to  claims  against  the  state  does  not  apply  to  claim 
which  could  not  be  presented  to  auditor  for  allowance,  but  could  only  be  sued 
upon  by  consent  of  the  l^slature. 

25  L.  R.  A.  781,  Re  GAGE,  141  N.  Y.  112,  56  N.  Y.  S.  R.  662,  35  N.  E.  1094. 
Itoarialative  po'vrer  over  elections  and  remo-rals  front  ofllce. 

Cited  in  Spitzer  v.  Fulton,  33  Misc.  266,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  660,  holding  legisla- 
ture may  determine  persons  qualified  to  vote  for  village  officers  and  as  to  such 
officers  constitutional  provisions  as  to  elections  do  not  apply ;  People  ex  rel.  Goring 
V.  Wappingers  Falls,  83  Hun,  135,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  758,  holding  office  of  justice  of 
peace,  having  been  determined  by  legislature  to  be  elective,  came  under  constitu- 
tional provisions  as  to  election  by  the  people;  Harris  v.  Burr,  32  Or.  362,  39 
L.  R.  A.  771,  footnote  p.  768,  52  Pac.  17,  holding  women  may  vote  at  school 
meeting  for  director  notwithstanding  constitutional  provision  limiting  right  to 
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"vote  at  all  elections  authorized  by  law^'  to  male  citizens;  People  ex  rel.  Goffej  t. 
Democratic  General  Committee,  164  N.  Y.  348,  61  L.  R.  A.  679,  68  N.  E.  124 
(dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying  power  of  county  committee  of  political 
party  to  remove  one  of  its  members;  People  v.  Dooley,  171  N.  Y.  82,  63  N.  E. 
815,  holding  legislature  cannot  provide  for  election  of  local  magistrates  in  one 
division  of  city  borough  and  for  appointment  of  same  class  of  magistrates  in 
another  division ;  Coggeshall  v.  Des  Moines,  138  Iowa,  738,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  221, 
117  N.  W.  309,  holding  that  constitutional  provision  as  to  qualifications  of 
electors  applies  only  to  such  elections  as  were  contemplated  by  the  constitution; 
State  ex  rel.  Gibson  v.  Monahan,  72  Kan.  496,  115  Am.  St.  Rep.  224,  84  Pac. 
130,  7  Ann.  Cas.  661,  holding  that  constitutional  prohibition  against  requiring 
property  qualification  for  voting  or  holding  office,  applies  only  to  offices  con- 
templated by  the  constitution. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Gougar  v.  Timberlake,  37  L.  R.  A.  644,  which  denies  right 
of  women  to  vote  under  provision  giving  right  to  "male"  citizens. 

Cited  in  note  (27  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  625)  on  right  of  women  to  vote. 

J6  L.  R.  A.  784,  BOTTOMS  v.  SEABOARD  &  R.  R.  CO.  114  N.  C.  699,  41  Am. 

St.  Rep.  799,  19  S.  E.  730. 
Cmpntable    nesllsrence. 

Cited  in  Warren  v.  Manchester  Street  R.  Co.  70  N.  H.  362,  47  Atl,  735,  refusing 
to  impute  to  infant  of  three  years  negligence  of  parent  in  permitting  it  to  go  un- 
attended upon  street  through  which  street  railway  ran;  South  Covington  &  C. 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Herrklotz,  104  Ky.  414,  47  S.  W.  266,  holding  negligence  of 
father  not  imputable  to  child  under  four  years  whose  arm  was  crushed  by  street 
car;  Chicago  G.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Kowalski,  34  C.  C.  A.  4,  92  Fed.  312,  refusing  to 
impute  to  infant  of  three  months  the  negligence  of  father  and  mother  with 
whom  it  was  riding;  Berry  v.  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  70  Fed.  683,  refusing  to 
impute  mother's  negligence  to  child  of  seven  years  crossing  railroad;  Evansville 
V.  Senhenn,  161  Ind.  54,  41  L.  R,  A.  732,  footnote  p.  728,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  218. 
47  N.  E.  634,  refusing  to  impute  negligence  of  parent  to  child  of  five  years 
crippled  by  fall  of  pile  of  lumber  in  street;  Bradley  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  12tj 
N.  C.  742,  36  S.  E.  181,  upholding  instruction  to  jury  that  deceased  killed  by  cars 
backing  onto  stage  not  responsible  for  conduct  of  driver  unless  she  assumed  to 
direct  or  control  him;  Duval  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  134  N.  C.  349,  CT 
L.  R.  A.  729,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  830,  46  S.  E.  760,  holding  negligence  of  driver  of 
buggy  not  imputable  to  daughter  riding  with  him. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ploof  v.  Burlington  Traction  Co.  43  L.  R.  A.  108,  which 
holds  parent's  negligence  in  permitting  ten-year  old  boy  in  street  not  proximate 
cause  of  accident  from  his  attempt  to  cross  street  in  front  of  street  car;  Ivcf^ 
v.  Welden,  54  L.  R.  A.  854,  which  holds  child  injured  by  explosion  of  unlabeled 
gasoline,  not  affected  by  father's  negligence;  Nashville  R.  Co.  v.  Howard,  64 
L.  R.  A.  437,  which  holds  negligence  of  mother  not  imputable  to  child  four  y«Mrs 
old  thrown  fiom  street  car  by  jolting;  Mattson  v.  Minnesota  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
70  L.R.A.  503,  which  holds  parent's  or  guardian's  negligence  not  imputable  to 
child  non  sui  juris  in  action  by  it  for  injuries  to  his  person. 

Cited  in  notes    (18  L.R.A.  (N.S.)    320)   on  contributory  negligence  of  parent 
or  custodian  as  bar  to  action  by  child  for  negligent  injuries;    (110  Am.  St.  Rep. 
284,  286)    on   imputed  negligence. 
Duty   of   railroad   to   trespamier. 

Explained  in  Jeffries  v.  Seaboard  Air  Line  R.  Co.  129  N.  C.  240,  39  S.  E.  836, 
holding  railroad  liable  if  engineer  by  looking  ahead  could  have  seen  child  on 
track  in  time  to  avoid  striking  it. 
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Cited  in  Mason  ▼.  Southern  R.  Co.  68  S.  C.  81,  53  L.  R.  A.  918,  footnote  p.  913, 
79  Am.  St.  Rep.  826,  36  S.  E.  440,  holdin|r  railroad  oonipany  liable  for  deatli  of 
child  on  track  from  failure  to  keep  reasonable  lookout;  Gimn  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co. 
42  W.  Va.  681,  36  L.  R.  A.  578, 36  S.  E.  546,  holding  engineer's  duty  to  try  to  avoid 
injuring  child  seen  on  railroad;  Smith  v.  Norfolk  &  S.  R.  Co.  114  N.  C.  749,  25 
L.  R.  A.  296,  19  S.  E.  863,  holding  railroad  liable  for  neglect  of  engineer  to 
exercise  due  care  in  discovering  and  avoiding  injuries  to  helpless  persons  on 
track;  Jacksonville  Electric  Co.  v.  Adams,  50  Fla.  440,  39  So.  183,  7  Ann.  Gas. 
241,  holding  it  to  be  duty  of  motorman  on  electric  car,  who  sees  child  danger- 
ously near  track  to  take  proper  precautions  to  avoid  injuring  him;  Anderson 
V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  15  Idaho,  529,  99  Pac.  91,  holding  it  to  be  the  duty 
of  an  engineer,  who  sees  child  four  years  of  age  on  track,  to  take  immediate- 
steps  to  stop  his  engine  to  avoid  injuring  the  child. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Gunn  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  36  L.  R.  A.  575,  which  holds- 
it  duty  of  engineer  and  fireman  to  keep  lookout  for  persons  on  track;  Ashworth 
V.  Southern  R.  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  592,  which  holds  company  liable  for  injury  to- 
young  child  while  riding  on  running  board  of  engine  according  to  known  custom 
of  children;  Trudell  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  271,  which  holds  engineer 
justified  in  believing  good-sized  boy  will  leave  track  in  time  to  avoid  injury; 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Tartt,  49  L.  R.  A.  99,  which  denies  duty 
towards  trespassers  on  track  before  discovery ;  Barney  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co. 
26  L.  R.  A.  847,  which  denies  duty  of  railroad  company  to  fence  switch  yards 
for  protection  of  children;  Kramer  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  359,  which 
denies  railroad  company's  liability  for  death  of  child  by  fall  of  pile  of  cross-ties 
in  unused  portion  of  street;  Craddock  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  63  L.R.A.  657, 
which  holds  those  in  charge  of  locomotive  not  bound  to  discover  presence  of 
infant  on  track  remote  from  highway  at  earliest  possible  moment. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  287)  on  duty  to  maintain  lookout  on  railroad  train; 
(55  L.  R.  A.  456)  on  doctrine  of  last  clear  chance;  (69  L.R.A.  513,  526,  540) 
on  care  due  to  sick,  infirm,  or  helpless  persons,  with  whom  no  contract  relation 
is  sustained;  (6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  283)  on  right  of  engineer  of  train  to  presume 
that  child  will  get  out  of  danger;  (16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1103)  on  duty  of  railroad 
to  fence  against  children;  (21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  723,  724)  on  duty  of  locomotive 
crew  to  keep  lookout,  as  affected  by  other  duties;  (31  L.R.A. (N.S.)  861)  on 
constitutionality  of  statutes  requiring  railroad  to  fence  tracks  and  build  cattle 
guards;  (32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  568)  on  maintenance  of  lookout  for  trespassing  child 
on  track;  (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  426,  428)  on  acts  and  omissions  constituting  negli- 
gence toward  children. 

Disapproved  in  Palmer  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  P.  Co.  34  Utah,  482,  98  Pac.  689, 
16  Ann.  Cas.  229,  holding  that  it  is  not  the  duty  of  a  railroad  company  to  keep 
lookout  for  trespassers  on  its  track  though  such  trespassers  may  be  children. 
Contributory  nearllarence  of  clilldren. 

Cited  in  Gunn  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  42  W.  Va.  680,  36  L.  R.  A.  678,  26  S.  E. 
546,  holding  child  imder  five  killed  on  railroad  track  not  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence;  Citizens  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Hamer,  29  Ind.  App.  434,  62  N.  E.  658, 
holding  question  for  jury,  whether  contributory  negligence  imputable  to  child 
crossing  street  in  front  of  approaching  car. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Mackey,  29  L.  R.  A.  757,  which 
holds  negligence  of  nine-year  old  child  climbing  over  coupling  of  car  standing  on 
crossing  for  jury. 

Cited  in  note  (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  410)  on  contributory  negligence  of  children. 
L.R.A.  Au.  Vol.  111.-91. 
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AetloA  for  deatb  of  ehlld  due  to  parent'*  neflrliflr«B«e* 

Cited  in  Bamberger  v.  Citizena*  Street  R.  Co.  95  Tenn.  28,  28  L.  R.  A.  490,  foot- 
note p.  486,  49  Am.  St.  Bep.  909,  31  S.  W.  163,  holding  father  of  child  killed 
on  street  railway  cannot  maintain  action  as  administrator  when  he  is  sole  bene 
ficiary  and  death  due  to  his  contributory  negligence. 

Cited  in  note    (49  Am.  St.  Rep.  408)   on  recovery  by  parent  for  injury  to 
child. 
Action  by  child  for  personal  Injvry  on  eontlnar  of  nare» 

Cited  in  Scarlett  v.  Norwood,  115  N.  C.  286,  20  S.  E.  459,  discussing  question 
whether  seduced  minor,  after  action  by  parent,  can,  on  arriving  of  age,  bring 
another  action  herself. 

25  L.  R.  A.  794,  PEOPLE  v.  EWER,  141  N.  Y.  129,  56  N.  Y.  S.  R.  668,  38  Am. 

St.  Rep.  788,  36  N.  E.  4. 
Police  po'vrer. 

Cited  in  People  ex  rel,  Nechamcus  v.  City  Prison,  144  N.  Y.  536,  27  L.  IL  A. 
721,  39  N.  E.  686,  sustaining  validity  of  act  requiring  certificate  of  state  exam- 
ining board  before  engaging  as  master  plumber;  Grannan  v.  Westchester  Racing 
Asso.  153  N.  Y.  461,  47  N.  E.  896,  holding  racing  association  organized  for  public 
purpose  subject  to  authority  of  legislature  to  determine  conditions  upon  which 
it  should  exercise  rights;  People  ex  rel.  Tyroler  v.  City  Prison,  157  N.  Y.  147, 
43  L.  R.  A.  276,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  763,  51  N.  E.  1006   (dissenting  opinion),  ma- 
jority holding  act  invalid  making  it  a  penal  offense  to  sell  passage  tickets  on 
vessels  and  railroads  except  by  specially  authorized  agents;   People  v.  Havnor, 
149  N.  Y.  201,  31  L.  R.  A.  691,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  707,  43  N.  E.  541,  upholding  act 
prohibiting  barber  from  carrying  on  business  on  Simday,  as  it  tends  to  promote 
public  health;  People  ex  rel.  Zeese  v.  Masten,  79  Hun,  583,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  891, 
holding  commitment  of  child  for  commission  of  crime  to  a  house  of  refuge  was 
for  "general  comfort,  health,  and  prosperity  of  the  state;"  People  ex  rel.  Ordway 
V.  St.  Saviour's  Sanitarium,  34  App.  DivJ  372,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  431,  releasing 
female  committed  to  inebriate  asylum  on  ground  she  was  without  notioe  of  pro- 
ceedings; People  V.  Buffalo  Fish  Co.  164  N.  Y.  Ill,  52  L.  R.  A.  810,  79  Am.  St. 
Rep.  622,  50  N.  E.  34   (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  fish  dealer  cannot 
be  indicted  for  having  in  his  possession  fish  imported   under  revenue  laws  of 
United  States  during  close  season;  State  v.  Bailey,  157  Ind.  330,  59  L.  R.  A.  437, 
footnote  p.  435,  61  N.  E.  730,  holding  compulsory  education  law  not  an  unauthor- 
ized invasion  of  parental  rights;  State  v.  Theriault,  70  Vt.  627,  43  L.  R.  A.  294, 
67  Am.  St.  Rep.  695,  41  Atl.  1030,  upholding  act  restraining  owner  of  stream 
from  fishing  in  it  for  a  certain  period;  People  v.  Lochner,  177  N.  Y.  152,  101  Am. 
St.  Rep.  773,  69  N.  E.  373,  Affirming  73  App.  Div.  124,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  396,  up- 
holding validity  of  provision  of  labor  law  restricting  time  of  employment  of 
bakers  to  sixty  hours  per  week,  Reversed  in  198  U.  S.  45,  49  L.  ed.  937,  25  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  539;  State  v.  Cantwell,  179  Mo.  272,  78  S.  W.  569,  upholding  validity 
of  statute  prohibiting  employment  of  laborers  under  ground  longer  than  eight 
hours  a  day;   New  York  v.  Chelsea  Jute  Mills,  43  Misc.  269,  88  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1086,  upholding  validity  of  statute  prohibiting  employment  of  child  under  four- 
teen years  of  age  during  school  year;   Viemeister  v.  White,  88  App.  Div.  50, 
84   N.   Y.   Supp.   712,   upholding  validity   of   statute   prohibiting   imvaocinated 
children  from  attending  school;  Whiteley  v.  Terry,  83  App.  Div.  200,  82  N.  Y. 
Supp.  89,  upholding  validity  of  statute  making  it  misdemeanor  in  cities  of  first 
and  second  class  to  offer  real  estate  for  sale  without  written  authority  of  owner: 
St.  Louis  Gunning  Advertising  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  235  Mo.  189,  137  8.  W.  929, 
holding  that  ordinance  regulating  construction  of  bill  boards  on  vacant  lots  is 


1448  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [26  L.R.A.  806 

valid;  Vicmeister  v.  White,  179  N.  Y.  239,  70  L.R.A.  797,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  869, 
72  N.  E.  97,  1  Ann.  Caa.  334,  holding  valid  statute  excluding  unvaccinated 
persons  from  the  public  schools;  Inland  Steel  Go.  t.  Yedinak,  172  Ind.  436,  87 
N.  E.  229;  State  v.  Rose,  125  La.  468,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  82,  61  So.  496;  Bryant 
y.  Skillman  Hardware  Co.  76  N.  J.  L.  48,  69  Atl.  23,— holding  valid  child  labor 
law;  People  v.  McGuire,  113  App,  Div.  633,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  91,  holding  valid 
statute  prohibiting  junk  dealer  from  purchasing  from  child  under  16  years; 
State  V.  Shorey,  48  Or.  398,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1123,  86  Pae.  881,  holding  valid 
statute  prohibiting  the  employment  of  child  under  16  years  for  more  than  ten 
hours  per  day;  People  ex  rel.  Wineburgh  Advertising  Co.  v.  Murphy,  195  N.  Y. 
136,  21  LJl.A.(N.S.)  741,  88  N.  E.  17,  holding  invalid  ordinance  limiting  abso- 
lutely the  height  of  advertising  signs  on  private  property;  People  v.  Bishopp,  106 
App.  Div.  268,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  773,  holding  valid  statute  regulating  the  sale  of 
veal;  Wright  v.  Hart,  182  N.  Y.  350,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  349,  75  N.  E.  404,  3  Ann. 
Cas.  263,  Reversing  103  App.  Div.  221,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  60  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  validity  of  act  regulating  sales  in  bulk;  People  ex  rel.  Lodes  v.  Health  Dept. 
117  App.  Div.  863,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  276,  on  police  power  over  certain  occupations. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Collins  v.  State,  35  L.  R.  A.  501,  which  holds  boy  almost 
as  large  as  father  not  "child'"  within  laws  preventing  cruelty  to  children. 

Cited  in  notes  (49  L.  R.  A.  114)  on  constitutionality  of  discrimination  against 
women  in  police  regulations;  (32  L.  R.  A.  853)  on  police  power  to  protect  health 
of  employees;    (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  604)  on  constitutionality  of  child-labor  laws. 

25  L.  R.  A.  798,  Re  REISS,  46  La.  Ann.  347«  15  So.  15L 
Cvatodx  of  infanta. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Young,  36  L.  R.  A.  224,  which  upholds  grandparents' 
right  to  custody  of  children  to  exclusion  of  father's  sister  appointed  guardian  by 
his  wilL 

Distinguished  in  Voiers  v.  Atkins  Bros.  118  La.  303,  36  So.  974,  holding  that 
where  welfare  of  child  demands  it,  the  court  may  deny  to  father  its  custody. 

26  L.  R.  A.  800,  RIDGELY  v.  RIDGELY,  79  Md.  298,  29  Atl.  697. 
Jnrfadlctlon    of   action    to    nnnnl    nmrrlnare. 

Cited  in  Henn^^er  v.  Lomas,  146  Ind.  299,  32  L.  R.  A.  852,  footnote  p.  848, 
44  N.  E.  462,  holding  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  marriages  procured  by  fraud 
independently  of  divoroe  law. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Kelley  v.  Kelley,  26  L.  R.  A.  806,  which  denies  authority 
of  court  of  chancery  to  annul  marriage  without  statutory  authority. 

Cited  in  note  (37  L.  R.  A.  786)  on  whether  court  of  equity  can  protect  per- 
sonal rights. 
-»'Wko  wuMT  n&aintnin  action* 

Cited  in  Re  HoUopeter,  52  Wash.  47,  21 'L.R.A.(Nj3.)  860,  132  Am.  St.  Rep. 
962,  100  Pac.  169,  17  Ann.  Cas.  91,  holding  that  parents  cannot  maintain  action 
to  annul  marriage  entered  into  by  their  minor  child. 
Effect  of  fmnd  npon  mnrrlnarc 

Cited  in  Lenoir  v.  Lenoir,  24  App.  D.  C.  162,  on  contract  of  marriage  as  being 
vitiated  by  fraud  in  its  procurement. 

26  L.  R.  A.  806,  KELLEY  v.  KELLEY,  161  Mass.  Ill,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  389,  36 

N.  E.  837. 
Preanmptlon  as  to  la-vrs  of  another  atate* 

Cited  in  McMahon  v.  Eagle  Life  Asso.  169  Mass.  541,  61  Am.  St  Rep.  306,  48 


25  L.R.A.  8061  L.  R,  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  1444 

N.  E.  339,  holding  court  of  general  jurisdiction  of  another  state  presumed  to 
have  jurisdiction  in  action  at  law  to  enforce  contract;  Dickey  ▼.  Pocomoke  City 
Nat.  Bank,  89  Md.  298,  43  Atl.  33,  holding  statute  law  of  one  state  altering 
common  law  not  presumed  to  have  been  adopted  in  another  state;  Atty.  Gen.  y. 
Supreme  Council  A.  L.  H.  196  Mass.  163,  81  N.  E.  966,  holding  that  common  law 
in  foreign  state  is  presumed  to  be  the  same  as  in  this  state;  Cherry  v.  Sprague, 
187  Mass.  117,  67  L.R.A.  39,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  381,  72  N.  E.  456,  holding  same 
but  that  there  is  no  such  presumption  as  to  statutory  law;  Demelman  v.  Brazier, 
193  Mass.  592,  79  N.  E.  812,  holding  that  where  common  law  has  been  changed  by 
statute  there  is  no  presumption  that  it  has  been  similarly  changed  in  another 
state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Broadway  Bank,  42  L.  R.  A. 
140,  which  denies  presumption  that  statutory  restrictions  on  alienation  of  in- 
terests of  cestui  que  trust  are  law  of  other  state;  Aslanian  ▼.  Dostumian,  47 
L.  R.  A.  495,  which  denies  presumption  that  law  merchant  as  to  protest  of  draft 
prevails  in  Asiatic  Turkey. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.  R.  A.  800)  on  jurisdiction  of  chancery  to  decree  nullity 
or  dissolution  of  marriage;    (67  L.R.A.  38,  48,  56)  on  how  case  determined  when 
proper  foreign  law  not  proved;   (113  Am.  St.  Rep.  880)  on  proof  of  foreign  laws 
and  their  effect. 
Preamnptlon  as  to  Jvrladlctlon. 

Cited  in  American  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mason,  159  Ind.  10,  64  N.  £.  625,  hold- 
ing court  Qf  another  state  having  judge,  clerk,  and  seal,  presumed  to  be  one  of 
general  jurisdiction,  and  that  proceedings  leading  to  judgment  were  regular; 
Olds  V.  City  Trust,  S.  D.  &  Surety  Co.  185  Mass.  506,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  356,  70  K. 
E.  1022,  holding  that  when  jurisdiction  of  local  courts  depends  upon  statute  no 
presumption  arises  that  courts  in  foreign  state  have  similar  jurisdiction; 
Swing  V.  Karges  Furniture  Co.  123  Mo.  App.  378,  100  S.  W.  662,  on  question 
whether  foreign  court  can  be  presumed  to  have  jurisdiction  over  subject  matter  of 
suit  where  dependent  upon  statutory  grant  of  power. 
Credit  due  Jndgrmenta  of  another  state. 

Cited  in  American  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mason,  159  Ind.  18,  64  N.  E.  525,  hold- 
ing judgment  of  court  having  jurisdiction  of  subject-matter  and  of  parties  conclu- 
sive on  merits  in  other  states;  De  Vail  v.  De  Vail,  57  Or.  137,  109  Pac.  755,  hold- 
ing that  decisions  of  sister  state  coilstruing  statute  thereof,  not  offered  in  evi- 
dence, will  be  examined  only  so  far  as  they  interpret  common  law  existing  in 
such  state. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Arrington  v.  Arrington,  52  L.  R.  A.  201,  which  holds 
foreign  decree  for  alimony  after  defendant's  appearance  entitled  to  full  faith  and 
credit;  Trowbridge  v.  Spinning,  64  L.  R.  A.  204,  which  holds  judgment  for  ali- 
mony tliough  subject  to  alteration  final  for  enforcement  in  other  state;  Felt  v. 
Felt,  47  L.  R.  A.  546,  which  holds  divorce  on  substituted  service  in  other  state 
where  complainant  domiciled  entitled  to  recognition  by  interstate  comity. 

Cited  in  note  (103  Am.  St.  Rep.  308,  323)  on  judgments  of  courts  of  other 
states. 

25  L.  R.  A.  810,  STATE  v.  GORHAM,  115  N.  C.  721,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  494,  20 
S.  E.  179. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  State  v.  Sheppard,  142  N.  C.  590,  55  S.  £. 
146. 
Reflrnlatlon  of  Interstate  commerce* 

Cited  in  Collier  v.  Burgin,  130  N.  C.  635,  41  S.  E.  874,  holding  sales  of  books 
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by  foreign  corporation  through  canvassers,  to  be  paid  for  by  instalments,  title 
remaining  in  seller  till  paid  for,  makes  seller  peddler  subject  to  license  tax. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  South  Bend  v.  Martin,  29  L.  R.  A.  531,  which  holds 
ordinance  imposing  license  on  peddlers  not  interference  with  commerce  as  to  the 
peddling  of  chairs  imported  before  employment  begun;  Racine  Iron  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Commona,  51  L.  R.  A.  134,  which  holds  traveling  agent  taking  orders  and  dis- 
tributing contents  of  original  package  among  customers,  not  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce;  Croy  v.  Epperson,  51  L.  R.  A.  254,  which  holds  one  taking 
orders  in  own  name  for  articles  manufactured  in  other  state,  and  delivering  sepa- 
rate articles  to  customers,  not  engaged  in  interstate  commerce;  French  v.  State, 
52  L.  R.  A.  160,  Wiiich  holds  agent  of  nonresident  company  selling  organ  taken 
with  him,  or  taking  orders  for  others  to  be  delivered  by  him,  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce;  StaU)  v.  Willingham,  52  L.  R.  A.  198,  which  holds  interstate 
commerce,  delivery  of  portraits  and  frames  by  agent  previously  taking  order  for 
nonresident  manufacturer;  Re  Wilson,  48  L.  R.  A.  417,  which  holds  void  as  ap- 
plied to  sale  of  original  packages  territorial  statute  requiring  license  for  sale 
of  coal  oil;  Smith  v.  Jackson,  47  L.  R.  A.  416,  which  holds  agent  collecting 
garments  and  sending  them  to  laundry  outside  of  state  and  redelivering  to  owners, 
not  engaged  in  commerce;  State  v.  Coop,  41  L.  R.  A.  501,  which  holds  purchase 
of  frame  for  portrait  in  accordance  with  option  included  in  order  for  making 
portrait  in  other  state  not  within  statute  against  peddling. 

Cited  in  notes  (19  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  314)  on  license  or  occupation  tax  on  hawkers, 
peddlers,  and  persons  engaged  in  soliciting  orders  by  sample  or  otherwise,  as 
violating  the  commerce  clause;  (129  Am.  St.  Rep.  278)  on  constitutional  lim- 
itations on  power  to  impose  license  or  occupation  taxes;  (46  L.  ed.  U.  S.  791) 
on  peddlers  and  drummers  as  related  to  interstate  commerce. 

Distinguished  in  Wrought  Iron  Range  Co.  v.  Campen,  135  N.  C.  519,  47  S.  E. 
€58,  holding  license  tax  on  itinerant  persons  peddling  ranges  unconstitutional  as 
interference  with  interstate  commerce,  in  respect  to  goods  brought  from  another 
state,  and  sold  in  priginal  packages. 
Police   po^ver. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Brownback  v.  North  Wales,  49  L.  R.  A.  446,  which  holds 
valid  as  to  residents,  ordinance  requiring  license  for  sale  of  goods  on  street  or  by 
soliciting  orders  from  house  to  house;  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Wright,  35  L.  R.  A. 
497,  which  sustains  state  statute  requiring  every  company  selling  sewing  machines 
in  state  to  pay  license  tax;  Burrows  v.  Delta  Transp.  Co.  29  L.  R.  A-  468,  which 
sustains  validity  of  state  statute  requiring  fire  screens  on  vessels  burning  wood. 
Constractlon  of  license  act. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Sheppard,  138  N.  C.  582,  50  S.  E.  231,  holding  license  not 
required  for  single  act  of  putting  up  lightning  rod  under  statute  requiring  license 
for  business  of  putting  up  lightning  rods. 

25  L.  R.  A.  813,  GASKINS  v.  DAVIS,  115  N.  C.  85,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  439,  20  S.  E. 
188. 

Rlirlit  of  action  for  cnttlnar  timber. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Alliance  Trust  Co.  v.  Nettleton  Hardware  Co.  36  L.  R.  A. 
155,  which  authorizes  trover  or  trespass  by  true  owner  after  re-entry  for  value 
of  trees  cut  during  disseisin;  Keystone  Lumber  Co.  v.  Kolman,  34  L.  R.  A.  821, 
which  requires  licensee  to  repay  trespasser  enhanced  value  of  timber  before  re- 
covering. 

— —  Measure  of  damagres. 

Cited  in  Wall  v.  HoUoman,  156  N.  C.  278,  72  S.  E.  369,  to  the  peint  that  in 
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action  for  treBpass  upon  land,  owner  of  timber  removed  could  recover  no  more 
than  value  of  timber  at  place  of  severance,  together  with  damage  done  in 
removing  it;  Davia  v.  Wall,  142  N.  C.  451,  55  S.  E.  350,  holding  plaintiff  in 
action  for  trespasB  in  cutting  and  removing  trees  entitled  to  recover  the  value 
of  the  trees  and  any  damage  caused  by  their  removal;  Whitfield  v.  Rowland 
Lumber  Co.  152  N.  C.  214,  67  S.  E.  512,  holding  landowner  entitled  to  damages 
to  land  and  undergrowth  caused  by  the  cutting  of  under-size  trees  under  con- 
tract for  cutting  trees  of  a  specified  size. 

Cited  in  notes  (18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  248)  on  measure  of  damages  for  wrongful 
cutting  or  destruction  of  standing  timber;  (17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  882,  883)  on 
measure  of  damages  against  one  mining  beyond  the  limits  of  his  property. 

Distinguished  in  Williams  v.  Elm  City  Lumber  Co.  154  N.  C.  310,  70  8.  £. 

631,  Ann  Cas.  1912  A,  917,  holding  that  in  action  against  grantee  in  timber 
deed  for  damages  by  cutting  timber  of  less  dimensions  than  specified,  jury  may 
consider  species  of  trees,  whether  of  rapid  growth,  ate,  in  determining  value  and 
effect  of  cutting. 
Bona  llde  pvreliaser  of  confvaed  vood«. 

Cited  in  note  (101  Am.  St.  Rep.  921)  on  rights  of  bona  fide  purchaser  of  con- 
fused goods. 

25  L.  R.  A.  815,  GRAND  RAPIDS  ICE  &  COAL  CO.  v.  SOUTH  GRAND  RAPIDS 

ICE  &  COAL  CO.  102  Mich.  227,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  516,  60  N.  W.  681. 
Rlflrhts  of  riparian  o'vrnera. 

Cited  in  Pittsburgh  &  L.  A.  Iron  Co.  v.  Lake  Superior  Iron  Co.  118  Mich.  124, 
76  N.  W.  395,  holding  party  to  contract  fixing  boundary  in  lake  cannot  have 
apportionment  on  other  lines  because  of  alleged  reliance  on  mistake  in  decision 
subsequently  overruled;  Oliver  v.  Olmstead,  112  Mich.  484,  70  N.  W.  1036,  hold- 
ing riparian  owners  entitled  to  ice  formed  on  surface  of  river;  Kean  v.  Calumet 
Canal  &  Improv.  Co.  190  U.  S.  489,  47  L.  ed.  1149,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  651  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  holding  patent  to  state  under  swamp  land  act  con- 
veying certain  fractional  sections  bordering  on  non-navigable  lake  gave  title  to 
lands  under  water;  Foss  v.  Johnstone,  158  Cal.  130,  110  Pac.  294,  on  question 
whether  title  to  patented  lands  should  be  extended  beyond  lines  of  subdivision 
bordering  on  pond,  if  they  were  extended  into  pond,  so  as  to  include  other  sub- 
divisions lying  wholly  within  pond;  A.  M.  Campau  Realty  Co.  v.  Detroit,  162 
Mich.  245,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  555,  127  N.  W.  365,  holding  that  boundary  line  be- 
tween two  riparian  owners  as  to  land  covered  by  water,  is  not  dependent  upon 
direction  of  lines  on  land,  but  lines  from  shore  should  run  as  near  as  may  be, 
perpendicular  to  course  of  stream;  Rhodes  v.  Cissel,  82  Ark.  371,  101  S.  W.  758, 
holding  that  shore  owner  owns  to  center  of  lake  in  proportion  to  his  frontage 
thereon;  Fuller  v.  Bilz,  161  Mich.  592,  126  N.  W.  712,  holding  that  shoreowner 
owns  to  center  of  lake  and  may  plat  and  sell  the  submerged  land;  Calkins  v. 
Hart,  64  Misc.  151,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  1049,  holding  that  owner  of  land  abutting 
upon  a  lake  takes  to  the  thread  of  the  lake. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Fuller  v.  Shedd,  33  L.  R.  A.  146,  which  holds  grant  of 
meandered  lake  goes  only  to  water's  edge;  Noyes  v.  Collins,  26  L.  R.  A.  609,  which 
holds  unnavigable  lake  not  to  belong  to  riparian  owners;  Smoulter  v.  Boyd,  66 
L.R.A.  829,  which  denies  right  of  any  riparian  grantee  to  use  of  entire  lake 
where  boundary  lines  are  run  through  the  lake. 

Cited  in  notes  (25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  262)  on  division  of  water  front,  alluvion,  and 
flats  between  adjoining  riparian  owners;  (122  Am.  St.  Rep.  985)  on  apportion- 
ment of  accretions. 

Distinguished  in  Fdinger  v.   Woodke,   127  Mich.  44,  86  N.  W.  397,  holding 
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"east  half  and  "west  half  in  a  deed  of  lands  by  government  survey  have  refer- 
ence to  dividing  line  running  to  lake  according  to  act  of  (yongress,  and  not  to 
equal  quantities. 

Kno^vrledse  of  la^vr  presvmed. 

Cited  in  Pittsburgh  &  I*  A.  Iron  Co.  v.  Cleveland  Iron  Min.  Co.  178  U.  S.  276, 
44  L.  ed.  1067,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  931,  appeal  dismissed  because  no  Federal  ques- 
tion involved  and  because  state  court  decided  there  was  laches  on  part  of  plain- 
tiff; Pittsburgh  &  L.  A.  Iron  Co.  v.  I^e  Superior  Iron  Co.  118  Mich.  132,  76 
N.  W.  395,  holding  everyone  is  presumed  to  know  law  and  is  guilty  of  laches 
in  keeping  silent  when  he  should  speak. 

25  L.  R.  A.  819,  COIT  &  CO.  v.  SUTTON,  102  Mich.  324,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 

768,  60  N.  W.  690. 
State  control  of  forelvA  eorpomtlona* 

Cited  in  M.  I.  Wilcox  Cordage  ft  Supply  Co.  v.  Mosher,  114  Mich.  66,  72  N.  W. 
117,  holding  debt  to  foreign  corporation  incurred  for  goods  sold  by  its  itinerant 
salesman  collectable  although  corporation  had  not  paid  fee  for  doing  business  in 
state;  Toledo  Commercial  Co.  v.  Glen  Mfg.  Co.  56  Ohio  St.  222,  46  N.  E.  197, 
holding  that  foreign  corporation  is  not  required  to  obtain  certificate  *'to  do 
business  in  state"  in  order  to  sell  and  deliver  goods  manufactured  out  of  state; 
Aultman,  M.  &  Co.  v.  Holder,  68  Fed.  471,  holding  act  imposing  tax  upon  foreign 
corporation  for  privil^^e  of  selling  wares  in  state  invalid  under  interstate  com- 
merce act;  Oakland  Sugar  Mill  Co.  v.  Fred  W.  Wolf  Co.  65  C.  C.  A.  97,  118 
Fed.  243,  holding  frandiise  tax  upon  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  state 
is  upon  the  occupation  of  the  corporation  in  state;  Havens  &  6.  Co.  v.  Diamond, 
93  111.  App.  565,  holding  act  requiring  foreign  corporations,  before  doing  business 
in  state,  to  do  certain  things,  does  not  apply  to  orders  solicited  by  drummers; 
Vaughn  Mach.  Co.  v.  Lighthouse,  64  App.  Div.  142,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  799,  holding 
procuring  of  orders  to  be  filled  by  foreign  corporation  in  another  state  is  not 
doing  business  in  state  requiring  certificate;  Blakeslee  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hilton,  5  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  191,  holding  act  requiring  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  state 
to  have  office  and  agents  does  not  apply  to  sales  by  order  or  samples;  Michigan 
Aluminum  Foundry  Co.  v.  Aluminum  Casting  Co.  190  Fed.  885,  to  the  point 
that  where  foreign  corporation  sends  salesmen  through  state  to  solicit  orders  to 
be  shipped  into  state,  such  corporation  is  not  doing  business  in  state;  Despres, 
Bridges  &  Noel  v.  Zierleyn,  163  Mich.  402,  128  N.  W.  769,  holding  that  foreign 
corporation  is  entitled  to  recover  for  goods  sent  into  state  upon  orders  given  by 
mail,  without  showing  compliance  with  state  statute;  Sucker  State  Drill  Co.  v. 
Wirtz,  17  N.  D.  317,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)   140,  116  N.  W.  844,  holding  that  statute 
regula<;jng  doing  business  in  state  by  foreign  corporations  has  no  effect  upon 
their  right  to  transact  interstate  business;  International  Trust  Co.  v.  A.  Leschen 
ft  Sons  Rope  Co.  41  Colo.  306,  92  Pac.  727,  14  Ann.  Cas.  861,  holding  that  sale 
and  delivery  of  goods  from  another  state  pursuant  to  an  order  taken  by  an  agent 
is  interstate  business;  Fifth  Ave.  Library  Soc  v.  Hastie,  155  Mich.  60,  118  N. 
W.  727,  holding  contract  not  made  within  state  where  order  was  taken  and  pay- 
ment was  to  be  made  within  the  state,  for  books  from  a  publisher  in  another 
state;  La  Moine  Lumber  ft  Trading  Co.  v.  Kesterson,  171  Fed.  983,  on  state  as 
having  no  power  to  interfere  with  interstate  business  carried  on  by  individuals 
or  by  corporations;  Flint  ft  W.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  McDonald,  21  S.  D.  530,  14  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  676,  130  Am.  St.  Rep.  735,  114  N.  W.  684,  holding  that  a  contract  by  a 
foreign  corporation  to  erect  a  water  tank  and  tower  is  valid  though  the  corpora- 
tion did  not  file  its  articles  of  incorporation  as  required  by  statute,  since  the 
transaction  was  within  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Federal  constitution. 
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Cited  in  notes  (57  L.  R.  A.  92)  on  taxation  of  corporate  franchises  in  the 
United  States;  (60  L.R.A.  680)  on  corporate  taxation  and  the  commerce  clause; 
(9  L.R.A. (X.S.)  1216)  on  soliciting  trade  as  doing  business  within  state;  (46 
L.  ed.  U.  S.  787)  on  peddlers  and  drummers  as  related  to  interstate  commerce. 

Distinguished  in  Moline  Plow  Co.  v.  Wilkinson,  105  Midi.  60,  62  N.  W.  1119, 
upholding  act  requiring  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  state  to  pay  same 
franchise  fee  as  domestic  corporation;  Plastings  Industrial  Co.  v.  Moran,  143 
Mich.  681,  107  N.  W.  706,  holding  contract  to  erect  canning  factory  not  inter- 
state commerce  though  the  machinery  and  appliances  were  brought  from  another 
state  and  the  contractor  was  a  foreign  corporation;  People  v.  Smith,  147  Mich. 
397,  110  N.  W.  1102,  holding  that  agent  of  foreign  corporation  selling  goods 
by  sample  and  filling  tbe  orders  from  stock  on  hand  and  from  goods  shipped  to 
him  by  his  principal  is  not  engaged  in  interstate  commerce. 
Constmctlon    of    statiitea. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Smith,  108  Mich.  534,  32  L.  R.  A.  857,  66  N.  W.  382,  bidd- 
ing statute  should  always  be  so  construed  as  to  bring  it  within  constitution,  if 
can  be  reasonably  done;  Butler  Bros.  Shoe  Co.  y.  United  States  Rubber  Co.  84 
C.  C.  A.  167,  156  Fed.  19,  on  construction  of  state  laws  so  as  not  to  conflict  with 
the  constitutional  provisions  as  to  interstate  commerce. 

25  L.  R.  A.  821,  CRIPPEN  v.  ROGERS,  67  X.  H.  207,  30  Atl.  346. 
Action  by  forelgrn  receiver  agralnst  resident  sliareliolder. 

Cited  in  Tompkins  v.  Blakey,  70  N.  H.  687,  49  Atl.  Ill,  holding  receiver  of 
foreign  corporation,   appointed  in  another  state,   may  maintain  action  in   this 
state  for  assessment  against  resident  shareholder. 
Transfer  ot  property  out  of  state  by  Insolvency  proeeedlnvs. 

Cited  in  note  (65  L.R.A.  368)  on  transfer  of  property  out  of  state  by  bank- 
ruptcy or  insolvency  proceedings  or  assignment  for  creditors. 

25  L.  R.  A.  824,  YARDLEY  v.  PHILLER,  62  Fed.  646,  10  C.  C.  A.  562,  17  U.  S. 
App.  647. 

Reversed  in  167  U.  S.  344,  42  L.  ed.  102,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  835. 
Preferences  by  Insolvent  banks. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  O'Brien  v.  Grant,  28  L.  R.  A.  361,  which  holds  payment 
of  checks  on  insolvent  bank  by  member  of  clearing  bonne  in  accordance  with  pre- 
vious contract  not  illegal  preference;  Voltz  v.  National  Bank,  30  LJR.A.  155. 
which  sustains  right  of  guaranteeing  bank  to  recover  against  drawers  of  certified 
clieck  paid  according  to  guaranty. 

Cited  in  note  (25  L.  R.  A.  548)  on  exceptions  to  prohibition  of  preferences  by 
insolvent  national  banks. 

Distinguished  in  Crane,  P.  &  Co.  v.  Fourth  Street  Nat.  Bank,  38  W.  N.  C. 
114,  Affirming  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  275,  4  Pa.  Dist  R.  133,  holding  bank,  member  of 
clearing-house  association,  liable  to  customer  for  proceeds  of  draft,  deposited  with 
association  by  such  bank  to  offset  indebtedness  due  from  another  and  insolvent 
debtor  to  association. 
Sufficiency  of  notice  of  'v^ltbdraTral  of  deposit. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  O'Brien  v.  East  River  Bridge  Co.  48  L.  R.  A.  122,  which 
upholds  notice  by  insolvent  bank  director  to  corporation  of  which  he  is  president 
on  signing  of  check  for  withdrawal  of  notes  deposited. 
'J^ikO  estopped  from  denylnir  sennlneness  of  dra^vrer's  sivaatnre. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  Bank^  26  L.  R.  A. 


1449  L.  R.  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.  [25  L.RA.  833 

289,  which  holds  both  collecting  bank  and  drawee  bank  estopped  to  deny  genuine- 
ness of  drawer's  signature. 

Bffect  of  clearing   liouae   mlea. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Crocker- Woolworth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Nevada  Bank,  63  L.R.A. 
245,  which  holds  statutory  provision  that  a  general  indorsement  warrants  the 
paper  to  be  in  all  respects  what  it  purports  to  be  abrogated  by  clearing  house 
rules  that  paper  deposited  for  clearance  shall  bear  the'  stamped  indorsement 
guaranteeing  validity  of  all  prior  indorsements. 

26  L.  R.  A.  833,  ST.  LOUIS,  I.  M.  &  8.  R.  CO.  v.  NBEDHAM,  63  Fed.  107,  11 

C.  C.  A.  56,  27  U.  S.  App.  227. 
Who   are    fello'vr   servanta. 

Followed  in  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Mase,  11  C.  C.  A.  64,  27  U.  S.  App.  288, 
C3  Fed.  115,  holding  conductor  of  railroad  train  through  whose  negligence  in 
leaving  open  switch  employee  of  another  train  injured  is  fellow  servant  of  such 
employee. 

Cited  in  Parker  v.  New  York  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  18  R.  I.  775,  30  Atl.  849,  and 
Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Sipes,  23  Colo.  229,  47  Pac.  287,  holding  yard  con- 
ductor neglecting  to  close  switch,  fellow  servant  of  locomotive  fireman  injured 
thereby;  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Schoer,  57  L.  R.  A.  709,  62  C.  C.  A,  271,  114  Fed. 
469,  holding  engineer  running  second  section  of  train  into  the  first  at  yard 
limits,  fellow  servant  of  train  employee,  notwithstanding  state  statute  making 
him  vice  principal;  Brady  v.  Chicago  &  G.  W.  R.  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  715,  52  C.  C.  A. 
51,  114  Fed.  103,  holding  engineer  running  train  through  yard  at  night  with' 
caboose  forward,  fellow  servant  of  switchman,  whose  death  was  caused  thereby; 
Jackson  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  43  W.  Va.  400,  46  L.  R.  A.  355,  31  S.  E.  258, 
holding  conductor  of  train  fellow  servant  of  brakeman  crushed  between  cars 
through  negligence  of  former  in  ordering  engineer  to  back  train;  Donnelly  v. 
San  Francisco  Bridge  Co.  117  Cal.  424,  49  Pac  559,  holding  superintendent  calling 
to  workman  throwing  down  blocks  to  other  workmen,  that  all  was  clear,  acts  as 
fellow  servant  of  workmen;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Lyons,  54  Neb.  640,  75  N.  W. 
13,  holding  members  of  two  switching  crews  of  same  railway  under  sole  control 
of  same  yardmaster  and  switching  cars  in  same  yard  are  fellow  servants;  Martin 
V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  65  Fed.  385,  holding  train  roaster  giving  order  to  take 
out  cars  from  train,  fellow  servant  of  brakeman  caught  between  switch  engine 
and  car  while  coupling;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Fishack,  59  C.  C.  A.  273,  123  Fed. 
469,  holding  yardmaster  directing  train  to  take  track  which  he  represented  as 
clear,  fellow  servant  of  fireman  injured  by  collision  with  cars  standing  on  track; 
Louisville  &  N.  P.  Co.  v.  Dillard,  114  Tenn.  247,  69  L.R.A.  748,  108  Am.  St.  Rep. 
894,  86  S.  W.  313,  4  Ann.  Cas.  1028,  holding  conductor  on  passenger  train  to  be 
fellow  servant  with  brakeman  on  freight  train;  Indiana  Union  Traction  Co.  v. 
Pring,  41  Ind.  App.  251,  83  N.  E.  733,  holding  that  trainmaster  personally  taking 
charge  of  car  is  a  fellow  servant  with  other  employees;  Chicago,  I.  &  L.  R.  Co. 
V.  Barker,  169  Ind.  677,  17  LJl.A.(N.S.)  547,  83  N.  E.  369,  14  Ann.  Cas.  375, 
holding  that  opening  and  closing  switch  is  work  of  fellow  servant  of  other  em- 
ployees engaged  in  operating  the  road;  Peterson  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H,  R.  Co. 
77  Conn.  357,  59  Atl.  502,  holding  master  not  liable  for  injury  to  employee 
caused  by  negligence  of  sub-foreman  in  operating  turntable;  Shaw  v.  Manchester 
Street  R.  Co.  73  N.  H.  67,  58  Atl.  1073,  holding  master  not  liable  for  injury 
to  employee  caused  by  negligence  of  car  starter  in  sending  out  defective  car. 

Cited  in  notes   (50  L.  R.  A.  432)   on  what  servants  are  deemed  to  be  in  same 
common  employment  apart  from  statutes,  ^here  no  questions  as  \d  vice  prin- 
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cipaUhip  arise;    (46  K  R.  A.  358)   on  when  conductor  is  deemed  to  be  a  eo- 
servant  of  other  railroad  employees. 
When    employee    ^Ice    principal. 

Cited  in  Southern  Indiana  R.  Co.  ▼.  Harrell,  161  Ind.  699,  63  L.  R.  A.  466, 
68  N.  £.  262,  holding  foreman  of  bridge  construction  gang  not  representatiTe  of 
master,  who  negligently  directed  raising  stone  by  derrick  when  train  passing, 
causing  injury  to  employee;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  y.  Elliott,  42  C.  C.  A.  203, 
102  Fed.  110  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  train  despatcher  vice  prin- 
cipal. 

Cited  in  notes  (54  L.R.A.  112,  114,  129)  on  vice  principalship  as  determined 
with  reference  to  character  of  act  which  caused  injury;  (75  Am.  St.  Rep.  637) 
on  who  is  a  vice  principal. 

Distinguished  in  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Cleaves,  84  Miss.  589,  36  So.  691,  holding 
engineer  vice-principal  as  to  his  fireman  under  statute. 
Asanmptlon    of    risk. 

Cited  in  Sofield  v.  Guggenheim  Smelting  Co.  64  N.  J.  L.  613,  50  L.  R.  A.  431, 
46  Atl.  711,  holding  neglect  of  fellow  workman  to  cover  pit  of  hot  water  with 
planks  furnished  by  master  part  of  risk  assumed  by  employee  falling  therein; 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Jackson,  12  C.  C.  A.  509,  27  U.  S.  App.  619,  65  Fed. 
50,  holding  sectionman  took  increased  hazard  in  the  work  of  dismantling  old  trade 
and  laying  new  one;  Indianapolis  Terra  Cotta  Co.  v.  Wachstetter,  44  Ind.  App. 
550,  88  N.  E.  853,  holding  that  master  who  furnishes  proper  place  and  proper 
tools  is  not  liable  to  servant  injured  because  of  improper  use  thereof  by  servants; 
American  Bridge  Co.  v.  Seeds,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1046,  75  C.  C.  A.  407,  144 
Fed.  611;  Floyd  v.  Colorado  Fuel  &  Iron  Co.  18  Colo.  App.  157,  70  Pac.  452,— 
holding  master  not  liable  for  failure  of  employers  to  properly  use  safe  appliances 
furnished  them  for  their  use;  United  States  Cement  Co.  v.  Koch,  42  Ind.  App. 
261,  85  N.  E.  490,  holding  master  not  liable  for  injury  to  employee  caused  by 
accumulation  of  coal  dust  incident  to  the  progress  of  the  work  done;  Young  v. 
Federal  Match  Co.  76  N.  J.  L.  116,  69  Atl.  500,  holding  master  not  liable  for 
injury  to  servant  from  negligence  of  fellow  servant  in  permitting  floor  in  match 
factory  to  become  slippery. 
Proximate  can«e. 

Cited  in  St  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Needham,  16  C.  C.  A.  457,  32  U.  S. 
App.  635,  69  Fed.  824,  holding  for  jury  to  determine  whether  absence  of  target  on 
switch  proximate  cause  of  injury  to  employee  on  derailed  train. 
TVlien    areneral    verdict   not   snatalned. 

Cited  in  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGreevj%  55  C.  C.  A.  547,  118  Fed.  419, 
refusing  to  sustain  general  verdict  with  several  issues  submitted  to  jury  one  of 
which  erroneous;  Lyon,  P.  &  CJo.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  29  C.  C.  A.  50,  55  U.  S. 
App.  747,  86  Fed.  125,  refusing  to  sustain  general  verdict  when  a  false  issue  was 
submitted  to  jury,  since  it  may  have  been  based  on  this  issue;  Durant  Min.  Co. 
V.  Percy  Consol.  Min.  Co.  35  C.  C.  A.  256,  93  Fed.  170,  refusing  to  sustain  gen- 
eral verdict  which  might  have  been  based  upon  instruction  which,  on  one  theory, 
was  harmless,  but  on  another,  erroneous. 
Appeal  I   erroneous  ndntlaalon  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Honolulu  Plantation  Co.  58  C.  C.  A.  281,  122  Fed. 
583,  holding  admission  of  evidence,  in  condemnation  proceeding,  as  to  value  of 
improvements  on  part  of  land  not  taken,  reversible  error,  where  land  taken  will 
not  affect  remainder. 
Deleiratlon  of  mnater'a  duties. 

Approved  in  Richey  ▼.  Southern  R.  Co.  69  S.  C.  399,  48  S.  E.  285  (dissenting 
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opinion),  on  opening  and  closing  a  switch  as  not  being  one  of  the  non-assignable 
duties  of  a  master. 

Cited  in  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  v.  Smith,  46  Ind.  App.  450,  91  N.  E.  28,  hold- 
ing that  master  may  delegate  to  fellow  servants  his  duty  as  to  proper  handling 
of  appliances  furnished,  and  thereby  free  himself  from  liability  for  negligence; 
Dixon  V.  Grand  Trunk  W.  R.  Co.  147  Mich.  669,  111  N.  W.  200,  holding  that 
railroad  may  delegate  to  employee  the  duty  to  keep  switches  closed  and  locked. 

Cited  in  note  (17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  542,  544)  on  delegability  of  duty  to  keep  switch 
closed. 

25  L.  R.  A.  838,  MARTIN  v.  TYLER,  4  N.  D.  278,  60  N.  W.  392. 
Validity  of  drainage  statutes* 

Followed  in  Birchall  v.  Griggs,  4  N.  D.  305,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  664,  60  N.  W.  842, 
holding  county  commissioners  may  be  enjoined  at  suit  of  taxpayer  from  issuing 
bonds,  to  defray  costs  of  drain  constructed  under  invalid  statute. 

Cited  in  Aldrich  v.  Paine,  106  Iowa,  467,  7^)  N.  W.  812,  holding  appropriation 
of  land,  without  compensation,  cannot  be  made  for  purpose  of  constructing  drains 
to  promote  public  health ;  Redmon  v.  Chaoey,  7  N.  D.  233,  73  N.  W.  1081,  holding 
warrants  drawn  by  drainage  commissioners  against  fund  to  be  raised  by  special 
tax  create  no  liability  against  municipality;  Ross  v.  Prante,  17  N.  D.  268,  115 
N.  W.  833,  holding  that  in  drainage  proceeding  damages  may  be  assessed  by  a 
jury  and  benefits  determined  by  the  drainage  commissioners;  Erickson  v.  Cass 
County,  11  K.  D.  605,  92  N.  W.  841,  on  validity  of  drainage  acts  generally. 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  175,  201,  227)  on  procedure  for  the  establishment 
of  drains  and  sewers. 
Smlnent  domain  |  snfflleleney  of  payment. 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  k  P.  R.  Co.  66  Neb.  112,  92  N.  W.  128,  hold- 
ing actual  payment  or  its  equivalent  essential  before  land  can  be  taken  under 
eminent  domain;  Sisson  v.  Buenna  Vista  County,  128  Iowa,  465,  70  L.R.A.  450, 
104  N.  W.  454,  holding  that  compensation  must  be  actually  paid  or  adequate 
security  given. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Steinhart  v.  Superior  Court,  59  L.  R.  A.  404,  which  holds 
payment  into  court  of  sufficient  to  compensate  landowner,  not  payment  authorizing 
giving  possession  of  land  sought  to  be  condemned;  Harrisburg,  C.  A,  C.  Tump. 
Road  Co.  V.  Harrisburg  &  M.  Electric  R.  Co.  34  L.  R.  A.  439,  which  holds  pay- 
ment into  court  of  award  appealed  from  in  eminent  domain  case  insufficient. 
HVhen   subject   expressed   In    title. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Carey  v.  Cornell,  50  Neb.  531,  70  N.  W.  56,  holding  pro- 
vision for  payment  of  stenographer  germane  to  act  providing  for  "courts;"  Re 
Monk,  16  Utah,  103,  50  Pac.  810,  holding  title  of  act  "providing  for  the  manner 
of  locating  and  recording"  mining  claims,  includes  means  of  locating  and  re- 
cording and,  therefore,  the  instrumentality  for  recording. 

Cited  in  notes  (64  Am.  St.  Rep.  94)  on  sufficiency  of  title  of  statute;   (79  Am. 
St.  Rep.  470)   as  to  when  title  of  statute  embraces  only  one  subject,  and  what 
may  be  included  thereunder. 
Presumption  as  to  validity  of  statute. 

Cited  in  State  ew  rel.  Comstock  v.  Stewart,  52  Neb.  251,  71  N.  W.  998,  holding 
no  presumption  of  validity  in  favor  of  remaining  portions  of  statute,  a  part  of 
which  has  been  declared  invalid;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Austin,  67  Kan.  213, 
72  Pac.  850,  holding  presumption  in  favor  of  constitutionality  of  statute  not 
indulged,  when  already  adjudged  unconstitutional  in  part,  and  Jegislative  intent 
that  remainder  should  stand  not  apparent. 
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Limitation    to    learislatlve    po'vrer. 

Cited  in  McDermont  v.  Dinnie,  6  N.  D.  284,  69  N.  W.  294,  holding  legislature 
cannot  abolish  police  courts  established  by  Constitution;  State  ex  rel.  McCue 
V.  Lewis,  18  N.  D.  133,  119  N.  W.  1037,  upholding  statute  providing  for  atate  care 
of  indigent  insane  and  feeble  minded  persons. 

25  L.  R.  A.  848,  CONSOUDATED  COAL  &  MIN.  CO.  v.  FLOYD,  51  Ohio  St 
642,  38  N.  E.  610. 

Followed  in  Coal  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Devault,  52  Ohio  St.  605,  44  N.  E.  1133,  without 
discussion. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Corwin  Coal  Co.  v.  Parker,  5  Ohio  L.  Rep.  67; 
Coal  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Devault,  52  Ohio  St.  605,  44  N.  E.  1133. 
Dutjr  to  furnish  anfe  place  for  employee*. 

Cited  in  Petaja  v.  Aurora  Iron  Min.  Co.  106  Mich.  468,  32  L.  R.  A.  438,  foot- 
note p.  435,  66  N.  W.  951,  holding  the  timbering  up  a  stope  with  lagging  for 
purpose  of  temporarily  supporting  roof  of-  mine  to  enable  miners  to  continue 
work  not  under  rule  of  "safe  place"  required  by  owner;  Callan  v.  Bull,  113  Cal. 
604,  45  Pac.  1017,  holding  building  of  appliance  as  part  of  the  construction  of  a 
jetty  does  not  come  under  rule;  Carolan  v.  Southern  P.  Co.  84  Fed.  87,  holding 
railroad  not  liable  for  injuries  to  laborer  falling  from  pile  of  boxes  of  tea  he 
was  loading  into  cars;  Kelly  Island  Lime  &  Transport  Co.  v.  Pachuta,  69  Ohio 
St.  471,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  706,  69  N.  £.  088,  holding  rule  not  applicable  where 
place  becomes  unsafe  through  negligence  of  fellow  servant  during  progress  of 
common  employment.  Holland  v.  Durham  Coal  k  Coke  Co.  131  Ga.  720,  63  S.  E. 
290;  Rolla  v.  McAlester  Coal  Co.  6  Ind.  Terr.  410,  98  S.  W.  141;  Heald  v.  Wallace, 
109  Tenn.  365,  71  S.  W.  80,— holding  that  duty  of  master  to  furnish  safe  place  to 
work  is  not  applicable  to  employees  in  mine;  Herancourt  Brewing  Co.  v.  Frank, 
11  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  506,  31  Ohio  C.  C.  279,  holding  place  the  furnishing  and 
preparation  of  which  is  part  of  work  servants  are  employed  to  perform  is  not  a 
place  furnished  by  master;  Squilache  v.  Tidewater  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  64  W.  Va. 
344,  62  S.  E.  446,  holding  statutory  duty  of  ventilating  mine  so  that  air  will 
dilute  and  carr>'  off  noxious  and  dangerous  gases  is  not  imposed  upon  mine 
operator,  regardless  of  duties  of  fire-boss  and  mine-boss. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Finn  v.  Cassidy,  53  L.  R.  A.  877,  which  holds  safety  of 
place  question  for  jury  where  contractor  sent  employee  to  work  in  trench  near 
foundation  of  chimnty,  with  the  knowledge  that  the  undisturbed  earth  was 
saturated  with  water;  Victor  Coal  Co.  v.  Muir,  26  L.  R.  A.  435,  which  holds  mine 
owner's  nonobservance  of  statutory  regulation  as  to  safety  of  place  will  not  sup- 
port action  for  injury  due  to  laborer's  own  neglect  to  attend  to  propping  of  roof 
with  materials  furnished;  Tradewater  Coal  Co.  v.  Johnson,  61  L.  R.  A.  161,  which 
holds  master  liable  for  failure  of  loaders  to  remove  loose  coal  hanging  in  mine 
rendering  it  unsafe  for  other  employees;  Ellsworth  v.  Methcney,  51  L.  R,  A.  389, 
which  holds  mine  owner  required  to  properly  guard  electric  wire  in  passage  way 
where  miners  accustomed  to  go;  Beesley  v.  F.  W.  WHiecler  &  Co.  27  L.  R.  A.  266, 
which  denies  ship  builders'  liability  for  negligence  of  carpenters  in  preparing 
scaffold  for  other  workmen. 

Cited  in  note  (87  Am.  St.  Rep.  566,  585,  589),  on  duty  of  mine  owners  to  pre- 
vent injury  to  employees. 

Distinguished  in  Corson  v.  Coal  Hill  Coal  Co.  101  Iowa,  230,  70  N.  W.  185, 
holding  inapplicable,  act  making  it  misdemeanor  for  miner  or  mining  employee 
to  neglect  or  refuse  to  prop  entry  to  mine,  if  entry  is  not  under  his  oontrol; 
Hanley  v.  California  Bridge  &.  C^nstr.  Co.  127  Cal.  238,  47  L.  R.  A.  600,  footnote 
p.  597,  59  Pac.  577,  holding  that  portion  of  tunnel  which  has  been  completed  must 
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be  kept  in  reasonably  safe  condition  for  workmen  employed  in  extending  it; 
Wellston  Coal  Co.  v.  Smith,  66  Ohio  St.  75,  55  L.  R.  A.  101,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  647, 
61  N.  E.  143,  holding  entry  in  mine  furnished  by  company,  through  mine  boss, 
must  be  kept  in  reasonably  safe  condition  by  boss. 
Duty  of   employee* 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Hecla  Min.  Co.  38  Wash.  466,  80  Pac.  779,  holding  it  to  be 
duty  of  employee  in  mine  to  use  diligence  to  protect  himself  against  dangers 
which  he  knows  are  liable  to  occur;  Morris  Coal  Co.  ▼.  Donley,  73  Ohio  St.  302, 
76  N.  E.  045,  holding  that  statutory  duty  of  minor  to  prop  roof  is  not  abrogated 
because  inconvenient  while  working  a  certain  machine;  Heald  v.  Wallace,  109 
Tenn.  370,  71  S.  W.  80,  holding  that  custom  in  mine  cannot  relieve  miner  from 
statutory  duty  to  timber  and  prop  the  place  where  he  is  working;  Brunelle  v. 
Lowell  Electric  Light  Corp.  194  Mass.  411,  80  N.  E.  466,  holding  that  a  prac- 
tice of  violating  an  ordinance  cannot  be  set  up  to  avoid  effect  of  its  violation. 
Ovty  of  master  to  employ  competent  men. 

Cited  in  Binder  v.  Cincinnati,  P.  &  V.  R.  Co.  16  Ohio  C.  C.  268,  9  Ohio  C.  D. 
98,  holding  lack  of  averment  of  knowledge  on  part  of  master  of  incompetence  of 
fellow  servant  of  injured  party  demurrable. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Indianapolis  Union  R.  Co.  v.  Houlihan,  64  L.  R.  A.  787, 
which  sustains  statute  making  railroad  company  liable  to  employees  for  injuries 
by  negligence  of  specified  servants. 

Cited  in  note   (25  L.R.A.  713)   on  liability  of  master  for  injuries  to  servant 
by  incompetency  of  fellow  servant. 
Validity    of   atatntory    reiralatlons    for    protection    of    employees. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Durkin  v.  Kingston  Coal  Co.  29  L.  R.  A.  808,  which  holds 
void,  imposition  Of  liability  on  mine  owner  for  certified  foreman's  failure  to  per- 
form duty;  Chicago,  W.  &  V.  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  48  L.  R.  A.  554,  which  sus- 
tains statute  for  inspection  of  mines  at  cost  of  mine  owners;  Consolidated  Coal 
Co.  V.  People,  56  L.  R.  A.  266,  which  sustains  statute  for  inspection  of  coal  mines 
as  often  as  inspector  deems  necessary  at  owner's  expense;  Mapel  v.  John,  32 
L.  R.  A.  800,  which  upholds  act  prohibiting  mine  owners  from  digging  within 
6  feet  of  division  line  without  adjoining  owner's  consent;  Re  Morgan,  47  L.  R.  A. 
52,  which  holds  void,  eight-hour  law  applying  to  smelters. 

Cited  in  note  (32  L.  R.  A.  854)  on  police  power  to  protect  health  Of  employees. 
Contributory  nearllflrence  of  employee. 

Cited  in  note  (49  L.  R.  A.  46,  47)   on  contributory  negligence  in  entering  oi 
remaining  in  employment. 
Assnmptlon   of   risk    a«   contributory    nevllarence. 

Cited  in  Toomey  v.  Avery  Stamping  Co.  20  Ohio  C.  C.  185,  11  Ohio  C.  D.  221, 
on  necessity  of  averment  in  petition  in  action  by  employee  against  employer  for 
negligent  injury  that  employee  had  no  means  of  knowing  danger. 

Cited  in  note   (19  L.R.A.(N.S.)    354)   on  servant's  assumption  of  risk  from 
changing  condition  of  working  place  during  progress  of  work. 
'Wbo  Is  vice  principal. 

Cited  in  notes  (75  Am.  St.  Rep.  628)   on  who  is  a  vice  principal;   (64  L.R.A. 
111,  138)  on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with  reference  to  character  of  act 
causing  injury. 
Police  power  to  protect  employees. 

Cited  in  notes  (32  L.R.A.  854)  on  police  power  to  protect  health  of  employees; 
(47  L.R.A.  62)  on  statutory  provisions  to  secure  health  and  safety  of  employees. 
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26  L.  R.  A.  856,  CRAFT  REFRIGERATING  MAGH.  00.  v.  QUINNIPIAO  BREW- 

ING CO.  63  Conn.  661,  29  Atl.  76. 
Operation  of  pnustloo  mot* 

Cited  in  Greenthal  y.  Lincoln,  67  Conn.  377,  36  Atl.  266,  holding  praetioe  act 
abandoned  aim  of  common  law  to  bring  oontroYersy  to  a  single^  oertain,  and 
material  point. 
Snllleleney  of   complaint* 

Cited  in  Baxter  y.  Camp,  71  Conn.  261,  42  L.  R.  A.  617,  71  Am.  Si.  Rep.  169, 
41  Atl.  803,  holding  cause  of  action  arising  out  of  single  transaction  should  not 
be  separated  into  two  or  more  counts;  Dawson  v.  Marsh,  74  Conn.  500,  61  AtL 
529,  holding  complaint  of  tenant  against  landlord  for  dispossessing  her,  detaining 
part  of  furniture,  and  removing  remainder  into  street,  should  be  set  forth  in  one 
count;   Morehouse  v.  Throckmorton,  72  Conn.  461,  44  Atl.  747,  holding  com- 
plaint alleging  performance  of  services,  their  value,  acceptance  of  service  by  de- 
fendant, death  of  plaintiff,  appointment  of  administratrix,  and  nonpayment  of 
indebtedness  by  defendant  states  cause  of  action  under  practice  act;  Goodrich  v. 
Stanton,  71  Conn.  424,  42  Atl.  74,  holding  single  transaction  resulting  in  in- 
dorsement of  two  notes  cannot  be  set  forth  in  six  counts  of  complaint;  Palmer 
v.  Hartford  Dredging  Co.  73  Conn.  187,  47  Atl.  126,  holding  that  single  cause  of 
action  should  be  stated  in  a  single  count;  Metropolis  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Lynch,  68  Conn. 
471,  36  Atl.  832,  holding  if  facts  alleged  and  proved  show  cause  of  action  for 
breach  of  contract,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment,  although  he  treated  action 
as  one  in  trover;  Dunnett  v.  Thornton,  73  Conn.  6,  46  Atl.  158,  holding  only 
rule  as  to  pleading  is  plain  and  concise  statement  of  facts ;  Lewisohn  v.  Stoddard, 
78  Conn.  590,  63  Atl.  621,  holding  that  a  number  of  transactions  affecting  the 
cause  of  action  and  connected  therewith  may  be  set  out  in  a  complaint. 
Joinder  of  onnae*  of  notion* 

Cited  in  Maisenbacker  v.  Society  Concordia,  71  Conn.  376,  71  Am.  St.  Rep. 
213,  42  Atl.  67,  holding  questicm  whether  two  causes  of  action  are  improperly 
joined  in  one  count  is  waived  by  failure  to  demur  to  complaint;  Knapp  v.  Walker, 
73  Conn.  461,  47  Atl.  666,  holding  that  causes  of  action  for  breach  of  contract  for 
personal  property,  and  for  fraud  in  inducing  party  to  part  with  his  property  on 
false  representations  may  be  united  if  growing  out  of  same  transaction;  Plumb 
V.  Curtis,  66  Conn.  174,  33  Atl.  998,  holding  separate  count  founded  on  estoppel 
cannot  be  added  to  complaint  founded  on  original  liability;  Swenson  v.  Colvin, 
130  Fed.  627,  holding  cause  of  action  for  deceit,  based  on  misrepresentations  in- 
ducing written  contract,  cannot  be  united  with  action  for  breach  of  such  contract; 
Knapp  V.  Walker,  73  Conn.  461,  47  Atl.  655,  holding  damages  for  breach  of  con- 
tract may  be  recovered  under  complaint  setting  forth  such  cause  of  action,  and 
also  one  for  fraud,  in  single  count,  although  no  fraud  found;  McArthur  v.  Moffett, 
143  Wis.  572,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  268,  128  N.  W.  446,  holding  that  physical  presence 
of  person  injured  is  not  necessary  to  effect  "transaction"  withfn  meaning  of 
statute  permitting  joinder  of  causes  arising  out  of  same  transaction;  Fairfield 
V.  Southport  Nat.  Bank,  80  Conn.  100,  67  Atl.  471,  holding  that  action  for  con- 
version of  bonds  and  action  for  the  proceeds,  may  be  joined  in  one  complaint  by 
setting  forth  the  facts  thereof. 
Ho'vr    dofenao    alionld    bo    plended. 

Cited  in  Botsford  v.  Wallace,  72  Conn.  200,  44  Atl.  10,  holding  that  answer  to 
single  cause  of  action  or  one  founded  on  transaction  with  several  causes  of  action 
not  distinguishable  from  each  other,  should  be  single  and  only  divided  into 
paragraphs. 
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Bflect  of  BoneompUanee  'witli  order  of  trial  court* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Campbell  v.  Justices  of  Superior  Court,  69  L.R.A.  811, 
which  denies  plaintiff's  absolute  right  to  proceed  with  trial  of  equity  case  while 
in  contempt  of  court  for  refusal  to  obey  order  enforceable  by  mandamus. 

Distinguished  in  Dunnett  v.  Thornton,  73  Conn.  17,  46  Atl.  158,  reversing 
judgment  for  material  error  though  nonsuit  granted  for  disobedience  of  order 
to  file  bill  of  particulars. 

25  L.  R.  A.  862,  STATE  ew  rel  TAYLOR  v.  PENNOYER,  26  Or.  205,  37  Pac. 

906,  41  Pac.  1104. 
Suit  by  private  Individual  to  restrain  acts  of  pnbltc  ofllclals. 

Reaffirmed  on  subsequent  appeal  in  28  Or.  498,  31  L.  R.  A.  473,  43  Pac.  471. 

Cited  in  Burness  v.  Multnomah  County,  37  Or.  468,  60  Pac.  1005,  holding  in- 
dividual taxpayer  may  maintain  suit  to  prevent  carrying  out  of  contract  be- 
tween county  officials  and  individual  for  collection  of  taxes;  Browniield  v. 
Houser,  30  Or.  537,  49  Pac.  843,  holding  taxpayer  may  bring  action,  in  his  own 
name,  to  have  county  clerk  restrained  from  issuing  to  sheriff  order  for  services 
performed  by  such  officer. 
Snlt   by  state   to  prevent   official   action. 

Distinguished  in  State  ex  rel  McCain  v.  Metschan,  32  Or.  383,  41  L.  R.  A. 
694,  footnote  p.  692,  46  Pac.  791,  holding  that  action  can  be  maintained  by  state, 
without  showing  special  injury  to  restrain  state  treasurer  from  paying  warrant 
issued  without  authority  for  purchase  of  land  for  insane  asylum. 
Power  of  conrt  over  ntandate. 

Cited  in  Livesley  v.  Johnston,  47  Or.  196,  82  Pac.  854,  holding  that  supreme 
oourt  has  power  to  recall  a  mandate. 


